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ABSTRACT
. - : * ?l
Through development of an esErlt de corps each
of the faculties of flve publlc elementary schooLs was -

-

[——

_H\ gu1ded to work together more effectively in helping-
children with special probilems. The five pr1nc1pa1§ -

e\met regularly to give mutual aid in developing a ° |

'Abrogram for helping the'teaéhe%sﬁfin utiliaing their

own 1nd1v1dua1 expertlse, in recognizing the special

o/

strengths of 1nd1v1dua1 members of the staff, in
utlllzlnq a procedure for identifying chlldren in
need; and in making objectlve analyses of the prgblems.

Each pr1nc1pa1 superv1sed the formatlon and operation l{

NPV Y
Yo

1A
N

of committees which, studied the problems referred by

L . .Y o

“  the teachers.i: The committees made recommendations for
. s )

action. principal then worked to foster the

1mp1ementat1qh of the committee recommendatlons. A

model was veloped to serve as the basis for a staff

‘

developmen‘jgpproach for ' ping childre# w1th spec1a1 i

B ’ - * .
| N
‘ | A




INTRODUCTION ot e s
" . - N - - " - % .

o - . This report describes .the plans end activ1ties of

five elementary school princ1pals in their attempt to - .. e
4 ) ‘ T

o develop, implement and evaluate a staff develppment

, \ approach to_prov1de for children w1th spec1al p

[y
“, , - v

) -~
-

. o The.baridus—characteristic of the five participating

schools are described in Chapter I. ‘Information id
preSented pertaining to the physical plant, the community,

‘ - the principal, the composition of the faculty and student

body and the resources available in each school at the

beginning of\the project. . ) ’ -

©, \} ’ ;o

*  The delineation and conceptualization of the prolect

e

’»,7 <« are described in Chapter_II. The PERT style chart 'indicates

L ~ .
the time line and Specific respOnsibilities.and activities

of the. practitioners and staffs of the partic1pating schools

~

for completing the prOJect Task force assignments for ) .

L)

. _preparing the report are,also included. ]
i . . e

- ~

The practitioners designed a questionnaire which

L}

T prov1ded ‘teachers With the opportunity to ldentify prcblems

s
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in evolving a mod

”

v— .
A

,oop

s .

el for the staffing procedure. Fo

3t staffing committees, schedullng and deallng w1th

ént of a referral form was a Rey fadtor

ation

T

recommendatlons;were addltlongl problems requlrlnq solutions

.

~as the model -Becanje opérdtive._ These problems ‘and. t

solutions are disdussed "in Chapter IV. ThlS chapter

'

includes a descri

.

- -~

ion of the kinds of ‘staffing proH

referred and a repprt of the recommenaations madg by

PR

-staffing committee} -

-

The-availabilq

the degrigbt%ghhipf

Resources at the 14

reported in Chapter

. . . . . ,

ty-of appropriate resources affeq
| recommendations were implemented
cal, district and community* level

. V. Problems encountered and the

of the practitionens’in using the resources effectiv
" ~ . . . :

are also.discussed.
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One detéfmiﬁanp of the effectiveness of the staffing

Py

procedure was.the implementation of recommendgﬁiohs. The
- ¢ degrée of satisfaction expressed by administrators and )

-~ .

~ teachers with the implementaﬁion of recommendations is s

e . - .* - I . . . . ~ .
.» disgussed in Cha?ter vi. [ -
S e | .‘ p a ) : \; .

v L : ' '_I‘he”pr,:ac‘tit.ior_lei;sk elt that an indicatibn of the

’

F \

satisfaction of teachers and a&min%gpratoré with the results

of the project should be included in the evaluation. These

< I'd

- results are summarized. and analyzed in Chapte? VII.

“ -~ —
. s

" The administrators'| evaluation of the staff develop-

, ment project is reported in Chapter VIII. Generdily the
# “administrators Qere/pleased with the project and were :

: o

K K R .
impressed with the apparént development of mutual trust and

o | Jxespect .among %he staff neﬁbers. _ T,
T - 4 - - Y . o )
e ) The..en route teachen eya;uathn indicates teachers'
' 'opinions about the potentiﬁl value of the project. These
) reéults'énd_the,responses\?oi%he éumﬁative evalua#ipn
\instruﬁént, Jévaluétiongqf Pu;%iy%tqffing Activifiés?,,are
N s .
. reported in Chapter IX. | B . ' -

Randi® - . 0‘ . / -
. <
«
- 19 v 1 -
‘. AR v -
- wJ Yo = P
. N . et s ’
¢ \‘ g . o
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-
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- Practltloners s
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the project in Chapter X.
N . /

tion: w1th the development of the de51gn and 1mp1ementatlo
of the stafflng model the development of an ésprit’ de |

/

corps among staff membe s and the opportunlty to share
T

this profe551ona1 experience with the other practltloners.,

Lo .
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DESCR PTIQN‘OF‘SCHOOLS

, A i

. \ ) ~ : ‘
. A study of the five Chicagg}public elem?ntgry .o
. L.

’

schools garticipating in the Staff Devélopment Project:

J " - R
< reveals |pertinent information about'eaé5\§§yool.

'

- . /
. This 'information has been translated to Table form for

|
1 o
1

. easy reference., . v - .
.- T ' N 1, /. A
| . . Ag
» |
years the E

Taﬂole T-1 shows 'that,the',mm'berﬁ

. . o
p;incipals haveg bggﬂ‘hss@gned to th€lir pregent schools

Co v . [
. &
ranges from one t& thirteen. There is great variatibn,4e
. . - \ .
. L. J - J
in the sizes and ages of.the physfctb plafts. However,
. . s o - .
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most .of the schools serve children from 16w or lower ( -
M - . . N » » - ¢ N Al .
. " middlé income families. — - » ‘ :
” . ) . ¢ R ’
‘ L Table I-2 shows that a varlety of rac1al and T . ‘
-~ . —
- 7 v - ’ - i, N .
- : »gthnic backgrounds are~represented. All but one school '
L enfollskaii)their students from the community. The
student mobility- raté ranges' from 24% to 98%. - .
. - A ; ) . =
A “ -t . i = ' ‘ v " -
. " Table*I-3 Shows™ that although facultles vary. in
. - A
) size(and;experience,-thé five sehools have racially - o
v N ’, o ? ’ .
- . : . . . “ -, . .
v jritegratéd staffs. . ' ‘
3 . - - R
- |- . . ; - A , .
J ‘q M v ‘} .
Takle I-4 shows that the‘reso rces in each school - ' !
-"t ‘ , AS b
%east a part time -« - '
.‘ ’ A .’:y'if‘x‘wh
rariah,”physical .
" - \~ . - .!
ning disabilities
- P— . . . . (; A ) A} ,
oo e .’teacher.ot reading specialist. ~Offly two schools have
. ‘ b, - R ' 5 . ! ] . . ‘
- s .0 2 . - " I3 v N o L] I3 I3 lv H
: . ¢ freed.assistar®t principals. Schools having a significant - :
. - number of non-Engli#sh speaking students alsor have teachers: ' '
o s - s i . . - '
. : ° . . ‘ ' ' | |
. ) to help these’students learn English.. Lt .
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Tablgxl—S éhows'that-resoufces.availablg to the =~ .

school at the district }evel are basically the samé'

wput the number of day54¢hey'afe available varies

+
.

with tHe.size and needs of each school.

. . . .
Community resources vary widely. The agencies
listed in Table I-5 were those used by the schools

¥

. at’ the beginning of the project; As the project

v,
developeéd, others were—added. A ¢omplete list of the !

community agencies used throughoutjthe project is '

contained in Chapter V.

s
“

It waé the aim of each principal to help the staff
become aware of and utilize effectivelyatﬁé resources
each school had available to help children with

é

probléms. ' ’ ) ‘

~

o .

v
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a TP CHAPTER II" .° ' <

Sl . PROJECT DESIGN .- e
: ’ - - ! . ‘ . ) ..
The most elemental beginningswof this practicum

4 Loe - Y * . ' Ry

i . 0‘/ . - . . . —
took place on May.19, l973, when the practitioners be-

gan dlscusslng their concerns and problems with a v1ew VoL 7
{ * . , gl

toward those which would be relevant to the" entire

. A —_ ;

egroup, be of Bwutual beneflt to all the members 1f an - -~

t’ .
e

approach or solutlon could be attacked by ahf the prac- o

* titioners, be beneficial to the puplls and schoolls to L ' e
; ’

be 1nvolved, and meet the requzrem%nts fo;»a Max1 I "fJ . ; :/

pnacticum» Resultlng from t%e.dlscu551ons was the pro-‘ T s

poéal for the STAFF DEVEBOPMENT APPROACH: Prov1d£hg For | ) N ;

‘ iChildren with Special Problems,practlopm. ' 10 E f fg; |

. ] ‘. § . .G_ . . . - <.,
P L] ) ‘ - v
. v
e %

- The PERT- stﬁle chart, Flgu;e 1, at the end of (this ST LINEN

-~
»
~
k

>

éhapter indlca%ksﬁthe tlme llne of the pro}ect along Y N . .
VS .{., : I ,L. -

%5 7é§t1es and respon51blllt1es of the
-

pt

}

w1qh the\varlo&s act

.4" -

pradtltiphers and the” staffs of tﬁe flve SGhQOlS in- "~ ‘9; ks

“3—,,.&

5, - _r,,’
»




i

o) deyeloyinéﬂhnd directing the brofect within his/her
v‘:'il ] AN S . 3 -

6%n school. . ,
'-‘:! ) - ’ - N . ’ .o,

P , . .

R

"chart are the activities related to the ba51c plannlng

. and reportfng of the develdpment and andlngs of the

practrqum. ' The main act1v1t1es of the Practltloner

! .
[

" Task Force were as follows: - ' .

Meetings to discuss common concerns which
might be appropriate to a -joint, practicum

~
. e .

. Meetings .to delineate the practicum design,
write the proposals, and design the problems
qyest;onnaire ~=pd referral form to be used by

[ %

the teachers IR :
- Meetings- to dlscuss ongolng progress ‘and
problems so as ¢o- .keep tha practlcumﬁgoordl—
L e - nated.and. to provide ntutual aid. - These meet~
ca ,'1ngs were- Tor such topics as -
o - teacher motivation, '

¢ follow through,

types’ of problems, v
. . "refining ways ofﬁevaluatlng, -
« 7 : role+of pringipal in local stafflng
i T .. Mmeetings,: . .
. . emergency problems, ‘ .

Y R effectlveness to various resources, and
future%steps té?be taken. - - -

R
oA I%a
P

Meetings .to determlne 1nd1v1dua1 task force
member's: aéslgnments for deveélopiig, -writing, -
. ) and dupllcatlng various materiafs for and
* sections of the flnal report: . o ‘

Meetlngs to rev1ew, restyle, edlt -and assem-
ble the flnal report ‘ >

- )

4,

.
” -~ ta

LY

i
IR N A

/? Across t'e first panel and the t0p half of the ',3 y

o

“




‘.

v . The lower sectien of the chart, excépt for the .

. first panel, relates the various‘activities which took

place at the local level. They include the following:
. T - oo f
. ,Prlnc1pal introduces staff development pro-

gram to faculty <
Al - . -

Principal coordinates and/or conducts in-ser-
vice activities including some of those indi- ‘
cated in_this list. o

Pr1nc1pal presents Stafflng Questlonnalre' -
: , teachers’ complete it.

- Prihcipal tabulates and analyzes results of
T questionnaire; relates results to faculty and”
to task for e.

- ‘ ’ Principal presents Staffing Reéferral Form;
: . teachers\complete them and submit cases. -

e ' Principal receives Stafflng Referral Forms
a0 ‘ . ‘ from teachers. : - ( ) . . .
. ' Printipal reyiews\refefrai'forms. g
.. \\??\:égincipalﬁselects staff%ng cbmmittees. o
~ : ) i -
. F, 7 Staffing meetings take place. - ‘ y

N . ) Principal reviews staffing reports and recom- oo
T —— ~ mendations. - . \

LA *r Recompendations ake implemented.
¢ Follow-up staffings:

NCldsing the cases. .

)

The . basic staffing activites are illustbatea on

*




\
Y
Ty
-
"
RS

&

the lower sections|of the second and third panels of the. _

-

chart,
s M ' . - N . . [_’,

- -

! W -
' . This practicum was designed to be developmental in- ' . ) -

the establishment:gﬁ an ongoing procedure. This is -in-

dicated by the arrpw at the extreme ‘right end of the

chart. . ' .

[y
.

In summary, the design of this practicum, STAFF

DEVELOPMENT APPROACH: -Providing for Children with .

Speciél’Problgms, was two-fold. One, as illustrated on

oo panel one and tﬁe-kop half- of the PERT-style chart, was
- i
the activitiés of. the task force relative to the devel-

)

- opment and reporting of thé‘project. Two, as illustra—')

g "ted on tﬁé lower sections of panels two through five of -’ o
\

the chart, was. the activities which took’place at the

1 .
local schools. f

! ‘s
.

. -
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Figure 1. PERT-Style Chart of the Project Design )
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‘room. In order to have a measure of flex1b111ty an&’

R 3 . &N.
.at the in-service meetings durlng the beglnnlng’ﬁayﬁ oﬁ? 1_ iﬁf%%%g@&
' R :

}See Appendix A.

e

.t . v

. " CHAPTER III

STAFFING QUESTIONNAIRE: . - S
FREQUENCY AND DIFFICULTY OF PROBLEMS
PERCEIVED BY TEACHERS.

. .
5 ra v
) R
-

The "Staffing Quest:.onna:.re"l»l evolved after the " . T
Maxi I practltloners had many meetlngs and'discu551ons f3 § 0 X
7 ’ s N /"i.',' ?-

during the spring and summer of 1973. It was.the confj "24 . Eyj %,

‘sensps of the Task Force group that the selection of _ & T

the kind of behavior which is met daily in the class— %Eﬁﬁh‘a

‘. kY

W
»
.q\'

143

WA

e
5
-
3

problems considered 1mportant by the respondents, theﬁ gﬁ}k' _ﬁ.ﬁ-
- w e
category, ."other", was incIuded. : ﬁg, 'ﬁifﬁ*

[4 - . e 1-

' ,.

™ :-45," ,y, T ,fu-. “u ’o'f"

After explaining the staffing act1v1t1es pro;gg&g&
’\’ "W 41
. .

; 3
i '..’Ju,w‘ T gs“'vg -

the September 1973 term, ‘the pr1nc1pa1npradt1tioger§

. 2y \- ‘f-sg, ":"‘. ",’: P N 4

dlstrabuted the “Questlonnalre" to the t§60héf3 §3 '%ﬁk}fVi?’»;i
. ,..‘»-,, T AR, .,

. .s A A B q'g#‘ TR

é,a tltloners dlscussed the sectlons w1th»tﬁebr Staffs., "
{‘ 4 'k E e b G 5
ﬂ"l ‘\

‘Time was allotted during the in- serv1ce p rlod for-
g “lﬂhkéﬁ'"&/o
~ a4

-

-

I N
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> .’.?‘ = LY b ' .
. - SN - [ M .
V; 4 R b, . ".\‘.\;"‘ L . : ) o
ki .‘;{\ }_ < B .‘_._5. T Lo . .-
. i ." s, - Lats
: 5 u"*__‘ ¢ »

e P ‘.4&; v“ f% :) f “"g‘!“‘?‘ > .
J‘";«x@ﬁ,@% . ’*" to respond to. the '"Qhestlonnalre" and return

o 7 & ‘1"

ey - ‘«,"t*' i

wda b TaR 4 .

i ‘%g, ,t 'to t e préctltloner. M rs #0f the Task Force .

B A i G- -

';ﬂ“}§;eé¥3f planned to share the flndlngs w1th the teachers and - , 3
et oy ' /
S :

L 2 X5 ‘;ﬁax1 1 practlta.oneigs. They also 1ntended to use these

“ . vt
,.--ny:&-l‘j"“' T 3 %
R &"~‘. Lxe s o a , ~ L L3
’7’:‘,\ Ay ,.:,- resu-]z_ts for gulc'gghaé 1n §fepar1ng ‘their in-service. pro- )
S oL, )
. [N 4 ) s,
.o, Ty ".gram and other supervisory activities in conjunction
o '.‘;‘“,'(J’. p o 6
i ¥ ROV e
st with the p;;dgect.’- , ‘ :
‘L“\vtiiﬁ:'. ‘ ' i ) ?’ . Lf
g % ) o ﬁ" . ‘
) o o ', In pad:t Ohe the - "Questlonnalre" the teachers -
i . o
k- were fd’&?ﬂ‘ﬂb tlee follow:.ng problems’ Whlch they consi- "
. \3 :_" " ‘q’\'x .
L e ) dered aﬁe most frequently encountered ih the classroom:
AV . O ] ,
N Y el e T8 disotedience . .

e v health 3 ‘ .- '

O TR A g. B mo/tconduy distunbed o ' } .
N ,,nrgmiaﬁ rnetardation ’

: L du/LeApect fon tedchen and authofu_ty
aoa B Pie Lo N0 U wumgdhessdion towards other children

' J’hubrtuaﬂty tardy

e / T ) A "ﬂgxce)sb absences -- . .

R .4 e mt M. 0
IR A Fack-of -interest in Achooﬂ
oo . T, oL fachks fundamentals in academdcs e
St cedee BP0 e wunusually withdrawn - _ 5 ‘

. ‘ B ‘3"‘ “othens (Be specific.). - ) s

’ g ‘V) Lo '_:.“‘ . \ﬂ*’ "4 # v ¢ . -

R o Nmnggr oné is to irldlcate the most frequent or the
i $ y
v d “'.’ L IR TN .. » ’

“‘iﬁ}ob/lefn hav:.ng the greatest concerh: eleven or twelve, A

%pegdlng on the response to the category, "other" : LT
[ | 7 .
- i
ld’?be ’che least frequently encountered or least im- ! .
N f ‘e
» 4,, : I‘
) 9 . e o o ) S |
oo : . |
s R . ~““See Chapters IV, V, and VI.- . ! '
‘_:‘: . Wl ‘.‘!‘" i .
Y VT et 2T ? E ’
T - . - ! K . s
.’ - ' o ) 5 -
|\"": "~ “ - b ‘ ’ ° : :
- « . / hd ~‘: * -~ #
. , v va N : N
LT . c . ‘ . . -
P f . s Ma , o~ /P; , - v N . o ’
FRIC S 34 .t DEN
A}-- ' " . o* ) . .- o ) 3
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.

‘This summary is contalned in Table III-1 on the folle-"‘

, problem. in any rank was 71 Qesponses to problem "lacks

“Maxi I schools .indicated thisﬂproblem as their number ‘

. tlng "lack of 1nterest in schodg" W ‘iWasfalso sthe S

A

r <

»o
&
A

8

'Y

portant to the respondent.:  When the reSponses from the

.

teachers of all the Max%bl schobls were tallled there

were 1719 responses plac1ng problems 1n various ranks. ’,

)

ing page. )

o - ’ .
' )
.

The greatest number of responses for any single

[ . .
fundamentals in academics" in rank 1. "Lacks fundamen- -

tals in academics" as a prpblem category also had the

greatest number of‘respondents, 165. Four of the five .
' : 7 .

. \
one concern'gtoo.<:"Lacks fundamentals in academJ.cs't is ;.

fuirther dlscussed in Chapters Iv, VI, and w1z,

L
TE .

i

The next hlghggt frequency had 42 respondests ci-

r’ 4 (.‘n* 'z W

highest frequency i% rank two. able fII*?'lndlcates

* the problems w1th the hlghest freauency W&thln each

/ 4 2
rank Agaln, it w1ll be noted that "lacks fundamentals

h Yoy '~

in academ;cs" and "lack of intexést in schqgol" are the

. B Wi
<4 ‘T, ‘ )

two hlghest frequenc1es. of 1nterest,-also, is that
Len .- i * -
problems, "disobedience"; "health", and "mental retarda-~

PS4

awl

' tlon", each appear twice' in d1fferent ranks; .
\, . L

- € [ 4




, - . - .,7 N R ) ¢ . -~

g C Tt ) T
| TABLE ¥II-1 e
7 " CHICAGO MAXI I SCHOOLS T

. SEPTEMBER 1973 5
STAFFING QUE§TIONNAIRE

T Teacher Rank of Problems Most Frequently Encountered’
PROBLEM 1 23 4 5 6 »7 8 910 11 12
. Disobedience © .14 252526 27710 8 8 4 3 "0 2.
" Health \ 21 0 4 912 16 23 33 19- 15 3
Emotionally  ~ ' ‘ . :
disturbed -7 7 1913 20 23 20.12 18 X4 7 3
. Sy LT L e .
< . ,‘ a’:\l i ) - e ": - - i
” o rétﬁtdqﬁion ‘1 32 1 7 371219 1533 35 9
\ [} o _
) Disrxepect for . . . .
i s geacher and ) ' ‘ : A
B A :autgrit_y 1017 28 2316 1517 4 .9 6 .8 2-
Aggression towards’ 7 ) L - :
. other children - 22 21 24 23 19 23 13 7 3 2 4, 0
Excess absences " 1.7 14 .8 16 14 24 21 18 17 8 4
. ~— .‘ ' ] - )
;- Habitually tardy 8 -4 '8 13:11 24 19 18 18 16 12 2
Lack of interest C N ‘ -
in school . 22,42 17 1715 11- 98 5 9 2.
. :%5;4\ . ‘ -
Lack of fundamentals {%}*‘,' T
* ) .in academics 71. 26,24 1810 5 3 3 2 1 2 0
Unusually withdrawn 1 1 3 7 9 Il 11 20 17 19 37 7
" Others g o v !
(Be.specific.) 3 7 5 8 2 0 0-2 1 0 .21 2

-t
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Y . | TABLE III~2
3 45 ,
B Co CHICAGO MAXI I SCHOOLS ’
- - ' SEPTEMBER 1973
. - _Problem With nghest Fredquency Within Rank
PROBLEM RANK "FREQUENCY . " TOTAL -
~ - '
- “Lacks- fundamentals
- -+ .in academics 1 71 172
Lack of interest AL ° Ce
in school 2 42 161
g Disrespect for . S . ‘
* teacher and i i .
authority . 3 .28 169
. . ‘-pisobedience. s © 26 .162 |
pisobedience 5 27 161
_Habitually taxdy .. 6 24", 151
5 e - Excess absences 7 24 152
Health o, .8 .23 144
Health , .9 .33 144
Mental retardation 10 33 ¢ 145
" 4 unusually withdrawn - 11 37 130
?; Mental retardation 12 09 £ 34
“ R - . T
, - P ‘
; [

RS NP

A :*.—g'-‘.g:

T,
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
.

‘

Py

L] ‘ » - 11 - . .
. ﬂ - 19
s oo, R ’\
dLAobedLence aankw4 6&equeney 26
‘ . heatth TE 8 l _
4, Ry
mental /Le,tafzﬁa,# Y
tion v ‘.,3‘ _ ) By _..,,F;Q’ :
Two problems, “aggression towaréslother'cgﬁiuf
Y R MO b 3 :uﬁu
and "emotlonally a:.stu,rbea““’h,h whlle hav1ng among thev&.; %}% , -
'-':.) ' ye e ,e (7 ‘_‘ )\\"{ A "A RN N
EE s W O
highest number of respondents (163 161), do not.'rap;:'é':a:c_‘\h &pﬁ?gf'p
“ n : he% A R . -3y ¢ “;"f(‘.
: ha S ey W
n Table ITI- 2" as they do not have the.hlghest frequency--j,**‘ Wy
- - P x ‘b ’ ot ‘,ifi-é?q'-f
’ P N L deye 1?;

T R
rank. - oo ,‘ ,,.ft R oy
. ’ A .",“H . .'.

.’» 3 11.}.‘.5\;,.\,',.,,._,, K Agw,; .- . jr : ;,..‘:-'?%"’;“'"‘,\F A».‘ : ‘.‘4‘:‘.,;’,
In Table ITI-3 the hlghest frequency Jn‘each pro» wﬁﬁ;<;m I,
& R el ,‘.;,.,-, S A T L ]
. -(w.\s.,.w, e oy “
blem category and 1ts rank are 1llustrated. The thlrd o u!

hlghest frequency, "unusually w1tharawn" 1s }n the next ;,? : If -
& oy

.
-
.

to thF-lowest rank,‘llv The two concerns, "lack of fun- N DAV
s PO WS e s
dament;ls 1n academlcs" and rl’:{.ag:ic of 1nterest 1n school"":g;ij‘fyljyj
continte to bé in prom;nenceriaChaptersﬁVI‘ VII,"and X . :Lf:if;;f .
'contain further dlscuss1onsrregard1ng these problems. e ”f~‘j :
“ N’ ST L "':{'“'“- < L ) -:,

There were 3l responses to problem "other" Whlch SITINL, .

el = iy

had a frequency of 8 and"{rank of 4. Some of the re-f 3 \ R .‘;Jf".v;;
T e T A

sponses to this were; - T T
""-'.QL": ,MQ “-\'“

home environment .- . . T - -
pLayground safety - L e L e
inability %o ﬂottow drnect&omm R SR
’ unaware of teacher's rnoke v N& TR T

LY *

It shuld be nated that not every teacher ranked "
/,ég )

PRl

" iy ~ N . 9
. . f 7 ~ :
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- ) " TABLE III-3 .
. { A .
! v
CHICAGO MAXI I SCHOOLS
SEPTEMBER 1973
* Rank of Highest Frequency Within Category
: ) PROBLEM - . TQTAL FREQUENCY
Disobedience - 162 - 27
. Health : , 137 ©. 33
Emotionally disturbed 163 ) 23
Mental retardation . 140 - , < 35
P ‘ F-d
:;,’;:"\ Disrespect for )
B o teacher and ‘
'y f.( Y authority - ) 155 28
el | Sl
was g i o Aggression towards, - . L
e APTRARY  other children 161 - 24
Rtk v - T .
g Y T2l Excess absences 152 24 "
UNRIPS ~~:-;f§§,‘§;-,;,¢;;§ Habitually tardy 153 . - 24,
os ‘ﬁ’rf%' . L : BN
e T, R Lack of interest :
‘—y'; &-;, W N i \”’ﬁ f;;; . '
in, =/ .- Lacks ‘fundamentals . .
U %, . -t in academics - - 165 - 71
fenlt L ~$s-}; < "g - - ' . .
e S <
NI 3 ' S ‘ .
SR s Unusually withdrawn 143 - 37%
TN T _" L X d':f‘ . ’ ' ,
L e ;“;&A- Others (Be specific.) 31 . 8
"'.‘:Q’r\ - PRSI M K o N . W
ST
m'_!.‘.. :.a & ¥ , - N
’ : ] "”“&‘i . -
} /
vl - ‘\
AN ; /
[ 1
e ‘ )u

RANK

@

-
w 85
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. . .
each problem. ,This is because of the various, positions

Q

- w N
librarian, freed assistant principal, special service.

.
4-. ~
.

In Table III-4 three groups of statlstlcs are pre-

pared for éach problem. The number of tlmes each pro-

biem reffeived a rahk of 1,2,3, or 4, Group I placement
! . ’
was indicated; rank‘of 5,6,7, or 8, Group 1I, and with

the last ones, rank of 9,1b,11,12, Group III. '

2
There were 663 responses in Group I.- In rank order
of percentages (rounded to the nearest whole) the pro-

blems selected as those with the highest classroom fre-.
. . .

-

quency are; ‘ ' ) .

o

. Lacks fundamentals.in academrcé - 21%
' disobedience s
Lack of internest Lin schook: - J5
agghression towands othen ch&ﬂdhen - 14,

Nl - ) ‘ . - :
Group II, the more neutral area, had a total of 609

B

reséonses. The problems with the hlghgst frequency are;

: emfotionally disturbed - , 12%
. , exceds -absences v ) , 12

L ‘ habrtuaﬂﬂy tardy ’ \ "12.

’ " aggression towands othen ch&ﬂdaen ,‘«ha.

L ~
The- spread of empha51s in this grouplng can readily be

~'1

seen; however, a_conslderable degree of 51m11ar1ty re-

. W
.

mains among ‘the schools.

