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Arrowsmith and the steps taken by the Catholic Education Commission or dioceses to
assess the effectiveness of Arrowsmith. The memorandum states that:

“the results of the evaluation indicated that the program [Arrowsmith] was having a
beneficial effect on students: educationally, personally and socially. Specially, the
evaluator noted that the Arrowsmith Program, had made a positive educational and
social difference to the lives of student who had previously not experienced success
in academic tasks and had difficulties in other aspects of their functioning”...

“In the pilot program evaluation, feedback from parents was positive, with reports of
clear improvements in their children’s basic day to day life skills and personal
development. Growth in self confidence and sense of independence was also
experienced by the students and observed by teachers, school counsellors and
parents.”

3) Mr David Shoebridge stated “You gave them the advice and showed them evidence
that it [Arrowsmith] does not work — it might be contraindicated - and they continue to
provide it. What happens then?” (transcript page 66)

It is unclear to me what evidence Mr Shoebridge is referring to. As no specific references
have been provided by Mr Shoebridge, | am unable to provide commentary. | ask that the
references by Mr Shoebridge be given no weight by the Committee without full information
being provided by Mr Shoebridge. If such further information is provided, | request an
opportunity to comment.

| note that there are currently six research studies underway relating to Arrowsmith. A
summary of these research studies is enclosed at Annexure D and further information is set
out at 4.1(1) below.

(4) The Hon. Daniel Mookhey stated “You would understand that parents who have
children with complex needs could be attracted to the prospect of a program
promising dramatic results and transformations over a very short timeframe. That
would be an attractive proposition and therefore a worthy use of substantial funds. Do
you recognise that those parents are very vulnerable in that scenario.” (transcript
page 67)

The average length of time over which an individual participates in the Arrowsmith program
is 3-4 years. | put it to the Committee that this should not be considered a “very short
timeframe”, as suggested by Mr Mookhey. Accordingly, | request that the Committee not be
misguided by the inaccurate comment regarding the mechanisms of the program.

(5) The Hon. Daniel Mookhey stated “/ have had parents contacting me saying that their
children have undertaken this course and that the results were not what was
promised. The moment they have suggested publicly that promises were not being
delivered they were threatened with legal action. Was that considered in that dioceses
as being a relevant factor in sponsoring the program? If it was not, do you think that
type of behaviour is reflective of a program that is worthy of support? That is the
tactic one associates with people aggressively selling a commercial product, not
those whose dominant consideration is educational outcomes.” (transcript page 67)

As the founder and director of Arrowsmith, | confirm that neither |, nor Arrowsmith, have ever
threatened a parent or student with legal action for criticising the Arrowsmith program.

It is unclear to me on what basis this statement has been made and Arrowsmith fully refutes
that such threatening action has occurred. This unfounded assertion is damaging to
Arrowsmith’s reputation. | request that it be given no weight by the Committee, and removed
from any documentation intended to support discussions or the drafting of the Committee’s
final report and recommendations.
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3.1

4.1

(6) The Hon. Daniel Mookhey and Ms Elizabeth Gadek (National Director, Aspect
Education, Autism Spectrum Australia) took part in the following exchange (transcript

page 75):

Hon. Daniel Mookhey: Is that program [Arrowsmith] used in your system?
Ms Gadek: No. I was aware of the program but | was not aware that it was for children
with autism specifically.

As noted at 2.1(1) above, students with autism are not usually suited to the Arrowsmith
program and this is expressly stated as part of Arrowsmith’s promotional material.

Submission by the NSW Department of Education in response to supplementary question

In connection with the hearing held on 27 March 2017, the NSW Department of Education provided a
document setting out its response to a series of questions, including “what advice has been provided
by the NSW Department of Education to schools regarding the Arrowsmith Program?’. In response,
the Department of Education wrote:

(1) “The Department of Education has provided advice about this program upon request
from schools. In summary, this advice is that there is at present no conclusive
evidence to support the use of the Arrowsmith Program. The department has not
identified any peer-reviewed research of the Arrowsmith Program.”

As outlined above, Arrowsmith has one peer reviewed article in a scientific journal, and there
are currently six research studies underway relating to Arrowsmith which will be submitted
for publication in peer reviewed journals. A summary of these research studies is enclosed
at Annexure D.

While the department may not have identified any peer-reviewed research of the Arrowsmith
program, this does exist and | request that it be considered by the Committee in making its
final recommendations and drafting its report.

Second hearing of the Committee — Monday 3 April 2017

On Monday 3 April 2017, the Committee’s second hearing was held in Sydney. The statements
listed below were made by various participants in that hearing. In response, | have set out further
information and where available, | have provided substantiating evidence which is enclosed.

(1) Dr Mark Carter (Associate Professor, Department of Educational Studies, Macquarie
University) stated “Their program [Arrowsmith] has existed for 35 years and, to the
best of my knowledge, there has not been a single peer-reviewed article in a scientific
journal at this point. Certainly I think you could say with absolute confidence that it is
not an evidence based program” (transcript page 22)

The Arrowsmith program has been actively committed to independent and evidence-based
research for three decades. Arrowsmith acknowledges the debate in the field as to what
constitutes evidence-based research, and considers that careful study design is essential to
achieving meaningful results. A summary of Arrowsmith’s approach to research and some
of the current debate in the field regarding evidence-based research, prepared by the
Arrowsmith program’s Director of Research (Howard Eaton), is set out at Annexure E.

