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ABSTRACT

The evaluations of the Summer Program and Phase II of
Project C.H.I.L.D. are provided in this final report of the project..
The objectives of the project were to: (1) improve the behavior of
preschool children enrolled in the project; (2) increase the ability
of teachers and parents to objectively evaluate the status and grqwth
of children; (3) develop parental attitudes that are favorably
disposed towards presentations designed to help them better
understand themselves and their children; (4) develop parental
attitudes that are favorably disposed towards the project as a whole;
and (5) evaluate each of these objectives, numerical and Likert-type
rating scales were developed, which included measures of a Behavior
Check List for Teachers and Parents, a Speaker Evaluation Form for
parents, and a Final Evaluation parent form..The evaluation of each
of these objectives is provided for the Summer Program in the first
section of the report..In the second section of the report, the
objectives of Phase II of the project are evaluated..These objectives
were to: (1) increase the parents' bank of knowledge on means to
assist their children to become more successful in school; (2)
assist, through teacher and parent training, children in building a
stronger self-image and other social-emotional skills; (3) develop a
core of elementary teachers trained in methods of interaction in
Early Childhood Education and increase their ability in identifying
and implementing strategies to handle classroom problems. The report
contains numerous tables, charts, and forms. (For related document,
see TM 003 097.) (DB)
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The objectives of Project C.H.I.L.D. ara:

1. To imnrove the behavior of children cnrolled in the
Projcct;

3¢ the ability of
ly evaluate the stsa

To increa:
objective
To develep parental attitudes that are

towards presentations designed to heln
stand themselves and their “caildren,

To develop parental attitudes that are ravorably dis-
osed towards the Froject as a whole;

To evaluate each of these objectives, numerical and
Likert-tyoe rating, scales were daveloned. These
scales included measuras o7 cach of the following:
(a.) a Behavior Check List for Teachers

(b.) a Speaker Evaluaticn Form for parents;

(ce) Final %Bvaluaticn parent form.

"ﬁ-‘,\’r‘ TY!"\ ﬁvﬁy-.*jrc—{ C::n
or

This objective was evaluated by a noy
teachers to respvond to a twenty-item oaaa f . easxr3n~ such
aspects of child developrent as Input Train llty to Tear
guickly, good attenticn span, ability Lo di crcncas,
ability to understand emctionsi Concent Devel “ﬂA ', (abllluv to
understanrd complex ideas, clear gresp oi reality, ability to rank
order objects, understand numbers and number proc sses, reco?nizes
letters, ucscs approoriate vocuoulur} un”crgt nds nimgelf ani his
reaction with othera), and "xpressive Skills (uses complete sen-
tences approprlotaly, has weli-developoed vocaoulCPV, uses apnronri-
ate gestures in expres sing himself, cares for himselfl npflvlcnuly
such as in dressing and cleanin- dblllty to coordinate smsil
muscle movements such as in tr(01nv and coloring, has vositive
outlook on lif'e and on his own abllltles, gets alcnw well wisth
others of his own age, rets along well with adults, “and gerierally
is well prepared fer school).
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*Appendix - Contains an exaiple of the Echavior
Teackers and Parents,
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Bshavior improvement was evaluated in a muvber of differ
ways. Fost directly, it was desiravle and nscessary Lo aetermine
what gains were reallized by those children participating in the
Project. Taviz lwesents the means, standard deviations and s -
ratics o’ the teacher ratings before and after:the program began.

It =hould be noted that Table 1 was prepared by cenverting
ratings from a scale with a range o’ +3 to =3 to a 7-point scale
as follovis:

Cririnsl Scale Converted Scale Vayimum Foints
+3 7 140 iost Faverable
2 6 120
+1 5 120
0 I8 80 Average
-1 3 5
-2 2 LO
-3 1l 20 Iost Unfavorable

Thus, the maximum mean score for any of the six teachers woculd be
7n where n=nusber oI items (20 per student) or a value of 1403
average would be 4n or &0; a minimum would b= 20.

Prom Tabls 1 it can be seen that the aver
made by each teacher was at least at an averag
mean rating being 80.50 fcr Teacher 2. The highest initial rating
was 99.00 for Teacher 3. The grand mean rating over all six tea-
chers wss 26.18 or approximately an average item rating of L.31.
At least as perceived by the teachers, the stucents generally were
rated as averaze when they entered the program. Cnly 23 students
out o’ the 68 ?2 pavers had incomplete data and were not included)
had initial ratings below &0.

age 1n 2%

ga initial rat
ce value, tne lowe

Becsuse the Behavior Check List for Tcachers and Parents is
a continuous graphic scale, it is possible to respond to categories
betvieen any two rating points. Vhere a mark vas clzarly closer to
one value than to its contiguous category, the item was scored as
if the respondent had marked the closest category; however, where
marks were ccuidistant, the flip of a coin determined which of the
two values would be recorded.

Table 1 also shows the mean ratings by teachers at the end
of the program. Teacher 5 reported the greatest amount of gain
(7.67 ponts) against a low of an increase of L.OU reported by
Teacher 1. However, the rank-order correlaticn between teachers'
rankings on pre and pcst forms wes 1.00 indicatin~ that teachers
who tended to rank either high or low initially, continued this
practice on the post evaluations.

The t-tests (for correlated groups) are presented in Table 1
for each of the six teachers, All groups showed significant improve-
ment except for Teacher 1 where differences are not statistically
significant at the.U5 level. For all six teachers combined, the
t-test was 7.59, a highly significant different (p/_.0L).
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Tables 2 through 7 provide further in‘ormation concerning
gains and losses made by cach studsat in the six classes, Columns
headed "Differcences in lcans" renresent the differcnces in mean
ratbings obtainzd for each student by subtrocting the pre-mean from
post-mean valucs. Fegative t— values indicate that students were
rated lower at the end of the preogram than at the beginning.

3y

Table & summarizes the gains and lozses, both signilicant
and non-significant, by teacher aud for the total group, Some L7.5
of the students made gains that were statistically significant vhere—
as only 1 case showed a signiflicant decline; 325 showed some
improvement, but not enough to be statistically signiiicant;
127 or 15 students showed a non~significant less; arnd 5 students
(7.) neither gazined nor lost. Some 795 of the students, there-
fore made some gzain and only ¢ students (13/) showed any loss.

Still anciher way to examine the data is to evaluate how
students were rated on each of the 20 items on the Zchavior Check
List. The means and standard deviations of item responses oy
teacher are prasented in tables ¢ through i4. Again, it whould
be rocalled that the Behavior Check List contains 20 items and
that all negative ratin;s have teen eliminated by adding 4 pcints
to the original categoery numbers thus yielding a revised scale
with +7 as a2 moximum fer each iten and +1 as a minimum,

—
i

N

Tor Tescher Cne (see Table 9), the lowest pre and post-
rating occurreG on item 11 of the Behavicr Check List (under-
standing emotions; the highest pre ana posi-ratings was on iten
3 (distinguishes differences). Parents, cn the other hand, rated
ltem 2 lowest (flighty attention) and item 19 highest (gets
along with adults). Tables 10 through 1L summarize item means
and standard deviations for teachers (bcth post and pre~ratings)
and for parents.

Table 15 is a summary o° the item responses over all six
teachers. In general, teachers at the outset of the program
believed that students were weakest in understanding emotions
(item 11) and highest in understanding concepts of order (item 11).
Parents, in conirast, believed that the insbility Lo express
oneself (item 10) was the weakest characteristic of their child-
ren while the ability to distinguish differcnces was most readily
perceived by their children (iten 3). It should be noted that
the minor discrevancies bciveen the total mcans presented in
Table 15 and in Pable 1 occur because of the differences in
numbers of cases for whom data were available.

OBJECTIVE 2: TO INCRTASA THE ABILITY OF TWACHIRS AND PARENTS
T0 OBJRCTIVELY BVALUATE THE STATUS ALD GROUTH
OF CHTLDREL::

This objective is closely related to the first but refers

Y
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more specifically to the agreement between teachers and parents.
Tables 9 through 15 indicate the means and stendard deviation

of item responses [or teachers and for parents but the degree

of agreement or disagreement is examincd more closely for this
second cbjective by examining T:tues 16, 17, and 1&.