+ d . -

40 . L

PR

,staff members have with groups of pupils i.e. counselor, .
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B . TABLE III-4 ' :
.- N i} .-, . i ) T
. . ’ ) N . .
- : CHICAGO MAXI I SCHOOLS' R ' _ s
.o SEPTEMBER“1973 . <, . ’ :
» v ’ o N -. /3 : “Q f ) § . . 4 .
. . . . « X
- Bercentages of Responses for Each Problem Tt o2 "
' Ranking in Three ‘Groups )7
:QROBLEM\ GROUP T - GROUP II _ GROUP IIT "

x B ~ K PR

/Disobediénce . K 15 . 9. 2 L

~ a“

9 . . ) ‘
Health - ol _ 10 - 16

» .
Emotlonally dlsturbed 7 /- ' 1z . 9 St
Mental retardatlon_ .1 ’ '; N . 21 )
Disrespect for . 7
teacher and . _ « ‘ :
authority. - ) 11 9. 6 . . ’
Aggre551on ‘towards - R ' ) ) R S v,
other chlldren . 14 10 v 2 = 0y S
. - ox I . ’ . B ’
,Excess absences . 5 e 12 . 11
- 5““ . ¢l ) ¥ ' ! - PN ) - '
f Habltually tardy - -5 L. 9 - 11 *
Lack of 1nterest . o ,“ - . -;'..;:i
in school .o 15 - ' 7 < 4 - R :
mﬁ o . B )' .
Lacks fundamen@aLé&", e p .Y
. in academics. | , 21 £« 3 1 - : I
. P . ) . «
Unusual]ﬁlthdra' 2 TR 18
Others (Be spec1f1c ) 'A3 . 1, , 1 . .
- . . 0 ’ : . ,
' rf'ﬂ"’ N ~ ” ’
s CAN ‘ X
N N Lo i
- L —# -
I 4 ? »
s/ i
% ' N ’ ¢
\ .
-y ,{}/’,: , K : . 1 p - » ‘
e . »
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Group III with 447 responses selééted the following. * '

. o / Pl ¢ PR J ~— - i .
] ‘/. as the'highest frequency of problems encSuntered in thg -
. ¥ . ' Y -
7 * !
‘ classroom; ‘ .5y
- e » mental refardation 2
unusually  withdrawn . 1
. health : 1

-

- s o
- . o . 1

.~ The Group III- rankings reveal/égaih‘ghat the tea-
chers Jf the Maxi I schools are very simiia: in their ' : }'

[ v-

concerns with probléms‘most f;equently‘encounterea in” kj>'

the, cl'a:ssroom. All s'choolé listed "mental retardation" .,

P

énd "unusually withdrawn" among the top three probleds .

. in this grouping. . ‘ RS .
L , , .

Table'IiI-S gives the summary of the -above findings
. , - L] B

fof the Maxi-I;sdhools as« a whole and by individual

H ’ ‘ r'}

schools for the three highest. frequency problems in.

4each Group.‘ Problems, "disobedience", "disféspéct for

(N1 *

» -

/ ) teacher and authority”, and "aggression towards‘other - .
) N - A S . i ’

children" appear:both in Group I and Group II. T"Health", ’

. "habitually tardy", and “unusually withdrawn", rank in
both Group II and oup III. It is very interesting to _

. . . ’ . . S - «

see the great imilarity of peacher choice, among the \u:

.o ) ) . o ' T N~ :
PR five schools. . ' L '

, N ’ < ’ . . s
‘'The secpnd parf.%§ the "Questighnaire" asks-that

K )
-

~ ! : »
. ’ . *
- . .
» 4 2 : .
. o
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- . ) . . TABLE III-5 ° .. ,
CHICAGO MAXI I SCHOOLS oo, :
i "SEPTEMBER 1973 - )
e . ‘Summary of the Three Highest Frequencies
..0of Problems Encountered in-the Classroom,
PROBLEM ALL|5: |6 2|7 8 9
* » g
GROUP I ’
Lack of fundamentals in . ,
academics I |11 ;1 II I |I
* Disobedience . - IT | ITXI | IIX | I~ : y
Lack of interest .
in school ] I1] ‘- , | IT II
Aggression towards ¢
other children II III | III | IIT
Disrgspect for teacher -
and authority N <
. : . . NG - .
) GROUP :IL. ‘ ‘ ‘ ;
Emotionally disturbed’ | 1 | 111 1 R A
’ . . Excess absences I I IIT | III | I1
Habitually tardy II I II II11
Aggression towards . . . .
Qther childrén~, ITI} II I . .
Health Lo " I " II , -
Unusually withdrawn Ix ‘ ‘
Disrespect for teacher .
~and authority I11 X ' . .
Disobedience . II
.9
GROUP IIT .
" Mentdl retardation I |1 1 Irt {1 . | I1I
Unusually withdrawn IT | III | IITI | I II IT ‘
Health v III] | 1II IITI | I
.,  Habitually tardy - . I1 Ix -
> L ~ !
, e




<
1

s ) .
<

the teachers rank the three most diffidult prohlems to’ T .

handle-in the classroom. Selections are to be made f:gmf l

-

- . o
. the problems, listed below, which were ranked in part-
N - : . - ) N ) ’ }
one of the Y'Questionnaire" as the problems most fre-
’, ¢ .
" quently encountered in the classroom,

-
-

disobedience . . . , .
heatzth - .
! ' emotionally distunbed ) . ] ~
mental netardation . '
: disnespect fon feacher and authority
aggression towands othen childnren
h o ~ ejcess absences . .
' ' ; \;N\\\\ . habitually Zanrdy . . ,
Lack -af intenest in schook - % : S
‘- facks fundamentals in qcademics : o
y unudually withdrawn ‘ ‘
‘ 6then (Be specifdic.) . B T -

v

There were 465 responses to the ranklngs of these

problems. Table IXI- 6 gives the total responses to | s o

M
v

each problem 1p each rank. "Emotionally d1sturbed"
. ' Ty ’ | s .
) received 17% of the total responses; "lacks fundamen-

' ' B * L
tals in academics”, 13%, and, "aggréssion towards other,

B "b’, . N

chiidreh”; 12%. These three prbblems also nanked 1n - .

: h‘;) - o, s 4

: : the same order under cho&Ce~i’” Th the second ‘rank the . ..
v - .

o S p same pxoblems, "emotlonallyzdlsturbed" and "lacks fun—

’

‘ damentals in academics" maintained’ first and second po- - .
.+ .  sitions: "Lack of ¥nterest in school" was third. "Ag-
gression towaids other caildren" appeared in the third T .

- * -
N Lo
.
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TABLE III-6 -

CHICAGO MAXI I SCHOOLS
SEPTEMBER 1973 -

.
2

Problems Considered Most Difficult to Handlegin:classroom°

. PROBLEM, I II “III~ - TOTALS
R Disobedience .19 15 "9 43
~" Health 5, 9 4 18-
, Emotionally disturbed 2§‘ 3 29 19 ‘77
Mental retérdatioﬁ ’ll 10 16 37
Disrespect for teagher't";
and "authority « 17 15 14 46
b Aggression towards - T -
other children 19 14 24 . 57
; Excess absences , L 8 10 19
:; HaEi;ual%y tafdy 4 "3 7 14 ’_ .
- Lack of interest in ; . b.
‘ school .. c17 . 18 15 50
Lacks fundamentals oot T ; o
.. iq academics ) 26 ' 19 16 6l
N UnﬁsgaLiylwi;hdyéwn'ﬂ -4  7 8 19 o
< | Other (Be specific.). 11 . . 8 é4 ..
//j. ' . - N

1 é

vt“/‘r




' 4 <
v ; ;("' :‘
N ‘ ; ‘
%§ - rank group as the first choice; "emotionally disturbed"”
- was second, and;‘Ei—modally, "mental retardation” and
"lacks fundamentals«in academics™ were third prefer-
" “énces. Follow1ng are the three ranks of " problems most
dlfflcult to handle in the classroom accordlng to the
g -
v ‘ﬁ;equeqcy of teacher responses:
: Rdank 1 :
emotionally disturbed, : 29 A
. * Lacks fundamentals 4in aaadem&cb 26 '
"disobedience , 19
aggression fowanrds other ch&ﬂdnen - 19
. disnespect fon teachern and. authontty 17 N
. Lack of intenest in Achoo& - 17
mental retardation - 11
“othens (Be Apgc&ﬁ&c.) i - 11
¢ " health ‘ - 5
L% s canusually withdrawn ' ' C4
< habitualtby tardy - ‘ ‘ © 4
.+ excess absences . - , 1
- Rank 11 L
emotionafly disturbed : t29
: Lacks fundamentals in academics 19
i Lack of interest in Achoot , 18
disobedience 15
disnespect for teachexr .and authonaty‘ .15
‘ . . _agghressdon towards othen chxldaen 14"
¥ ' © mental netaadat&on N 10
health T 9 .
excess absences ’ &
unusually withdrawn 7
others (Be specific.) .- ' 5 -
. habitually tardy - N -3
Rank 111
. . agghession towards othen ch&ﬂdnen .24
“emotionally distunbed 19 p\
Lacks fundamentals- in academ&cé" 16
' mental netandat&on 16 @
Sf . ack  of interest in Aehooﬂ 15
//Zaéaeépect for teacher and authority 14

24




excess abéenceé o ' 10
m ‘disobedience . ’ Tq
© unsually WLthd&aWnu‘ : _ 8

- other (Be specific.) . o8 :
habitually tarndy : ' 7
health - 4

.Rank I had responses erm‘l63 teachers. It is in-’
teresting to.notice the sets-of guadramodal problems and

«

the correspondlng percentages of Rank I ch01ces-- v v

oo
L)

A . disobedience . .
. ) aggression ftowards othenr chitdren-
disnrespect for teachen and authon&ty
Lack of Ainterest Ln school
mental retardation
othen-(Be 4pec&64c ) -
unusually wifhdrawn e
habitually Tardy -

e T T T )
NMHMNNOSONMN
.

In Rank II which had 152 respondents "disobedience"

and "disrespect for teacher and authority" each were

chosen by 10% of the responding teachers.

"Rank three of problems most difficult to handle in

the classroom had 150 fespohdents. Eleven percent of

L o

) : T . .
the respondents -ranked "lacks‘fundamentals in academics"
- ~N -t . . .
. and "mental retardation" as third. "Unusually with- R
., . , . }
drawn" and "other (Be specific.)" each was selected by

five percent of the total respondents'.

»

: - BAnother” inte esting éoint is that -the problems




[y

listed under "other (Be.specific.)" in part one, "Prob-

‘lems Most Frequently Encountered in the Classroom", and

- *

"in part two, "Problems Most Difficult to Handle in the

Classroom", are the same; : ’
. R . unstable home
£ pooa environment
" won't kisten . . .
- : indifferent parent
. ' . anomplete work. .

[y

. When comparing the total respenses for "Problems
Most Frequently,Encohntered in the Classroom" ané "Prob—’-
lems Most leflcult to Handle in the Classroom",lt 1s
interesting to observe how closely they rank. Table g
I1I-7 gives the ranklngs of the frequencies’ of- each

problem. "Unusually w1thdrawn" is the oniy problem

with an identical rapk.\»"Emotlonally dLsturbed" and

- ‘e T v
"lacks fundamentals in academics" interchanged positions .

one and two.' Among the first four ranks“"emotionally'
dlsturbed" "aggres51on towards other children", and
"lacks fundamentals in academlcs" appear in both groups.~

Chapters Iv, VI, and VII discuss’ these problems fur-

ther.” . ) o : oL

v 1 . . . 6
Results;of these‘findings were distributed by the
b ]

Task Force practltloners to their staffs. Each prac-

-

tltlonir dlscussed the results w1th the teachers as
gn

P
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TABLE III-7.

.
.
1

CHICAGO MAXI I SCHOOLS
SEPTEMBER 1973

- '\'. .
f AN '
) f’ - j
. ‘ ‘ Staffing Questlonnalre PR
- - - Rank Comparlson of Parts One’ and Two ) .

4

", * DPROBLEM. o PART "ONE . PART TWO .
+ - . Problems Most - Problems Most
: Frequently leflcult to ' -
) - Encountered in ' Handle in the
" the Classroom Classroom o
’ - ) e Tl

~r

' Disobedience RS 3 - 6 R ’
Health = 1 12 .
Emotionally.disturbed 2 o B 1- 7 .

. ~
Mental retardation 10 7
.J r . » * - ~
Dismspect for teacher .
and authority . 6 . ' 5
3 Aggre961on towards " ) .
other chlldren - 4 » 3> ) o
. LT . "'f.‘ ) : (-‘.
S 'Excessagbsendes e 8 : 10 R '
. ! - - = !
' .49 Habitdally tardy 7 11 _
L Lack of ¥nterest . . A ' e
e, TR in school . . "5 ‘ 4
-, *.;,"«' " s ! . N ’ ‘ * .
. a7 ) . .Lacks fundamentals in ,
o" RS b d . ' . -~
e n sy academ1c§ 1 - 2 . .
R A . . R : ' ; A
) i;ﬁ;?iﬁ‘ Unusually w1thdr§wn 9 . 9 . .
L Woerer L p , .
| LR Y o . ST ,
i S*‘A?;;_‘w(Otheq: (Be specific.) 12 8 o
1 ,."gz ’ . . 0 1 .
‘”‘ . < ‘
-~ . ¢ ! -
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Force meetings agenda, too. It was and‘is felt this

sharing helbed set the tone for

part of his locél'in-service.

-~

S

A1l of this information was part

¥

¢

s

de-cprps" which -has developed améng staff.s

e i
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of the Maxi I'Task'

1}

some of the "esprit- °
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CHAPTER IV . .
I U, e
' PROBLEMS + REFERRAL FORM , . -
STAFFING COMMITTEES - (SCHEDULING) = RECOMMENDATIONS . -

i

. . As the~f0rmula suggests, this chapt%r deals with: . . ~

1. the types of problems referred rfor staffing, -
~ . 2. the,referral form used (See Appendix B), '
3.  the types of staffing committees éreated,

4. how the staffing,meetings were scﬁedﬁled, and -,l Y
5. ‘the types of recommendations made by the&vf ‘

comﬁittees.s “ T ,
The information‘on the types .of problemszand types of B . . ;t
recommendetions was_ compiled from the "ﬁespoﬂse S;eet fer‘ \ \'_ -
) Admlnlstrators" (See Appendlx @) which in turn was com-
| plled from the "Stafflng Referral Formsg submltted to each o

4

principal. In this study teachers in'5 schools referred -
175 pupils with:a total of 407 problems. From this state-, T

- ment some facts became apparent such as: ’ ) o
L - 1,. Not all teachers referred problems. ' L.
. N > ~ ’ :a ‘ +

- _ ‘4 2.” Some teachers referred more than one case.

-

A
[ L e—

&

. e 3. vSome'pﬁgils were referred for mdltiple problems. - .\‘

. % . ~
: v . SR

'+ .. The staffing’ committees 1ntormatidq;wes obtained by inter- ‘ ¥
viewing each pripcipal regarding~his specific’situatibn. . . \

a - n.
. , LW




- Promems

‘In order to study the types of problems referted, thé

actual probleéms were categoriZed using the same twelve prob-

. . \ - N A . . ’
lems presented in the "Staffing Questionnaire" at the Coe
- . T F
) beginnihg of thé school year. (See Appendix a) Table IV-1

lists the problems referred by teachers at all flve schoois

for each of the three experience categories:: zero to

two years of experience, three to five and six or more -0

.
v e

years. . In’ the zero to two year teacher experience category, ¢

16 pupils were referred because of "aggression towaégs o

“oL s
.

other children". This represents 23% of the' 70 problems
referred by teachers in this category. Teachers in the

three_to:five.year experience eategory made their highest'
4 number of referrals-"lack of interest in school".’ They
\{‘»"llsted 13 of these’ problems whlch represents 22% of the h‘
’ 60 problems referred by th1s yroup. Teachers w1th Sl; L
'or moré y’ears of experJ.ence 1nd1c§ted thel? ‘most frequentv'
B - 'problem as” "lacks fuh%amentals,ln academ1c§"; Their ‘48 ’ .
referrals couhted‘as 17% of the 277 probleﬁs/for Qhrph " IR

M .
N N

)
. . they sought help.s .
A ‘ . , . .. . P
. ‘ - '_ For the total group of. referrlng teachers "aggresslon
. 4 - i

. - ' towards other childxen" was the‘most frequent problem w1th L

> "lacks fundaméntals in academiéﬁ" a close second. Their ‘
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) 3 - ' ‘ . ) ",»
. . . A / . . . 4 .:‘ E_ 4 )
TABLE IV-1
Y Totals for All Five Schools Regarding the .Types of
*  Problems Referred for s¥affing . ]l
< Problems' ) : ”Yearsﬁof teaching ‘experi€hce
.- o o . T 0-2 3-5 6 total
1. disobedience’ - - 6 - 6 .40 52
2. health ' T2 2 13 17
- : . I . ) ’
3. emotiomally disturbed I ~1 " 15 . 17 T
4, mental‘retaréation o s | 4 ';Ifﬁ ; 7 T 12 o ‘?
/ N _ » s 4 ‘.‘
. Ed } -
5. disrespect for teacher.& . ' "
, adthority ) -6 7 34 47 v
6. aggression towards A ‘ '
other. children +16 7 10 45 +71
‘7. excess absences - 4 5 9 .18
8. habitually. tardy 4 ° -1, -6 11
- -y ( ’ .
. 9.-lack of interest in ° . . :
schoo'l ) 8" +13 - 34 55
10. lacks fundamentals in oo ' .
academics . 1o, 11 +48 69
x 11. unusually withdrawn .. L0 - -1 L9 -10
" 12. othér (be specific) 9 2 11~ 28
1 R ’ .0 . - . * N ' . . * . -
Totals . ; .70 .60 277 | 407
. ' e ‘, Yoy b ‘ ‘ f .
| - .+ - indicates least frequent + + indicates most frequent
. %
) s . '4‘ '
i . - ’ )
v " “ ’:r(
> !
e :
A , ) ’ AY
g&‘&'ff‘*f oy, . . ‘ . A +
. O ‘ . %
SERIC. . - po 98y '
P ’ 2 ) ' 1.' L '. ~
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tallies wére 71 and 6% respectively of the total 407 =L
. referred problems.‘ Each was 17% but together these" -~

v - . . ' 14

problems accounted for 34% of the referrals. The .

least frequent problem referred was the unusually

~
&

withdrawn". There were only ten referrals or 2%¢of - T

the 407 referrals that were made. Overallzt se find-

_  ings are consistent with the findings of the "Staffing
Questionnaire" ‘ ot "

- = A

L8y

Referral Form / ‘

R
4

The "Referral Form“ in curgent use 1n the flve schools
, .»5; Y.
evolved from a necess1ty toj hélp»staff members clearly re-

A\l

cognize, identify, and,defxne*the spec1al problems of .

I3

. s .
children in need of help. It;was a two page form designed .
. - ,I e ! i) : ‘5. .

“and redesigned by the practltloners., (See‘Appendix B) -

The intent was to keep the form s1mple to, complete, pract1~{\
~ § B N

‘cal, specgific, and éasy to read. The first page was to -

1nclude bas1c 1nformatlon regardlng the student,: a check

[

list of steps taken (Wthh would also serve to remind

. the referring teacher of action to take)n'and space for » .
. R LY o "'

the referring teacher to describe the problem. The second
. ] N
page was directed to the Staffing Committee and required the
'.. _names of the members, the chairman,rtheirnrecommendations, Lo

a date set for follow-up and two spaces'for additional .

. N - . i . . .
, . .
| . . ' , >
! ‘¢ R .. 54 ) ~ .
}' ' L *
| . ' . - B R . B
,




" follow-up results, datés, and chairman's signatures. -
-, ~ « 3

. .
- =t < Lad ?

P .. 8 i :. ST - . o . )
Y Co On~the«whole, all five of-the’practitfbner—admin—

1strators were quite satlsfled with the design of the

4

2 Referral.Form “In _order to e11c1t teacher feedback re-

»

gardlng the form, an item was inrcluded 1n the’ "Evaluatlon

e

of Pupll Stafflng Act1v1t1es"- (See Apéendix E) Item

1; number 12 was "In- what ways can the referral form be im-

proved to better serve the teacher maklhg the referral,

,the»staffiﬂg ébmmittee and/or the pupil? Make your -

.

suggestigns directly on the two page referral,form attached

- -~ -
’ : (\
’ M -

to this evaluation". K
% . ;

From the few. and minor responses to this item, we

ncluded that the referral form adequagely served its

N . SR . .

o -
The types of staffing committees for all flve schools

basically very 51m11ar. Some of the 51m11ar1t1es i

L 4 - a4

/"

s Soe g t- aro g_paturally from the practltloners common need for

—

- : _" >~ . —l C\".

P
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style and 9rganizatidna1 strucdture. At two schools the

staffing committees were set up or a grade” level basis.

At school eight, each committee selected its chairperson.

At school nine, the chairperson and secretary were appointed

bl

by the principal for each grade level. At both schools

- . . ¢
auxiliary personnel were invited to attend when- needed.

At school® six, the departmental teachers comprised

e
-

one staffing committee with the assistant piincipal and

o adjustment téacher alternating chairmanships. The depart-

“x " . -

t . - - .
*. mental teache;s were selected becausejthey all had some
L t ] 3 : ‘
& _cdptqctvwith the referred student. :In the middle grades
the-atea chairman was selected té éhair thé commiftee.

The kindergarten and headstart teachers comprised anhother
committee with a teacher selected as its head. The fourth

. . . K : . o,

}/{ ' committee was comprised of the "branch tegcheré“ (teachers -

”

apart from the main building: an annex) who met.as a

-~ ¢

wholé group with a teacher as chairman. Again, auxiliary

" personnel and tﬁg principal were "on call'.

At scthools five and seven, the staffing committees

differed from six, eight, and nine in that the. former weye .

ad hoc committees comprised of the referring teacher. and a .

0
uw

teacher of the previous grade. In school five, a teacher

.

}t‘the same_érade'level but not involved with the child

O

7




Y
-

@
4 - ’

was also selected by the principal while the principal

of gcﬁool seven se;ected a teacher from the grade level

above. As with the other 'schools' committees, appropriate ‘
auxiliary staff and special geachers_attended on request. . ' .
-. R o~ ’ ¥
.. Scheduling -. . )

«

~What would appear £O~be a s}mple-task became one ’
-0of the most crucial factors in the staffing projec£d
Schedqling %as the key to success bec;use if the.committees
could not find time to meet, cooperation §nd colLectiQé ‘
action were next to impossible. ?he,fact that elementary a_i
teachers have very iittle~prepardtionvtlﬁe and»éarely éke -
able to coordinate their ﬁrepaqation peri;ds Quring the
_regular day fof comﬁitﬁee meetings'addgd to the difficu}ty
of the -situation. This fact meant most méetings:Qere.heLd: :
1. at lunéh time, ’ , K ﬁ - .
. 2. during a 15 to’ 30. minute recess péfiog,k ) ; ;‘«gtés
" 3. from 8:30 to 9:00 AM (which was limiteg gy AR
- : S S o5 A Les N
~ the Boarqgunion Contr?c; Agreement/#%aﬁg ??;é{‘;? .?'E/fﬁ
vides that three of thosermorhiné{éfé%é%ﬁ%é@ﬁ?: .%;'i 'ir
_ periods be self;directed) or “4{ ‘{i ;:‘g%f:% 2;2}22'1( .
c}uring and és a 'par'f oﬁf insgfyi:bg ag%digéf ; % {‘, 'i_. Z
developmént meétings which cg?si%%gégéi*§¥§Zgéﬁzy3}{.A%§4
40 ‘minute periods per még&ﬁ?ahﬁ é%%é;é é?.%-?€3§ ?33‘2£ %‘
noons per year. ”’ﬂ,* . 'f ‘i:‘%‘ 3‘:; . ’%’
. L 4 , " . . , 'L . , . . 1 ) . . . ‘:




?ﬁe place for the holdiné of meetings was usualiYaa

R . &
classroom designated by the chairperson although, offices,

v
T

lounges,* lunchrooms, apd auditorium were alsp used. In
some‘sEaffings involving District personnel, principals

\
. - . ~

-found it necessary to relieveé the referring teacher in -

- b 2

.
. v -
.

. ) ‘order.to facilitate the conference. s i :

.
v G

. v .y -

Despite the lack of time availablé, the staffing ' /’?7
~ committees managed to meet more often’ than the regular to - >,

*
*

' | monthly meeting required'b§ one school. Still,'one has

to gonder just what mlght have been accompllshed if more -,
) . M,, . . o
' ~ 3 égme had been prov1ded. o P . LT
Y "‘z:r' g s <0 ‘ : } y . -

,{ [P N - . ) " c .
commendatlons“iﬁg,‘../ ’ . L
£ "y AT "A ' , )
S5 e . e i *. - B PR
tig (ﬁ, . s ’\J -",* ) .
jﬁlhe N%ffdrt to analyze the types of recommendatlons
e G .;:,(\\’e 4/‘#&‘ ,, i:«
3 “ﬂﬁ%ﬁilous stafflng commlttees at the five schools,
s y { ol "‘\'\' . _.»‘, ‘)‘. RPN K :‘

i were,sélected for the, 369 recommendatlons made

; w.—— . - \’xo /‘ {’.

érding 175 students. (See Table IV 2) -

D -

e

%, ‘}/ ':" "‘\ V‘-) / ’ . .
ma&e to the Eeﬁgﬂéps of the dlffereﬁt experience grOups did ‘
“ v ; ,“' "‘ ’t"’éﬁ?‘ f” . . ' .
ant va;y reag2§' For those stafflngs of referrlng teachers A

7‘. “.ﬂ»d,.xg' - e . L

zarp to two years of experlence a quadramodal pattern

’ -
S ! ’
.

v
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TABLE IV-2'

" Types of Rgcbmmend@tiops for Problems Referred and Staffed

[

t at All Five Schools v ' }
~ P 'kefer;ingATeacHers' )
. ' “0-2 345 6 ox total
more -
Recommendations ‘
1. parent solvé R 1 3 17 21
2. adminis££a£iqp solve s 2 . 15 21
’ 3. requgsi:for psychological +8 9 32 . 49
4. ERA ‘ T T s 7 ’
o . 5. éﬁcialféajustment- ' 2 -0 4 5
. - 6. rgfer £o couftifor pérenﬁhla~ ’
. school - S ~ =0 -0 -0, -0
' 7: refer to court: B )
‘ ‘prosecuteTpareht:f ) -0 -0 -0,
8. nurse ° 5 3, 23 ~31
’9: social worker 6. 8 23 37
i 10. chénge in classroom - \ +8 3 22 33
il. trégsféruto'another, .
school oo 5 { . }0 19 I
LT eI, éigcipline the éhi%d 4 3 12 19
. 13, £ééche£;;ol§q;‘ +§ +1é: +48-" ' | +68s
YL _ " 14. attendance officer - 1 3. -6 10 %
qlé other“(fpecify)A - +8 in. 3}1 49 )
. -’TOTALS - ‘_"” W 61 .60, - 248 © 369

. » - indicates least frequent

4

+indicates.most frequent

pey

40 - .
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leew1se, the most frequent recommendation "in the six

'or more year expérience group was "teacher solve" a

logical", eight for. ¢change in classroom", eight for

"teacher solve" and elght had other recOmmendatlons.

Each of the éight recommendatlons represented_l3% of

v

the 61 recommendations for that:expérience group but

collectively- those/most frequent recommendations com-

prised 52%ﬁof the list. The most frequent recbmmendatlon o

<

of the three to’ flve yeat experlence group was "teacher

solve" which had 12 tallies of the total 60 .or 20%u

”~

tally of 48 recommendations which was 19% of- the 248 -

4 L3

for this group. )

For the total group of 369, theémost frequent re-
commendation was that the "teacher solVe".'iThe tallyh
of 68'represented 18% of the total recommendations. H
Perhaps, the cons1stent recommendation that the'"teacher
solve" for all the groups is a s1gn of grow1ng cénfldence

and an indication of a qllllngness to accept the chal- -

-~ ~

lenge of problem solving. . (

L ;

B )
It is- also 1nterest1ng to note that, 6esplte the

" lip service as to how some children should be placed in

parental school or that parents should be taken.to court -

%

for neglect or failure to affect’the;behavior of their
' . » - T . * ’

=

W4
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

€

~

chilaren, not one of the 369 recommendatiohs made in

writing were to take legal action.

- the staffings are affecting professio

'

.1 - 1
! v
/
.
.
.
.
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/ . . »
- e
-
- - -
.
v, -
-
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nalism?

»

1d it be that
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CHAPTER V . AR -0

RESOURCES -~ - BN

. . . -t

Definition and Procedures } e .

- Resources are defined as any person, prodram or “ L
N " M f'"-

! - ) ‘ ‘» ) . . * -
"« . < agency that can be involved in any phasé of the staffing ©os

~

. : procedure, ' ' -

~ .

In the initia%/phase of the project/eachaadhipis-
trator participant was asked'to list available resources -

in three categories: local, district and outside agencies.