Arrowsmith has one peer reviewed article in a scientific journal, and there are currently six
research studies underway relating to Arrowsmith which will be submitted for publication in
peer reviewed journals. A summary of these research studies is enclosed at Annexure D.
As indicated in the summary document, research is being undertaken at the University of
British Columbia (Faculty of Medicine) as well as Southern lllinois University. It is intended
that this research will be published in peer reviewed journals.

| wish to particularly draw your attention to a study completed by Dr Naznin Virji Babul, which
has recently been published in a peer reviewed journal. This study relates to individuals with
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This is one example of a student for whom Arrowsmith was obviously not successful.
Neither |, nor Arrowsmith have ever suggested that the program would be successful for all
participants. It is only natural that a program like Arrowsmith will have both successful and
less successful participants. It is not a cure-all program, nor is it marketed to be one. Any
program, even programs that have peer reviewed studies published in journals will have
people for whom the program did not work.

As stated above however, there are currently numerous studies, both those completed and
those underway, relating to Arrowsmith which are showing positive results. | request that the
Committee not be misled by Ms Barnes’ recounted story without also considering such
research and results.

(3) The Hon. Daniel Mookhey and Ms Gadek take part in the following exchange
(transcript page 25):

Hon. Daniel Mookhey: Your evidence is that they are selling snake oil
Ms Barnes: Yes. They are selling snake oil.

As noted at 4.1(2) above, neither |, nor Arrowsmith have ever suggested that the program
would be successful for all participants. It is however inaccurate and damaging to
Arrowsmith’s reputation to suggest that the program is “snake oil” and that I, or Arrowsmith,
are trying to sell “snake oil”.

| request that this exchange be given no weight by the Committee, and be removed from any
documentation intended to support discussions or the drafting of the Committee’s final report
and recommendations.

5 Submission by Ms Carol Barnes (Academic and advocate) in response to supplementary
question
5.1 In connection with the hearing held on Monday 3 April 2017, Ms Barnes provided a document setting

out her response to the following supplementary question:

What are the barriers and concerns faced by the public and academics in raising issues with
the efficacy or standards of education [in] programs such as Reading Recovery, Arrowsmith,
Brain Gym, Cellfield, Cogmed, Fast ForWord, Colours Glasses & Overiays, Davis Dyslexia,
Experience-Based Programs (e.g. DORE/DDAT), Lumosity and Tomatis Method for Auditory
Retraining?

5.2 The statements listed below were made by Ms Barnes in her document, and although many of these
were made in a general sense and not specifically in respect of Arrowsmith, | have set out my
responses given Arrowsmith was specifically referenced in the supplementary question.

(1) Ms Barnes wrote: “/ have never been contacted by a parent who feels that their child
has been helped over the long term by any of the computer-based, exercise-based or
music-based interventions listed in the Question.” (supplementary Barnes document

page 4).

| wish to ensure that the Committee is not misled into believing that the Arrowsmith program
is unsuccessful, simply because Ms Barnes has not been personally contacted by a parent
connected with the program. To make such an assumption would be baseless.

| can provide numerous testimonials from both students and parents for whom the
Arrowsmith program has been successful. | can also provide numerous testimonials from
professionals in the field who endorse the Arrowsmith program. A sample of such
testimonials are enclosed at Annexure L.

2) In her document, Ms Barnes has listed out a number of characteristics which she
suggests are features of non-evidence based programs.
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Ms Barnes comments that “in the context of such full-time in-school programs in
private schools, parents have been warned:

You can’t withdraw from the program because this school needs ten students to
continue to run it, and if you withdraw your child, we won’t have enough — and if the
program has to close, then other parents in the program may remove their own child
from our school altogether and find another school which runs the program, and then
we’'ll lose all those parents’ fees for our regular education program.

Further, some parents have reported that in the in-school context, a certain
camaraderie develops among the parents of the ten or so children in the program,
distinct from that among parents of children in the regular classroom. They
sometimes describe this as feeling as if that are members of a special ‘cult’ - those
enlightened individuals who ‘believe in' the program. in this context, parents have
been warned by their schools that, if they withdrew their child from the program, and
especially if they are heard to begin criticising it in public or in the media, other
parents whose children are still in the program “won’t like you anymore.”

(supplementary Barnes document page 18-19)

Arrowsmith’s full time program, as defined above being four 40 minute periods per day, is
what | believe is being referenced by Ms Barnes as a full-time in-school program, however
the warning statement above is completely inaccurate and damaging to Arrowsmith’s
reputation.

There are many schools which we can provide as examples where the number of students
participating in the program is less than 10 students. Arrowsmith, in practice, only charges
for the actual student number, and it is therefore not correct to suggest that withdrawing a
student would result in the program closing for all students. Although the Arrowsmith
program agreement indicates that there is a minimum enrolment number of 10 students to
one teacher, as emphasised by the numerous schools with less than 10 students, having
less students does not result in the entire program closing.