Table 156 shows the median correlation coefl

ficients between
pre and post-ratings of students by teachers and for all six tea-—
chers ccmbined. Teacher Siz, {for example, tended to rate stu-

dents in essentially the same rank order both on pre and post
measures, exceot for Student Zight wherc the corrzlation i
slightly negative. The median correlation between pre znd post-
rankings by teachers on the 2zhavior Chack List was 733 1

ting a high degree o stable ratings.

Table 17 vresents the median correlations between ore-
measures o teachers and pre-ratings by parents on the Behavioxr
Check List. In many ways, this is a crucial tost of th
cbjective since it directly compares the perceviions of
and teachers at the initial stage of the program. Here
be seen that the median correlation is only .171 indicatinz a
general lack of agreement between parent and teacher perceptions
of the children's tohaviors. The ranges cf these correlaticns
vary from -,331 te TL7 suzzesting some disagreamont among tea-
chers and parents {or some children but rather hizh agrsement for
others. It shculd be noted that the value of il also is somevhat
lower in Table 17 than in Table 16. This occurrsd because six
of the parents either failed to rate their children or because
ratings were invalidated.

kS

e 3

These correlations cannrot, of course, irdicate whether the
teachers or the parents were evaluating students more accurately
but merely the extent of agreement or disagreement. Tadle 15
clearly indicates that parents tended to rate heir children
much higher than did the teachers, at least on the pre-mzasures.
However, since post ratings by parents wvere not available, it is
not possible to compare the pre and post-corrclaticns for parents
and teachers.

i,

Table 1§ indicates the correlations obtained by parents .
(pre) and teachers (post). The median correlation over all six
teacher arnd pvarcnis was «277 indicating slightly nmcre agraement
vwes cbtained vhen parents' initial responses were compared with
the teachers' resnonses at the el o tne projranm. Furthermore,
the data shows that the mean ratings over 20 itens for tezcher
(post) ratings was extremcly close to the initial responses
of parents, 92.74 and 92.63, respectively.

Tables 16, 17, and 1€ do not, of course, present any data
regarding the extent of agreement between parents and tcachers
for any specific child. Tables 19 through 24 were desipgned to
provide speci ic information cn extent of agrecwent (or disarree—
ment) between pre and post-ratings by teachers, tcacher pre—~and
parent-post evaluations, and teacher post- and parent—pre ratings

for each student in each of the six groups.
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Table 19, for example, indicates the degree of agrec

. agreenent
or diagreement between Teacher One and the parents in her groun
as they both evaluated the children on the Sehavier Check List.

Initially, the parent and teacher of Student Lane -greed substan—
tially (r =,731) on their responses to the twenty items of the
Behavior Check Tist; at the end o the nrogram, the correlaticn
Detween their responses was even closer (r =.831); and the
correlation between the teacher's pré- and post-judgments

of Student One was .633. A correlaticn of zero wculd mean that
parent and teacher agreed by chance only, and nsgative correiations
indicate various degrees of disagreement. Similar types of inter-
pretations ray be made for Tables 20 to 24 which present the same
informaticn excent for Teachers Two to Six.

L

(]

About two thirds (41 out of 62) o the correlations pre-
sented in Tables 19 to 24 which compare teacher-parent pre-data
cerrelations with teacher-post and parent—pre correlations are
higher in the latter group. This is further evidence that at
the end of the program teachers agreed with parent evaluations
to a much greater degrae than they did at the beginning o™ the
program. Unfortunately, no data are available that allow a com-
parison with parent evaluations o. their children at the end of
the program. 1t appears (see Table 15) that teachers tended to

rate children lower than did the parents at the beginning ol the

_program, but that at the end of the program the later perceptions

of the teachers tended to agree more with the pre-evaluaticns by
the parents.

-3

Another way of examining the relationships between teacher
and parent perceptions of the children is to run t-tests between
the mean ratings of these two grouns. Tables 25 presents these
pre-data for cach teacher and for the group as 2 wlhole. o sig-
nificant difference is found between the mean ratings for Teacher
Cne and the parents of children in her group. In all other in-
stances, there are highly statistically siznificant differences
between parent and teacher pre-cvaluations. Teachier Three was
the only one to assign higher initial ratings to students than
did the parents, and this differcnce was significant at the 01
level. Teachers Twc, Four, Five, and Six consistently rated
the pupils lower as compared to the parent ratin;s. ‘then data
from all six grouns were combined (see Total on Table 25), t= =3.05;
with d£=59, the differcnce uas highly in laver of lewer initial
ratings by tcachers than parents.

Table 25 prcsents a comparison o the narcnt mean ratings
obtained at the besinning o. the procram and rstinss obtained
by the teachers ot Lhe end. Contrasting this Table with Tnble 25
provides further substantiation of the hypothesis that teachers
tended to rate students low at the beginnirng of the program in
comparison tc the parents® ratings but tht these dif{fernences
were reduced to zero (cxcept for Teacher Three) at the end of
the Program. lHouvever, the lack of data on parent percoeptions
at the end of the Frogram mckes it difficult to fully substantiate
this hypothesise.
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OBJWCTIVE 32 TO DRVELOP PAiTUTAL ATTISUTS THAT ARS PFAVCRAZLY
DISPCS#D TCWARDS PRESERTATIONS DWUSIGHKID TO HELP
TIZ1! BOTTER URDIRSTAND THBISALVIS ALD THRIR

CHILDGN,

This objective was evaluated by constructing a semantic
differential-type rating scale for each of the g}ve speaker
presentations. The concept bezing evaluated was”'Your conception
of this session." Parents were asked to indicate their resactions
to bipolar traits on an eight-point numerical scale where 1 always
signified a favorable aspect of the presentation, L was neutral,
and 8 was the most negative response. The Appendix contains
an example of the Speaker “valuation Form.

An examination of Table 27 indicates that Speakers Two and
Three received extremely high ratings by attending parents--the
average being about half-way between the two most favorable cate-
gories. ﬁpwever, Speaker Three received a few more extremely
negative responses (category &) than did the second spezker,
and this is reflected in the increased standard devietion. Still,
it should be pointed out that Speaker Three had the largest num-—
ber of parents at the session wnich might account for the greater
variability in respense.

lNo speaker received an average rating o” more than 2.0
points (high points are unfavorablej, and the mean rating over
all five speakers was 1.699. Considering the small standard
deviation of responses for Speaker Two and the highly favorable
mean rating (L.505), this was probably considered to be the best
presentation fellowad very closely by Speaker Three, and then by
Speakers Five, rour, and Cne, respectively. iowever, even
Speaker Cne was ccnsidered to be excellent. Thus, each speaker
was rated very highly by the parents.

Parent corments were also enccuraged by asking three ques-—
tions on the Sveaker Evaluation Form:l-FHow mizht this session
have beer imnroved; 2-.nat was the most important idea you recei-
ved from this session; 3= hat was the least important idea you
received from this session.

Table 2& swmarizes the comments of ths parents to Session
Cne. FKost parcnts choss not to respond to any ci these questions,
and of those 'sho did, cuestion thrze, in narticular, seemed to
evoke the fewest responses. . uestion two, in cenbrast, led to
a great variety of different responses, but many were so trief
that interprctation was very difficult. [cne—the-less, the two
points brousht out most often were that the early years of
development were most important for mothers and that children
are unigue. The rcinzining responses were ezxtremely general and
could not be categorized more specifically. OCf the 12 persons
respording to question one, 8 responded that either it was too
hot in the room or that the program should start on time.
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Table 29 contains the responses 0. the parents to Session
Two. Again, the pattern of responiing was similar to the first
session's., Thirty-three out of 42 parcnts gave no response to
the first guestion concerning how the session might have been
improved; 5 stated the session was excellent; 1 wanted the session
to begin on time; 2 wanted to talk to more parents; and 1 wanted
an outline of the speaker's presentation.