4 ~

These resources are listed in Table I-4. At the concluﬁ}on , ..

. N - \ .
: of Zhe project the participants were again asked to list .
u

P

resources in the same categories. In addition they. were i

askeé to describe how each resource was helpful in aﬁpainiqg
the goals of the staffing project, the problems encountered [}
in utilizing éhe‘resburces’effectiveiy and‘sugge;tions for,
o&ercoming these problems. ?he results: are suﬁmar%;ed for .

’

e;ch category. ; . K

w

' -Local Resources . . S .
\ ) \ - i ' \

Each administrator participant~listed the classroom ,

teacher as the mostr important .local resource. The contri-

butions of the classroom teacher included the ﬁolléwihg:'

* .

d_é‘ N

- -




-~ o : ,'

-~ e N

) classroom management - _ -
] -
. ; 2. ~experienced teachers supplied suggestiOns’ e

from a practical point of- view
o ‘ 3. child's teacher from previous year shared with
. g referring teacher information about family ‘back+ .
ground and effective ways of working with the

O ' child ) )
: 4. teacherat same grade level who served as committee
N . chairperson was helpful in offering Suggestions

. ‘ - ) . _ . ] .
oL . T -I. new teachers“supplied theory or research on - ) }
|
, to inexperienced referring teacher -

. 54 grade level teacher chai}persons served as
. . - conveners and coordinators of staffing meetings,
’ they also made arrangements to bring resource
persons to meetings. . -
» ) -
* The classroom teachers were among the most important

- resources of the staffing pro;ect. As reported in
Chapter IX, 62 percent of the respondents felt more at -

ease about approaching other staff members for‘suggestions . L
?; i l . . N
v or help in dealing with problems. Since most of the staffing

4
. . .
» - ’ -

"committees included a majority of elassroom teachers as : -

menbers, it ‘seems apparent that teachers helped each other.

A

Approx1mate1y 68 percent of the respondents indicated that

they were more aware of the aid available from full- .- ' ‘-

*

time members of the staff. This sharing of information is
especially important in considering the.implementation of._, ..
» the recommendation made most frequently as reported in

qpapter VII. That recommendation was "teacher solve"

“ . .
. - - LR
/ R . R 4

\ ! .
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-

Other staff members who contrlbuted to the stafflngs

included the. f0110w1ng ' - , -

’

1.

2.

3.

4.

. ¢ .

teacher lrbrarlan made reading lists;’ helped
to. locate books of interést to, referring
teacher .and to child referred - -

physical education teacher: worked to develop,
child's acceptance by his peers; in one ‘school-
" teacher organlzed a remedlal gym class -

3
~

moderate learnlng disabilities teacher: suggested
techniques the .classroom teacher could use in |
working with children with Tearning problems

bilingual staff: suggested learning activities
classroom teacher could-use to reinforce
lessons in language development; provided

[ 9

» background information on culture of bilingual

-

Chlld -

B 4

f]

5‘"“adgustment teacﬁer**counseled tested chlldren,

arranged -for conferences, prov1ded expertise in
guidance; shared information from Child Study -

" Report (psychological exam1natlon) w1th réferring -
teacher .. . - C

-

InteﬁsiveaReading Instructional Program teacheré
tested children for correct placement; provided -

' tutoring, service; wrote learning prescription$

.‘7‘

§
.

p

for classroom teachers

master teacher: ass1sted teachers with planning;
obtained teathing.materials to help classroom
teachers implement recommendations;’ helped in

. regrouprng and spec1al/programm1ng

8-.‘

ERA (Early RemedlatAOn Approach) resource teacher:
.arranged for students recommended for program to
be in class when ‘the ineed was greatest; resource
"room: was opened in one school on the basls of
stafflng referrals ’ .

prlnc;pal and assistant prtnc1pal served as

. resource persons and-arramged meetings with .

resource .personngl. from outside the bulldlng,

' ”worke& with children, teachers.and pareénts to .
1rmplement the recommendatlons '

t
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A

Cy 10. . School Community Representatives; made home : -

s . * visits, telephone calls; contributed back= . .

‘ y R grohna information at staffings; encouraged ,
parents to follow recommendatlonSzv :

The stafffngsaprovidedlan obportunity for the ' 'J

2

D aux111ary staff to pool infermation with the classroom

- . teacher. An'addltlonal beneflt was the deve10pment of

understanding of each person s role»rn the educational

‘program. Although no school had all of the auxiliary .

staff listed, each school used its“available personnel : ;{
on an on-call basis or.as asslgned to the orlglnal staffing ) o
commlttee when approprlate. The blggest‘problems éncoun- o
tered were lack of time and difficulty in, schedullng the ;‘ ‘

conferences. At times the recommendation of the'committee . . .

e

- included seeking*the help of resources from the district 2

i

e level. . . . -
N v 7

R s
. A R 4

,‘Dlstrlct’Resources C o
L ] (‘ R

Dlstrlct personnel were avallable to the schools on

~ P}

- " . an.on-call basis or by ‘heing scheduled on a limited basis .

each week. ' ‘ T ’ S L
o 7 ‘ : St Lo 7 o ¢ )
: -

- e -

’—Dlstrlct resourpes that proved espec1a11y helpful L .

v .

; 1nc1uded the f0110w1ng. ’, :". ]f. . B

1. teacher nurse' made home v151ts, arrangeéd . :

conferences with parents ‘amd pupils; contrlbuted
health information and family .information- at“

.




ntacﬁg for he%;th serv1ceg&?/

,;;VE%;#{{ .
‘1500;.3 f 3 % ~ 5} =1 ,g/"’“-”; ¥ .- ]
s ;gibher—pup- ‘ e roviﬁ’d il
1eadersh, *for * L” it ﬁérsonnei téfiunct1on
7idaed” réachen 1nserv1ce- malntalned

'ide*agencies and ke ko

- -y

- ﬂ'

ﬁmetlngs~andupar§; ;pated 4n conferences,
- admlnlsteredupsych Ipical tests, ‘made recom-
€ - fmendat;ons,«repogx d and interpreted results; -
part}dzpated 1n staff inservice meetings '

speeCh therapist: served as a resource person
anﬂ evaluated speech referrdls e

attendance officer. made home visits; set up
‘teacher-pupil-parent conferences; checked
attendance problems

"« §. Human Relations Coordinator: prov1ded teacher
inservice; sat in on some small group conferences

7. Moderate Learning-Disabilities Supervisor and
Educably Mentally Handlcapped Superv1son.
helpful to prlnc1pal ‘and 'staff during stafflngs
of chlldren in Spec1al Education. »

“e

! . A . B /

The practitioners reportea‘that’theﬁteachef”ﬁﬁrse,

4

v . [N

- - ' .
the psychologist and the social workér were the most

helbful infserving as resources for the,staffings. .Their

L
N

particular ffelde of exgertise-and their'speciai,know;edge

of the child agd his family ‘made- their services,valﬁabieﬂ
z 2 _ “; r‘ ,l'”“ . ,") ) " . .
- The* follow1ng problems were encountered in utlllzlng

serv1ces at the dlstrrct level: :

A~ - o v
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“ 1. 1lack of services for schools with many unmet
) " needs - - -

' *2. diffigulty of scheduling D1str¢ct personnel-for
B "staffing conferences; this is a particular - .
e . problem when attempts are made ‘to schedule

R A several District personnel, ie. the-nurse, . @

A e psychologi®%t and social worker for the same :

A ) : conference o - . ’

e . * 3. shortage of psychdlogical services, especially.
. U / B for children who speak -a language other- than

A ’ - English; shortage of clerlcal help to get

- L ‘'reports .typed qulckly -

.- ' . 4. shortage of soclal workers
5. lack of prov1s1on for- speclal education placement ' ’
of older students B . ’ ’

6.. need for ddi?&onal Educational Vocatrohal. . .
- < Guidance [centers td serve older students. . = v

! : 3 . ) T - (o ' ®
»

The recommendatlons made 1nc;uded,haV1ng a District

‘coordinator for SpeClal educatlon and hrrlng addltlonal oo

staff to serve the ‘needs’ of the students. © ) o

-

, -

Desplte the schedullng problems and the 1nadequate T

3

{ ‘ :staff 56 percent of -the respondents gave a p031t1ve ‘answer .

£0 ‘the questlon abput belng more aware of the system wide
. f'o‘ [y ’ 4

} .+ staff as a result of part1c1pat1ng 1n the staff1ng project. : N
|
\
I

- - . i . - ’
'Communlty Resources S . e ¢
? . ' ¢ k3 ~ . \‘ .
"

v ‘ The*ichools reported us1ng a wide Varrety of ¢ R

~commun1ty agencles in 1mplement1ng the staffing project.

i s ’ .. s
v, Most schools dld not. have representatlvés from the. ’ -

. .- - .
- - - . ' ‘t"i'f . , . N ‘ 4 ) . 9]
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agencfes participate in the original staffings. Prinoipals

made personal.contacts‘with.agency personnel to obtain .

N

services. The social worker,was often helpful(in suggestinéw

~

agencies or in setting up progrdms. A iist of the agenciés
. [ .

and a brief description of their'yarious activities follows.
Young Menfs Jewish Counciiz provided social worker' .
_ to work in school 1% days. per wé@k conducted meetings
with ‘parents and teachers; prov1ded a camping ,
experlence for 12 children*involved in project ’ .
r

3 Young Men's Christian Assocggtion. prov1ded
counseling services for truant pupils

Jackson Park Hospltal prov1ded famlly counseling - B
‘service and inservice meetings with teachers;
also counseled children referred through staffing' s

Salvation Army: social worker joined with Distxict
social worker to form a small group weekly coun-
seling sedsjon; participating pupils were among those
referred fob counsellng .

IllanlS Department of Mental Health-Read Zone
.y .Center: psychologist met with groups of parents oné
afternoon per week; group sessions with older X
students two afternoons per week in building; ‘ K
- social worker visited homes and. offered ass1stance
to parents; all day pragram prov1ded for five
children at Read as result oﬁ stafang . u'

I

IllanlS Masonic Hospltal London Hosp1 aé :
.Children's Memorial Hosprpal ‘proyided 2 eral
., clinical services for physical an mental health C
psychological and psychlatrlc testing; famlly
counsellng : .

- . .

Centro Latlno' helped in counselin Spanlsh speak— . .
ing families and in maklng referra s [ .

Boys Club: prov1ded tutor1a1 guidance and medical
services; also made family visits

I

v o

Infant Welfare: prpvided health service ':‘ . e

v

L} ' ©

.68 - : oY
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’ . #*? 'ltY.G§§*§§§"%a E{aff member worked in the school
v 51x hogrs -a week’to help parents learn English.

. B T . . N

e e The prackltloners reported that one _of thedmost* ot
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Other1difficu1ties encounteredpincluded Eﬁenin;

- .

ZR o S , ST et

%%'ﬁéf*L . ablllty of: an agency to fulflll zts promlsés because

:‘f% . ‘,. . . - - -
e . . : .
.ﬁ-‘ = ‘of 1nadequate fundlng or apprdprlate staff Some
ot agencles limited thelr serV1ces to chlldren of a part;c- »

o . ular age or type.of problem. At times this.may have “
i preVen@ed a Chlld 1n desperate need of help from -7 . .
‘? ?‘. . getti serv1ce fromﬁthe agency ?arents were at ..j
,E? i ' .,'times nwilling to continue serv1ces.after theg ha&’ . o 3“/
‘ ‘ ai;f}: been’ o calned {or1the chlld Thls_prevented the~ . -.u ‘ .:f‘"
. .?b + . child from receiving full benefits from the péog;am Lo ) ] )
: o“ w o e . AR
v 1 { s and the servlces received 'may not”n?vé been suff1c1ent ) . .

2] R

to have g positive effect on his beﬁagzo;: Perhaps

. « ‘ ° -
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iy A e En
Loatioiand etk o se-through | .
- e < ;.
Z= |
3 i ‘ . ) e .- .
e (2ogeis 0 1 -system. This guestion had 28 percent »

: .4"’?'_;;':‘-‘:22:"; =T _ - ’ s ) ; K 1
. ZZwmnegative résponses to the same question. . Ut |
e ol Lttt . . . e C.

R , ) . . : . .
.o ‘ - |
Conclusion , - . r
- 5 : |
One significant result of the Staff Developnient | . o
‘ \
. . - . )
Project seems to be related to tje increased awareness
of the resources available from the full time and part
L} - ', . . . . ’
time staff members of each’ school. Their recommendation
. . . K : . - A .
. presented from the viewpoint of the classroom’teacher, : ¢
provided thehteabher with the most direct assistance in : ;
n R - . -, “'0 i . . ) ' . 0
working with children in the.'classroom setting. ? ‘
. . . 3
a VAR ) i - *
Although resou#ces‘at the district Yevel, especially ”
the teacher-nurse, psychologist and social worker,
. N y ’
provided information, regarding family. background, assistance - *
'in dealing with health,’ emotional and learning problems ° L.
- . ’ ~ .' B i 3 . M
and family services, it remained for theé teacher to utilize .
ve ® . - o ” ‘ . « (55 ’ . ’ ’; .
. thl% information effectively. The feacher “also continued c,o-
: ( - ‘ ~
to have the major.responsibility ,for working with ‘the child. .. * -
_..\ ‘1 / . N . . - .
e e Y e :
L :';;" - . N . b~ 'l, e .5 e g
/,‘/ . N / t "a ...‘ Rl 4
- ERIC ¢+ o ' . . L L
R . . , / . Y i . 2




services were limited, especially for the non-English

'agency and the teacher was essential if each>was to- - AN
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,Classroom teachers became more aware Qf other resourcews

avallable 1n the dlstrlct in terms of special educatlon,

but also learned that in many cases the services were »
. .

inadequate, ‘especially for the older Chlld Psychologlcal o

speaking child.

' -

Because ,of pressures of tlme and schedulipg, many oo T
teachers dld not have dlrect contact w1th outside agencies.
Most 1n1t1al contacts were made by the prlnClpal, some-~ |

tlmes W1th the help of the social worker, nurse or -

'psychologistu é%nce agencies did most oi the work with _ .

the chlkd*outslde the classroom the teacher dld not have

AEA » 4

the opportunity to observe and develép the technlques that
mlght help her to work more effectlvely w1th the Chlld 1,/

“A free flow_of 1nformatlon between/éhe worker from the N

understand whatkthe~$ther'was attempting to,do“and how .
~ ot -

the child was reacting in the different situations.. ) ¢

‘n ‘

o The stafflng project prOV1ded the teacher w1th an

opportunlty to. draw from avallable resources 1n trylng‘

'to help the Chlld It7is 1ntenpst1ng to note that the .

recommendatloh most frequently made, ,"teacher solve"

involved the classroom teacher dlrectly The terd
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‘ most frequent .recommefidation’ "change. in classroom",

P2

reflected the staff's awareness that most¥childrén's prob-

-

N
lems must be dealt with in the §chool. .~ =~ .~ .
k3 e - . f’ e .’ v < PR ) ‘ . ’ “ ) “ /\- “:"Q ’
-~ . .. ""‘- ‘ hd ‘o te, '. . } - . - —.10*1"‘ -
S Teachers. have .discovered in each other €xpertise, :

- »

& . . - N § - " . . 2l e,
ivity and knowledge. about working with children
. . - . . 4 . N N

' <~ sensit

3
N a

. . < e £
with problems. .They indicated a growing. awdreness that

.the sQlutions to problems were often not to be given by

i -

rexperts from outside the school.but wereétb be developed

-
. -

by teachers wqiging together to helb'the chilf. . .,
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- . ' IMPLEMENTATION OF RECOMMENDATIONS .- '
The following anaiysis.of the implementation of v

the-staffing meetings is based upon response items con-

0w

¥
Hs R .
e » - taired in the response sheets fqr,teachers1 and response
,° items contained in the response sheet for administrators:
’ Numerical responses (5 being a strong ?xgs"; 1 being
) a strong "ao"; 4,3,2,.being intermeqiéte responses; .3
e Va . ' . . ..\‘ . : . %
i being "neutral") were given by the teachers to the .
v e . : EI [ : .
. v . ; ) . . \
. following questions: - S L ,
¥ ' . . ’ : -
S - ’ To what -extent were the recommendations g
M \ N ) i . v N -
-implemented? . o 4
. , — . * : ) -
’ ' 5 4 "3 2 1
1 & o PO . s -
Yo . Numerical” responses to _the follow1ng question were . . "
glven by -each admlnlsﬁfhter for each of the .cases handled "
5 . . I Q o ; . , B .
" in his school by ftafflﬁg mee%lngs" : ’
- - ’ By . -2 ; Y _t_-Z*. . ; \— v e -
[N .. “ - et l Lo . .
. Jj‘f‘.[ R S « \Q._’ . .4 Wt
Yy ! v A T “"”f( “ s . ’
lséewa.g énd':ﬁﬂ"A and c:hapt r'IX. - e
) ¢ ,_/ - ,p‘tf - p & e . s o , N 3

» s,ee«*Apperr&x ﬁ anfd Gnapter VIIL. ' . L S
x Gty T T ) . i




Extent to which administrator is thus.far .
satisfied with implementation *

+

o+ ° B £ v .

. ' 5 4 3 2 1 :
’ . Yvery’ N L not .
‘ )satisfied~ ) ‘satisfied T .

In addition, each admlnlstratOnv for each.of these_
S ~ ’

cases handled ;n hlS school by stafflng meetings, : :

categorized the type of .problem (or types of problems)

which motivated the referral and alsofégtegorized the

type of recommendation (or types of recommendations)
. T . 7

" which the staffing committee made. . . -
," ., *+ The types of problems3 used were: ) ' ) f-\%'
' ) 1. disobedience .
) 2. health, '/ : ;
: . 3. emotlonally dlsturbed : et

L

4. mental petardation
’ - 5.-disrespect for teacher and- authorlty : .
6. aggression towards other childreén R .
o : 7. excess absences '
8. habitually tardy - e Lt
9. .lack of interest in school '
: 10. lacks Yundamentals in academigs,
- . 11. unusually. w1thdrawn -
12. other- = s ) : ' . .

"«  The types ofaxecommendatlons used were:’

”'!’ ::35"'.1 "’.‘r} . ..
FRE: FRFQUENCY AND DIFFICULTY
',ACHERS\.'. . y .- 3

1 .

|
T,y .
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ERIC

A Fuiimext provided by R

Che

- teachers and ag

i 7. refer to ecourt: ‘prosecu s
8. nurse, .. 156
9. social rker
& 10. chang classroom
:l. transfér to another sqhool
12, dLSClp ine the child
@, 13. ; er solve

_ attempted to ‘be solved. v

. e
) | . :
1. parent/ solve 'egg . _’_ oo
2, admindstration solve ks 2 R
3. reqyést for psychological S )
- “4, ERA (Early Remediation Approach special. .

social adjustment placement , ° : ,
%, social adjustment (regukﬁr)_“‘ oo

la. a aﬁ%pce offlcer R

The use %ﬁ?%h.has been gade of these respons

ﬁmnlstﬂators is’ as fOllOWS'

1nd.of problem th

cases. of each_
'T%el that the ef v

A ig; many cases did, adm
gl 9vmes¢dld admlnlstrators and teachers agree

on.the'degreg of 9031t1ve effect° ‘

-y . .

. .1a small mifority of teachers. submitted more than dne
- .case. For these few responses since the.teacher response
sheet was an averagé response, the follow1ng steps were
taken to adjust these average ratlngs,_u51ng the variation
indicated by the administrator's responses: .

a.

For the multiple cases submitted by a single teacher,
the administrator's responses for each of the cases
were averaged.

g
.y

For each of these cases, the administrator's . -

variation from the average (plus or minus points from ~
average) was used to adjust the teacher's average.
If a teacher already had 5, nothihg could be added.
If a teacher already had 1, nothing could be subtracted.

7w - | ' .
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3
% :*ﬁype of problem that had the highest
‘ﬁ agreemenxgof ‘teachers- and administrators. regard- Lo

:gggftég%gn‘ﬁffi, ‘ﬁ}nrng above aerage positive’effects of.staffings, , ,
N R eyl % an analysls was flade of the total responses .
i : accordlng o' thools. < _
' i . ?
7, Vo x .
W et ' c. For: the;type,of*problem that had the hlghest .
o~ - O agreeme of- teachers and administrators regard- .
e . 1ng*bel average effects of staffings an analysis )
* U S was made of the total reSponses accordlng\to -
#H L : schools.
e 2 3 . ~ .
gt .*-3. The same procedure- as in number 2 above was followed . .
& -

Q

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

RIC

"> analysis may best be thought of as an analysis of SR

‘ relating degree of implementation to the type of : .
re‘commendation. .

“ . . . ' ; ) )
Conclusions were ‘drawn regarding the extent of T
implementation as perceived by teachers and as
perceived by administrators, and regarding the kinds .
of problems and kinds of recommendations which

seemed to have high degree of implementation.

|
- i
. : - s .

Analysis of Tallies of Overall Numerical Responses .
of Teachers and\Admlnlstrators B

The teachers and admlnlstrators gave_numerroal
responses to indicate the degree of their satisfaction. . f ",
with the”implementation of the recommendations of’the L
staf%i@g committees. The administrators responded to . “ *

S : -
172 casés which weré referred; 147 teachers responded. ot

S6ge'of the teachers had referred more than one case;

>

each of these qeachers that had referred more than one °®
case gave merely‘an average response coverrng all of -~ . BN

the cases which the teacher .had submltted The present C -

Y

average opinions of teachers-and administrators. a ; g ‘

.
.
N .

o , .
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. response of 5 indicated a high degree oﬁ.satisfaction
with implementation; a response of 3,  a neutral degree;

a- response of 1, strong dissatisfaction.

Oon the overall cases, 53% %ffthe teachers. indicated

an abee—neﬁtral degree ofusatiSfaction; 50% above-neutral

- s,

Ji satisfaction was indicated by administrators. More

-

teachers (315) were neutral .than the percentage of .+~

neutrality (25%) indicated by.the administrators; Fewer .
‘ . .Y
‘ teachers (16%) wereﬂﬁiSSatisfled than the peréentage - .

Al -

. of dissatisfaction lndicated by the administrators (24%)

. =

1}

Separating the teachers according to year of
experience, the highest percentage (55%) of satisfaction
was evidenged by teachers';&th six -years or more of»’

experience (administrators were s;%isfied with 79% of

.

these cases submitted by teachers with:six or more years

of experience), the next highest percentage (54%) was .

perceived by the teachers. with three to five years of

teaching experience «(the administrators were satisfied

L)

with 71% of  these cas@#); lastly, 46% of the teachers -

with 0-2 years were sdtisfied (the administrators were

’

satisfied with 41% of these casesf. With the same trend,
dissatisfaction with implementation was greatest (36%)
" by teachers with 0-2 years of experience (with 25% of

¢
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thisﬂérenp“by‘adninistrarars): Drssatlsractlon was less
w1th teachers w1th more experlence, )9% of teachers w1th
3-5 years (21% by admlnlstratgrs) and 13% by teachers with ‘ ;
more than six years (23% by admlnlstrators) R
] L ,i: 9 |

A trend by schools is also to be noted. A ' :

_ -, — /

«v‘“ a. School 5 which has only 4 fespondlng - .
o teachers with less than 6 years o - ..
. experience has the hlghest degree of,* . '
’ satisfaction by the teachers (74%) and the ] =
administrator (70%). . - !

K
A & “ -

.b. School 8 which has the highest number of * ; "

" teachera with less than 6 years oOf A o
_experience has” the ‘lowest degree-of o e .
satisfaction by teachers. and the thirxd T

« lowest degree of satisfaction by. the ) .
4adm1n1strator. ' . . R

¢.. School 9 which- has .the hlghest~number o -
of referrals has the second highest. B ‘ |
*. degree of’ teacherosatlsfactlon (67%) and DTS *
. the second highest_degree of admlnlstrator . N
«,' . satisfactibn’ (69%). This school had £4%
. of its responses .from the teachers with #
. or more years, of experience;  school 5
*  mentioned in Ma." above had.-84% of .its : “
- responges from teachers w1th 6. years or . -
.more experlence. - . -

i . . ‘ v




TABLE -VI+1l °

-

To' what extent were the recommendations implemented

.t

«

(question’”#4 on teacher Trespons
. Téacher responses are given in
(either: total-group of teachers of, a single school, or
.'&> of a .particular years-of-expexie ce group, or grand . )
total group of teachexs of allgiive scghools). B

|
|

-

’

i sheet)?
lercentages of group

=

L4

4

’

60

schools?t strong 'fﬁeﬁtfal strong
' yes, A « . no - -
5 a4 3 2 1
: . . teachers '#5 (1) botoe100 T
.0l : with 0-2 #6 (9) 22 56 S22
" : years %7 ‘ : N o
: N #8. , (14) 22 ., 22 ' 42 14
f 349 ° (4) 50 - 25 .25 A
| . Total (28)14 ., 32 ' 18 29 7 Sl
: p g . R . S e
R teachers #5 3) 100 T e e
: ‘ with 3-5 #6 ~ (4) 50. . 725 25- ,° " <
- ., ‘years  #7 :  (5) 20 ... "40..0. 40 " -
. ) #8 . (14)7 ' 72 .14 7. .
s . 1°) (16) 25, 56 13+ 6 - . -
- / © " Total (42)19 35. 37 7 2’
teachers ' #5  (22)32 45 © 14 9 T
with 6 _ #6_ (15)27 . 27 - ,27. _ 6 13
. or,more $#7: (11)9 46 - 27 9. 9 .,
» yéars #8  :(14)14 { 14 ° 50 e 22 .t
. $9. (16)50 - °© 50 ° :
Total (78}.28 27 32 - 5..8 .
Grand 85 -, (27)26°° ., 48 19 7 .
total ' #6 ° +{26)23 88 19 12 .8
group of . #7 . (16)13 44 . 31 6 6
teachers #8 (4207 . 12 . .48 . 19 14- ,
. ) ¥9 (36)39 28 31 12 -
: _Total(147)23 30 - 31 dor 6 .0 7 .
S . . ' ! . » ¢4 ’
'I m‘“‘“‘*ﬁ — , ’ .« . _ ‘ . l ’. .
o . lsize of group“popul<tioh is given in parenthesis®
¢ ‘ ’:f
« 7 N v - .




Extent to Which Admlnlstrator Is This Far Satlsfled

&

TABLE VIr2

w1th.Implementation (#3 ©
sheet for teacher referra

oy .
‘e
*
’
« *
L]
~.
~
[}
.
-~

dmlnlstrator s response~«-

zs)-

¢ € schoolsl very
2 / ) satis-, T
. . fied . .
,’ = . . g 5 4 . 3 °
referrals’#5 (1) . . 100 . R
- £rom #6 (9) - N ¢ 22 . 11 33 .
. - teachers -'#7 (2) ] 100 '
‘. with 0-2 #8 -(11) 36 9 . 46 9
. .+ 77 years, #9 (9) \l}\\ 45 22 . 11
"4 ¢ Total (32) - 16, 25 31 %716
> - ® ._ ‘ ' . t e :
L ® " referrals #5 (5), 40 : . 20 40 %
fprom " #6 (2) : 100 R
teachers #7 (3) . 33, 67 A
with 3-5 #8 (%) . . l7t .66 ‘17
‘ years #9 (13) ¥ 8- .38 « .31 333,
e Totdl (29) 10 31° 38 211
referrals #5  (21) -33 . 38 14 5.7
from 46 (13). ~ 15 15 ~ - 8; 23
-, teachers #7 (16) - 25. 556 19 -
. ' /w}th 6 #8 (18) 11. 6 -50° 33,
, or more  #9 (44) - 31 48 .. 7 ~ -7
. years “ Total (112) 22 33, . 22' JI4
‘ - il n.r ? .
N | feferrals<i5s  (26) 35 35 %1200 T3
‘ ' ' from ;" #6 - (24) 8 .. .25" 8. . 25, =
. @ . total ¥7 -~ (21) 24 o %62 14,
group of #8, (35). 17, g U -TB2. .22
‘. teachers, #9. ,, (66) " 24 45 3 14. - 11
- : . Potal (172), 1o .31 i 15,
; ‘: e R i’ ° ) ,::. Q;‘:‘ o o N i‘ )
l kd A . -.\" . :
B Number of teacher referrals is glVen in parenthe51s.
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> . 2. Comgarlson of Satisfactions i6f Teachers and.

Administrators Regarding Implementlon As
: Related to Types of Problems N

.