It is also inaccurate to suggest that Arrowsmith is, or has any relation to a ‘cult’. Parents
involved in the program who have children with learning difficuities may rely on each other
and feel camaraderie because they are facing the same or similar challenges, however this
is nothing more than a support group. To suggest that the program creates cults is
inaccurate and damaging to Arrowsmith’s reputation, and should be disregarded by the
Committee.

Ms Barnes comments that that two barriers and concerns discouraging public
criticism of non-evidence-based programs include “threats stemming from
confidentiality agreements” in respect of parents, and flow-on effects for teachers
from confidentiality agreements being signed by schools (supplementary Barnes
document pages 16, 23 and 32)

Ms Barnes also comments that “Schools are reluctant to reveal the contents of such
agreements but it is reasonable to assume that they would also contain a clause forbidding
the criticising of the program in public.” | do not agree that such an assumption is
reasonable.

Any confidentiality or non-disclosure agreement asscciated with the Arrowsmith program is
aimed at protecting the intellectual property of Arrowsmith. Arrowsmith does not ask or
require that students, parents or schools sign documentation which prevents signatories
from ever speaking out publicly against the program or about the parent's, child’s or school’s
experiences with the program.

To suggest that such documentation exists which prevents participants from commenting

negatively about the program is inaccurate and damaging to Arrowsmith’s reputation, and
should be disregarded by the Commiittee.
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Ms Barnes comments in relation to Arrowsmith specifically:

“Academics and researchers who have openly called such programs into question in
the print media or in television or radio interviews or documentaries have found
themselves receiving lawyers’ letters in the same way as parents.

For example, portions of a television documentary about the Arrowsmith Program
some years ago reportedly had to be spliced out following the first broadcast because
the Arrowsmith business lawyers objected to the inclusion of criticisms which were
being levelled against the program by a very highly-credentialed academic, and the
Arrowsmith business threatened to commence legal action against both the academic
and the broadcaster for defamation if the program were to be further aired uncut.”
(supplementary Barnes document page 26)

This statement is inaccurate and damaging to Arrowsmith’s reputation.

| expect that the television documentary to which Ms Barnes is referring is one entitled,
“Fixing My Brain” which aired on 18 November 2008 on CBC. As noted above, Arrowsmith
does not purport that it “fixes” any learning disabilities and this title was objected to by
Arrowsmith prior to the documentary airing. Arrowsmith did not however have any say as the
documentary was produced by two independent film makers.

Linda Siegel (professor Educational and Counselling Psychology and Special Education,
University of British Columbia (now retired)) was interviewed for the documentary and made
many critical comments about the Arrowsmith program. One such comment was removed
from the documentary prior to airing at the request of Arrowsmith, as it was defamatory. No
other negative references were removed, despite them being critical of the program.

It is therefore inaccurate to suggest that Arrowsmith “objected to the inclusion of criticisms”.
Arrowsmith objected to one specific statement which was defamatory.

Ms Barnes has provided a series of references as part of an Appendix to her
document.

The Appendix includes a number of opinions regarding the Arrowsmith program and does
not appear to include any research-based or substantiated evidence. In particular, the
appendix includes:

(@) Extract from the Sydney Morning Herald's Good Weekend magazine dated 22
April 2017 stating: “Indeed, what large-scale, randomised, control group
studies do show is that brain training programs like Arrowsmith achieve very
little.”

1 am familiar with the studies which this article is referencing as “brain training
programs”, and these are not at all similar to the Arrowsmith program. The article
extract is accordingly misleading and | request that the Committee disregard it.

(b) Extract from a book by Caroline Bowen (UK) and Pamela Snow (Aus) “Making
Sense of Interventions for Children with Developmental Disorders” 2017.
Guildford: J+R Press Ltd. (Ch 9) which states: “Instead of peer-reviewed
literature, the Arrowsmith Program is heavily reliant on small-scale studies
(eg, 31 sample sizes of 5, 7, 15), in-house reports, and testimonials from
satisfied clients.”

My comments in relation to the assertion of in-house reports and testimonials are set
out above at 5.2(2)(b).

In relation to the sample size of studies involving Arrowsmith, | confirm that previous
and current studies have student numbers of 27, 40, 55, 79 and 120. To suggest
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(2 | ask that any recommendations given by the Committee in its final report consider the further

information and evidence | have provided in respect of Arrowsmith. | also request the opportunity to
provide additional information or supporting evidence if the Committee has any specific questions or

concerns.

7.3 Please don't hesitate to contact me if you wish to discuss this further.

Yours sincerely

Barbara Arrowsmith Young

The following annexures are enclosed within the separate document titled “Annexures to Arrowsmith letter to

Portfolio Committee No 3"

Annexure A
Annexure B
Annexure C
Annexure D
Annexure E
Annexure F
Annexure G
Annexure H
Annexure |

Annexure J

Annexure K
Annexure L
Annexure M
Annexure N
Annexure O
Annexure P
Annexure Q
Annexure R

Annexure S
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