Guestion two (most important idea) for the second session
led to a great variety of responses. Twenty-three chose not to
respond; 5 perscons stated the main idea of the session to be
the value of vraise; another 5 believed the purpose of the session
was to ask children better questions; and 9 had very general re-
sponses that could fit into no specific category.

Question one in Table 30 concerns methods of improving
Session Three. Of the 58 parents attending, 39 did not respond
to the question; 7 indicated that the presentation was excellent
or needed no improvement; 3 persons each wanted the temperature
in the room lowered, £or parents to be given more time to talk,
and for the ideas to be explained more clearly; 1 suggested -hav-
ing more time; 1 wanted a larger attendance; and 1 suggested
not having the same session again.

CQuesticn %vwo for Session Three had 33 parents not respond-
ing with 12 others believing the main point of the nresentation
was to improve oneself to see changes in others; another 7
persons mentioned the importance of love; 5 vapers could not be
categorized ("humans are neat," "imprint," etc.); and one person
believed that the most important aspect of the presentation was
that attendance was manditory on her(his) part if the child was
to continue in the program.

Forty-cight persons did not respond to cuestion three;
L more believed that everything about the program was [inej ana
the remaining responses had frecuencies of only cne gache.

Table 31 includes the resnonses of parecnts to the fourt
session. This session segemed to encourage nore COnon rasSponses
amonz parents than did the others although many still did not
respond to any of the questions. Sixteen parents, for example,
out of the 23 »resent, did not resrond to qusstion onej i wanted
moba bime to tolk to fcazchers aboud individu-l children; and 1l
each wanted more parents to come, or believed that they should
have been incowizd abcut the tonic to better prepare guestions,
or to lower the classroom temperaturce.

. 7 . : 4
On question two, 16 parents did not respond, and of the
remaining 7, there were 6 who thought the main idea was fleedback
on their ovn children. One parent stated that the most important
jden learned was that parents are trained by their children.
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Minetcen parents did not respond to question thrz=e, and
two more believed that everything was importunt and one parent
Stated that the least important thing learned was the need for
reinforcement;.

Table 32 reports the results of the parental written
resporses to Session Five, On question ore, 30 parents did not
respond out of a total o. 37; 4 wanted more time for questioning
by the audience; and one cach wanted to start sooner after the
coifee break, to have more parents attend, and to fix the rozad
leading to the school.

On Guestion two, 24 parents did not respond; 9 indicated
that the purpose of the ..ssion was to learn to ignore undesirable
behavior rather than punish the child; 2 persons referred to the
types oL services that are avilable to help children with handi-
caps; 1 believed the purpose of the session was to point out
that tax money was being used incorrectly; and one stated that
the session was designed to teach parerts to carry out threats
to children,

The third question was not answered by 33 out of the 37
parents; an additional 3 stated that everything was important;
and 1 felt that the least important aspect of the presentation
was the emphasis on not correctinz a child when he did something
wrong.

An examination of the parent written responses as summapr-
ized on Tables 28 to 32 indicates that most of the parents did
not express their beliefs. Of those who did, many of the comments
will not prove to be of much value in planning for additional
speakers in the future. Hone-the=less, there were some excellent
suggestions given, esvecially when the parents were not askesd to
indicate negative comments. Certainly it was the second question
that oncouraged parents to evaluate what they had heard.

CBJZCTIVE 4: TO DUVELCP? PARSHTAL ATTITUDES THAT ARE FAVORABLY
DISPOSED TC.ARDS THE PROJECT A5 A JHOLE,

The fourth objective of Project C.H.I.L.D. was evaluated
by asking parcnts to complete a Finzl “valuation Form (Sce

Appendix7 vhich consisted of 5 Likert=type itemise. In all instances,

option A was tihe most favorable and opticn D the least favorable.
To be consistent with other instrurents developed for this Pro-
Jject, option A was accorded 1 point, B was given 2 peints, etc.
Tables 33 and 34 summarize the responses to the inal “valuation

Form for parents of the Pre-Kindergarten sample and Pro=rirst
Grade sample, respectively.
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Table 33, ibtem 4 ("ifter being involved with Project o
CeH.I.L.D. during the summer of 1971, I feel that the overall
program was:") was perceived most favorably by parents -in the
Pre~K Croup followed by item 5 ("This is the last summer in which
Project C.H.I.L.D. will receive Federal support. Continuation :

 of the program, next summer, will require the use of local funds. :
As a parent, I feel that the school board and administrators
should consider its continuation:"), Item 1 ("As a result o7
Project C.H.T.LD., my knowledge oI human development and child
rearing practices in general has:"), item 2 ("As a result of Pro- .
ject C.H.I.L.D., mv knowledge concerning the social, emotional, :
and educational abilities ci my hild hass"), and finally, by ?
item 3 ("is a result ol Project C.H.I.L.D,, I feel that my
child's social, cmotional, and educational zbilities haves").
Tho means are 1.100, 1.241, 1.724, 1,800, and 2.069, respectively

-  with the overall mean being 1.585. Some &L% of the parents

B _ responded to options A and B (highly favorable) and no parent

E g ' responded to any of the five items by checking option D (highly

o unfavorable)e. As far as the parents of the Pre-K Group is concerned,
therefore, Project C.H.I.L.D. is perceived by them in a most
favorable light. i :

Ty A

i

iy

A

i

A

The responses of the parents of the pre~first graders are
summarized as these parents tended to evaluate Project C,H.I.L.D,
.somewhat higher than did the parents of those children enrolled
in the Pre~i Group. Again, it appears as if the weakest-part
of the Program was elicited by item 3 (increase in emotional,
social, and educational abilities). Parents saw items 4 and 5
as being equally favorable (means = 1.136). The rank orders of
items rated by the parents in the two groups are almost identical--
what is perceived as valuable for the one group was seen as
. ; valuable by the other. The greatest difference ‘in the responses
o - of the two groups occurred on item 1 which yielded a mean differ-
N ence of .315 in favor of the Pre-K parents. Since these parents
are probably a younger and less experienced group, the advantages
of Project C.H.I.L.D, in increasing their knovledge of human
development and child psychology oyer the more experienced group 2
seems obvicus. 4

Of the 30 narents who responded to the Final BTvaluation
Form (Pre-K Group), & or about 275 made no written commecnts at
all. Sighteen comuented favorably about different aspects of the
program such as: ;

-7y girl is more aware cf things arcund her,

-%very schocl district should have a progran like this

all the tine. R i
~I no longer slap my children..but tell them how T feel.

1
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oty

=y child learned-to get along better with himself
and friends. )

~This wvas very important for my child.

-~ The spcakers and their ideas made me stop and think
about the way I react to my children and their everydaye

problens.,
-1 have good feelings about the program; new insights—-—
personal,

The four pnarents who made .-uggesticns cr who had negative
feelings responded to the program in the following way:

~A longer session would have been more beneficial. ‘
, ~I think it would be & much more imvertant program if
- you could reach some of the children whose parents don't ?
have time or the interest to bring them, ) -2
~The only suggestions concern external problemss possibly =
a list, vrogram phone number or such to formulate car : g
pools; more publicity prior to the sessions..., possibly T3
an ‘outline on the parent's [sic] meetings. . E
-It was an interesting program, but I don't feel it is
important enough to be continuad by local funds. I feel 3
the funds could be better used to lower the student-tea- :
cher ratio.

g

Of the 22 parents comprising the Pre~lst Grouvn, 8 parents
(364) made no written ccmments on the Final Bvaluation Form.
Some o. the typically favorable ccmments made by parents inclu-
ded the followings -

AN

~Speakers were well chosen.

~I have 2 more open mand about my child's abilities. I
don't exvect so much. ‘

~The Program should definitely be continued.

-Ly child seems to look forward to going to school more
than he did.