. ‘ © K. While there wag a close s1m11arf%y between 1
: the total number of ‘times that ‘teachers were '
- higher in their opinion (33%) and the total
Lt : number of times .administrators- were -higher . - .
: ) (31%) and the total number of times there . e
N o was agreement (35%),. the percentage’-of 'times
o .there was agreement is significant because
LT of the fact that there were fewer cells
- ' -~ (1,1; 2,2; 3,3; 4,4; 5,5) possible for : . -
. .+ ., .agreement than ﬁor the other two cafegorles
T ) (which ﬁaa\lo\poss1ble cells each).
. Certain -probléms-wére deglt with a = = . |
great many more times than others as shown A
' + in the follow1ng chart: o
. ' . e ' Number of < -
5 , ) ; Problem = Times Dealt w1th s
>0 " ' 1) lacks fundamentals in academics .60 o,
. 2) aggression towards other L ’ -
h children , - - 54
3) lack of interest in school —~. 51
4) disrespect for teachers and _ b
authority . 40 ] . ,
5) disobedience . .37 . ‘

The two problems with the two hlghest Aumber
of referrals had the highest agreement v T
) between teachers and administraters (24 times).
. “) The number of cases for teachers rating .
Lo _ higher than administrators,-administrators LT
- ) rating higher than teachers, and administrators - -
' agreeing with teachers were quite similar. ' L;
. . Many response sheets had multiple problems
- e so that the numbér of problems indicated is_

f ' , /
" Lthe cells of the first quadrant of Cartesian coordi= - ,
nates were used in plottling the administrator and S .
. teacher ratings for éach case. ‘ The administrator )

ratings (1 to 5) were along the abscissa and ‘the :
teacher ratings (1 to 5) were along the ordinate. o




. . . . \\ . . ) /‘\.
* . * A N .
greater than theaﬂﬁﬁber of response sheets. - . L
In terms of the actual number of response -
sheetsy the number of problems '(submitted :
by teachers of 3-5 years experlence) for - -
which the teachers with 3«5 years of' expéri-
’ " ence expressed greater satisfactibn with . ’ [
) ‘ - implementation than administrators was 119%
’ o s ‘'of the number.of response - sheets. Using the
¢ * same compar®son (number of problems™as a
) - percent of the number.gf response sheets) , .
) administrators expressed hlghest satisfaction
' ' " (82%) with problems submitted by teachers .
ot . with more than 6 years experlence and only . J
42% with 3-5. At the,same time there were:
, many more problems submitted by teachers with :
‘ * more than- 6 years of experience who -designa- E '
. ted higher satisfaction (73 problems) than . _
¥ the 3-5 teachers- (31 problems).. Yét, in
' these c¢ases for the teachers .with more than . — ‘
’ ’ 6 years experience, the administrator . .. '
) was better satisfied (82%) than the teachers ’ SR
(71%), using the same oompaxlson (number of

. \
s - » problems as‘a percent of number of response ) ‘
! ' sheets) o o

(s...

- ‘ . }
’
. -
.
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NI s .
’ Compagason%%ﬁ-SatnsghéiiOns,off gachers and.Administrators
B - Regarding Impleqentatipy as Relatgf;to Types of Problems
N . Number . Number . . Number ' ;
o of Problems  of Pgoklems of Problems . / .
".

— with Higher . wit her' with % . 7,
T . - Positive POSY "' Agreément N
.. ~ Teacher . AdminTstrator.. " ' “Le

' Responses °  RespoOnse : ) e

L - . : LT d.
Lo . S -I 0-2 3-5"6+ T:0-2 3-5 6+ T 0-2, 3=5. 6+ T gai’
- Problems~— ~ t . S o - . -S
i, .1 3 7°111,1

2 » . A ¢

103 13 16 37

@,

. T | 1.2 361 1 6 .8 30317
T 3 2-3 5 . 3.3 Lo | 4y. 4 12
ﬂi _ -4 1 .20 2 5 1t 3 .39
_ ‘5 S o2 3,11 ¥ 1 s o 4 1. 1o 15 40
‘ T2 ile2e 54
1 e 516
S ‘115 . e 5;".3"115 '
e o . 2+7.% 1% .. 2 15 1774 3 e 17 51

’ T . P SO : . )
oL 10 /\3 5 13 211 2° 12 152 -4 .18 24 60,
IV E TR g e 1 B3 e ala o9
2 : .' " ¢ l,h - . < o “4‘ .

3 9 "122 1-°-8 11 «2 -5 7. 30

12
73 119 7 11 84 112,24 13 .88 125 356

. T Tgtal

15, 31

, * Number L . C reotk
;' Refrils. 28 26,103 ‘ o, K
PLT moEN o n L M
I . Refrls., 54 119" 71, 75 25 42 82 71 85 -850 ."85 79 ° 4
- . “Prcblems - ' e . , - .
! an o % Of ' 33 T 3 ©o.. 35
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. . .~ “Problems are described in Chapter III. e ) «
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. .nb ,Type-of Problem Hav1ng nghest Satlsfactlon by w
‘Both Teachers and Administrators’ (ratings . . -
above 3 by both teachers and_ admlnlstrators) . R

2

.\
L

, TheG;robLem having the highest degree of - . (
Q.satlsfactlon for 1mplementatlon was "lacks "
‘fundamentals in academics" (21 cases) and the " = . .
next highest was "disobedience" (18 ¢ases). In - 3?“
the case of this' problem, "lacks fundamentals . - '
in acadehmics", the total responses of higher ', .- ‘
rating:by teachers (26) was higher than the :
total responses by hjigher ‘rating by administrators
) (15) ; "these total f@sponﬁes ipclude the -~ - :

. respdnses in which the ratlngs of teacher -

: andAQr‘admlnlstrator were notlabove ‘3. Two of . . .
the. schools (»abeled x and z)~, had s1gn1f1cantly cae -
. higher numbers of teachers better satisfied : -
. than admlnlstrators (school x, 10 to 5; school z,
9ito, 4). School x also had & large number of ,
cases of agreement in degree of satlsfactlon of ) R
’teachers and ,administrators (13° cases) )

.
o

lln order to preserve the anonynfity of’ the f;ye schools C L.
the schools have here been re—ordered and ass1gned )
JQ.Lalphabet des1gnatlons. L.t T e

- .




A
> ¢
o
]
”
LI
P
.
) -
»
’
K
.
-
,
.
P
2 4
¢
Te
LI
» 1
“ .
.t N
v
- '
» »
L]
/ '
- 8

Number of Times Implementatlons for Solv1 Problems
Had Ratings above Neutral by Both Teacherg and .~
Admlnlstrators . -
‘Problenl  o0- 22 3-5 6+ Total
. . . . )
1 -3 2 13 18
2, . o1 4 5
3 o - 4 4 -
4 I 2 3 o
5 2 1 10 ‘13 :
6 . 3 0 2 12 17~
A 1, 2 3 6 ’
8 I l * ¢ ' ) “ ;l' -
9 - 2. ¢ 5 . 6 ., 13 ]
10 ° L, - oM . 16 = 721
11 1 3 4
12 -1 2 - 8 - » 11 ° ¢
.* ’ i N
. o TABLE VI-5 s

Analysis of Responses for Implementatlons for'"Lacks

Fundamentals in Academics"

-

Schoo1® ,Teacher' ' Administrator
‘7 C Higher Higher:
24 . ) PR
7 0-223-56+ T 0-2 39 6+ T
v - , 1 1 3003
\'4 2 : 1 31 -1 1 3
x 1 .4 5 10 1 4 5
¥y 3 3 ¥ 3
Z 3 i 5, 9 4. .4
. e )
Total 7 26 . 18
. / . i >
"ﬁn - ‘{ - " * ' < ’
/l P

4
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In order to preserve the anonymlty of, the flve 5chools
re-ordered and a551gned

the' schools+have here beek

. alphabet designations.

§

-

* Agreement

[
1 5
) 1
1" 4 .8
1 .3
-— —

T

0[2_;—5 6+ T -

3- 5, and 6+ refer to yeals of teachlng experlence._u'
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: . L G IR N
, e The -problem havinggghe highest ag Sement i Lot
7 e T - +bgtow-neutral opinion was faggression towWards e
J other children" (with-6. cas s)-. Second Wighest . . 7
. -was "lack of interest ih sqgQol"”, {with 5-cases). o o
A 5 In the case of "aggregsionffdwards othe¥ . L
. fe m children! fewer teachers, hadiresponses higher 577
. N tHan administrators (13)1 then adminiStrafdrs had '’ /
'.5 "% -~ _ xesponses higher than teachers (18) ; almost all '
L ’ . in the latter category were, concerning cages
T, o ' submitted by teachers with six years or moPe: of Y
By o experience. There were-24 cases.offagreement -
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B PR e ., "TABLE VI-6 S e oL
T Lo o ! : > * /' : FE - ‘s
y «Number of Times Implementatlons for Solving Problems < .

-fﬁi Had Ratings Beldw Neutral by Both‘Teachers and -

.. s Adminlstrators . -
;: ” ’ ‘ v - Rl
Probleml“ 0-22 6+ Total -
I c '3, 3 S
. : 2- . - ¢ 3 . .3 o
W 3 P27 2 %
4' *7 -1 1, . .j\#:
5 2 . 1 3 L
6 .4 "2 6 :
7 1 1 2 .
8 2 ‘ 2 . .
S 5 .. 1L - ¢ * s A
10 1’ 3 4
) 11 R . 1 1 oo .o
12- 1 3 /R *
‘ ‘ TABLE VI-7 5,‘- .
- . -, ' v . N
) Analysis of Responses for Implementatlons for
T "Aggression Towards- Other Chlldreﬁ" , -
. . School? Teache; ) Administrator ) Agreement
. ) ~ Higher Higher -, *
[N .. 0-2% 3-5 6+ T 02 3~5 6+ _T * 0-2 3-5 6+ T :
. . v - 3 .3 .4 4 3-8 -
oW I 5 6 1 3 4
- X ) 1 1.2 . 13 4 .2.1 4 7
; . y" . ' ‘3'. 3 P 3 3 2 2 )
S Loz - .2 2 1 5 1 ¥ 4 4 8
. * ’. £ "1 - ’ fhbj
- -, - " s ! R ,(‘
Lo 1Problems are descrlbed 1n Chapter III. T Co T o
}d' ' . B ",.- v . - s ) P
. 20-2, 3- 5 *and.6+ reﬁer to“years of teach;nglexperlence. - ¢ B
5 . L Ao, Vs \ ’
.- ] 3In ordeg o' p resprve thézanonymity of the flve schools "y,

* 7 " the schools hdve -Kere, been rE*Or&ered a?d assigned,. : :
cLos coe alphabet desmgnaﬁldns v : - ‘ )
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» . 1 . L.
3.'Comgarison of Satisfaction.of Teachers 'and .-
Administrators Regarding Implementation As .. .

- Related to Types of Recommendatiqn - ..
—_—— —_— — = v L -

) a’ There is some similarity between the degree

“ : " of agreement between the number of times )

tedchers had higher satisfaction (33%)-

administrators had higher satisfaction (38%) .,

.-, 3

I . , and teachers and'administ:atqrs-agreéa'(29%); o
) T ©  at the same time a small plurality exists v
" - - for administrators, . e S
, | ' - v I' -
. * . o Certain recommendations were dealt with
. a great many more times than others as shown S
) . in the following chart: . ‘
. o . . coe, . ) l c v .
x ~ Recommendation. » . v Number’ of RN
o @ : . e < _ Times Dealt
- ‘ o o With, |
1) teacher solve. ‘ 56 Vgt
2) /request for psychological 41 . el
3) social worker » - )
. , 4) change in cladsroom 29 - o

+

- R} 1 4

' The recommendation with the highest number of
times dealt with has an almost gqual number of
higher; teacher .responses- (20) , higher administra-
tor regponses,(19), and agreement responses (17).
Yet the recommendation with the second highest
number of times dealt with has a decidedly low
number’ of agreements (4) with fairly scores fot
. / . teacher higher (21) and administrator higher . -
v (16) .. There is a decided plurality, of teachers. .

having higher ratings (14) in contrast. to r -
A administrators (6) for the third type .Sf
.) © "'*  recqmmendation dealt withy 11 cases Where

' administrators .and . tedcherg agree, /For the
Ce recommendation dealt ' ith_the, fourth highest
o 7 number of times there was a fairly equal distri-
A : . - bution between -teacher higher (9), and | .
administrator, higher,(;ll.and agréement (9).

ety d .

*

; fMfany response sheets.had multiple ;"
L r¥commendgtions so_tke number recommendations o
- . indicated is greater than thet numbegﬁpﬁ;responsefﬂ“,
. sheets. Using/the number of recomméndatiofs as . -

RS showed teach7f higher. (71%) than-administrator J 5
. . " 4 . v oo, i )
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- L higher (63%) oxr agreement (57%) The -~ -
. . administrators were better ‘satisfied with
* 1mplementatlon of recommendations for cases of
. "teachers with six years or more experience
. (74%) 1n-contras€ to 54% for 0-2, and 30% for
. . 3-5, yet the 0-2 teachers|(86%) and 3-5 teachers
: 3(77%) were better satisfied. than the six-plus
T teachers (66&)
.- - Fe
. ‘ . - ~ .
F « -
* : - -~ ) ) - ’
. - . .
- ,
; s
- . . ’ X /, R . a
¥ . % .
Ny . R . .
14
] , .
-~ v / :
bl
* i N
Y s - - i .
4 - \ ‘o
., . . ’ ' .
» ‘ . l.a‘ /
. ‘v
:5’; § ! P . - >
. /';' o j . . b
K . . : . ‘i
- ? . . . .l P ) ’ . ) R
i P . s - e ] o ; .
- * u ’\' .
| S PR , I St . . ; -
.. .‘-: . - ;o ( l/ : )
I«‘T- - * "' ‘ - . N 7
;'f ) 1“’:}’ ‘ ( (,‘ / ) ‘ ;. . ; ; . .)” L " "
- - - ;: t" /: M . . . . .’.‘ ° ~
Lot '/ ’/ » . X . . ‘
”4 i f . * _— - .
eRlC, A ~
.'5'1“ /'A T g : .
. . .y, ri’ 5 I - -’ = = '. s -
‘ R . ot e 2.

_
.
.
‘
.
S . «
)
-
’
¢
.
‘
.
»
’
- L
.
- -t
«
«
o
L4
- -
N \

. | f
.
.
1]
-
-~
ty
L5



P t
’ « \/ L 4
£ . -
e : S, TABLEVI-g . . .. SRR

.Comparlson of Satisfactiohs of Teachers &nd Admlnlstrators . "
Regardlng Implementatlon as Related to Types of
Recommendatiorns. -* v Ve
| . ' . - . .
' - . Number - Number *Number R
) ) of Problems, of Broblems of Prablems A -
© e *with Higher = . with Higher-  with . o
. o Positive ©  Positive - Agreement o 5
. . . Teacher °  _Administrator . -
' Responseés .7 Response ' _ .
" : . . : _Grand . .
. . . 0-2 3-5 6+ T 0-2 3-5 6+ T 0-2 3 5 6+ T Total s /"~

Recommendationsl o A

1 . ‘5»5’111241/2.871019 .
s 9 2" 6 8 2g«

.. 3¢ 7.3 11211 1014 167103 4oa '.»...'7

“ [
)

* . l8 3 R b ;.«.
» %9 . Tl -
‘.'\. B } v f
* ' .10 . & . I

.l' . *
P
11

R 12 X : .
< - = ” *

14, 202 22y 15 197 L 2. 8' 17- 56,
11 1.2 101 2 7a 7

‘ s L4 10 18 i 22 1F 142 27 6 410 “42 -
‘ . “ - Total - 24. .20 68 11215 8 77 IQQ 17 <16 58, 91 303 - #
| a . - Number ) - . : . T
M - [ . refrls, 28 26 103 S co g
| ) . '% of ’ o . LT, . . o
| . . "Refrls.~ ‘86 77%: 66 71 54 30 74 63 61 62 56 57 "
’ ' ’ % Qf‘* e , .,A_ ., . . .- ; o - . .
T o " .Recrrma*é’ Tt &33 ...."\::; ot 38 N L ?'g Lk : e
e L -7. '. -te 42 L ISP . L. ,' ,: 'f',
Redommende;&pgs are llgted at-the beqlnnlng of EhlS chapter. y, -

- ’ PRaTy *A s,\} - e - . . L A e S s
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|  b. Type of Recommendatlon hav1ng Highest Satis- ' oo
| faction by Both Teachers and Administrators -t . )
[ (ratings above 3 by both teachers and T, .,
. «administrdtors) .
~ - - » . . e -~ ‘
o7 The“recommendation having the highest degree.
. - of satisfaction for 1mplementat10n was "teacher ~
) solve" (23 cases). The next highest was "Change
‘ ", _in’ classroom" (12 cases). .In the case of .
: . "teachdr sqlve", there was a fa;rly equal )
- distribution between teacher ‘higher (19 cases),
: administrator hlgher (17 cases) and agreement .
r (17 cases). It is 1nterest1ng that the admini-‘*+ , -
- ) ‘ strator of school X~ was largely responsible ) -
- =~ for bringing up “the "&dministrator higher" total . ’
T Y (with 10 cases from school ¥)‘and the "agreement
. - higher! (wi 9" cases from school X). .
- L ’: ’ N - N 2 . .
’ ’, J f ~ ~ o . .
~ ) oo , . .
A‘ , R s i . ' - ¥ ;
- i - - : \b. ’
,:_ : ) * cf i »
; g5 . §\0 ’ . ~
/ Y ¥ T i ¢ ‘.‘}
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v - . o ,:'" i . “
w ” .A' - - foT * )
. . ' : - . ’
N . * L' 4 n
. . - _— >
Ed 2 : e -
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lin order to pneserVe the anonymity of”thé f1ve schools T L
) ' " the schools have here been re-ordered and a551qned*‘ S *
- . alphabet designations. * .. - B T
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- . - In.p - 0 ] » ' -t l ¢ P -
~" «, 7' Number of “Times- Implementations of Recommendations Had. = - R
. : Ratings above Neutral by Both Teachers and Administrators- . e
©© 'l Recommendations! 0-227 3-5. 6+ - . Total B
1 . 1 s .6 . o |
2 , 1., 1 4 6 . o
. 3 1 1 9 11
L 4 2 2 .
'5 1 1
6 . * , 1 7 8 [ . . o
7.' . - .ﬁ ' .
¢ . *
8 ‘ - ‘ t’f’. "
: 9 01 3 7 11 T %
10 or2 10 12, 7 ‘
' 11 : 2 5 -7 IV
: 12 - L. I . 1 3. .
' 13, 5- 3, 15 23 - v %
X . 14 1 1. 2 4 .-
- 15. . . 1 + 8 9 . ‘
LN - v L R T
. ‘ : . 6 - - \ ‘;
' s wo TABLE VI-10 . ‘ . € | §
5 ' * .- N , . * 'y
- Analysis of Responses for Implementations for "Teacher o \\Q
Solve" CA — . . s .
o - - - ) - ’ T * ¢ ! hd
i Schéql3 Teacher Administrator Agreement.
- * Higher Higher = ' o
) .
0-22 3-5 6+°T 0-2'3-5 b+ T  0°2 3-5 6+ T
. . " §
. v " 3 3 . 101 1 1
o w o 1- 2.3 1.1 2 1 1 2 °
, X . 1 2 2%s5 %1 10 11° 5 -~ 4°-9
. -y 5 5 1 3 4 1, 2 3
2‘4 . .’ 2 l 3 3 f¥3 ;- ) - B :<l 2 . ¢ /1
B : ; . . . t Lo
. . . " - ’; /‘\ [ — - e )
v .lRecommendations are 1isted'at the beginning of this chapﬁer. -
. . R ;* R - @ , » . .' '-‘ , a -
o , ?0—2, 345, and 6+ refer'_to/"years of teachinyg gxperience B
- , Y ; ) '
X T 3In order to preserve the anonymity of the five schools’ 2
b -+ . the .schools have here been .re-ordered and assigned _ .
/ iy alphabét designations: : L L -
cent . ST . S ‘ R N .
(R ) * ) s - I . o
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o c. Types of Recommendatlons Hav1ng "the nghest Agreement :f.
e, ’ ‘ in Below-Neutral Opinion Regardlng Implementatlon~ 3.

Y ) - _Jratlngs below 3 by both teqphers and admlnlstrators) R

< . ' . o ot
, ’ The recommendatlon hav1ng ‘the haghest agreement G
. : (4) in below neutral opinion was "request. for' - TR
| . psychological®.  In this casge ‘the total teacher L A
T - ) ‘ higher was 21, admlnlstrator ‘higher 15,. and agreement e
C ‘4. Teachers of school x (9 cases) have a decidedly . . * .
- larger nuniber of more satigfiéd Oplnlons than the . -
. : school x administrator (2 cases). Otherwise teacher . ° .
: hlgher and administrator higher grbups ‘are.fairly Y
. 'y ; close for the other "4 schools. I B
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Recommendatlons are listed at the beglnnlng of this chapter. -

‘ 0-2, 3-5, and 6 refer to years. of tTachlng experience. . '
A 31 order to _preserve. the anonymlty of thé five schogls .
- . the ~schools have here been re-ordered and assigned - '
< I alghabetxde51gnatlons. S '
. ) '\ ‘ , s b4 » ~ . : . . ’
r 94~ .,
o . d e /‘- ' . - i

_‘v‘"“‘ , - . - “. ] ) . - A ' . .
‘R B ~ R 3 .‘.,-'r . . ] ——
: . ;. //\\\ . - o 75
. . ) - . » . — . gs_'
T , - < /TABLE VI-11 T -
' : Number-of Tlmes Impl entatlons for ‘Recommendations Yol
2 - Hdd Ratings below Neut ral by Both Teachers and -
Admlnlstrators ‘ - T .
\ . ; ) .
. RecomTendatlons I o 3-5 6+ motaﬂ ;6 YY*
: - i , :; /' v . 34 3 - A ; ot
e 2 . “ 3, 3
L .3 - 1 V1 .2 4 -
- 4 7 - 2. 2 . - .
5 ' ’ ) ;
-~ 6 B ¥
¥ ¢ 8. - 1 o 1 ! -
9 2 2 4 -
10 . . 3 3
“ A 11 l 4 = l ) 2 v
(O "12 1 2 3
- 13 : »
14 . ) _— , )
‘ 15 3 1 4 - 8 - .
’ * . '- »
» PO ' *TA.BLE \;19—12 . e o
' . Y
Analysis .of Responses for . Implementatlons for Prequest T
for psychologlcal“ 3 .
- ‘ : ‘ ° * 3
School3 v " Teacher Administrator ~ Agreement "
Higher Higher ‘ o )
o ‘ © . T0-2 35 6+ .T .0-2 3- 5 g{ ,0-2 355 6+ T
Ve B . a [ ! ’ .
i ) éz .o.2 2 . .
ey o S -1 1.2 1 1 2,64 ’ 23 73
X N y 1 3 5 9 2 "2 1 1 .
) ' 1 2. 3 e 4 4 . . ’
. z 4 . 1 5 . 3 3 ; . .
Total C 21 15 . 4.
. ’ e w ; T . "ﬁ Te ,.- . » ' o
« - A : A A ’
’ , l #
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4, Summarx . - w

a. Both‘teachers and-administrators appear to‘haVe .

! . -

T a pos1t1ve attitude regarding the ;mplementation of the
;-
recommendations pf the staffingDmeetings. Si% of the s

teachers 0f the five schools had;an above—neutral’degree"r~» -

. -

N of. satlsfaction, 50% of thé responses of ‘the’ administra— A
- R 7 ‘e

tors)were above—neutral.‘ Both teachers}and admlnistra— .t

‘* tors have a low degree of dissatisfaction .with the ~ . ‘-,,.

-

- implementation of the recommendations of the staffing N
. > . L , t-
. - T . 13 = a i3

committees. e ¢ o -

< N - -
b .

b. There seems to} be aidirect ‘correlation ‘between o

- .years of-teaching .ex erience and positive.outlook on
implementation of.staffing.recomméndations. This was A

shown in both -the total: responses‘from'teachers of all

.

five schools, but also by the fact that the school with ——

the highest number of experienced teachers was the most -

’
2 -

satisfied From all five schools a higher percentage '/"

s of experienced teaghers seemed better satisfied w1€ﬂ’the -
e 1mplementation than the percentage of the less exp rienced
tedchers. The preSent’rqsearcher Speculaf/s that this -~

'relationsh&p might be caused by many factors, among wh1ch

' .might be thé following: - . }_- L S E

'1)\M6%é‘hi§ ly experienced teachers might

- ‘ - . . L. o
. .. he . -

T

'y,



2)-

h . . ... difficulties of implementation,

.

. . | ¢
* .. plished. -

- .
< T

c¢. Furthermore:

«

of - satisfaction for implemenggtien

P

_perienced teachers.

.

1

1mp1ementatlons ‘more successful but
/-

S screenlng by é&perlenced ;eachers ‘of

Lo .. staffing meeélngs, and to 1mp1ement

"- e /0
! ~

i

¢ . . d. Dissatisfa%tion with }mplementation seems‘greatest |

Y

‘ s ) / : . .
‘ ) with thefleast,egperienced teachers

! i

More highly-experienced teachers,

-, .
appreciative of whatever implementation is accom-

Administrators giv
of
This,coufd'be dpe

fact that experienced feachers might

) . to-assist withlﬁheiimplementatien-so.that_the actual’

.implementaﬁidhﬂmight indeed proceed more‘favofably.’g
. v . . i u

o

realizing the 7&‘

might be more
x ‘

>®™3 higher rating

not enly to tqi - 'Z

‘help }o make the‘ !

a]ébipe aps to better_

o ses.amem@hlexﬁo

S
I
.

2

- ) ‘» , . ( . ’
i e The school w1th the hlghest number of referrals and
B : H
t ' stafflngs (but not ‘the hlghest number of experfgnced ‘T
teabhersﬁahad the" second highest” favorable responses -4~
%l . . .

o re ding 1mplementat10n.l This perhaps 1nd1cates that

-~

Iy at thl

[
eferrals qX ex~- i
! |

a

ation of recommendations.|.
! .

g ’
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“.
g

f Comparison between oplnLons "of teachers and‘admin— . ..
istrators shows a remarkable balance. Ab*ut one third of

.

< the opinions showed complete agreement between teachers'

e and administrators Yegarding the degree of satlsSactlon
~ conterning implementation (35% as related to.types'of

problems and 29% as related to recommendations)’ . The

cases where the teaphers gave, hlgher satlsfactlon " 'wo'

’ * e L4

; ‘ ratings Were about the same,number-as the cases where -

N , 'the administratqQrs gaVe a higher rating.’

-
= - ' -

g. The problem most referred and with the highest de-

gree of“satlsfactlon with both teachers and admlnlstrators

. -

regarding 1mplementatlon was "lacks fundamentals ih

» -

academlcs . More'teachers were better satisfied 'with the .

. a

-

implementation of this problem than were administrators,

|
) .perhaps because_the teachers were closer to the,implemen-', f
2. ’ tation of this problem than were administrators. h . : i "

: ' . h. The type of problem having .the. highest agreement ‘ .
. 3 -

~ -

@

, in below-neutral opinion regarding implementation was
i '

, "aggression towards other children” and the ‘second hlghest

was "lack of interest in school"”. This Would'seem to 4

hd ’
L —— -

1nd1cate that these two types of problems mlght be .

espec1ally dlfflcult ones with whlch to work

» » -




[¢]

.-

»

-

i. The type of recommendation having the. highest
/ . -

L)

~

VW

-

satisfaction by both teachers and administrators with }

regards to 1mplementa§don was "teacher solve"

recommendatlon hav1ng the second highest satlsfactlon .

>

-

The.,

v

reg%rdlng its 1mplementatlon was "change of classrooms"
;Y . / . 0* . . -

~
. "
[

*

N .

K
tion. was

, *

‘jt The type of recommenda

"on having the’highest-

Y

"reqhe%t'fdr psvchological" .

agreement,between teachers and admrnlstrators vrth

regards to,below*neqtral opinion concerning implementa-
R R s - ’ / . :

ThHis perhaps'

; for psychologlcal examihatlons-to be conducted and also

long. walts for the reports .to be typed after theﬂ

( ¥ -,

examinatlons are completed

Then, too durlng the perlod

oﬁ this. study there was not enough tlme for many of the

-

psydhologlsts' ‘recommendations to be 1mplemented.. .

k. 'Varidtion was shown between schools .in.teacher
' L - R ¢ ’ .

A

-~

<

“

-

response and in administrative style.

/

;he hlghest number of experlenced teachers gave the

school Wlth the .most 1nexper1enced gave the lowest.

school ‘with the most referral cases gave the second

'Y " . !

highest p0s1t1ve response..

-+

The échool with

t

hlghest.pos1t1ve response regardrng 1mplementatlon.

L)

The

M

One admlnlstrator is noted

n‘

to have g1ven extremely pos1t1ve response regardlng

'y

~

reflects. the fact.that .there are often long waltlng lists

At

—

Ed

' The

4

4

y
K
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nteacher ssolve" in contrast both to the ﬁeachérs,Qnd

A%

- -

L
S
- ¥
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CHAPTER VII ~
< RESULTS ON STUDENTS .
’ . B : . I
) ” - );\I\ l' - ’ ~
. .
- ’ . °
v . ’ R
. ~. . ‘ . .

‘The, following analysis of the results of the,
staffing procedures upon the.students is based upon

response itéms contained in the response sheets for
teachersl!

and response items contained in the response
2

e

.

Numerical responses (5 b

eing'a‘strong'“yes?; 1
being a strong "no";

3 being "heutral") were given by +the teache
- (3

4,3,2 being intermediate responses;
questions.

‘ v
to, four
- Provision was made for open-ended comments
/ - .

* in the fo?ﬁ of respoﬂses'to;questions related to three

/- !

k3 h
. of the four numerical questions:

o
.

. 1. Have the staffings been of benefit tQ: )
those pupils referred? . :
' \" "‘“. T . .

3 2 1 ) :
In what way(s)? .
"How pan'the meétings become more beneficial
‘to the pupils? ot

- .

. RN
@;e/ s '
\;Se Appendix

/
A And Chapter IX. ;
2

.
—

v

S ; Apﬁendix E /and Chapter VIII. -
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i~ = v - Biadec Tkt 7 L
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: #‘ = . - L. )
”/ igf N ' T
j,f 2. \vA a regu&,t ofﬂﬂplementlng the recommenda-
- %~gg“¥vtlohs has there‘been 1mprovemen? in the
P ‘:;\‘ \’ 2 . TS e, 5 ° B
. PR » T R, .
& 3 2 1oy “onF
- S . L'iﬁﬁs the referr;ng teacher dld;you find the i
' \ ) - geegmmendatlons to be benef1c1a13 R
.- L K . ‘ -
. . ’ N n‘.,q L . . ] FPa -. .
7 g, tha chlld” _ : .
. N :
| RSl 7 AR L cor s g C- S e
- , -] 4 -3 2 1 .o .. - X
i1 ’ S _— * . ' = -
" To thetclass? ) A <
BT T R TR x DT
i L7 ’ : '5 e ‘, ; ‘ R .
k’ In what Wayi? ' ' 'ﬂ{ (,'3‘ ﬁ>
k] T -
L . How can -the recommendatlons be- made,to be - N
T more beneficial? PO . o - T
' Numerical responses to the following quéstdion were ’
) diven by each administrator for_eaéh of* the cases handled .
in hlS schocl by'stafflng meetlnqs.zi',h o ' RN
- . "‘ - ‘b s - % R A =
PR .Efféct on - stu&eht thu.s far ,
CoEe T e ,_ T e L o W
M ',."v.,ts e e T . ._,A-.’ 5, ' 4:~" 3. ':g;.';:-*J_; . P feo TR Ry
;L . ethemeS.y Y . T LT o
e et pos:.t:.ve.. B '. o ',‘. '_':'-- -effec{; W LT
. "_“,' ,0 . L J' - u:' ».'. g .'"" . * - ‘: b T \:‘
"Th addltlon, eaéh admlnlstratgr for each of these cases : o

P
oot

hand}ed iﬁ hls school by stafflng'meetinga,,categorlzed

. h
N
AT A o«

P
A
-7 ciner e SO,

the type-or.types\of problemtwhl 'motlvated the IEferf'

'if'l and also categorlz d the type or types of recdmm datlb_b
//”'I" ‘. *"-"';',___, - D . /“ ‘ Z . :"4“’

whlch'the Stafflng commlttee fiad ;ﬁsg,‘,f S ‘34».“¥i-hi
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o The tYpeS n& Qroblemsl used were: ) Lot
R ST T 1. dls edience ’ N , R
;_"' ’ . . o oo 2 he-g}th - R - -
‘ I - -3, é@btlonally disturbed ‘ ‘
. «4 mental retardation . [
; :3 dlsrespect for teacher. and authorlty { -
. SR - aggression. towards other children A .,
) ' 7. excess absences . . . - , i
' ' 8. hdbitually tardy - .- . .
. 9..lack- of interest in.school . : x
. 10. laeks fundamentals in academics ‘ "-l
- . 11. unusuql;y withdrawn P T ) t
\ 12. others ; ¢ Lt . vk
.. . 4 ‘ ) " " R
- ' The types of recomméndafionsz'used were:
’ parent solve’ o \ TN :
Co- administration solve , . SN
‘ ¢ request for psychological ©
f ERA (Early Remediation Approach: special ". o
. oL social adjustment plagemert) o TV
- I social adjustmengdjpégufér) e S iR
: . ;- _refer to court £oF parental-school : L
'j refer to court:. prosecﬁfe parent ' - - ’
o nurse ’ T i RPN
I social worker ) . ..
change in classroom ' o
. transfer to another school L S
discipline the child : - RS
. teacher solve . o : : "2
-attendance officer . . ‘ e
other . . _ R A IR
£ ) R S ', ':. .
. o ' The use wh1ch ‘has been.made of these responses of Voo
PO S A eachers and admlnlstrators 1s as “Follows: ' ;.'\ < s
TR , .. Ty , \ .
yr The overa¥l tallles of the numérlcal responses, of the IR 1
. ‘{\ teachersfand admlnlstrators wé&e analyzed. .
‘*: ,..v_‘ ) . -.‘; 5 , .l“n, “) N ' : . 4
: TR .“; - co e -
1See«-0ha pbei” m e 28
See ‘hapter IV., -,-f .« S : 3 - | ‘
. " L g : .. , (2 . ‘, . -
t o
v .':‘h' » ‘
\.'\" “ ’f ' :




2. In conjunction with these ‘tallies; an analysis was .
. made of the open-ended responses. N

3. The opinions of teachers3 and admlnlstrators were then
compared regarding the degree of positive effect upon :
each child as related to the klnd of problem that was

attempted to be solved ., o . .
- SR . % . e
. .a. In how many cases pf each type of problem did .. )
- teachers feel that the effect'was more’ positive? . e T
In how many cases'did administrators? In how " PR Y

many cases did administrators and teachers agree
“on the degree of pos1t1ve effect’ -

~ b. For the,type of problém.that had the’ hlghest amount
of teachers and "administrators redarding above . .

- average pOSltlve effects, of staffings, an analysis ¥ .
was made of the total responsés according to schools. ’

¢. For the: type of problem that had the highest agree- - ‘.
ment of teachers and’ administrators regarding
below average effects' of staffings an analysis was .

made of the total responses accordlng yolef schools. SR

) [

PR

4, The same, ‘procedure as in number 3 above was followed - - -
relating effects to the type “of recommendatlons. IR e
5. Conclusions were drawn regarding the general effect Y
of the .staffings upon the childfen and regardlng the ;
 kinds of problems and kinds of /recommendations which N
might be especially suited to the staffing procedures. ‘ﬂ
' . i
1 v » N - ’ i{;

1. Analysis of the Overall Tallies of the Numerical
Responses of the Teachers and Admlnlstrators }

a. The overall adminigtrators responses to the. questlon

"Effect on the stfdent thug far?" showed 35% above £

neutral, 34% neuyfral, and 31% below neutral. Schodly | .

9 administr 7 with the highest number of teac7er§ R
4

e referrals, gave 49% ratiings |above neutral; school |5
/ #
. L . 1
|

’

/

/BA small minority of teachers submitted more than one /;1. ..
, case. For these few respomnses, since the teacher responsge
’ sheet was an .averade respbnse, the follOW1ng steps we g . v .

taken to adjust these average ratings, using the varlatlbn .
indicated by the administrator's |responses: _
a) For the multiple casesg submltﬁed by a s1ngle teacher,
the administrator's reSponses for each of the cases .
, was averaged v
b)* For each of these cases, the admlnlstrator s varlatldﬁ
from the average (plus or minus points from average)®.
was usedﬁto adjust the teacher's: average.
c) If a teacher alyready had 5 or 1, nothing could be -
T S added or subtracted., 1()3 Ci
n- ‘ ., 4 ‘ ’

»

i

oy
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-y

';Z:éffect.an‘étudenthhas”Faf (qﬁestion #4’dh‘admin;§§rato}

. given in percentages Qf the number of teachexr referral

[¢]
P

. . P
m—— 4 T,
fobe

~ admipistrator with £ﬂé highesf number oﬁlﬁ—pius,l“
teachers had the second highest'number of ratings

above. neutral (31%). School 7 administratow with

the lowest number of cases had the“highest nlmber

of neutral ratings QGZ%). _ .

¢ .
’ ’4¢ . - ¥

s , | . TABEEVII-1

response. sheet’ far teacher referrals)? Responses

of the teacher group involved. , .

~

schools? - strong neutral . létrdng

: - yes . L. : no .
. . 5 4 . 3. 2 . 1
tedéhers #57 -« (1) T 100 ISR
" with 0-2 46 .- (9) T 1) 11 33 - 45
years. ~ #7 (2) N 100 - e
s 8  (11) 27 9. 55 9
1 29 _ (9) 11 33’ 22 - 11 .. 23
.., .Total.(32)} 13 . 19 34 15 7 19

S e R ) ' ) ~
teachers %5 / ,(5). « .z | : . 40 . 60.
"with 3-5 36" - (2) 50 . .50 oo ,. :
years 47 +(3) - 33, 67 ~ ]

. #8 - (6) ~ 33 . 50 - 17 :
#9 (13) 31° 38, . 31 '

. ‘Total (29) ' 28 38" 7724 .7 10
_teachers #5 (20) 5 " 30 . 40 20 .5 .
with 6  #6 (13) .23 15 .46 .16
or more #7 (6) - - 25 56 9 . - ;
years #8 . . (18) 11 6 - 44 39 :

49 (45) 22 33 20 11 14

Total (112) 12 . 26 =~ 32 22 g -
grand 45 (26)- 4 27 -1 31 237 15
total - #6 - (24) .21 17 18 -~ 25
group of #7 (21) 24 -1 62 14 P
teachers #8 . (35) |14 12 .49 25 .. -

i L . ’

£ . (67) 16 33 \x24 15 - T12 .
Total (173) 10 25 . |34 21 .10 .

b

lsizé of group population is given 'in parenthesis.

) . k)
. B

o
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" b.. The tallies of teacher responses Overlap. i
- questions to.which the responses were made are - .

,“'4 ~
P S T
RS [

HaVe\-

“ abbrev1ated as follows.

. 3
referring

2) As a-

'‘As the -

,:'fgﬁaﬁfihgén.

;resulf
" the

of_

been“of .

\mpenef;t to’

Tev's
o

those
idrudents ~. ¢

'\:gréfeﬁreﬁ?gc.t

& T -
- -

e ¥

of v E4R A L.m

-0 referred°

‘teacher did
- implementation you f£ind
of -the -« + the, . o
recommendatlons recemmenda—
has there been tions to be.
improvement: in benefac1al
the pupils to the
child?

0T AL REFERRALS

N
A

2

S

A

"~
\/

Zstated ip’ pércents above neutral, neutral,

“QT}é
1
Qé 22 yrs«.\%%e'

39% abdte

38%fngutral
uﬁ_23% below
i

."

A'B'Of??gf
arranged_aécordlng to “years of teachlng experlence)

53% above'
31% neutral
~ 16% “below

»

42%'above
“\33% neutral

.sze% below\

%-'

&\E U T RAL

39%... 0-2%yrs., 50%

0-2.yrs.

3’§?yxs 428"
é+*yrs$l'55%

35 yrs.

218 ©

3-5 yrs. 42%

-The-

4) # As the -~
referring
-teacher did
you f£ind the
recommendatlons
to e S
beneficial to
the elass?

4

g

and below) . s

33% above
© 32% neutral

. 35% below

0-2" yrs. 27%
3-5 yrs. "35%

6+ yrs. 41%;

"y

B E L oW NE U’T RAL

.6.

+ yrs; 49% .

A .

-

6+ yrs.

]
»?

‘38%

4

14 Tl

. . (arranged accordlng to years of teachlng experlence)

-2 yrs.-30%
3-5 yPs, -21%

0-2 yrs.

34%

3-5 yrs. .22%°

6+ YIS.

21%

6+ yrs.

26%.

-2 yrs. 23%.

0-2'yrs.” 27%

g

-5 yrs. 20%

6+ y¥s.

/28%

3-5 yrs,
6+ yrs.

25%
348

. <Certa1n trends seem 1nd&cated by the above flgures i
R A pos1blve effect on the students- is noted by the
- ’ -owerall teacher ratings.. The highest positive VI
effeck (53a) is noted when the questlon about an
L . individual student is directed to the referring -

~ . '~ teacher, who, pyesumably would ‘be most knowledge- .
: - able about the effect The highest below-level -
effect (359)11s given when the qugstion is directed
o to the referring. ‘teacher in terms of the effect ’ .
s . 'on the class. i ‘
! Related to years of experience, the hlghest

aboVe-neutral percentages are when the questlons y

o
N

.
%
- ’ ¢ (
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. 3 are phrased "effect of staffings" (0-2,- 46%; R T
' . 3-5, 42%; 6 plus, 55%) and "as referrlng teacher, - e
) . ' 2 " the effect .on the student"’ (0-2,.50%; 3—5 42%; T
s ; 6 plus, 49%). The 6 plus group takes the brlghtest o]
. view of the total ."effect of staffings". ;The -
- ’ . lowest above—neutral percentages, are regarding--
"effect on class” (0- 2, 27%; 3- 5 35%; 6 plus, 38%).
Related to years of experlence, the highest C
below-level .percentages are in answer to the -
N questions "as a result of.implemeniatiodn tye .
) effect on the student" (0-2, 34%; 3-5, 22%; 6 plus,”.
26%). and  "effect on class". (0-2, 27%; 3-5, 35%; :
6 plus, 34%). The 6 plus‘teachers take the
dimmest view on the effects.én.the class. ’ L S

’ s
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Bt v . % ¢ . ."‘: v \-
p: S . Vo S ¢ -
. -~ - . K - * -\ ’ - * ’ ‘
R - . - . *+ . '\,-:N P . L .
e et “a . ‘/f L ) i o " :“’ - ; . .
» . w .. i, TABLE G&J—zf‘ - ?‘;'5 P T,
Have staffings been, oﬁ beneflt ta those’ ﬁuplls neferred T
(question™#1 on teacher‘responsegform)° .Teacher , # N
- , responses are given. 1nppercentages of group (either -
) total group of a singlég; school Yr p,/o partlcular el
) years-of-experience group, or of the grand total group ~ § ! '
S / of teachers of” all flve schools) T L U
e e schoolsl_ strong < yneutréL . % 'strong. .. .
Ty ‘ oo . yes ST . © no i
Foe M - A 5 . 4 3 " ’ '4/21 ) ; - l .’ . 2 e .I I
) " teachers #5 (1) 100 - SO 7 .o .
with 0-2 .46 - (10) 20 .50 10 20 v K .
®* years . #7 (12) *~¢ 42 25. 8 25 .
#8  (15) .- 20 33 14 33 eyt "
. - #9 (4) 25 . '50 35" « , ' N
Tof\i (42) 13 33 .23 13 17 .n' oo
] teachers #5 (2) " 100 ' ‘
with 3-5 #6 (4) 50 50 .
. years #7 (8) - 50° 37 oo 13
48 (15) 27N 40 20 13 )
#9 (11) 9 27, 55 9
Total (40) 7 35 37 12 ? ‘
~ I . - . - -
. . . ) A
~~  teachers #5 (22). 9 31 50 5 .5¢ ¢
with 6  #6 (15) 13 .13+ 47 7 20 -
or more #7 <7 ) .
years. . #8 (19) 5 16 42 16 ) 21 l -
- #9 _ (36) 25 30 33 . 6 6 ’ - v
. ‘Potal (92) 13°. 27 . 39 8 --.13 SR
. _ . 3 » . . “\ _
grand .. ¥57T (28) 11 32 43 11 '3l ,
total .- #6 (29) 21 - 31 28 .10 . 10 >
group of ~#$7 (20) . 45 30, 5r 20 .. ¢ 7
; teachers #8 (52) ‘20 .19 37 -.7 15 19 ' -
e 49 (51) 22° 31 37 4| 6 . - N N
) Total (180)13 26 38 10 13 . . =
] ‘L - — N v '\; | .
1size af group ngulat*on o
-"‘, * .
[y 2 et ' i -
- ]
. \‘ i - ' %,
Sl ~ . “‘ .5‘ . ’;‘
- | % .
¢ ' ' 1 O 7 , - ": !
f / e .
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. .ﬁs -2, 1:1**.‘:;&11:1:r §f«t ”‘Emﬁ%ﬁf}t@ing of the recommendatlons A AR A
.has g;{:here heeh; lmpri;f *«inh the pupils (question $27,7 _‘;gﬂ}'},},_‘"\-‘;‘j )
2p a;—_éadher,responsm hg ? ' Teacher responses are g,;.v%t' s Yy
:.:, ggrcéqntaqes of giipﬁp’* ﬁgj:fher total, group of teachd I

wa sfﬁ’gle sQ ool, E’o o2 artlcular ears-vof—e ]
! P Y .
",.251’;"* r.of qpand toﬂ:dﬂ. ug{::cmp of teachars of all five
.‘ﬁé .;;"‘ Wy "‘Q“ vv“, ?‘:f’ ~r
o '34 2Y g q—‘vk_» " 3 . ‘] : 1.‘ ‘ . N 5
by Tt wgn{iﬁ"& e \.”~ o . . 3 g T . A
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’

teachers #5
with 0-=2 #6‘
years #7 .

#8

’

teachers #5 . . =
with 3-5 " #6 . : . .
years . #7 .- (6) . 33 50 : 17 - - A ‘
» 48 (15) 14 . 60 13 . 13 N .o
#9 (11) 9 . 45 28 9 9. e
Total (39) 7 3§ 37 12 0 10 . v T

. o .
teachers #5 (22) - 5- 45 36 9 5 .
‘with #6 (15) 13 13 27 + 20 27 i
or more #7 (x2) . 17- MY 8 * 33 .
- years ', #8 ' (14) 6 12 - 417 12 29 .
e #9.  (30) 13 - 53 . 24 10 ; ;
. ‘Total (93) 8 33 - 32 11 15 ° - =
grand #5 © (28) 4 ° sqﬂ_ﬂ__gagg¢er,’ﬁ\ : .
total 46 28) 25— 75 18. (718, e e
group of #7 -(18) 22 "éﬂ-‘ 6 28’ O e
teachers #8 (45) 2 13 7”5 - 18 22" x&f{' iy
. - #9 (44) .11 . 50 27 9 3, A
: Total (163) 9 . - 33 33, 13 -13 ° / VREA A
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. ': !TABLE VII-4 -~ ~ e
. v ¢ . - * ..

. As the referring teacher did wyou E£ind the recommendatlons

to be beneficial to"the child’ (question #3b on teacher
response sheet)? . Teagher responses are. glven in percentages
of group -{either total group of teachers of a'single

school; or.of a-particular years-of- experience group,

or- grand ‘total of teachers of all- five schools.

P

k\;,,‘ schoolsl strong neutral strong =
‘ ¢ yes no .
. .5 4 3. 2 1 :
teachers -#5 (1) 100 '. . S P
with 0-2 #06 (9) 22 34 022 211, 1L v
years - #7 . - . .
#8 (13) 15_, 15 . - 39 23 w8 =
o %9, (3) 337 e’ . A AR
-+ Total (26) 23 ., 27 27 15- 8. . - .
O L 4 ‘ - - - . . R
teachers #5 . (2) * ' 100 Ao 2
with' 3=5 . #6 . (3) 67 33 o : .
years 47 (7) . - 57 229 == 147 -
Co 48 o (12) 017 50 33 | - l\
49’ (9) © 22 22 - 45 11 . \
Tqtal (§3) 11 - 431 --.37° 20 .
‘teuchers 5 (20).5 . .45 7 30, 20 .
with 6 46. .(13) 15 815 32 15 23
 or more . ‘#7 ‘(9 1t . 22 22 . 34 0 I AR
‘.yearsf .- #8 (13) . 8-  23° , 31°.. 8 30
o .t k9 v (22) 23, . 55 4 18 . o
‘ Tptalv(77) 13 36 22 - 18 10 ’
, - [ I ’ ! . .. . .
grand 45 (25)-8. ~44 ' 28 20
tgtal . #6 (25),24 -24 24 12 - 16
.group.of #7  (16) 6 38 25 25 6
teaghers #8 - (38);8 18 40/ 20 13
$9 7 (34) 24 46 . 15[ 15 R ;
- Total’ (138)23 " 30 31 10 .0 6 T
- M v @ . " R . '. )
L 'f'"l <f . . , - v
l — 1[ . [ et
Size of group population is given in parenthesis.
- ’ , ! v . ) i
., A S
M ’ « _,_(, ¥ ’ . .
" “ . b .o,
e 109 , -° £
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TABLE VII-5 ey
. ¥, Y

As the referrlng teacher d1d you find the recommgpdatlonS" .
to be beneficial to the class (question #3c on téacher .
“response sheet)? Teacher reSponses are given in

percentages of group .(either total group-of. teachers of

.a single school, or of a particular years—of—experlence N
group, or grand total.of teacher¢ of- “all “five schools) -

strong

4”

4

Y

4

<

’ i

lsize of group .population is given if pareqthesis..

.

410,

¢
(N
&

-

schoolsl strong neutral
yes RS - ‘no .~
5 - 47 37 2 7 1 .. e
teachers #5 (1) 100 . .
with 0-2 #6 (9) .22 11 45, 11 11
years - .#7 ° < . S L et / R
#8  (13) & - 8 54 23 7
#9 -~ (3) * 33 33 33 . : _
Total (26)-15 .-I2 . 46 19 - 8 ~
ay . . : )
teachers #5 (3) 33 .67 S
_with 3-5  #6 (3) 67 33 1
"years - #7 (5) 20 - 60.- 20 -
. %8 (12) 8. 58 34 "
) #9 . (9) 22 33 33 12 - - ‘
Total (32) 16 < 19 41 22 3.
teachers ~#5 ° "(20)°5 - 25 . 40 10 20 :
, with 6, 46 (13) 16 8 . 38 15 23, )
) or 'more * ¥7 (9) 22 12 . 33 33 .
. years #g t12)°8 17 33 8 34 .
# © {20) 25 45 15 ‘10 © -5 . y
‘Total (74) 12 26 28 14 20° ‘ -
. N . - o
grand 45 (24) 8 25 33 . 17 it - :
tdtal 46  (25) 24 13.° 36 12 16 / -
group of+ #7 .  (14). - 248 29 21, 0 29
. teachers .#8 (37) -B 8 49 22° 13 * .
P 1 (32) 22« 41 ., 22 ., 12 3
T Total (132)13 N 20 "¢ 32 ,°-15 2D,
‘ AN - ' ‘et » / , ' '.

=
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c 2. Analeis of Open-Ended Responses

a. In what way(s) have staffings been of benefit to
thHose pupils referred? ‘

With regards to responses from the total group
of teachers, with all levels of teaching .
experience, the comments were generally positive.
In school 6 there were more comments asking for
ideas for the teachers.” In school 7, the
.comments for teachers with 0-2 years of

. experience were positive; teachers with more

 experience had a mixture of positive and

. negative comments. In school 8, teachers with
0-5 years of experience seemed to have more
.negative quments.

Responses from most schools indicated:

R TN

1)

2)
3

the positive, benefit of the.previous N
teacher's prgsence on staffing committees
the benefit of sharing ideas &
alerting of special teachers to the children
with special -probléms was helpful’ -
improved underst

‘ ) 4) ding on part of homeroom

teacher. resulted'from staffings

b. How can the meetings become more beneficial to
the child? : .
With the exception of the responses from one
school (which contained some cyhicism or '
skepticism from teachers of all levels of
experience, the responses from teachers- of all
levels of expgrience were generally optimistigc
regarding the ‘continued.development of |
staffing meetings. A selectioh of typical
comments found in responses from all schools is: -

v

more time needs to be provided for meetings;
continue the project; hold followup méetings
at” times involve parents for greater depth
" study of children; .at Atimes invqpve'students;
more family information needed o -

committees should include all teachers having
contact with students; special teachers should
be included; sometimes. outside spécialists

‘n

v 1)

2)

-

3)

oy
.

x
-
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4) teachers should Mstick to-the p01nt" at méetlngs
5) assure-follow through of recommendatlons
6) there should be more p051t1ve recommendations
T for immediate behavior in .classroom
7). obtain long-range help for students - -
N '~ 8) more data should be gathered in advance.
and.presented ‘at’ meetings . '

‘ . . ¢

c. In what way(s) did you' as the referring teacher
find the recgmmendations to be beneficial?
With the exception of one school, the comments
tended to be generally constructive and may be* - |
summarlzed as follows*7 o -

l) reallstlc recommendatlons were“ﬁade N

2) better understanding of students ’ ‘

3) increased knowledge of resources available

4) better understanding of. limits of school,

13

d. How can -the recommendatlons be made to be‘more

beneficial? . . fo
l‘ more realistic recommendations
2) involve parents and stude
3) involve counseling of stug:nts
4) involve more specialists /, .

'5) ‘in-service regardlng how to hold staffing

R meetings
6) think of how to develOp further resources to
. - follow up recommendations ‘
7) cooperation of all teachers’ involved

’ - 8) more advance._ 1nformatlon to commlttees regardlng

child g ~

'9) contribute immediate steps to alleviate the daily
pressure encountered by teacher and class

10) concentrate on ways to motivate

11) more followup meetings s

7
4

”~

3. Coﬁparlson Between Opiunions of Teachers and Administra-.

Pors Regarding Degree of Positive Effect Upon Each
Child As Related to the Kind of ProbLem That Was:
Attempted to Be’ Solved

—_—— <
M
»
. .
. ‘ '

- 1:12 “ o ‘ntla " :lf;




~a. In a large number- of cases . (40%) teaehené:gavec ,;

l
|
|
\.

a higher positive rating forpeffect on: ﬁheﬂf Co
students (in the solying of probl,,s) £h dlg -
the administrators (32%); only- 28% ogg:he;cas S
had agreement between teachers and \a nlétrators"
"«'~~..»'¢-r‘\ g
Certain problems were dealt w1tﬂwa reat‘many ,‘@
more times than others as shownvln he R
following chart. *

[} .

_Problems
1) lacks fundamentals 1n A
’ ‘academics :
aggression towards other:
children =
lack of interest in school 52
disrespect for teachers <
and’ authority
5)’aisobed1ence

2).

3)
4)

.
[} ' “3/‘1,‘ :"*f ) »: .' .
o i

" The problem with the. hlghest number of tﬂmes s ﬁ;‘
* dealt with, "lacks fundaméntals sin acaaemlcs-, .

has a higher percentage:pf‘teaﬁhers%givlng et -

. higher positive effects on* éhlldren*;42%3 ‘than g)“:'“;

administrators (27%) and an agréefjen between"d;%:
teachers -and administrators in 32% .¢f theqaases.

g EN

-In the cdse of the.next highest®’ "aggressleﬁ‘ ’ wa

towards other children", there care almost%equal
‘percentages with teachers,’ admlnkstfatOrs,'and .
agréement responses. Thefteache;s see~mqu,“
positive effect (44%) on. solving theé’ problem 4
"Jacks interest in' 8chool" than ‘9<the;, Iy .ﬂ‘j %
administrators (31%); the agreemeht between
administrators. and teachers was only 2@%
in the~case of "dlsrespect for teachérs andu
authority" thé teachers see more p031t1ve effect’~
of. the stafflngs (53%) than do the admlnlstrators
(27%); there is 20% _agreement.,

’
ey

R

~ N - .

Many .response sheets ‘had multlple problems SO thec R
‘number. of problems indicated is greater than’the
number of response sheets.  'Using the factors of - *
problems expressed as percentages of response , '
sheets, a far greater number of the responses (206%)

5,

AN

e 7

Again*lt;°

The percentages T
are almost equal for "dlsobedlence".v - o~ ~},j"

. o opealtlWigh U T

T4




. than admlnlstrators higher (95%) or*agreement
to (6l%f U51ng the same .factor {problems
- expressed as- percentage of response sheets),
the admlnlstrators were' better sat1sf1ed (83%)
with the effect on the children whose teachers
had 6 plus. years of experience.. Agein using
- the, same factor '(problems expressed as a -,
. percentage of response sheets) the teachers

O . whose experience was_3-5 years had the most

. cases (148%) of highér- satisfaction than

¢ administrators; teachers with 0-2 years were
) next with 114%; 6 plus teachers were.én;y 77%.