Only one parent had any comments that could te judged as

negative. This parent scemed to have had a zoocd deal of under-
standing abeut her (his) child prior to the training sessions,
and therefore only had expectations confirmed, ""Another parent
had only favorable comments to malke but coflered some suggestions
for persuading the Board of Education to ccntinue the local
financing of Project C.H.I.L.D.

il
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1971 PﬁOJECT C.H.T.L.D.
TEACHER/STUDENT LISTING FOR SULIER

" Peacher 1 (Cwens)

Bell
Berry
Gordon
Hunt
Karowski
Leickem
Lucy
Paris
Slette
Steffins
Timmerman

O 033 OW £\ 1O -
L L A e b

-
O
3=

Teacher 2 {Boren)

S Boswell
Ii Berg

D Brovn

V Hayes

K Johnston
J Kamp

T Landin
W/ Pervier
C Plattner
Stevenson.
11 M Thomas
12 C Vhalen

O 0O~ WA FW o -

[
o
to

Teacher 3 (Liorrow)

1 K Brood

2 N Gramradt
3 i Horne

4 J Hubbard

5 C Huffman

6 N lorgan

7 L Owens

8 D Palmers

G S Smith

10 T Whitcraft

Teacher L (Fite)

= 0 -] W W o

O

Bodwell
Coaly
Hanson
Henninger
Lewis
iFarshall
Itts
Parish
Cuinnett
Surdrall
thitcraft
tiilson

eSO

=
N
Co

Teacher 5 (¥ykland)

Brawviord
Donaldson
ratland
Johnson
La:ont
Lusy
Kicolai
Fascoe
Aui'fle
Sutcliffe
iralsh
thiting

D 033 OV EWO O
O3 MmaiRaGOo

O

Teacher 5 (Zorgan)

Farrell
Henninger
Jones
Il'itts
Paris
Robertson
Strain
Todd
Tongue
Van de Brake
Wald

2 20 030 OWRE- W O

O
(o RS RN R~ kRl o oy

e S eSS el SR e cunal




it
i

T L

: W..m..wmmmmnmmmmmrmmmwmwwwmmmmwmmmNWWWWWWMWWWWWWWWMWWWMW

e
= L
AT

Teacher N

1 11
2 12
3 10
b 12
5 12
6 11
Totals 68
Grand
Ileans

B .

TAELE 1

PRE AND PCST MWANS AND t-T®STS FOR BACH OF THS
SIX PARTICIPATING THACHER3 USING THE BEAVIOR CHECK LIST

Post

lieans

95409
86,92
105,90
89,67
88475
91400

92.50

Pre

IMeans

91.09
80.50
99.00
83.42
81,08
8L.36

85,18

K

Diffs.

(Keans) 8B Diff, &t  df
L .00 3.32 1.2 10
642 - 2,01 3,19 11
6.90 1.37 5.0, 9
6.25 2.52 2.48. 11
7.67° 1.86 L2 11
6.64 2,30 2.89 10

o
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TABLE 2

™

LEAN ITEM SCORES CBTAINED BV “ﬁCH STUDENT (N=11) AS
DETE

RETIGD 2Y PaB AND POST RATIEGS BY TRACHWR ONE
Degrees of Freedom = 19

WA
T

0
i

Differcnce
Student Post liean Pre lMean In Leans t P

T 543 L8 .5 3.58 /.01
2 2.8 2.3 .5 3.94 /.01
3 6.7 6.1, 3 3.6 /.01
L Lol 3.9 o2 2,03 XS
5 349 b3 ~ ol ~3.20 /01

6 542 5.4 - 2% ~ .68 NS

7

8

9

G

L5 5.2 - 7% ~-1.67 NS
3.8 3.7 1 .81 NS
L1 bl 0 .00 KS
10 6.6 5.9 .7 5.48 /.01
11 L8 k.5 .3 1.38 1

* = Lower ratings on post evaluation
NS = Not Significant

0 s B o b bt




TABLE 3
" MEAN ITELi SCORES OBTAINED BY EACH STUDRNT (i=12) AS
DETERLINED BY PR AND PCST RATIFGS 8Y TWACHWR TO

(Degress of Freedom = 19)

¢ Difference

: Student Post lMean Pre liean In Keans L P
3 07 3 e 7 0 .Oo NS
3e2 2.7 «50 3.25 [.Ol

lo5 a2 3 1.75 NS
5.7 5.6 1 1.45 NS
hel 3.0 1.1 6.2k /.01
5.5 5.3 .2 1.37 NS
3.8 3.5 3 2.52 /.05
2 2.4 0 .00 XS
5.0 b7 3 2.85 /.01
holy 3.6 .8 5.81 /.01

Ol N 0y W N

10
11 546 L.8 .8 2.85 /.01
12 © 5,2 5.1 C W1 .35 NS

NS = Not significant
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TABLE 4

ITAN ITGiI SCORZS OBTAINED BY BACH STUDENT (NM=10) AS
DETERMINGD BY PRE AND POST RATINGS BY TSACHER THREE

(Degrees of T'reedom = 19)

=

0
;

i

Y

i

Difference
Student, . Pogt liean Pre llean In leans t

V]

T Ly

5.7 . 5. C .3 2.85 /01
6.l 5.7 A 2.63 /05
lye9 b3 : .6 3.9, /.01
5.0 hb ol 3.56 /.01
L5 3.8 7 " 433 /-01
57 5.6 1 1.83 NS

5.5 5:6 - .1 ~ .57 NS

.8 b6 I 2.52 /.05
a9 4.5 A4 305 /.01
6.3 - 6.0 .3 2.04 - NS

a1 Gy W W N

i
1

H O
o

T e e T s e e e e R D R RS R

¥ = Lower ratings on post evaluations
XS = Hot significant

{ ;U . A i
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TABLE 5

MEAN ITZM SCORES OBTAINED BY EACH STUDENT (1i=12) AS
DETARLIINSD BY THE PRE AND POST RATINGS CF TTACHER FOUR

O 6 ~ O W W N,

R SR
N = O

Student

(Degrees of Freedom = 19)

Post, Liean Pre Nean

Difference
In leans

|t
{~o

5.5 5.0
b5 Lok
5.1 5.0
2.3 2.6
3.4 3.2
5.6 b5
L5 3.7
ok b5
5.9 5.2
5.0 b7
5.2 L5
2.9 3.0

* = Lower ratings on
NS =~ Not Significant

.5 2,70 /05
1 .53 NS
.1 .18 NS
- 3 ~1.83 NS
L2 1,07 NS
1.1 2.81 /05
.8 3.68 /.01
-, 1% -1.14 NS
7 4,27 /0L
3 2,04 NS
7 3.32 /01
- W1 - W51 NS

Fost Evaluation

M

i

il

e

B

i

R e AT N

il

M e A

i

i




e

PGSl

TABLE 6

MEAN ITEM SCORZS OBTAINED BY WACH STUDENT (K=12) AS -
DETSRAFINED BY THE PRW AIFD POST RATIHGS OF TSACHER FIVDS

(Degrees of Fraedom = 19)

) Difference
Student Post liean Pre lMean In lieans

Le? 4.0 7 4.95
3 . 3.3 1 90
5.2 5.0 2 1.71
4.8 L.2 0 3.94
5.2 5.1 .1 .70
3.9 3.0 9 5.67
5.2 Lol g 3.85
4.8 o3 .5 2.65
Lol 3.9 .2 2.18
ol 4.0 1 .81
Bl 3.6 5 3,88
L.0 L.l o1¥ - .18

O 0B N O W\ W e

-
N O O

¥ = Lower ratings on mpst evaluation
NS = Not Signicant
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TABLE 7

MEAN ITFH SCORES CBTAINED BY BACH STUDENT (N=11) AS
DETERLINED BY TH® PRE AND POST RATIEGS OF TEACHER SIX

(Degrees of Freedom = 19)

Differc¢nce
Student Post lMean  Pre lMean In [eans & P
1 6.2 5.8 Lo 2,04 NS
2 3.5 3.3 ) 1.83 NS
3 be5 3.6 9 -1.00 NS
ok Lo8 o3 5 3.68 /.01
5 L3 k3 0 .00 NS
6 ol b3 1 1.00 NS
7 5.8 b8 1.0 4.99 /.01
8 ) 3.0 1.2 3,04 /05
9 "5.8 | 5.5 3 2,04 - NS
10 3.9 3.6 3 1.93 NS
11 he2 L2 0 .00 - XS