- RN L AN ‘
~ Vore ) s <, . R -~
ORI K \
* L. . . . .
2 Vo \_ vy
. . . B
[ % fag R
l\v. ‘\_ ;" -,“ R . 96
e - . \ B . .-
~ R &L T I v i
. R .
R S, ! > o
" e .t K ; . 4 s ' ~ ’
« L P IRV .l '
LY P € e T PRI : R
PN Y § v W - ;

AT T
e N

Cer '...v"'-' P/ i
1 '.-k:’\ AR
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. e .’. Comparxéon of Satg.sﬁactlogs of eachers and 'Adminisf:rator's' ' '

Regai"da.ng Effect ‘on Chz.ld E{s Rell ated to Types of Problems '.'—
’ [ ’ n .
™ e ~ T ;‘u - . < .o :
A\ Ty Number Tiie Nu,mber - Number Coe "
. \. o R ofhProblems‘ - of Problems = of P/rqblems N . R
o SRR “w::,th H:,gher, . with Higher. with" S ‘."_ T
Sy s Posittz,ve b Positiye ' Agreement . é"; o
o '\' R ': _ Tgachep" ":-;*'-' z}dmml trator. o 1
R Bestgse& "‘: '; ‘ Respori es. N .
le - “.‘ W Dol . X Grand : *
R _ 02356+ 502356+ ‘I‘Total~‘ \
: e P-roblems‘ 3, . .
S Lo, 203 & e '1,3 1. 5‘14 15 1 1112 40 . «»
WA ' ’ ) "o,
T e s 12 2 . .-6 .6+ 15. .
; \

7 3- 3 17

+ ‘e

4 o \ -

.:,"l Iy R L “;\ . “' ‘ e l .2 3 : 2 2“" ll . )
Tl 2 s T 0 st 16 2401 T \il 122 1° Loy

«‘-;é,\,,,' 2 16,1 2
-, 5 37" .2 16 3
. ' ' - ‘A3‘ §
« 12 78853 9 12 1 3 5 "9,;‘, 29';”‘;'.‘_;";:-'

/ R : , ,v%;,i
Totals . 32¢ 40 54 15;‘.6 I6 ;4 .79 111°8 12 80 100 367+ -
- .Number ¥/ AT ) :
‘ Refrls. ' 28 27 4}09- ‘164" PUENEI \
‘ % of s , P A
® Refrls. 114 148 77 95 57 15 83 68 29 44 73 60 223 "
-3 of T e S
Problems 40 - A # 3o . . 28 :

/

) ’ 8 . . ’ . .\1
P ; . }P;' e B -
Problems are described in'Chapter III Wl o
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. b. Types-of ro,blems HaV:Lng H:Lghest Satlsﬁactlon :
. SUE
< ’ *\“ 4 . re
: -"" c /e H 3-5, 1; i -
v (3~ 5 2 ‘64 8) “Dlsobedlence" has béen 1-,; LY
, s . ‘selected £ a more detalled analysis since its , -
ey Y range. of".tehcher expbrience is greater. There , - % P
" . is an exactly equal,number of responses for®, ~- s -
e Nl teacher ‘higlter °(14), ‘administrator higher (14), "\ 7 .
, .' .- S L5 and agreeme t (14) ".Ofly .10 of the 42/Cases Lo RC )
. }”"’ \{'wére“ referr - By teachers with ¢=5; ears of ) <L
a0, ) e":ﬁ;;ff_f~*t§-§9xper1encew he éas‘es where the adfiinistrator - S
- Tl B was hlgher h .no referrals -from teachers with -
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TABLE VII-7 S S

L J
. . Y R .
Nuﬁg;; of Times "Effect on Qtu;lehts" {with certaln ' - &
prpblems) Had Ratings Above yeutral by |Both Teachers I
and Administrators TR

' '. 1 *2 . “ O # \ . -
* Problem™ 3-5- 6+ |* Total 3

A L AU LRI )
1. e L2 1 - 7., .10
) 2 R .- Lo . /' ' 1 " 1. <
.(923 * . l /' . 3. 4 . . . . )
'4. A} ' // = ’ l : l -
5 1 5 "6 )
6 3 1 3 7 L, .
T 1 2 3 ) .
8, Tt -~ 1 1 6 . 8 , ' ~,
I SN . T2 ‘8 10 X
'.‘:10.""'/,“"'%.‘ ; '. : "!-'. ’ v ' ) 2 2
B T AT S SR . 4 ’
HEURER VL AN ~'s“j’ -
NI ERIE Y T Ay TRV
b, AV Teadn g T el * é‘ -
SR T :_-;‘:'; e TABLE VII 8

) ys%s of‘Respppses,Regardlng "Effect on Students” - i
hgb;.ﬁtudénbé ‘H lng the Problem of."Disobedience”

4.7 8choold JgTéacher .. . . Administrator - Agreement

/ég'ggx“u “ﬂéﬁ’HLgher: - e ngher -

‘.':" " g\\"r.;é:* ' ,_}‘d;.—:- - 3’

IO FrT 7022 3-5 6+ ‘T 0-2.3-5 6+ T 0-2 3-5 6+ T .

St = e e - , - PR -
P AT 2 2 .. 4 4 1 3 4
LW s 2 2 1 1

R el N . 2 2 2 % ‘s 8,1 5 6 .

T A S 2 3 1.1 .22 .

EDRESE I o2 -
c‘i: . N N .« ’
lP—robiems are described 'in- Chapter IIT ’ .-
2p- -2, 3- 5, and ‘6+ refer to years of .teaching experlence. )
c 3
31In order to preserve the anonymity of tﬁé flve schools" : .

the schools  have here. beén te-ordered and assigned
alphabet de51gnat10ns. i .

.
NN ’
ot .

<X

¥ ‘ R A §




- ‘ 4
. - - .
’ ‘ .

.

N » ‘ " ~
c. Types of Problems Having the Highest Agreement
f ) ‘ in Below-Neutral Opinion Regarding Effects on-» -
' " Students (ratings below 3 by both teachers and

' : admlnlstrators) . \

The problem hav1ng the highest agreement for below-
neutral opinion was tied between "aggre$51on‘.’
towards other children", "lack'of 1nterest in '
school”, and "lacks fundamentais in: academrgs"
"Agdression towards other children" wq;zeélected‘ﬁv -
because of a greater spread of cases..gmofig P
- . teachers of varying experience, 1In the»overall
analysis of "aggression towards other" chlldren"”” ; “QV’ s
there were:23 cases where the administragér-gave 7,.i% .
higher oplnlons, 17 cases‘where the tpather:- ol N
gave higher oplnlons and 16 where’ théte was. =«
. <7 agreement. In school w, the admknlstraﬁbr héd
: : con51derab1y higher ratings. than, the teachers
’ - (7 to 1); in school Z, the teacher.had higﬁegy;
. ratings (6 to' 0) . R %
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- 1
. o A
1

Numbeyr of Tlmes "Effect on Students" (with certain
problems) Had Ratings below Neutral by Both.Teachers
and Admlnlstrators

. 1

o

Probleml _ 0-22 3-5' 6+ . Total .
N Pos . . X .“ .
1 R R Tty 5
2 { -3 3
-3 i 1 1,
4 v, S 2 2
5 ° , 3 Y 2 3 8™
6 3 ] 4 9%.
7 2 1 -3, 6
8 3 S 1 4
9 2 2 5 9 ,
10~ ~ 2 7" 9
;11 ‘ 1 1
*12 5 5

TABLE VII-10

A 4 R | C B
Analysis of Responses Regarding "Effect on Students"
"for Studerits Having the Problem of "Aggre551on Towards
Other Chlldren"

{

Schod13 Teacher " Administrator Agreement
Higher .~  Higher ‘
2 : . ‘
S -2°,3-5 6+ T» 0=2 3-5 6+ T 0-2 3-5
v refa .4 4 1 5.6
w 1 1 3t o 4 7
x 1 2 2 5 8 8 1 ..1
y ; 1 1 L 2 3
2 4 1 1 6 1

1

Problems are described in Chapter III.
- 20-2,

-
"
/

3-5, and 6+ refer to years of teaching eXperience

31In order to presexve the anonymlty of the flVe schools
the schools have here been re-ordered and a551gned
alphabet de51gnatlons. . .

TABLE VII-9 o -
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4, Comparison of Satisfaction of .Teachers and
Administrators Regarding Effect on Students
s As Related to Types of Recommendatlons -

: There is considerable 51m11ar1ty between the . ;
.number of’times that teachers had higher ’

. 4 satisfaction (36%), the number of times admlnlstra- .
, " tors had higher satisfaction. (34%) and the number "
of times that they agreed (30%)., * . !

* ’ ' r,::l——-—-d—-—
Certain recommendations were dealt with a kT

great many more times than others as shown in e

the following chart' which gives the six highest: 3

. Recommendations g ; Number -of Times

- = . - Dealt With ) R
1) teacher solve 62
2) request for psychological ' 48 )
T 3) social worker " 36 - o J
4) change in classroom ’ 34 7 ‘

‘ _ 5) nurse - . : 29

-

' B In the case of "teacher solve" theére'was a

similarity in the percentages of cases with teacher Lo
higher (32%), admlnlstrator‘hlgher (31%), and ‘
agreement (37%) i - o

- . d

\D

- C In the case of "request for psycholdgical",

. there was a much higher percentage for teacher
) higher (44%) than administrator higher (25%) or
agreement (31%). There was, an even distribution T

of percentages for "social worker" betweeén  teachers

, , (39%) and administrators’ (36%), with agreement .
S . lower (25%). Administrators had a few more higher
ratings (41%) than teachers (35%) for "change- in
classroom"; agreement was only 24%. 52% of the

teachers had ‘higher satisfaction as the result of

the referral to the nurse; only 28% of the
admlnlstrators- only 20% agreement. S
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\ ’ . PABLE VII-1l" _
" Comparison of Satisfactions of Teachers and Admlnlstrators et
Regafding Effect on Chlld as Related to Types of -
Recommendatlons ’ _ . LN . L
%&Number of - Number of Number of .
“*Recom- Recom- - Recom- .
mendations ° mendations "mendations .
_ .with Higher with Higher. with Lt
——PositiVe Positive . Agreement

Teacher . Administrator --f .

Respons€s , Responses ) - . X
 Recom- - N Grand
menda- 0-2 3-5 6+ T 0-2 3-5 6+ T  0-2 3-5 6+ T fotal
tions~, . .

1 4 4 1 2 6 9 1 4 5 18/ /
- . R 4
2 7 7 3 8 11 - = 1- 4 5 23
\. ) .
3 "4 5 12 21 12 .12 1 14 15 48
4 2 2 2 5 70 2 2 11
5 - ol 1 2 2 3 K
6 . . 2 2 2
| ;
7 . . i . .
8 3,73 9 15 . | 7 8 8" 1 5 6 29 Q
\o 3 47 14 1 \ 1213 1 3 5. 9 _.%36
. 10 2 0 12 4 \ 10 14 2 6 '8 34
- . ) L . 1F e
11 1 2 .47 2 . 13 1 1 4 6 .16
12 101 1 3 4.4 1 1 3785 12
' , ' - TR ot
13 5 4 1120 2 .3 14 19 1 4 18 23 62 '
14 2 2 1 1 3 3 6 /
15 4 .57 7817 2 4- 11171 1L 712 46 :
Total .23 27 75 125 18 9 91 1185 - 15 83. 103 346 - .
Number PR \ R
*.Refrls 28 27 109 Y64 1 \~/’4~ . .
$ of = (oo - AR , . R
"Refrls. |82. 100%9 76 .64 33 83 7L- 18 56 76 62 -
, %.-0f L, L o o '
Recom, | 36, 34 30
. . . > . .
] h

lRecémmendgﬁionSjare,listed'at the begihning 6f-this chaﬁte%.
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'b.” Type of Recommendation Hav

4

A

»‘

Highest Satisfaction-

e,

by ‘Both Teachers and Administratprs (ratings above .
3 by both Teachers and Admlnlstgxtors)

~ . The recbmmendatloh h;§1ng the highest degree

. ¢f satisfaction for both teachers and ° L. .
administrators was "teacher ‘'solve" (14" cases). The - - ° .
cases of administrator ‘higher (%9),. teacher hlgher ' . L.
(ﬁO), agreement’ (23) weré alhost’ even. In e o

School x there were 8 cases of agreement.

A

School y there were 9 cases of agreement; 17 of the

23 cases of agreement were therefore from schools,

X .and y T
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« TABLE VII-12

‘Number of Times "Effect on Stuaents"

Teachers and Adminjstrators -

’ Recomﬁ 022

mendations

1 - 3=5

(/- 6+

hi-

.
~»

. 2

N - 1 "

10" ) . 8

ll l‘ . = l * 2

12 1 1 .2
13 ) 2 2 10 .

14 . 1

1 4

TABLE VII 13

on Students

2022, 35,
3

* ,.4.,0

’M" ‘I
In order to preserve ‘the anchym;ty/of
the schools have here.
Aalphabex de51gnat10ns.7.

ol

?

3

(w1th certaln

.0

OB s
N

i

i

r&commentlations) Had Ratings Abbve, Neutral by Both

- Total

'

:gowm

1

.” M é'
‘School3 «Teacher Admlnlstrator
Higher , Higher
- ‘ 3 S }
0-22 3-5 6f T 0-2 3-5 ,§4 T
v . 2.2 1 ‘tv, 1 4
W 1 g2 3 - S
X 1 3 4 8'1 " Ly "lo. 12
y ! 1 1 3 .57 27 2
A 1-. < 3 4 ks A T A
‘. ’\ . %'.“ ./r'—/’}, ) o:r,‘.‘ L
: S ¥k,

A 1

L]

~

Analysis of Responses Regardlng "Teacher Solve" ‘Effect’)

Agreem&nt ‘.

1

Jos

'ﬁﬁ

™ 00 O

| ,
and 6+ refer ro; yeaf% qf,teachlng experlence

lRecommendatlons are llsgé%’;t‘ﬁhegbeglnnlﬂg of thls chgpter
/( N

e b

the flVe SChools Q'

een re—ordered and assaqned‘.*

-
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
v

£l

..,\

Type of Recofmendation'Having the Highest Agreément

"in Below-Neutral Opinioh Régarding Effect on Child

o
.

(ratings below 3 by both teachers and Y
administrators) .. P

A

The rating with the JHighest agreement in
below-neutral opinion was "social worker! with 8.
cases. The second highest 1n below-neutral opinion
was "request f£or psychological” with 7 cases. For
"social- worker" an analysis showed that 16 teachers
had higher ratings and administrators were in
13 cases; 9 cases of agreement. School'y had no
"social worker" recommendations; s¢hool x had 7
more tealher hlgher than admlnlstrator higher.
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‘ * TABLE-VII-14

v e

Numiser of Times "Effect on Students" (with certain
recommendations) Had Ratings Below Neutral by'Both

Teachers and Admlnlstrators \\'
Recom- 1 ‘ . ' ) , -
mendationsl | 0422 3-5- 6+ ° Total

* ’ . l'

1 1 2
2 6 g ~
10 1 2 3 .
11 1 2 .3 B
12 1 N e
13 2 1 2 5
14 2 2
15 2 5 7 '

4 .
”
P .~ - .

- TABLE VII-15
Analy51s of Responses Regarding "Soc1al Worker“ Effect'
on Students
School?  Teacher _ Agreemént

- Administrator
" " Higher .

‘Higher

H..

6+ f 0-2 3-5 6+ T
2y

0-22 3-5 6+ 0-2 3-5
. 1 ’ ; .
v, .1 2 3 : 5 5 101 ‘2
W . .11 5 ,5 “1 1
X 2 3. 4 .9, 2 2 1..1 3 5
¥ i . ( .
z 3 . 1

[}

lRecqmmendations are listed at the beginning of this”cﬁapter.
20-:2', 3-5., and 6+ refer to years - of teaching experience.
3In order to preserve the anonymity of the five schools

the schodls:‘have here-‘been re-ordered and assigned
alphabet designations. ‘ v

s “~
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"lack of interest in*sehool™",
N - R { .

Ed

"academics". . )

e

Summary

[y

- “«

Regardlng "effect on students" the ‘most experi-

— -

enced teachers express the most’positive opinion; they

also express the lowest opinion regarding "effect on

-

class". - -

[y

b. The admlnlstrator with the highest number of

3

teacher referrals expressed the most positive p01nt df

view regarding effect on students. The administrator

with the lowest number of referrals the least positive.

© . Regarding "effect on student“ @ great number of

nt—

teacher responses were hlgher than the correspondlng
.a«" / -
‘admlnlstrator responses on the same cases.

»

d. Types of problems hav1ng ‘the hlghest degree of

sat1sfactlon for' staffing effect on students were

"dlsobedlence" and "lack of interest in school" N
- \ ~o

L . . . “

-

e. Types of problems with highest below-neutral

oplnlon were "aggre551on toward other chlldreﬁ" v

-

"Jracks fundamentals in

-

£. The fact that the problem "lack of interest,in

s

i -

0y

O
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. N s . .

~
-

/ i

" school” met with ‘both extremely favorable comments and “

‘extremely negative comments (in d. and e. above) seems

.to indicate that great success is sometimes possible in

working with this.-problem, but that 'some cases seeﬁ-to
beibery‘difri;pli. o e ‘ 7 + X ‘g
- . -
g. “In the chapter. en implemeétation, Jiacks funda-~
mentals in academlcs" was shown to&have the hlghest
positive degree of satlsfactlon Yet it has, one of the

lowest degrees in respect to effect on students. This

" might teﬁd to indicate that while implementation steps

%

_to follow récommendations for meeting this problem might

*

-be readily taken, the actual effects insofar as ﬁrogress

N

for the'student might be slow in certdin cases{ .
.h, In'the chapter on 1mplementat10n, "aggress1on~

4.‘.

towards other children“ had low sat1sfact10n with regards

- ~

to 1mp1ementat10n The fact that it 'also has a low -

ratkng for effect or students tends to indlcate a hlgh

degree of difficulty for solv1ng this problem.

. .,
.

- . . v \

. AP

i. "Teacher solve" was the recommendation having the
highest degree of .satisfaction for effect on students.

Yet one school actually had no "teacher solve" recomﬁeﬁda-
’ !, . o » ,
tions. This recommendation.also had the highest degree

»

e

i .
“ v 3
> N i 3

»
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of satisfaction with regards to’ implementation, as | et
¢ .'. ' . . = N ’ .
indicdted in Chapter VI. = L,
.+ 3}~ The recommendation lrtaving the least effect*was
[y " . - - = . + - .
" "social worker". That having the next lowest efféct L.
Ay - )
- - . N > = ’:. ; L - - ’ . N '(“ ~ ’
was "request for psychologiéal”. - "Request for L2 IR Y
- < ) : - e, \
e . . . 3 ‘ . N f f
psychological” also was rated low in terms of . . S
implementation as indicated in Chapter VI.
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UMY U CHAPTER VIII :
" 'J' . ” s v 3 i ‘
. LT e, : . L. »«. . ° o
oy ?E\ygeluat—l.on'By ‘RPractitioners w s ‘ :
‘j‘ ‘: L : ‘”.. . - . . ‘I ~ p‘ i A ‘{ \b ;.-i
s Durlng the weekly meetlnqs of the Ma’&a. l‘ Ta k Tor e
Lo ;@_;,,‘ B Porqe the pracﬁn#é’loners developed a fom called\ . w73
7"—~.-~— :4::- - .‘;;—. -:...-.- ‘l.m (..,..._ - s L-v am—n ns ,-..-...'«d- ""‘6‘...’ PR }» A .- g /. . a v ‘." .pl - : ;A- ." *
g uatlem of Pupll Staffﬂ.ng ACthltleS" l 'I'hJ.s form aS St Co
¥ :‘:* \ deSlgned e} obtaln eValuatlons oﬁ the Varlous aspects P N L
- -.!_"‘ 'Z.',' AR Chei 4w - ' v
o ‘of the pupll st\a,fflng actl n;tles- and ~was J.ntende‘d to s .
- y .“, be uSed by\ the flve pr;actltloners as ~we11. . ":l, : Lo
P , / IRAEN . . N “’ v, ‘. “ . e, * ’ \ - “."‘_;
" 1‘\' ot : ‘!} , ""‘VA" L - ‘7'-'\’ 2t * ) ."; -":;- - ~4 ) .0 3 ‘,\ R - H’:- N
) D The "Evaluatlon of Pupa.l ‘Stafflng 'Act:.v:.tles" form, SR
:\q. 3 % ‘ . s_'.' i h s.‘, < " H ,v. ,‘ . R ’
cbnt“alﬁe tvfo ‘klnds of responses' a mima;xcai five point a
' ‘ scal\e\ a‘hd* open‘—ended Fér‘ the numer;cal responses, 5 C
:. -\’V 3 m«g \:"‘" hm T .
- on the contl,’huum Indcg;cates'gta stf«o:fg “yes" and 1, a
¢ 4}’7'4 ‘s .n' L4
; - J .
‘strong. l'no", with 3 as a nepti:sé.,l a.ndlcator. The/ open-
B .
© o ended items glve the respondents an opportunlty to pre-’
A P
¢ . sent any observation\s they consider appropriate. )
e ' L " “
P > Spec1allzed practltloner evaluatlons of both the
P 1mplementatlon of the recommendatlons of the staffing i
A AT RS . - o
li 1 o - : E S f"'} ) ‘ .
> ) See Appendix '‘D. - 1 , CY .
Tev s 4 N N
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'cdmmlttees and a-case by case study of the effect of the

H
[

stafflﬂq procédures on- the 1nd1vldual pupll ére compre-

hen51vely covered in Chapters VI and VII +*

0 . - L .

. Y

S . P R .~ e RN R
¥ .

,‘«The*"évalhation of Pupil Staffing Activities"

s . >

form .
was also des1gned to be‘'used by all the‘teachers\;n thed
. Maxi I schools. ‘An 1n-depth,analys1s of the teachers"_v
Iresponses 1s in the‘follovrng chapter, “Evaluatlon by :

H

<

.Teachers™. . . P "‘

-
.

-Evaluations by %hewpractitioners;tended to be very

2 G

positive with the exception of part of.the reésources: -.

.
.

- N * ‘ . . . f .3

area., 2

’

Apparently this need for additional assistance

for service for children with problems was deeply felt

by the five practIEiQﬁers;

.

Y ce - .

P
‘o

. The staff Development Approach- Prov1d1ng for Chll-

dren Wlth Problems practlcum WaSIalSO evaluated through -

A

the u%&/of the_“EValuat;on of Pupll Staffing Act1v1t1es"

form'hy the Task.Force.' The compllatlon and analy51s of
the flve practltlonérs' responses “to th1s 1nstrument are
.G .

contalned in the remalnder 6f this chapter v

:;’ Y .

. - .
’ . - .
2 YW . . , ~
2 . ‘ " 1 ) <

-

-
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) Table VIII-1-on the following page contains the ‘
five Task Force members' numeérical evaluation ‘of each ’ )
.o question on the "Evaluation of Pupil Sfaffidg‘Activi— " .i‘. -
' © ties'! form which required a- response on.the oné-to five : -
N . Y . o . . . ~ - ~ ..
point scale. , . . L. -,
Each section of the instrument with the culled@ ré=-
.- sponses of the five practitioners is delineated below. )
. 1. Have the stagfings been of beneﬁ&t
. to those p&p&ﬂé neéexﬁed9 ’
o ! .,5 . J ‘.4 .- 3 ‘ 2 oot 1 - : N M
. —— b — . — —’ — . _ . .
i 1 . 3 . 1 -0 o 0 v . :V .,
; - ) - . N\ e L B R . s

.

A "1n what way(s)?

g <f ) The respondentg'c%ted that; b et

.

-

more children were. being hedped” through
addltlonai special services such as tu-
. ‘ . torlzgf counsellng, speech rapy,

.+ & +« °  teacher-nurse serv1ce, psyvh logical . -z
< % . testing, and services from referrals by T
. . the social worker to out51de agenc1es - ] o s
) “more 1nd1V1duallzatlon of 1nstruct16n . -
and individual. attentlon were bélng in- L.
. itiated £, . ) N c o .
’ /’ . k] t N ? s ’;‘ - ,
" \ : more new classroom technlques were being RS
o utilized T

), . "' . . ” . ~
more mutual assistance' in discovering ' , ‘
and solving chlldren s problems was .o '

developlng . 2

‘e

:A];Rdﬁj .. " S S T




TABLE VIII<1

~
\ _ -

CHTCAGO ‘MAXI I SCHOOLS ~

Questlons Requlring Numerlcal Responses = 5 4 3 "2
-Have .staffings been of eneflt'to those , .
being reflerred? ~ - ~ = |~ = =~ = =« = = - - 1 3 1 0 0
As a result of implementling the‘ -
recommendatdions has there been - :
improvement in the pupil ¥-=-~-~-=-1 3 1 0 0
As the referring teacherjsld you find’ E
.the recommendations to bel beneficial - 4
tO you? = = = = = =~ = = = 04 1 0 0°
to the child? - - = = = = = 0 4 1 0 O
to the class? = =~ - == = =0 4 170 0
To what extent were the recommendatlons -
implemented?= = = = = ~ & = = = - = - ~ - 2 2 1 0 0
Do you feel that you have any greater Y .
insight in understanding problems?= - = -« 2" 2.1 0 0
Are you more: effective in helping pupils. , )
who are having special *problems? - - =5 - 21 0.0
Do you now feel more at ease about -ap- . !
proachlng other staff members for sugges--. .-
tions or help dealing with problems? - -2 2 1 0 0
Ks a committee member other than the
‘referring teacher have these activities - S
been ofybenefit to you?= = = = = = = - =2.2 1 0 0
Are youLbetter able to; : . :
identify children having, problems’ -2 2 1°0 0
analyze pupil's problems - = = = =« - - 22 1 0 O
' Are you more aware of the aid avallable . i
to you from the - .
part-time staff?- -« < = =« - - - - -~ 2.2 1 0 0
. full-time members of our staff’- - *,2 2 1 0 0
system—WIde staff?« « = =« =~ - - - & 2 0 3 0 0
resources beyond our school system?- 2 0 2 1 0
Has the referral form assisted you in A
.becoming more aware of the. various » :
. sources of information available to you
to better understand and analyze? = - - - 2 10 O

~e
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more awareness on the part of the .
practltxeners and’ "the staff of each <
. other*s\strengfhs ls evolv1ng e wg.
/? - . '( '\',) '.‘3 w [ /_ )
more ease in- worklng together to- . .
assist chlldren 1n’need is: belng S
displayed .'S(«';“ LN B! [ ‘\ . . <
DR ( ot . : ' s - .
: "“ A . s.nt-’l* ‘,A ook Y 2 l ’ .
by Ghe prﬁﬁﬁitibner very aptly~stated that the’ staff~
T . - ;‘}-T:f%h, _-’ ;, . C
IR Y ﬁng act1v1t1es "have encouraged profe551ona1 under-
;x\Standlng of children’"~f%' s o
! ) <; 4 ,<’ ) v " L‘\?‘_:’ . _ ., V' “ ,",l._- < .
. o v “‘ ’ ;?,10 ‘Z‘ ,;\ L -
: '—ESprit—déﬁc%rpsjand muttal aid were stated objec- -
. S, .
. tlves of the Staff Development gpproach practicum,
. Attalnment of these to any degree within a few months'
time span is -most encouraglng for the practlt;oqers. .2
3 . «h.o .
Vd \ - . s/.' *
s . How can the. meetings become more ™ -
. - beneficial to the pupils?. .
Since improvement is always sought, responses ta
this question are véry important. Each practitioner
I3 . .
e . , Jx’ E A
mentioned the needjfor; - - . e
v >! 7 ~ L . w
) schedul; g .staff meetlngs on a - ‘ C
reguiar pasis . . <
) ‘. * -
,; £ > prOV1d1nq’t1me for the reﬁerrlng ,
¢ ' R teacher"to talk
; . % 1nc1ud1ng all necessary resource
» L _ . personnel as well as each teacher F :
‘ S with whom the child .comes 1nto : . «
‘. 5 * ¢ contact ) 5 oL
. « ” ‘a; . g . LN o .
3> . ., ! v oo S
r . - R . '- L4
‘ . . * » N
- 4 ‘ [ 3
- " t M
| o : o .
e T | : 133 - ¢ S
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4

-‘ﬂ: . “trial bas1s.~ P &

PSRN

A

. how to do in.management and gﬁidance‘of‘the classroom.

-

giVing first~pribrity tc the discus-.
sion of specific suggestions for the
- ,classroom teacher to implement on a ~

.

Y :" i ' ’

. . . . - ,
Taw ok ST . a - ) T ’ -t
" . Several thought it very important that the home- W - .'f\\\ﬁ-

o 4 v - R o 2 . o t

» room teacher bring all-pérﬁineyx_#eéqrdsx at least to,

-t the first meeting, in case it were necessary to check\ -

-some. vital facts-during the staffing meeting.’ It was

suggespeg too, that the Chlld .and the parent be sched-
- *m‘r"

b t0§attend a: meetlng together or separately or. a

combination’of arrangements. As the staffing procedureS’
v

become more .a "part" of the' usual activities of assisting

the teacher of childsen with problems;refinement of
these suggestions will eyqive;‘ "kgﬂ )
R ° ! - . et [

fs

2. As a result of meieméhting the
~ necommendaiions has there been
menoveméﬁz Ln the pup&ﬂb7

\

There is deflnlte pos1t1ve 1nd1catlon that. chlldren
4

are exhlbltlng behav10r change which "seems to be a re-

sult bf teachers havlng a greater knowledge{of what and

‘"?.! -

v

This, teo, is an example of the result of giving and
. - ' . ’

L
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°'ccepting aid mutua11y3 one of the pfime gpals of the. . T
progect The effects(gﬁ the 1mplementat10n\Q£\the ram: -

commendatlons are detalled in Chapter VIT. -

RS - 3. Aé the neferning tzhchen did ymx‘f
- §ind the hecommtndat&onb 10" be
beneficial ,

- 5

ES
IW'
S
lN
-

o you? 0
to the chifd?0
to the class?0

L
—— -
L D

- In"what Way(A)? '

The—practitioners felt that tHe recommendations

. . R, )
provided them w1th- o t ' : 1 Y N

. a greater knowledge of the Chlld' ; -
needs . ] .oy S

an awareness of posdible causes of
.dlfflculty which had gone unnotlced
an opportunity to pool 1nformat10n

. - about the varlious perspectives to
tonsider in guiding administrative - .-
‘procedures of the staffing project.’

W

’

Because of the recommendations a number of needed ”

spec1a1 services reached the child & g. speech tﬁéfﬁﬁ?,

nurse v1s1tat10n, tutorlng, psychologlcal test1ng, .new .-

L4 .

placement Instructlonal changes creatlng motIvatlonv
t»

for success help the chlld develop a better self—por—

i
N v
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. plementation. “ : . o S

trait and the feeling that pedple‘do care. .. - T

AY -

-
.
. B -

- " ) ¢ N
It is agreed by all the practitioners that as one’ . S
child improves so dq,mghy because ofjthe:reduction of L

' A}

dlsruptlons and the recognltlon by the class of 1ts par- ~
-y Y R K 38 r 2 RN v - - . - s .\ L e @ .- .
t1c1patlon\ 1n helping a classmate adjust to group 11v1ng )

Another benef1CLal effect of the recommendatlons is the

.

thrust toward more indisvidualizing and humanizing of

’ - A .
.

? .
instruction in the classroom. - -

How can- the recommepdations be made
to be more beneficial? .

. ) R
A number of suggestions centered around providing , .

very specific helps to enable the teacher to cope.  The

necessity for being realistic about_resource referrals
. 2 - i .

’

) z . . ”5} )
and actual classroom procedures when giving regommenda-
‘ N ’-t:: ¢ . ‘v '\

tions is quite an important factor for success in im-

3 - b S .

A

v

[ ] ~

~

-

. b >
~

It was also thought that it would be ef great ’ o ‘ ;

.

>

assistance to have specific in-service se$sions regard-
. . 3 > « i

ing determination of recommendations. Fof'teaChErs,to .t
v By

. . ‘;.”."’w . o ) ©g . '

. .
. 3 P

s , . \

3see Chaptér V. . S S
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with the ‘same degress pof sugcess. The responpses wduld ’ i
v < . ‘\
> 1nd1cate that the pra tltloners feeil they, tQO have Coe -

u [ -

practicum experlence. !
- - . ) 3 .
‘ - )

’

§, As a committee member ‘other thar - , N
" the nefenning teacheh, . have £Rese . : ¢ :
activities been of Beneﬁiz o you? .
e, .
3, _ 4 s _ - ¥
2 ‘2 L1 ' 0

. . A . ‘ ) o’ M _5 .
S ) In whﬁt‘may(éf? i S ’k7>

3 R ,

w
L
lN“
Smd
v

- This particulaf inquiry hrought{to light some val-’

‘uable insightz for the practitioners.’ Their éartici-. . .

.patlon in the stafflng meetlngs helped them to under- . N
-«
stand “better how the teachers perceive dif ferent prob-’ g .

lems, This knowledge made assistance for these persons

easier to plan. The sharing of others' thinking and
_satlsfactlon'ln asslstlng was a most. rewardlng facet of -
ﬂ‘ hd -

these activities. he comments ‘below state very suc-

’

” / / . ,
cinctly some bf th benefifs~of pupil staffing; .

. L

-

"...he ed me to see ways to help

P

3
S
. -

,

"f..lncrease my knowledge of ‘practi=- \&\- ;
cal approac es to p0551b1e future g : '

problems:" /- . o : X




How can they be/yhd2406 greatef . -
benefit to you? ; ‘ -
{ ,

.
> 3

This is one of the greatest cpncerns of all the prac- .

titfoners because ofrthe time element involveé.' Sinca,
there are restrictieps—of union contracts time available
fq;.effective work sehedulipg with the'teachers is a£ a
premium. With ﬁﬂe assignment of additional noniclass~’

room profe551onal perSOnnel this fall there should Eg_

more time flexibility Whlch would greatly. ald everyoné
. . /

h
H

‘It is thought - that. by hav}ng”ke§-capable staff a-
'ﬂzfélable'to work with their célleagues to become more
‘.at ease with the procedures that the staffing act1v1t1es

could now‘functlon more 1ndependentf; of the practl— ) 4

<
v

tioners, another objective of the prOJecti

4 ’ T

’ 9. Ane you betten abﬂe to . L
- § tidentify children who anre hav&ng -
‘ special problems? y . :

K]
.-
LN
.
|«

K-2— ' N 1— . r ' '

. 2 72 v 1 0 0 . :

* 4




"

that they séem even more aler

" dren
more

tive

1 readily.-

So

el ’

t

~

-

<

t. to the spotting-of chil-
N d -
with problems.* Having been working with the''staff

closely, the practitioners havé become more senfi-

v

jf“-»'

to the teachers' expectation patterns, the:%fore, ’
- ’ (9 4

>, ., s :
y can analyze the ‘child's problem in the classroom more.

\ 10. Ane you more aware of the aid avail- i
abfe to you from : -
fuLl-time memberns of our stagf? - .
4 ~ . . N .
S Eog 4 © 3 7 !
. T C R D e .l
: 2 2 LT 0 0 ‘
- ph&t-time étaZﬁ (speech, nunse, etc.)%
& 4 3 2 e
- 2 z 1 0o .
system-wide stagd (psychologist, etc.)? .
: L5 (PR B 1
2 o 3.0 0 L
ae&ouaggé begond oun Acﬁaoﬂlbyitqm?:
R A A ] 1
o T 0 2 1 L0 -
The oweraIi’effectiveness,of'the pupii staffing
." \3 . . ’ ‘ . .
activities continues to be .self evident from the ‘above
. evaluation results. Resources beyond the logal area T
s e s . ,
» ’ . " . ”'
. ' . * ¢
-' ;"‘ " > .
& 'R , , [
~ . " . -) o
140 " o
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which can be of servicetto-ehéldren with problems must.

- A

be sought out ang understandlﬁb establlshed of the need

for these resources to function with 'the school in a ,

meaningful follow-through if aid is to be at all effec-"

q S, ot

.
. - . -
. .7 B - o e
tlye'. . . . - ‘ ¢ N A N
- . :a,r X Cye 7 etelt o7

11. Hab the aeﬁennaﬂ fonm aAALAth you - -
. - /in becoming more aware of the Various-~ - ‘<
sounces of information available tp . .
you (neconds, néponts, parents, ete,) : St .

40 that you can better andenétand and A
anaﬂyze a pupil's situation?’

~ -

R L SR SRS
Fr 2NN A 0 0L

12, In wha? ways can the refernal foam ' . .
“be improved to betten senrve the Ztea- K :
o . 'chen making -the nefernal, the staff- .
- . ing commititee, and/oa the pupil? o . Co
S Make your suggestions directly on the
: two-page nefennal foxm attached Zo
this evaluation. -+ - . '

L
, oA &

b : ,
.Thé Staffing Referral_Form'as”designeﬂ by the Task

* R g N ¢ . .
‘Force has proven, a very.useful guidance tgol in deter= 5

mining the present stdtus of the child with a problem.

\ * L. . “

It was sngésted that two ad itionalgitems be in-'

cludéd on gage one of the. "StaffL'g Referral Form"-

-

11. Read Chlld Study Report (where:appllcable) )
Descrlptlon of Behhavior. (Phis should be placed , ., .
-about half-way down 'in the space allotted to . ‘
‘“Problem".) < . L .

)




I

“ ¢

-

— The revised copy of the "Stgﬁfing Referral Form",
e ) . . . ;
page Two is in Appendix B. - Actually the revision struc--

] -

.tures the -staffing procedure, thgreby,strengtﬁening‘the : 0

-~

effectiveness of. the members. Suchtadditions are out-

.‘lingd\below;, Sp
pupil's name ) y
i ' * outline of meeting procédure ’ ‘ -
. 8
provision for seéretary to Enter, ‘ Y

AN : recommendations £6r the teacher
 reécommendations for resources beyond
the classroom .

space fé; the staffing coordinator's signature o
and date of reviewing. ! i

-~
- ]

4

. e 13, whom do Qéu feel should B@ membens

s . 0§ every stgffinig commitiee?

- - -

- . ’ r o ‘ .
' The practitionars were unanimous in.expressing that

the persons‘listed'below should attend the staffing .

.

meetings in order that there-be a complete functioning

.

. . . A
program which is supportive of the teacher in” helping

-

the pupil with speéial problems; - .

presént teacher or teachers’ (librarian, gym)

Phae : C -
appr;priate resource personnel (nurse, -speech
teacKer, counselor, learning disability, social - ,

others.with interest in or knowledge of the child) ~ &

N .
] Y

. /;%acherﬂs) of the same age lewel children

.worker, psychologist}'former teachers, any ”ﬁ~
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L

.'f"t‘o'wri)teq.he examination for a principal's certificate.

. . ! g
. PORNRLS
. 5,\0‘:
. ,.. e : " ’
14. Teaching experience:’ - : ‘
S ' 0-2 yeans
\\. L . ?- ) -
; Do Coe e 3-5 yeans
_f‘\ " . Vi : ¥, i B B . >
N .
L LM -

o This part of the "EValuatlon of Pup11 Stafflng

.. Activities™ form,actuallj Seéées better as a guide for
> . / S A g9 <

.the"éractitiohe:s'in their assessment of personnél in
the project because all principals must. hdve é'minimum

' of six years of teaching experience before they qualify

-

15. 0%her comments (Apeckﬁic'étaengfhé
- and/or rnecommended changes):

N 4

2
b

As always there are unfulfllled needs as any pro-

4 .
[y

Ject develops, those mentloned by the practltloners are
£. -
below, |

-

¢ .
L8 : . v, . . 3

"mote regular follow-up by all concerned

waysﬂto promote” initiative of staff in ‘conducting
meetings . .

d} -." 3 N ‘_“ . N
. encouragemeht of teachers to refer all -kinds of
problems; - ,
- “ R * * .
‘2 Of note are the following quotes of the practltlon—
'ers fégardlng the Staff Development Approach project in
‘?:"5" e - .
. .(. P ,.t'
X » L .
“}i‘; . s ] /* i ' .
B . “..‘ ’r ’ Al -
: N Sl c Coa
/‘. {1 . P 208 v' € . Bl
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‘general; - .
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SOurces ’ —
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e

It's making more teachers atare Ehat .
there are no-: easy answers. : It means
'work! .

.strdctuﬁhs a communication system fox
the sharing of ideas among teachers

'attempts to make use of avallable re-

helps to. encourage solving ‘of problems
at the classroom level.

There was a general aura of something
constructive .and worthwhile being ac=

complished.

~Some thing had emerged
which was to.be very beneficial for

%
/
f

all -- teachers, parents, practltloners,

and espec1ally, children!
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i , _ CHAPTER IX |
g ' E\]AI{.L‘TATI,ON BY TEACEERS ’\

.
. -

The attitude of the teacher%’has been of major -im-

portance'to the development of the projegt .and. its con-
* tinuance ‘as an ongoing program. Even thdugh as a regu-

I

- lar part of thelpositionlof the director of any project

one would try to be cognizant. of the attitudes of those -~

.involved, the practltloners felt that deflnlte steps

had to be taken to ascertaln such 1nformat1oh

: En Route Evaluation

.

" The members of  the task force also felt that it

» -

would be benef1c1al to ascertaln from the teachers thelr v .

objectlve, anonymous, general 1mpresslons about the d,‘ .
| ‘ , .

«4

. . posaable beneflts of the stafflng act1V1t1es. This
N ™ * ’ 1 o " ! ”
LNt b practltloner-deslgned.a simple questlonnalre to obtain o .

the informaEion., It was discussed and modified by- thé. ; .
task force before 1t uas reproduced for use in each of «

'the~f1ve ‘schools. The actual questlonnalre is eXhlblt— . " =7
ed‘in Appendix bﬁ \ N . . ‘ ”;' _ '_ . ‘ ltf T .

+.In late Octoberp 1973, after the project had been .o “

exPlalned to the staffs of the various SChools and ‘most . '~

1 , »
4 ¢ A kS 1
v

-




E)

of the teachers had been engaged in one or more staf- L o

- . . »

‘fingS3 each practitioner requested that the teachers - .
‘ 2

. - -

y complete the short~formative-type."En Route EValuation.",.‘.‘. o

The results for each school were used by each practi- ‘ v

tioner 1n his/her own sﬁ?ool as one of many guldellnes <

3
}n_, e

i for d1rect1ng the progect and related act1v1t1es. . . oy
The results of the answers givén by all the teach-- -

ers responding are indicated in Table,IX—l—which appears ;

A

o - ) 3
on the next page. The resultis are expressed as the per> _ .. > :
? o oo o
@ ° ’ . . ’ ¥ .,,'?' r} AN
‘ " ' centage of the total responses to each question given, to oW .

< each of the four choices. Thf percentages have been 5

)

rounded off to the nearest whole nuiiber., T )

. - . . R
- s . -

Ly As can be seén in Table Ix-1, approximately twentyF #

e1ght per cent of the teache:s felt that the project S 0

o
<

Would deflnltely be of value Eo the pupils and teachers -

and could be developed into a benef1c1al ongolng pro— ' .

4 ,. 1 . , -

le

. ., cedure.: Almost two-thlrds of all those respondlng in-’ .
* ~ A

" dicated definitely or yes ﬁo questlons l" 2, and’ 4. " .

.« Questlon 4 wh1ch related to the development of the pro- .
, @ . . N
: . .,Ject 1nto an ong01ng procedure received’ the greatest Y -

r , 1. % . *

N S -percentage of positive answers. ‘ ] ’ .
- - . - i . . ) ‘ . . . ~“ ; M U4

r H , . 2 .g».% . - S - - i Lo : .
. - g e ‘o ‘
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«- S . . . TABLE IX-1+ = - 3
o ‘ oo ,', En Rowte Evaluation - _
T - R "~ All 5 Schools .
v, °t Tl . -t
Leox N ) Percentage of Responses
1R EER N ) . — - —
NS . Defi- " | Pos- Not
K - . pitely .Yes sibly | at all
o . . :
IS ‘1. Do you feel that ' ,
this project.is of 27 - .35 31 7
. benefit to the -
. pupils? % ‘ Al s \
S . - - - ‘\/
. 2. Do you feel that- o
- this project is of { ]
benefit to the <~ 28 34 31 8
( teacher making the - ' B .
referral? - . - ' . o
' rf . ) b

© “ ".3. Do you feel that . ; .
’ i this projeet is of N

benefit to the .- ° . . ~
- teachers 6n the . | ‘
S ‘committee who are 23 .25 . 40 *12
. . not now presently . . o
- : *  dealing with the - . .
. : -pupil’being ) . ! :
° staffed? - ’ : >
: .- 4. On the whole, de. - . | . | |
i you feel that this o . ] e
- project can 'be de- : e .
‘ veloped jinto an, on- 29 . 35 33 .| -3
. going procedure 7 | ¢ N L :
“ * which will be of ~ , )
benefit to the pu- o :
. pils andfteaqhers{/h\ R ‘
’ - L. \
» I
! ' ¢ ¢ (’l ) «-»-:» )
- . ¢ - %
b r
- z . q‘
’ Y L. * 4 »’ o [ r.:'&; ¢ " [ ’
. o y ! { § » . !
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The greatest area of doubt was indicated\in re- ' PR
sponse to question 3 which inéuired-into the value of
the project to those teachers who were on or were to be

3

on staffing commlttees which concefned pupils with whom -

b 1

the teacher  was not directly involved at the time of -

.
o,

-
’

the staffing. “ s
o . . ‘ -

. . ‘ . . ‘ < , . -

~ The results indicated a general acceptance of the

’
-

‘concept and design of the proceduyres. Some of the re-
. 7 ’ -
marks which were indicated in the Comments section of

the questlonnalre were very encouraglng, some were em- - ‘ ‘ .
Jbelllshments of the Posslbly and Not at all responses,

and some were yeryrhelpful in thelr ﬁormatlve type of

statements indicating sugéest}pns ﬁor possihié imgrove—ia

.ment. The following were some of those of the latter

type: . © Lt -
' Where approprlate have allxiliary personnel on » y .
. ' - the staffing- committee. ’ ’

‘ .Set up staffing guideline broceduﬁes. b . }
. -~ Keep the writing down to @ minimum 50 that it V ,
' does not interfere with the beneflts.' .

¢
q > . LN
J

L3 -

The use of these and other such comments were han-

., .

dled by the- practltloners on an 1nd1v1dua1 ba51s éT— .

-

,  .though they Were dlscussed among the. task force. 7 . .
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Summative Evaluation . AR

.

The final form-df ﬁhé‘“EQaiuation of'Pupil Staffing

Activities" qﬁestionnaireowhich'is exhibited. in Appendix _'

5

D is the result of tHe task forece's discussion and mod-

iﬂicatidn of the original“design whichcyas pfepareq by

this practitioner. [FEach question was specifically de-.

-signed to ascertain information relative to a specific

@ . \

s .
goal of the practicum. In addition, the questionnaire

&

contained places for open-ended comments 's¢ that what,

fér'the pﬁrposes'df Fhis{piloﬁ prqjegt, would pé.céh—
sidered as a summative/e;élﬁaéion instrumeﬁﬁb&bﬁld in
éctpality be a fohmatié;'evaluation;f;iat}gé to the on-
going developmeh£ of éhe“po;icie§‘ahd proc;duies for ’

stéffing pupils_who are having sbécial pfqpiems.l i

During the last week of t%e;firét semester of the

e : L
school yearl each full-time teacher on the staff of

"J - . - O P t) *
each of the five schools was asked to ,complete an .

. ! Ve . —~ ¢
_"Evaluation of Pupil-Staffing Activitiesi" The ques-

- T s . .
tionnaire consisted of thirteen questions which con-
: - / T e ! 7o
tained twenty~six parts.  Seventee of the parts were -
{ - . : . * ] . .

h ~ . . . o
t

.o e .
lghé fourth week in January, 1974. . . .

/

s

SO




to he answered by indicating an answer as S5, 4, 2. 2, “

or 1 where S represented ‘a strong Yes, 1 represented a ;

strong No, and 4, 3, and 2 represented degrees between

.

S an&‘l w1th 3 being a neutral response. Many of these

questlons were followed by an open-ended questloQQasklng

for clarrflcatlon of or req\zns for the prev1ously

chosen answer’ 'Some questions asked for suggestlons for

1mprovem4nt. ¢ ‘

The results which are reported here are based upon
the responses of be?ween 129 and 174 teachers. The

number answering each question varied because not.all
- R g ‘o

teachers answered each‘question. This was partlally o

3
.

due ‘to ;the fact that not all respopdees held each of ‘the

teacher- roles questioned in the 1nstrument Table IX-2

-

which appears on the next page 1nd1cates the percentage {\

of the total responses to each of thé flVe ch01ces for

, each\of the seventeen parts of the eleven ch01ce—‘

response guestions. The percentages have been rounded
off to the nearest whole number. Tables IX 3, IX~4,
and IX-5 indicate the results of the responses to the &

same questlons as indicated by the_teachers of all flve .

schools of the,three experience groups into which the

I PO
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Ty

a7

A s

’ A\ . L - .
Coe L % . ' R S
S o \
. “w /- TABLE IX-2. ‘
B . Eyaluétion‘oggPupii Staffing'Aétivities

-

211 5 S8Heols

Tot'al

Group

A

° . ., : ' -
: .
e T

1. Have staffings been of benefit to "

those pupils,referred?

2. As a- result of implementing the rec-
ommendatlons has there been improve-

ment in the pup11(s)°
.3. As the referring teacher did you
find the recommendatlons to be \
. beneficial o
to you? , ' '
to the child? .- ) ¢
to the class?
To what extent were the recommknda-
‘tions. implemented? .

4.

er insight in understandlng puplls‘
problems°

6. Are. you more effectlve in helplng
pupils who are hav1ng special prob-
lems? *

7. Do you now feel ‘more at ease ‘about

approachlng other staff 'members for .

~

suggestions or help. in dealing w1th:

problems? *

.5. Do you feel that you have any great-

)

8. As a committee member other than the
referrlng teacher, have these actlv—

ities been of benefit to you?
'9.. Are you better able .
to "identify children who are
~ having special problems?
" to- analyze pupils'.- problems

- able_ to you from

3 i

10." Are yoh more aware of the gid avall—

full-tlme members of our ‘staff?

part-time -staff? U
Y system-wide- staff?« ﬁ'. '
’ resources beyond our system°

o 11. aHlas the referral form a551steq§you
‘ Al

in becoming more aware of theisour-

ces of 1nformat10n avallable to you°

28

.

ra)

‘

'Percentage
of Responses

5

4

3

2 11

13

26

38

10

y
13

33

33

13

13

23

26

29

14

14}

33

27

18

13

157

23

70
30

31

10 .-

21

10}

17

32

-40

24

® .

25/

20

33

27

24

29

19

35

31

134

20
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TABLE IX-3

-~

Evaluatlon of. Pupll Stafflng ACthltles ’ B .

All 5 Schools Group 0-2 Yrs. Exp. )
) { ! -
- : . ’ L ‘Percentage
‘ ) . | of Responses : Yy,
) 571413211, .
1. Have staffings been of beneflt to [ °
: .those pupils referred? : 13 33 {23 13 {17
- * 2., HNs.a result of‘implementing the rec- . .
..+ ommendatiQns has there been 1mprove— - .
«+ ment in the pupil(s)? " h2 {27 (27 {19 {15 N
© 3. As the réferring teacher did you - I
S . find the recommendations to be 1 Tl
. ., beneficial - o C R s
, to you? ‘ ' 2811236 136 | 8
: e to the child? - PN "123 127 2715 | 8 |.
. ‘ ’ to the class? T T5 {12,146 {19 | 8.
L 4. Tq what extent were the recommenda- M -
: -~ ' tions implemented? 14 {32 |18 |29 | 7
e §. Do you feel that you haye any great- - . ‘
4 er insight in understandlng puplla 8 . ™~
problems? 24 1411 7.110 17°
6. Are you more effectlve in helping - - 1 ’
’ ;. _pupils who are having spec1al prob- g T
lems? > 14 {4528 | 3 (10 |, @
,J/ o 7. Do you- now feel more at ease about * | | e
‘ approaching ‘other staff members fOrﬁ, ’ 1 ,
.suggestions or help in dealing’ w1 g’ “1r . .
¢ . problems? g o £, 1387241341 0 {-F
"+ 8, As a committee member other than tﬁg }g -1 L
referring teacher,, have these act1v~’ N _” : .
. . itiess been of -benefit to you? *-=.f 1193730111 4 ‘
9. Are you better able = . o e T : :
to identify. chlldren who are S I 1
. having special problemS’ "126 1391429 | 0 & "
to analyze puplls' problemsﬁ . 23127143 {0 1.7 s
10. Are’'you more aware ‘of the ald ‘avail- [ L LU T ;
able to you from. : . I T R P doe b s
full-time members of our, staff° 23 {47 |20 |3 |-7<| -
part-time “staff? : # v+ 26145]13:],3-13 -
.o _system-wide staff2 . - - . POPRTIT LT I3 N
’ resources beyond our system° 21 (24128 114 [14 » ‘.
‘s 11. Has the'referral form a¥sisted’ you - AR SNEY R N IR y

in becoming more aware of th& sour- .\ ) o
: ces of 1nformatlon "available to you? -’ 3 33”36 RN

4 ’ - . . .
/o O . P N

. ‘ .
. & ‘ - Y
/ - LUt ’ I

152 e i :

&
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-
-
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. "TABLE IX-4.

Group, 3-5 Yrs.

- Evaluation of Pupil Stdffing Activities

' A1l 5 Schools’

.
N

1., Have staffings been of benefi;'to

. those pupils referred? .
T .2. As & result of. implementing the rec—
g : .+ ommendations, has there been 1mprove—
/ R . ‘ment in the pup:.l(s)'>
A *  3.,As the referring teacher -did you
"N o ~ find the recdommendations to be
béneficial '
' .. " to you? :
"\ . to the child? - ¥
N R to the class?
. . o . Td what extent were- the recommenda—
2 et ‘tions 1mplemented'> . ‘
’ 5. Do you.feel that 'you have any great—
.~ . .er insight in understandlng pupils' ~
- problems'>

6. Are youi'more efféctive in heIplng "
" pupils who are having special prob—
lems?

. 7. Do you now feel more at ease about
approad¢hing other staff members for .
suggestions or.help 1n dealing with

: * problems? -,

-".» 8. As.a committee member other than the

. referrlng teapher,,have these activ-

\;“” . 1ities heen .0f benefit to you?

*’9, Are you better able.
P to Ldentlfy chlldren who ate
having spécial problems?

. “to analyze pupils' problems
lO Are you more aware of the aid avail-
* . able to you .from

full-time members®of our staff°

v part-time staff?

’ » dsystem-wide staff?
. 'resources beyond our system?

K ll.«Has the. referral .form assisted you

S in becoming more aware of the sour-’

e ces of information available to you?

.

.’

[ .

H

- [0

EXp.
Percentage
| of Responses
S TA13T21 1T
7-B5 B7 J12 | 9
,?' . . .
7 B4 37 12 [10
16 31 28.113 13"
TBIB7.2010
16 10 4L 22 | 3
)Pl o‘:
19 Bs 37 ] 7] 2
21 o 1l 9o
16 148 |94 | 8 | 4
36 133 24 12 | 4
16,153 |24 | 4| 2~
52 27 |29 [ 5-] 7
78 331 3] 8
38 [33 17 [-27ho
B3 BE3 12210
T8 153118 | 3 110
38 31 | 7 14
7 2519 o;

O

W

ML L e
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Evaluation of'aﬁpil-Staffind'Activitfés
| - T ) é
f \

o ., All 5 Schools Group 6+ Yrs. Exp. ot L
’ . : 1 ' o . .. .
o - a : L Percentage . . o "
. . , of Responses .
.o ) . . 5. 4] 31 2] 1
1. Have staffings been| of benefit.to ) . ‘ . .
. those pupils referred? 13127139] 813 - ’
* 2. As a result of, implementing ‘the rec- 1. S s 8
¢ ommendations has there been improve- ' PO D IR -
ment in. the pupil{s}? 8/33{32'|11 |15 .
3., As the referring teacher did you. 1.7 , - S
' find- the recommendations to be e " . __— ffé A
beneficial". . . o '
to you? . 23{32{24{13/ .9’ .
tb the ch11d'>\ S 3[36]22 (1810
.to the class?, v 2126(28114 120
" 4. To what extent were the recommenda- . e N
" tions implemented?. '28|27|32| 5| & e
5. Do you feel that ¥ou have any ‘great~- . . .
. er insight in understanding puplls' . . 4 !
. problems? ' B2j22]25(11 )10 o

6, Are you more effectlve in helplng
v pupils who are hav1ng special prob- > . . .
: lems? N 1L8{19139114 |10 MRS 1
7. Do you now feel more at ease about oL :
appraching other staff members for . ' .
suggestions or help in deallng w1th' : . ;
problems?, 43719122 4411 |- -1 =
8. As a committée member other than the <] B '
referring teacher, "have these activ- . ‘ P .
ities been of ‘benefit to you’- - . 2[20]27 1912 ; § *

»

éz Are you,better able - . BN e
: to identify cHildren’ who are ' ' Sy —
having special problems? . 20{427]29! 617} |~ °°
, to analyze pupils' preblems? 31321337137 8 ¢
10¢ Are ,you more aware of the aid: avail- ’ . y 5
able to you from . AR :
. © full>time member's of our staff? [B1{27]2Y),4 17" - : °
part-time staff? ’ ) - . B3]28f20 " 3f1l6 | _-i. " . . L
. system-wide ‘staff? . . - 221301261 6 {17 T .
, e resdurces beyond our system?  [[7[20[32:12 |18 .
* 11. Has the referral form assisted-you . |- b [, "7 . N ¢
"in becoming more aware of the sour- 11 . ) >
. ces of 1nformatlon available to you? [18!35/18 1118 [ ™ - '
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. faculties have been separated -- 0-2 yedrs experience,
- . s - NN . ¢

g 3-5 years experience, and 6 or more (6+) years of ex—_'

)

. . , - . v . . .
perience., * . c
» . . M LY

' With the exception of one questién,2 more than two-
" ~ - Py .
thlrds'of all'iesponses‘were'in;tﬁe neutral to strong X

~
N "1

-, Yes categorles,”3 5. From thlrty—three-to slxty-sax per - : K

- .. ’

oo - [N » . L. . -

e ""‘ cent of alI responses were @n. the pOSlthe side of the . C e
- e, . - \‘. )

' contlnuum - chpy es, 4 and 5. From seventeen <y thlrty- oo

.
I T - - . .