NS = Not signiiicant
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TABLE 8

FREQUENCI®S AND PROPORTION OF STUDENTS IN
VARIOUS GROUPS SHOWING SIGNITFICART AND NOU-
SIGHNIFICANT IMPROVEMEWNT AND LOWER RATIKGS

bt I S e S
f p f p T P
L .36 1 .09. 3 « 27
& 50 O .00 4 «33
7 70 O 00 2 .20
5 42 0 00 &4 .33
7 58 0 00 & .33
3 .27 0 Q0 5 45
32 447 1 01 22 32

Zero
Hon-Significant Gain or
l.osses Loss
T ) b D
2 o138 1l Nele
0 .00 2 <17
1 .10 0 .00
3 25 0 .C0
1l .08 0 .00
1 .09 2 .12
8 .12 5 .07
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TABLE 9

lieans and Standard Deviations of Item Resnonses on the Behavior

Check List ‘for Teacher One (Both Pre and Pcst Data Reported)
and for Parents.

il

Teacher Teacher
Post UData Pre-Data
Fean pean

Parents
Fean

Iven 1 5.46

4.91 L.22

- 5.18 5.G0 3.89

5.55 L 5.55 5.00

5.C9 L.55.
.91 . L .64

5.55 ‘ 5.36
5.36 ’ 5.G9

5.11
L4.22
L.89
5.C0
L.55
L.78
L.11
L.78
Lobh
4.67
L.67
L.78
L.67

L.82 . L.82
L.27 a 4.09
418 - BT
3.82

L.27

L.36

.55

5.C9 >

L .61l &G L.G9
L.82 L.73 L.11
L.64 L.6L L.56
L.64 1.29 C4.18 1 5.44
L.27 1.69 '

Y L.78
Totzls* 95.46 23.86 '

e 91.C9 22.97 92.67
#Based on 4 poins scale over 20 items '
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TABLE 10

I.eans z2nd Standard Deviations of Item Resnonses on the Behavior
Check List for Teacher Two (Both Pre and Post Data ;Leoorted) and
for Par=nts.

N-12
Teacher Teacher
Post Data Pre Data Farents
~ MNean SD Tean SD Fean $D 3
Item 1 T .25 1.06 L.67 .89 L .50 1.45 '
2 .08 1.08 3.42 1.66 L2l 1.22 %
3 450 1.00 b.17 .9l 5.3 1.2, |
Bt 433 .89 3.92 .90 5.25 87 o
5 5.17 .84 L.75 .75 k.56 1.31 :
6 L.25 62 L.25 .62 5.25 1.29
7 L.50 . W52 L.25 .75 L.67 1.50
8 L.00 1.21 4.00 1.28 L.33 1.23 .
9 L.25 1.42 L.17 1.47 L.CC 1.95 , &)
10 L.67 1456 3.92 1.68 o 50 1.31
11 4 .90 1.21 3442 1.24 L33 1.07 :
12 3.92 173 3.59 1.93 56 132 -
i5 375 1.29 3.5C 1.45 L.L2 1.38 3
1l 5.25 .97 L .50 1.17 5.17 1.12 f
i5 Lo ly2 .52 525 . L5 - 5,17 1.12 i
16 k.17 1.40 L.CC 1.41 .75 1.36 5
17 b.25 1.66 3.58 1.98 bG8 1.5
16 .08 1.56 3.92 1.73 L.75 .27
19 L.83 1.19 L.5C 1.31 5.08 .59
2C 3.92 1.38 3.75 S1.22 L.25 1.29
Totels*  &7.58 15.23 8.050 21.G0 G3.25 16.26
*¥3ased on 7 point scale over 20 items
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TABLE 11

lieans and Stancdord Deviations of Item Responses on the Behavior
Check List for Teacher Three (both Pre and Post Data Reported)
arid for Parents. )

1= 8
Post Pre Post Pre Post Pré
Teacher Teacher Parent
hean SD - Mean JE) Iean 5D
Ttem 5.G0 22 Fept 1.08 3.75 1.39

1

2 5.00 &2 L.20 1.32 3.63 1.92
3 : 5.5C &5 5.10 .99 5.50 .76
L 5.5C .71 5,10 .88 5.50 1.41

5 5.10 7L L .9G <7k L.00 1.07
6 5.0 AL L9 .99 K75 1.04 4
7 5.60 .8l 5.60 8l 5.00 .93

R G b R O b e e T T

8 5,00 .67 I .90 L L.E8 1.13
9 5.50 1.37 6,00 1.41 4;25 1.49
10 5.60 BE-Y R e 1.16 k.13 1.64
il 5.30 .82 L.9C 1.01 L.75 1.C4

ey Tt e e O R

12 5.5C .97 L .9C 1.45 5.5C 1.69
13 - 5.30 .82 5.CC .94 k.50 .93
1k 5.20 1.03 L .90

R

i

Fmd
L]

AW
N

5.38 1.19
15 5.90 N 5.5C .E5 5.25 1.567
16 5.C0 1.16 L.7C

[P
I~
N

4.0 1.85
17 Jy .80 1.14 .70 1.16 3.63 1.30
18 5.00 9L, 70 .95 5.13 1.36
19 5,40 .69 L. 70 1.25 5.13 1.64
20 4.90 .68 L.96 . 1.01 413 1.25

T e R L

Total* 1.5.¢5 12.51 99.00 14.90 92.75 13.€6

& Based on 7 point scale over Z0 items.
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K TABLE 12

Means and Standard Deviations of Item Responses on the Behavior
Check List for Teacher Four' (both Pre and Post Datz Revorted)
and for Parents.

=11
Teacher Teacher ! | ’
Post Dzta Pre Dsta Pzrents
) 5500 85 ey o rn T
2 L.42 1.44 3.2 1.31 5.C0 1.0C
3 L33 1.07 L 3.83 -Gk 5,09 €3
b 4.CO 1.04 3.42 .90 3.91 9L
5 - 4.58 1.08 4 .50 1.08 5.4 1.23
6 L33 - 1.16 L.25 1.06 T .82 .98
7 5.58 1.17 5.83 1.34 5.09 1.22
8 3.75 1.77 3.92 1.78 4.18 1.08
.9 '3.50 1.89 3.67 1.92 4.18 1.17
" 10 by . GO 135 .00 1.41 Le27  1.68
11 3.67 130 3,78 .97 3001 1.14
12 L.33 . 1.67 L.25 1.36 L.91 1.64
13 L.25 1.22 Le17 1.12 L.82 1.25
14 L.75 1.55 .1 1.47 L.E2 7
15 L.75 1.06 L.L2 .66 5.46 1.51
16 B 5.08 1.31 L.42 .96 5.18 1.94
17 .92 1.83 4.GO 1.21 §.73 1.68
18 4 .83 1.40 L.58 1.56 4.55 1.57
19 5,17 1.70 L.y2 1.51 L.82 | 1.66
20 k.42 2.02 417 1.34 L.82 1.7
Totzl®  £9,67 22.4C 84.08 . 17.66 93.82 15.35

* Based on 7 point scsle over 20 items ‘

— 1




TABLE 13

Means and Standard Deviations of Item Responses on the Behavior
Check List for Teacher Five (both Pre and Psot iteported)
and for Parents.

K = 12

13 k.75
1, 475
15 L.08
16 L.58
17 ’ 4.50
18 L.55
19 Y k42

20 4.33
Totals* £9.08

2.22

11.81

L.CC
4.25
L.CO
L.L2
L.42
5.33
L.42
L.35
g1.c¢

1.13
75
.GC
.66
.0
€9
.9G

1.22

12.28

* Based on 7 point scale ofver 20 itenms.