[

“ P . . . t

-

< ch01ce 3'
Cz,’/i i

vy cho;ges L and 2.
¢ s 1 Mo

. o
(X . ‘
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ERIC

) M

.- ulty. Sgg%ﬁmost often,@entloned comments re@; iye tg

\ - :
share thelr ideas. Comments tq/the effect that \many.of

A5Quéstion 8.~ : -

<

’
}—l
(V3
~

- . B s N ‘.

e

as referring tea‘chers4 and ‘'how thése act1'1t1es ‘have

- ®

v - N 3
3 “ ﬁ
3 7 "

ErOJect 1n oreatlng an esprlt de porps amo

v "I
g the facr,@%'

(,,0
L 2y vy

‘\

xm.

this csﬁ)ggej;eée succinctly stated b%,a teacher w1th

3 *. 2,
more tﬁga\sgl iearS’experlence. "The greate : beneflt
;-F' ¢ . -7

>

f
t

3 y

to_me ﬁ@b‘ﬁ%ﬁp‘exchenge of 1deas and getting ‘to know
those‘wrth* om I Work Many, and not only hose with

’
-

little e&geq;ence, expressed sat1sfactlon in

that others had or were having problems slmlla

3
-

*

P . L} “~
%:‘,é; I - »
- - ‘* . , . {

Yguestion 3. oo -
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. H . - s ~ R . ’
)‘ (\ - . .
' e were not facing unique problems, nor were ‘they uniquely
LI . - >

: unsuccessful in brlnglng about 1mprovements or solutlons.

»
£

L . - ' As one experlenced teacher sa1d ~“Sharing problems eases
LA e the‘burden." Ano perhaps-the esprlt ge ggrgs_w1ll best
;;‘*‘“:”,?;;;g be maintained'because, as another teacher stated, ny L
Lgé-wﬁlf" ) found new avenues Open to me ;n deallng w1th/prob1ems"
HQ"1~ . .-and, as also stated, the stafflngs emphas1zed the need
* L3%3
%t ,} o ':for "cooperation.of all teachers involved." . '

An addltlonal beneflt from_ the stafflngs was the

// V fact that other tangential concerns of teachers, such .
/

2

as avallablllty of materlals and school-w1de routines ,

and practicés, would often be&come part d@ the meeting.

T~ - e
One teacher felt that it was this type of discussion -

I3

. ﬁhich gave a Mcohesive feel" to their grade-level staf- - ‘.

¢ fing group; a‘feeling which they “lackeé'before.t

*

I . . .

.+ The teathers' responses to question 10 indicated

] N ,
[ . e -

that the project was veryibeneficial in helping the

: teachers become more aware of the aid available to them

-
S

= . from other staff members, espec1ally those who are full-

. .. ' s tlme or part-tlme members of the faculty ‘ This was . | e o
- N .
greater for those teachers w1th 3- 5 years experlence

‘ .
- ’ . . Y
.o . v ‘ . . . -
. . . . ;

t} -




“a
-~

than ﬁor“those in the other exper;ghce groups. This{f . .' .
s* ,’;?».é a \ , / ‘.".1,

same group, tHOSe w1th 3~5 years experience, also seemed

» oy ] S b /,u

to becomé;mgge aware of tﬁ; ‘services avallable to them Sl ,

- s" - bs L4 . 3 -
‘”‘ Y é . R 0 - ~ . N

, from system, ‘de personnel . ' : - ﬁl e
ER ’ - - a

«

K
U
Tu o,«)' . .

+the survey does:; npﬁ :ndicate that the‘prOJect”waS “of

. .
© . . .

. great help in maklng the teachers aware 'of the resources Y S

.
. T F

avaxlable whlch éné beyond the school.system Except v

-'“,, .- .,

for- the group mentloned the modé SE’ answdrs were in the Sy
‘--‘. K o ? —r\‘. . ' A
neuEral col§m§\<3 and between twenty—eight and th1rty . A
, ;‘,"ICQ . iy ,' . - ,NNM?“ - R
+  per cent oﬁ*Ehe responses were on the negatlve s1dexof;“ .

- o,

tée cdntlnuum. Several comments-made at the end of the ™,

BN

questlonnalre 1nd1cated that some of the teachers de-

-~ - ‘

sire more 1nformatlon relatlve tO‘thlS area. Detalls .o

of the resources utlllzed 1n thls study can be found 1n. -

A ? . £
Chapter V. . ' ' ‘ T :
: a2 PIa
- L. . . e . R ‘ , ’ " s A

-3

. f . One of the purposes of thé“referral ‘form which’ was

N '

- used was to encourage the teachers.bo check.%he'multl— : . .

. . . tle e . v

tude of 1nformatlon concerning 'a child whlch was\aiready ’ « ;
LA v . B . m'n\,p’q? Y

e avaLlable to them. Questlon 11 sought to aéCertaln 1f 7 S

o I 05‘_

: o A "
s the referral form helped the teachers to become'more R ﬁ?hﬁp.

'eb . i N "'Nl’ T ® ! : “ "‘ .

~ ° . . L
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, .3.1 ? « > . ~ v N v
LS ., aware of these sources. From one7ha1f to two-thirds of o
S
. &'t the group as ,a whole or each of the eXperlence groups
» I »
. g .responded that the form had been helpful to our de51gned o
a2y - » \v,
Ty o purpose._ In fact, very»few recommendatlons for_1mprov— ot

. R 1ng the form were made by teachers, and most of thése s ST

o ' " ' . ’ ) 6 . . ’ . ’ . i
e ,dealt w1th very mln/r p01nts. More rgformatlon regard— .
e ." ‘: o 4 - ' B : ,
- . ing the referral form is glven ;n Chapter VIII, . :
. ., ‘
8 . - . .
. 8 E; v 2 ! : : ’
I ("' oIt is, 1nterest1ng to note that~the quest;on which
-y e . R .
A dealt w1th the teacher's growth in understandlng pup1154 X
vog '7‘.13‘ . s ’
L problems7 rece;ved the hlghest mode” of responses from
. PR '

. ‘. Y o v .
. o wt R > those teachérs w1tﬁ 6+'years of exper1ence._ ThlS item A
. @n, , o

recelved more than fifty per cent ‘'of all responses to . S
, éﬁ'. it from each of the experlence groups, but more - than i
'e| - o N T -
' .o one- fourth of the newest teaéhers with 0-2 years expe— .
e rlence felt that ‘they dld not grow in their ablllty to- .
- . 4‘!;,' R ,
understand pupils' problems; . :
"1" . 'x . 5 * " . . "
s “‘;,, :, - .". ':»: ‘ B * . 2
f”'; e For the respondees as a whole, question 8 ranked PN
) e ‘ - ) U . ‘ o
'« n PR 5. ' ’ . o CoA . . , 7 - . oot LA
% .d%,7"%y next among those items receiving more than fifty per T
e '/é «'- . W ‘ .‘ ' s . N te ! —,';‘_,“‘ ‘l:.,.‘
™ LN Lo . ? . : R

. * : 5ot

i.,‘}",: * v o -
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" Questlon 12, ’ “ . : :
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- "\"{\ » " 4 Tt <. BT . . .fi . :
ent p051t1ve responses. “oThis item concerned the bene-

gl

- - fit of the stafﬁing actrvmtles to the commlttee member

whb was. ﬂot the referrrng teacher. These results are )

- N A

s very grat;fylng ih view -of the fact tthat on the "En .

’ - it , e ’ L]
: ﬁ{z St Route Evaluatlon" thlS was - the one area where thé’ teach-A .

L » -

»

. s - “*ers douhted the value of the prOJect._ However, it must

. .‘?, . ‘

T be polnted out that the teachers with six or’ more years e

. . ' e 1 « .

of experlehce ‘did not flnd this to be of as much beneflt

. 3

to them as did the other experlence groups. In fact,

' almost one-third of these teachers responded to thls«

question on the negatlve Slde of the contihtum. &et . o .

?

SR thlS is nﬁt so surprlsing—because one would hope that

the eXperlencedrteacher would be of greater help to - £

e

those around her, ‘who areulegszexperlenced than those.® s

% 1 ' ' P .

: ' with less experignce, would.be of -help to her. _ &+~ .
. b - - .,!" , . \',o \»

: . .-

v . 5 .
; ' . . *

’ 7 . * . Y .
B . Just as most of.the teachers indficated that they - , *» - |

: ) )
14 ’
: . . . e

D . had greater ihsight intunderstanding, upils' problemsﬁg ’
. s0 .did- most - feel that -they were nOw better able to~ U S

1dent1fy.ch11dren‘who were hav;ng Sp c1a1 problems.? Sl St
i i . -, By )

v . ’ ’ ‘4 N 4 - o - < . ey
. 1)
» ' ! - Kl . ’ ~

. . 7 L . , . -, . . * o
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Those teachers ‘with the least expérience indicated -

»
- oA

greater growth in this area than did those with more

A

2,

T,

@
.

experience. - ' . - I T (

.
. -

Although the teachers 1nd1cated over-alk, a.growth.. K
in thelr ablllty to identify pupils hav1ng problemsloz

and understandlng pupllS problems,.ll more of them were .

LN e

neutral than positive or negatlve in indicating growth

in their ablllty to analyze pupils® problems.12 How-"

sv N 3

ever, there were three tlmes more responses oh the pos-

"itive side of the contlnuqn than on the negative. side.

¢ Further checking of the bimodal response of the - .

PR -

teachers to the questlon ascertalnlng their view of

~

the growth of ‘their effect;veness in helplng pupllS ' I

@
. ..
s "t . , .

- who are havnng SpeClal problems13 brlngs out the fact

«that bhose teachers w1th less than six years experlence

\

gave more pOSlthe responses w1th more than flfty per-

a

.
- PEEEY '

FOQuestion‘9, part 1. . o oA o
llQuestlon 5. . §~; : o - B BTN
. 12Questlon 9, part 2. | - : S . o

Questlon 6. yot B ' ‘ e

~

| omem . - . " . , .y

| N € o . .o .
‘ B f o +
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= cent of*fhem expressing growth. More of the  teachers K

- L}

‘with 6+ years of expe"ence expressed positive rather . L

. ¢ « 7’ a 7 ’ 3 .
!tHan negative opinions of their growth in effectiveness. ’
. t N .-

{ . »

v " - f
: - - -

o ; . . The- answers to questions 1, 2, and-3 were. not ‘as ) . b

strongly pos1tive as those to the remainder of the 1n- .

™~ ' strument. Howéver, almost all were much_more positive

than negative with approx1mately ‘one-third of the en-,

. . tire ‘group and each experience group expressing a neu- . ~

.

. R tral viéw on “each of the items. The exception, and the

' - only question-to which twenty-£five or more per celt of - ‘. .

each ‘of the experience groups and the group as a Whole

responded to negatively, dealt'w1th "the benefits of the ' BN

recommendations to the class.l4 Interestingly, all the

>, N -
rs comments were positive in response’ to the questioning

of "in what ways" the recommendations were benefic1al .

to the class.15 These comments all indicated that the

’ IR . a.

teacher and'crass,also benefit from the aid given toi

.

any child in the class. None of the remarks indicated' : -
- ohqw the- recommendations could be of greater benefit to
. . : . A,
the class.: ' " L i
) T L7 T e
| » 4 . ,
\ , 4 ’ & - » ’ -
S ' R - - ' {
§ — .\ N e N . . “ -
14 R v e a0, T ' ) ’ 14 -
Question 3,’part 3.. - e R . ‘
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115Question 3, part 2.

"l7Qgestion 3, part 1.

-~
- 4

»

The mode of the responses to the questioning of,

the benefits of thé recommendétionsuto the child as

v1ewed by the referring teacher16 indicate a positive

view. Almost tW1%g as many indicated p051t1ve respon-

ses ag,lndlcated negative responses. And yet almost

as many expressed a négative opinion as expressed a
. . ’ v ©

er removal of problem~éhildren from the classroom set-

ting.‘

T o~ Ly
The teachers wihg six or more years of expaéﬁé%ce

. ) ' s - ‘
found “the recommendations to be of greater benefit to’
them17 than did the teachers of lesser experience. ’As

a total group more teachers took a neutral position

than anykqghérfview. However, more than twice as many,

almost halfqu:the teachers, expressed positive rather

)

than neghtivefﬁéactions. o ‘ ; ‘o

¢ : P .
. -

Questlons-l and 2 are qulte relatedK/.The flrst in-

dhlres as to the benefit of the staffings to those pu-

pllS referred and the second-w1th the 1mprovement in the

- «

: .
‘. ’ ¥

‘neutral one. The comments indicated a concern for quick=- '

A\

- 144




N

‘implementing the recommendations than’ for the benefit'

\,A“ ‘»
pupllS as a result of implementing the recommendatlons.
The reSponses 1nd1cate a very sllght more pos1t1ve feel-

1ng'about the . improvement of the child as a ‘result “of -

$
t

fof the,staffinés to the child. _Perhabs this is because

¢

there seems to be a greater direct rgaationship between

implementing the recommendations and improvement in the

’ -

child!’ than the beneflts to the child belng a result of
the various meetings and courses”of actlons;lnvolved in
the total.stafflng process.\ This view Tnay be supported
by the fact that the teachers were pleased Wlth the ex-
tent to which the recommendations had beenylmplement-
ed.18 e

Onlv the teachers with two or less yearsJof ex-

perlence expressed strong negatlve reactions to this

_1tem. However, thls populatlon made up only about one-'

s1xth of the total group and they themselves would have

been respons1ble for carrylng out a number of the recom-"

A %
mendatéons. - Perhaps due to their lack of experience’

iy

. they were not’as successful ag the other teathers and

are also unfamiliar with the—necgssary time elements

18guestion 4. A .
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connected with various implementations: .. -
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Questlon 13 1nqu1red into. the teachers views con—

‘ . P
cerning t comgos1t10n‘of the: stafflng commltteeS¢, An -

A
(2]
’ .

-

‘;
item anal sis of the responses indicated thatutwent%?

i . ,5)-. .’\ “ae .o 3 (CEN

three different 1ndrcatlonS'were made..HThe most f&e—vn

'4‘;\’ y\-n‘ * e ‘_‘ﬂ'- - va? *f’ .

qu ntly 1lis ed personnel were the,refe:rlng teécher, all
C 37":*.: 'ﬂ. - 5.

present teach *;ngkudlng the 11brar1an .

4

-

physrcal educat10n~teaoher;i%dvany other.teachers
f . .v"« et “4.‘ -.“\ , "-L' } ¢ .t&'y ",4’ &
who work w1th the ch11d the’ chil 's prev1ous teacher

.or teachers, all the school perSonnel who-are.or mlght

.

become lnvolved in the case, the pr1nc1pa1 and/or as- . g,

' sistant principal,candwthe adjustment teacher (connse—

‘ * \ . ‘e
lor) . There were also 'quite a few recommendations that”

* the:teacher-nurse and the psyctologist be regulat mem-

o

R A S B e =
bers ‘of the committees. © « w7 .
oo ., . ' . ., ;:.? - ~-— e :‘-’:73 LU
Conclusions . I RO
. { 5 ! N - I »

As a total group the teachers' responses to the

at . . . .

“En Route Evaluation” indicated a.general acceptance of |

» - .

the-concept and design’ and the planned procedures for

~ #

' the project. They‘expressed some'doubt as, to the value .

[

of the pro;eot to'those .teachers who were on or Mere-t04
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be on'stafflng commlttees which concerned puplls w1th ) S
whom the téacher was not dlrectly 1nvolved at the time

~of the stafflng e . t - .

The majorlty of the responses to the summatiwg
evaluatlon 1nstrument,,}Evaluation of

Activities," indicated.the follow1ng:' B oo

,the case being staffed.'' (The latter group, .’

,‘v’ ot _," ' .

. ' t Y} - . -

LI . .

/‘ . ' Co : AT

. L 4
v >

v - f( ” N

Pupil Staff@ﬁgv«

s

.
.

The most successful aspects of the pro;ect '.-a’ -
were the bringing together of staff members
fQr mutual help ,and helping teachers feel ..
more: at ease. about %pproachlng other staff
membens for suggestlons or help in deallng 2
W1th problems. ~ ;

. ~e

. . -
‘The project was very successful in helPing
the teachers becpme more aware of %he

available to them”from other staff members,,
especially those who are fuli-tine or part—
‘time members of the faculty. .

«

The pr OJect actaV1t1es were benef1c1a1 to all
groups of teachérs, *ihcluding those with var-,
idus years’of experlence and those committee, {
members who”were not directly involved with :.[.3

LRI .og.a.— oo

LN A 3
was the one* for which doubt of benefit was . SR

expressed on the "En Route Evaluatlon ")

- ‘-1

.l ) ‘!‘. r,'.,

a helpfulylnstrumeét .y% . q‘.;‘?
he tedchers found the project benefhcrét;‘
heIplng them to bettef identify and‘h naig. v
,puplls hav1ngespe01al problems. h o
,The teachérs felt that they. had galned gtédt ﬂ'
er insight in understqndlng pupils’ problems e .
but had not grown as mhph ;n their ablllty*tQ o
analyze them.’ e ’




. : o
. " v Pl -~

_* The teachers felt that the benefits of the .
S AT O .. project were greater” for the pupils referr@d |
X .- and the teachers than for the'classes of the
childrén referred. i -\

‘ L

.

“-f,\. S The teachers indicated fhat they desire to|
, gain dgreater knowledge of and dealings with
. ’ helpful resources beyond.the school system. ek

Thé teachers were satisfied 'with the referral
“ R form as developed ‘and utilized. '

»: ‘ The teachers indicated that they felt that all
" staffing committees should include one or more
. of the following: the referring teacher, all
. the teachers -and school personnel with whom -
.'~ - e the child is .directly involved, one or more o
, - : ¢ ~ of the child's-previous teachers, the school . -~
. o . g counselor, and a representative of ‘the ¥

- school's administrative, staff.  ~ . .

LY

. [3
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‘1. The staffind procedure:was positively endorsedibﬁ

7. the majérity of teachers end‘administrators, aﬁd ééuld o .

Y .
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",. ». « be a definite help w1th1n a;sqb@gl for the obtalnlng
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meetlngs saved time. for the admlnlstrator\ t {
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7. Teachers were more 1ncllned to’ ask fbr help with

»

pup:ls exhxbltlng ovept
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» the ﬁeache; s satlsﬁac
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Efoblems. )

-

N

S;nce the te?ch&r is 1nvolued i

.

‘.

.'V
.

¥
recommendations SQ that after they are 1mplemented to

jon, the effect on the ch;ld

.- ~
N
y o~

sbme way in the

1mplemehtatxon, the experlence of the teacher would :

’-seem to have ah effect on the. 1mplementatlon and thls

“ o ! .. ;‘51 .

effect appanently ‘is percelved by, the teacher o Also,
- s - . e
it'is p0531ble that the more experlenced teadhers are

mQre aware of the dlfflcultles of many 1mplementatlons

and are perhaﬁ% more pat;ent w1th thé ﬁmplementatlons.
; . 4

By - - ¢ .

g

. 10. As a- result of partlclpatlon in stafflngf the

'
© v

teachers, generally, developed the ability to ldentlfy,.
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understand; and handlé pqplng,

proplems.

©

o b O . el Lot
*«11. The teacher is a great resource for -implementing

¢ . . e

- 12. The knowledge'and utilization
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. .broadened for both teachers and.administrators. ’
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13, Additional resources ,within and beyond the school
» . : ' 3 . ! . '
. 4 . . ;
and school system are needed to help, children°with '
- « . ~ P & -
problems. R e S . .
14. The following model was developed for -the 1 -
. . ¥ . .
. - . . "
implementing of staffing meetings in a school: ’
.. i - . ) .I T [y .
. . a. General discussion with faculty of types of . .
S . . 7 - . . ' [
" problems most frequently encountered ‘in
a . : . ’ "- .
. tlassroom-and genéral discussion of policies ’
3 ) = . . . ' -y . i -
PR and procedures for staffing meetings. . . Th\W% K
[ ‘ [} ) .
" b. Teachers °submit referral- form to‘pnincipal;/ e
) - L : - . i 0 . .
- , or designate. . - R S :
. . » 3. . o, ’ ' ‘ ;.
. ° . . “ . - - ? L3 7 -
L., o c. Refer to an appropriate staffing committee. | ot
-~ d. Committee meets -and makes recommendations. T v ;
o . g ) ; b 1en Lons . .
5 . -
PR . e.-Impleméntaﬁion of recommendations by )
. ; appropriate personmnel.’ — - ) 2 T .
..~ f£. Followup meeting“to review .progress, and . . .
N i s K . - ’ - .
determine further action if any. ' .
“’ . :‘ Ll - o ’ ’ . ~ ] . ]
Variations of this model are described in Chapter -IV. - PR
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15. Recommendations:

’ . . .. " .. ' .
. .‘ P . / . ’. o -“

a. Special guidaoce should be given to;beginning . -fwy;
" teachers to help them to become more.perceptive S -';
. of .the time needed for solv1ng problems ‘of ? ., -
students and to encourage them to have feeilngs CL e )

of success when even a small degree of progress ' N

i is made. . ) Y TN

- “

b. Beginning teachers should receive more help

] .t

— . . ~
to dﬂderstand how recommendations can be o _S'

implemented. SN e .
c, Educators should meet with small groups.oﬁ\tﬁeir

'
.

colleagues to discuss mutual 'concerns and

problem solvingfstrategies; g oy
d., Educators should_be more active 1n obta1n1ng more

z"a" .

adeguate reson_rces both w1thlg and beyond, the

' . " w . *
»

"schobl and.schogl system. ) )

- -' R -~ e) ‘ ¢

-e. Teachers should ﬁave a greater role in problem . - .

halit 2
" \3« ~ » -
.

solv1ng w1th1n the SChpol. e

’ -

¥

f Teachers Should be helped to be more aware of

-r ~

. thelr own potentlal and the resources a?'hand

.; g More atténtldn should be pald to solv1ng the o .
N ‘- '
kS < problems of children other than thOse with overt SRS

~S

s, behavior. . o f o .
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STAFFING QUESTIONNALRE .. . ROOM
Y 1 ’ “e ’ T ? ) - ~J -;;’1’2 ’ ’ h [ R ‘ : .

L.t Rank the problems which you encbunter host frequently ,>i '1 {;5-',1
“in ascending order. (Number l w0uld be.most frequently o oS0
vy, encountered) e e | ﬁf T
B }~l' bisobediencej ‘ ',-‘”ﬁd”'~ o , i‘. VT ;;53 -ij{",fif
L Health - : fﬁi W '; r flu _f;? e 2 f?
. Emotlonally dlsturbed ’ Do , - f,f: ‘3';. . M?Li , &;;
: Mental~reterdatlon o : LT ;-L ;iu. _‘H? i ‘ ]
. ‘ Disrespect fbr teacher and éntnority‘j" " T s
Aégression iowa%ds otner cnildren'ﬁ’ 'ii, ;27 "
'.\ ExceSs absences o B :“ T '( . i. o ;"i 't}ﬁ S
. . Habltually‘tirdy 1‘;“ - L EC “” }; KL ",}_
) o Lack of 1nterest in school -~ ':f"# o _?'; ,i; hfff:
.o ¢ . . o “,, ) . o )

e t Unusually w1thdrgbn ' . . . T L D

. -Your coopératlon in- completlng this questlonnalre ;s :-? . .-
apprelcated. The information will be helpful 1n 1mplement1ng - 2
our staf deyelopment project. R K 3 { s } S

W R Cay . .

Lacks fundamentals in. academlcs

PR . . I I -« .
: Others'(Be specific). " © . e : e S
1 ¢ . S . . - e ¢

¢ '

From amond the problems l;sted above l;st ‘three . that you .
consider most dlfflcult to- deal w1th in the classroom. . T

a. o Lo e o :

VB' ‘, 1y ‘l. . 1 * u~'}J ’ - s .
M ’ - LI . R ‘ ~ ;7: /;
. E an . o ! oo Joo, . Lt " ;
C. , ’ o Cami 0 4 L T L e
v ' ; T . . . “r . 4 .
. e . N .
» S‘ . o" . - . < P '(5: , )
3. . Select the student in your class‘who 1s at this blme more
~in need of stafflng. , R i ' )
. ‘ k‘ t - . .

Complete the Staffing Referral Form’ and send it'.to the ’ *
offlce by 3 o PR
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. . 2. As a result of 1mplement1ng the recommendatlops has there been
' improvement in the pupil(s)’ )
. \ . i -
\ ' 5 « & . 3 2 &1~ ; \
, ’ VA s ; ’ ’ )
3. As the referring teacher d}d you fln& the recommendatlons
' benef1c1alﬁ/// < . : :
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ResponSe Sheet for Admjnistrators

0 3 6

‘School : Grade éase,Nnmber Teacher Yea¥s of Experience \
Number , " Number ' I
-~ - - ’ . " ' / :
-+ ~’1, Type of Ptoblem: Single Multiple b -
' 1) - . disobedience
2) " : health
- . L 3) . : eﬁotionally‘disturbedf“ B
oo g L4) ) " mental retardation
; ) 5) . disrespect for teacher and'’
. authority ot
‘ 6) . aggres51on towards" other
. L : . children ) i
7)) v ‘ T excess absences .h .
- 8) . ' ’ —fhabltually tardy
LK, - ‘ .
g g): v ©o lack of 1nterest in school
. . = . Ay ;
5 s N 10) - Y lacks fundamentals in )
‘ s . - - academics: : .
. t - J .
. « ‘\' . X ! '4. 4 \ ‘
, -11) . - unusually withdrawn
© . 12) e ‘others-The specific) \\
. 2. Typé of Recommendation: A . oo ~— ¢ 0
. 1) parent solve ‘ '9) social worker
‘ - 2) administration solve ¢ . 1oy changer/n/élassroom
_ 3) request for psychologicaﬁ Ny ll) transfer to another schl
1) ERA’ v 12) discipline the child
* ~ - . . LA .
5) social adjusgment n 13). teacher. solve . .
6) , refer tp court for parental schl.-14) ' attendancegpfficer4
~ —-—-—:— . . ) . . ) T R -
7). 15) other (specify) ’ -

nurse: Lt ‘

-

\refer to cogrt:prosecu§§<iarent )
. 8)”
——

’

.
~

.
4 .
2

. .
~ -

. 3‘ Extent to whieh admlnlstrator is thus far satisfied‘with implementation;,
4 .

. -05 3 './ - 2 - . 1 . Y ‘ . .
: very L - .7 not o
g satisfied - - . o - satisfied—<
4 Effect on student thus far ' 2 B s o
' § 4 ' * ﬂ" 3 . | 2 l s ‘ ‘ -
L extremely T e _,”‘ 3 ~ no effect T
© positive 8 ' : - ot T L

g [Kc

Specmal problems met in 1mplementatlon of

1ﬁ38

recommendation (if’any): .

“ ‘ © e aem W
. M