10 408 .99 342 .90 3.63
11 k.25 .62 3.25 62 b o8
12 b+ 50 1.17 3.92 1.24 b2

5.C8
L.92
L.92
L.50
h.67

L.4y2
5.08

L.5¢8
93.C0

Teacher Tezcher
Post Data Pre Datz Parents
Mean ob iean ) oD Mean SC

1 L.25 .75 3.50 .91 L .92 1.24
2 4.50 .91 3.83 L 5.08 144
3 L.58 1.24 L.33 1.61 5.42 1.24
L L.33 .65 3.58 .79 4.92 1.16
5. L.58 .66 " L4.08 . 99 L.25 1.42
6 4.33 .89 3.92 1.24 L.83 1.47
7 L.33 .19 L.17 .58 4.50 1.17
g 4.33 1.07 L.C8 1.4k L.o17 1.47
9 5.GC L.G2 2.35 Loh2 1.78
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TABLE 14

lieans and Standard Deviations of Item Responses on the Behavior
Check List for Teacher Six (both Pre and Post Reported) and for

T A TR e

Parents.
N = 10
gggghggta gizcggga Farents
Mean oU f:ean Sh lLean ol
1 k.55 1.81 L.18 1.89 4.10 1.29
2 L.18 . 1.78 3.62 1.72 L.70 1.16
3 6L 1.36 L.82 1.33 5.0C 1.16
L L.36 1.03 L.CO 1.41 L.4C .66
5 L. 46 1.37 L.47 1.29 3.80 .92
6 L.73 1.19 L .6k i1.21 L.8C .79
7 L.73 1.42 L.55 1.51 L.50 1.27
§ 173 1.19 LT3 1.19 1,80 - .92
9 3.82 T 2.48 3.82 2,43 4 .20 1.C3
1G L.27 1.75 3.36 2.06 L.10 L7k
11 4.C9 1.45 3% 1.63 I 20 .79
12 L.36 1.50C 3.55 1.75 5.20 1.39
13 Lo 1,6 1.29 L.18 1.08 4.L0 .97
1 L.6L 1.63 L .GC 1.95 L.EC 1.G3
15 L.82 1.08 L.64 1.C3 5.00 9
16 4.18 1.40 409 1.45 L .20 1.23
17 LT3 1.35 be55 .93 o 10 1.29
16 L.73 1.62 L.27 1.74 L .30 .68 %
19 6.64 .67 5.62  1.25 5.00 1.05 %
20 3.91 1.45 3.6) 1.12 L LG 1.17 %
Tgtals* 91.CC 16.26 64,73 16.64 90, GG 12.70 %
f} ¥ Based on 7 point scale over 20 items 2

il




TASLE 15

Means and Standard Leviations of Item Responses on the Behsvior
Check Lists Totals over all Six Teachers and all Parents

. N = 62

Teacher Teacher Parents
Meigit Dat”aSD Meggi bate SD leans
L.91 1.16 L3 1.28 L2
L5k 1.32 L.82 1.37 L. L8

. .82 1.17 1.60 1.25 5.2l
.57 1.03 4 .C6 1.15 L.82
L.79 1.05 L.54 1.01 L.26
L.Th 1.07 4.53 1.09 },.90
5.00 1.08 L.89 1.21 L.77
Lohl 1.41 L.38 1.4 L.L5
Lob3 . 2.G8 Lol 2.09 L,.29
Lal 139 3.96 1.5C .16
L.16 1.23 3.75 1.25 L.31
L.46 1.45 L.Cb 1.45 L.79
Lo 16 1.20 L*%5 1.20 L.66
L.85 1.26 L.3L 1.35 L.95
L.81 1.01 L. 50 &6 5.G9
L. 60 1.34 L.28 1.31 L.58
L.67 1. 44 L.31 1.35 L .26
L.63 1.32 L.39 1.5 L.59
5.16 1.30 L .66 1.35 . 5.C8
L.28 1.42 L.18 1.33 L .50

i lhnmu?mu&nn‘mﬂ;u\wimum(»uﬁ»‘uu\m}Mmlﬁu%)MWu«mhm1fwm:h1ﬂhtﬁdmﬁiiwiﬁmﬂhﬂ;umuﬂﬁﬂm
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=
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£
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=:
=
=
=

A L

Tovalsfa.7,  18.93 £6.35 18.39 92.36

% Based on 7 point scale over 20 iteus
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TABLE 16

Median Correlations between Pre and Post Student Rankings
by teacher on the fiehavior Check Lisy

Correlation
Teacher (Pre=Post) Ranges N
1 .738 .068 to .851 11
2 .739 .250 to .955 12
3 .835 .396 to 926 10
L .723 ) .207 to .870 12
5 .723 .118 to .903 12
6 952 -.087 to 1.0660 11
Total .736 ~.087 to 1.CCC 68
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TABLE 17

i‘edian correlustions between Pre-measures of teachers and Pre-rating
by parents on the Behavior Check List !

Teacher Teacher and Parent Pre Ranges‘ N

1 0,7 ~.180 to .731 9

2 .176 -.101 to .563 12

3 131 -.228 to .453 &

4 .318 -.C65 to .612 11

5 348 -.239 to .493 12

6 .166 -.331 to .747 1C ;
Total .171 -.331 to .747 62
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TADLE 18

l‘edian correlations between Post measures of teachers and Pre-Ratings
by parents on the Behavior Check List

Teacher teacher post and .parent pre Ranges N

145 +451 to .831 9
304 -.101 to .558 12
250 . 006 to .LE8 8
.350 ~.237 to .960 11
.37%, -.189 t0.822 12

6 .161 -.151 to .771 10
Total 277 ~.451 to 960 62

[

4
i

W W N e

T T T

il

Wi

il

=
E
=
=
=
3
=
2
2

ot e A b

oW 8 H

el T

b




T T R

o T

TR -

Blicactay 2o 2 T8 SR

A s

SHT - 880° - ' 685" 1T
Oy ozt - 890° ot
160° ggz: - e 6
esTe | Lho* T5¢° 8
OLT® 4014 oLL* L
eqep 9gaTdwoout ejep a39Tdwodout Hehe : 9
eTT* rA [0 A LoL: 4
eqep 999TdwodUT elep 2397dwoout L6L* v
6%~ 03t*- hehe £
€09° A k% 203* ¢
TEQ" . TEL® 210 T
STOT3E19440) SUOT2ETHIIOD . SUOT3EToJII0) jua;nag
axd Juaazd pue 2s0d JIYOEB3Y, 1504 uaaed pue axd JISYOEI] 9S0d - aJad JI9Yded],

ASTT S05U) JOTABUSE dyq UC 214 Saualed pu® 3504 2U) IdYI23],
:1504 S3UaIEd PUB Bxd dUQY JdYJe@], :9uUQ JI9Yded] J0F SITuTIeLY 3SOJ pue axd usen3aq SUOTIB[AII0)

*y

6T d14VdL |




,w
:
ﬁ
]

g

B o

s
ik i e g e A A

on¢: €95 2 Al
| Lhz - T0T°- 2L9" T
107 - 610" 0sz" ot
150" 050 718 6
w £91°~ ¢LO = Y1 Q
62° €T" LLSG® L
W agh 292 L 9

1 fche L ¢
m 1€€° . 19¢.° L99" K]
: g9¢¢” hie 6L £
{ gec 9TT" | ¢l 4
M 9g92* LLe 666" 1

. SUOTABT2JLJL00 SUOTAET2aJI0) MQOHQEHQ.H-HOU U,o.mm«.u_ﬂp.u.m

m 2ad auaaed pue 804 Joaydeay], Odd PﬂG.HQn_M pue axdg .Hmsoﬁ.mh. 180 - aJad -Hmvﬂnumu.ﬁ

38T S05U) JOTAEUOH 9yl U0 dJgy SqudaeJ pue 3804 OML J0Y0ea],
axd S3uaJ2] PUE dXEJ OM] JBYIBYJ  IOM] JOUYITIY JO s3uTq®y 2S0Jd PUB JL] UIEMIIQ SUOTIELTIIIO)

02 W18Vl

IC.

IText Providad by ERIC.

ke

e T A




» Lgiret

A M

Y

et e D A DHERAY R aPLIY A e (AR g SN TR RO IR S

ee: L0° 809° ot -
, sge: | oLe: 96L* 6
w eqep 949TdWOoUT eqep o3aTdwodut 626° 9
2g* csne .99 ,. L
900" §L0*- 263" 9
w gtz gz~ 96¢* s
W eqep 9q97dwodut e}ep mpmﬂm%oouﬂ Geg” Y
| 690° 9tT* | €63° £ .
gTe" £og” €LS" A
Qpe* 95T"* ghg* T
SUOTIE10Id00 i wsoﬁumﬂmhnoo SUOTJETOII0D quapnag
" aaxd Sauaged pue 2SO0J JI9YOEI], a1d quaaeJ pue axd JIayoea] - 2SO0 = axd JI9Yded]

ST 305U JOTAEUSY oYl U0 J9d Squaged pue qs0] 99JayJ] I9yded]
adg SquUeX2d pus oJad 99Jay] I9Yyoeal oaxy] Joyoea] Jo sBuraey 3SOJ PueR dIJ UIIMJIQ SUOTIBTIILIO)

T2 T18YL

VIS Sy eTaeeman,
T R NIRRT s e comny e A

TR

s

T T

T

L

-RIC




|
i
¥

s d SN

AR 7k AT sl

-

UATAIGS e e e L Rt

€3¢ Jhgee 62g8° [A¢

€61 €t Lv9 T
710° - 700°*~ GLL® oT
6t 6ot €95 6
0LS*® . : c19° oLg* 8
eqep 9297dWOdUT . eqep ajeTdwodut 266° L
096 . e1e" 29g" . 9
64t 66€° LSL® ¢ '
0s¢€” TEE® v pEg” Y
e €9z Loz* €
LEZ = $90°~ A {2 <
A A . | L2t SOL*® T
SUOTJE[9IX0D) : SUOT3E{ 00D SUOTJ9[9JaI0D TUpNag
axd qualed puB 9S0d J9UDEI] aad auaJged vcmﬂmpm pwnomwa 9504 = aad IaYyoesdy]

45T No0oUn JA0TABUSY 2Ya U0 axd Wp:mnmm pue 3504 JanoJ JI8Ydea]
oxd quaded DUB Y JNOJ JOYOEI], an0g JSYDE3] I0F sBuriey 1504 Pue dId USIMIDQ SUOTIBIIIIO)

22 JTI8VL

T T




*
{
i
i
i
H
{
¥
!
i
!
;

0ST* 9m0* 9TT* rAs
8.9 H6€* 2€6° Tt
68T °~ - 6tec- 0s8° ot
m T She L2g* 6
W 120° 080" 205 * 8
| 95¢€* T - 906 * L
g0zt | coc ccLe 9
g6gs - ozh* ozg* 1
(44 d LT 129* N
030°~ 660°— €06° €
' 91 60%* 269° rA
| 209° . €6 . 958° T
SUOTIAELoIA0) SUOTIE[24I07 SUO T3] 0aJd0) quopnag
axd quaJged pue 1sod Jaydeay axg quaxed v:m. aad a8yoea] 180d~ 9Id J9Ydea]
i AUEEE D E o o o ve douotoy o3 sSuTaeH 1961 PUE o1d USGNIEq SUOTASTELION

4 : - €z aTavl

ARl

=

S o

G

‘ - JOR
B 2]

mm] :




G S G

AR oy R, A

AP

et et L G A U N

! . .
;
M 625° 6£S 186° 1T
Lge" 681" 169° ot
W, oet* gt cL6" 6
€00° - 6€0° - L20°- ig
16T - 1€€ - 495 L
x 33 1€5° 266° 9
onT* onrt* 000° T S
W eqEp 9%9Tdwodut eqep ajoTdwoout €26° q
gho° 9TT "~ 026° €
m (A3 S8T° 266° 2
. TLL® Ll TAN T
” W mQOHpmehsoo. chﬁaﬁHmhhoo SUOTFE[OII0) juapnis
axd queaed pue 3s0od JIs8Yoes] axd quaged pue axJ J9yde3] 9504 - 2ad J°8yde?9]

i_.,éq

3STT 0eY) JO0TABYySYH ¥Y
saag juoaed pue aad XTS JI9Yydea]

e S A

I

4 U0 a4 Sjusaged pue 3s0d XTS JIYIEI]
:x1g aoyoesl xoJ sBuraey 4S0J PUe dXJ USAMI3Q SUOTIETIILIO)

2 214Vl

n




e s T .
B R IR TR R Gogoc,n e  ephmnsth o bpenra o R i o i e S e ety n = et Ao m % mem e v x v ewme o

TABLE 25

Differences Between Feans and t-tests for Teachers and Parents

A s AR el

on the Behavior Check List (Pre-Data Only)

liean Difference

Teacher Ii  Teacher Minus Parents SE Diff t af P
1 9 1.66 5.58 .29 8 N3 *
2 1C -17.10 1.28 =~13.35 9  <.01
f 3 8 9.25 2.13 L.35 7 4.0l
L 11 ~9.55 2.0, -4.68 10 <.01
5 12 -16.17 1.65 -9.80 11 <.01
6 10 =5.70 1.63 -3.49 9 <01
Total 60 -7.30 2.39 -3.05 59 &.C1 ‘I
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TABLE 2

Differences Between lieans and t-Tests Between Teachers (Post) and
Parents (Pre) Evaluations on the Behavidor Check List.

&

] lMean Difference
Teacher N (Teacher minus Parent) SE Diff t df 0

s WA

1 9 6.33 3.31 1.91 & NS

2 12 =7.75 4.39  =1.77 11 NS

’ 3 8 16.25 5.4,  2.98 7 «£.C5
L 11 -5.9ﬂ 6.80 -.87 10 . NS

5 12 ~4.25, 6.17 -.69 11 NS

6 10 .60 5.Cl .12 10 KS
Total 62 -.25 2.29 ~.11 61 NS
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TABLE 28
Parent Yritten Responses to Sesseion One

N = L8

Question One: How might this session have been improved?

No response = 36

Room was too hot = 3

Start on time = 5

Discuss the film = 2

Tell what the child did = 2

Question Two: What was the most important idea you received
from this session?

No response = 23

Too he~ to think = 1
Value of understanding and training in early years =4

Each child is his own self = I

liot to be strict =1

Comments regarding attending all sessions and meaning of Project 2

I'iscellancous comments; "“parent-child relztionship,®™ “how to
vrenare children for school" etc.

Guestion Three: 'hat was the least imsortant idea you received
ircm this session?

lio res»yonse = 4O
Everything was imoortant = 7

Too hot to think =1

o o T
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“PABLE 29
Parent Written Response to Sessions Two
N =42

Question One: How might this session have been improved?

Vo reswonse = 33
. Excellent as oresented =
Start on time = 1
Be able to talk to more parents = 2
An outline of the talk could have heljea = 1

GQuestion Two: ‘'hat was the most imvortant idea you received
from this session?

lio response = 23

Value of praise = 5

Asking questions properly = 5

Liscellzneous comments: llelo child develop into a true nerson,"
tyrderstand your child or try to,"

Question Three: what was the lcast imwsortant idea you received
from this session?

o response = 35
Everything was important =

That each person is unique




TABLE 30

Parent Written Responses to Session Three

N=58

Question One How might this session have been imnroved?

No response = 39
Excellent as presented = 7

Lower the temperature in the room = 3

=
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Let parents talk more = 3

Make ideas clearey; too vague = 3

Need more time = 1 -
Have more neople attend =1

Imdrove session by not having it again = 1

Question Two Vhat was the most imoortent idez you received
irom this session?

Ko response = 3

Improve oneself to see changes in others = 12

=
i
=

Importance of love = 7

S a3 3

Iiscellaneous ("Listening to peonle's thoughts," "woman's
role as mother," "humans are necat," “imprint,") =5

Attendance is mandatory if child is to continue in school = 1

Guestion Three What was the least imrortsnt ides vou received
iromn this session?

Mo response = 48
Everything was importa;t =

Treat every member of fzmily as a guest = 1
Recetitious material about love = i

Speaker is wrong about love aroducing a oerfect child = 1
Percentages = 1 |

That potential of seld is covered up = i

Things I already know about = 1
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TABLE 31

-

Parent Written Responses to Session

N=23

Question one How might this session hsve been imnroved?

No resnonse = 16

Wanted time to talk to teachers about individual child = 4

More parents should come

Should have been told topic in advance to prenare better

Lower classroom temnerature

Question two  what is the most imoortant idea vou have received

Ko resnonse = 16

irom this session?

Feedback on individual child

Parents are trzined by their children

received

Question thiee “hat was the lepst im-ortant idea vou

No resvonse = 1Y
Everything was imnortant

weed for reinforcement =

from Lh's session?




(i

R

TABLE 32

Parnet Written Responses to Session Five

N=37

R

Guestion One" How might this session have been imponved ?

o response ' = 30 ‘ ;
liore Time for questions = 4
Start sooner after coffee break =1

Have more parents attend = 1

Fix road into school '= 1

Cuestion Two T'hat was the most imnortant idea you received from
this session?

No response = 24 _

Ignore bad behavior =9 :

Services available for all finds of handicaps = 2
Tax money being used wrong =1 ;
Cerry out thresats to children =1 I

r‘. i T . » - »
<uestion Three What wes the least imvortent idea you received

from tnis session?

0o response = 33

o,

Everything was important = 3

liot to correct child when they do something wrong = 1

s

T,




s o e

TABLE 34

Responses on the Parent Final Evaluation Form:

Pre-rirst Grade

3
=
E
%

ResponsSe Distribution

Item A B C D lMeans
i 2 3 A

1 Frequency
Proportion 9 9
i

2 Frequency
Proportion 7 G 6 G 1.95L

i 3 Frequency

; Pronortion 6 & 5 3 2.227
.27 .36 .23 1k ’
I, Frequency
Proportion 15 3 0 v 1.136
L0 W14 O 0
5 Frequency
C 1.136

Proportion 19 3 6]

Option Totals 60 32 15 3
Cotion Pronortions ¢55 .29 .13 .C3

Grand lNeans 1.418
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TABLE 33

Resronses on the Parent Final ILvaluation Form:

Grand l‘eans

Pre~Kindergarten
' Resnonse Distribution
Ttem A B C D KR " Means
1 2 3 4
1. Frequency
Proportion 12 13 L C 1
L 43 .13 C L3 1.7214
2. Frequency
Froportion 11 i 5 C C
.37 L7 .16 C G 1.6CC
.3+ Frequency
" Pronortion 8 11 1G G 1
.26 .37 .33 v .G3 2.069
L. Frequency .-
Proportion 27 3 C 0 0
.90 13 C ¢ 0 1.2CC
5. Frequency
Proportion 21 6 2 0 1
70 {0 L2¢ .Cb V) .C3 1.241
Option Totals 79 L7 21 O 3
Option Proportions.53 .31 A ¢ .2
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PROJECT C.H.I.L.D.

Phase 11
1971-72
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Phase IX
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Phase IX
Project C.H.I.L.D. s
1971-72
Phase II of Project C.H.I.L.D. began in January and terminated in June of

1972, the last year of the contract award. This phase involved a series of
teacher workshops and workshops for parents. The objectives and methods
employed to evaluate the goals of this phase of the project include the
following:
Objective 1: To Increase the Parents Bank of Knowledge On Means

To Assist Their Children To Become More Successful
In School

A subjective semantic-differential rating sheet is being used to measure
the influence of Project C.H.I.L.D. on parental attitudes and knowledge. This
instrument is administered to all parents attending the evening meetings.
Questions relating to the usefulness, importance, and interest value of the
discussion, as well "as important ideas gained by parents, are obtained in this
manner. These will be tabulated on a sliding one to eight scale, with numerical
as well as anecdotal values being obtained.

Objective 2: Assist, through Teacher and Parent Training, Children in
Building a Stronger Self-Image and Other Social-Emotional
Skills Which Promote Success in School

During the last several months of Phase II all teachers who have been
involved in the training will be asked to evaluate the progress of their
children in social-emotional skills. A modified version of the developmental
profiles which accompanies the Human Development Program will be used. This
instrument is intended to measure the following areas of competence.

(A) Awareness

1. Self-Awareness ~ The aware child knows how he feels, what he
thinks, and what he is doing. Although he is conscious of
himself, he is not self-conscious, insecure or embarrassed. This
awareness does not produce anxiety. He accepts and can acknowledge
how he really feels, thinks and acts.

2. Sensitivity to Others - The sensitive child is concerned about the
well-being of other people. He readily ascertains what others are
feeling and adjusts his behavior in ways that are thoughtful and
beneficial to them without relinquishing his personal identity or
beliefs.




i
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(B) Mastery

1. Self-Confidence - The confident child is eager to try new things.
He is self-assured and realistic when coping with challenge. His
acceptance of himself permits freedom of expression which is

natural and uninhibited without being overly dramatic or exhibi-
tionistic.

2. Effectiveness ~ The effective child copes appropriately. He is
emotionally stable and flexible enough to successfully implement
his own desires or meet the external demands of his environment.

(C) Social Interaction

1. Interpersonal Comprehension - The child possessing this ability
is better able to comprehend the effects of his behavior on other

people. He knows how to help other people understand his
emotions, thoughts and behavior.

Tolerance ~ The tolerant child recognizes and accepts individual
differences. He accepts and gives full regard to others who
have different feelings, thoughts and reactions than his own.
But he does not necessarily approve or yield to their influences.

Objective 3: Develop a Core of Elementary Teachers Trained in Methods of

Interaction in Early Childhood Education and to Increase Their

Ability in Identifying and Implementing Strategies to Handle
Classroom Problems

As with parents, a semantic differential method of measurement will be
used' to evaluate the effectiveness of Phase II in meeting this objective. All
teachers enrolled in the workshops will complete this measure and submit it

for tabulation on the eight point sliding scale. Anecdotal remarks are also
requested and these will be summarized in the evaluation.

In addition, video tapes have been made with all teachers in the workshops.
Groups of involved teachers are meeting to discuss the effects of their
particular teacher-student style of interaction. Comments from these discussion

sessions indicate that this is a very valuable experience for teachers. - This
will provide additional data on the effectiveness of the program.

The format and timeline for the Phase II workshops is detailed in the

following chart:

P
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CRELER

PROJECT C.H.I.L.D. WORKSHOPS

1971-72 School Year

Grade Date Consultant

I. Initial Training Workshops

Kindergarten, First Grade,

Primary Special Education, Jan. 16-21, 1972 Dr. Mike Trujillo
and Junior Primary

Second and Third Jan. 23-28, 1972 Berni Nelson

Fourth, Fifth and Sixth, _
and Intermediate Sp. Ed. Feb. 13-18, 1972 Jim Ballard

II. Follow-Up

=

All Grades One week in late Jim Ballard
- April
All of the Initial Training Workshops were designed to provide a maximum
of both theory and actual in-class help by the Consultants while, hopefully,

not placing unrealistic time expectations on teachers who already are crowded

for available time. The attached diagram illustrates the design which is

KL A s B 3L

being used to incorporate these desirable characteristics.
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Consultant Activities and Evaluation

Between January 16 and January 21, 1972, Dr. Mike Trujillo, University of

California (San Diego, Extension), held a series of workshops on human develop-

ment for kindergarten, first grade, primary special education, and junior

brimary teachers. The outline of activities and the evaluation is as follows:

Flow Chart for lst and 2nd H.D.P. Workshop

i 4
SUNDAY | XONDAY ) cumsoay Y eowEspay

Notices 4o}
Co Out %o

AM. ~ 9:00
10:00
11:00
12:00

— - wy m iy
e . —— Y
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Staff participation in this workshop was considered to be excellent since
all but four teachers attended who were eligible. In addition to the eight
teachers who participated in the workshop, the district nurse and dis;rict
speech and hearing specialist also attended. Of the four teachers unable to
attend, two indicated that they would be able to participate in the February
workshop. —_—

To evaluate this session, all participants were asked to complete a semantic
differential scale containing nine bi~polar adjectives to evaluate the concept

"This Workshop." The N for this phase of the evaluation was 11. A sample of

the semantic differential scale appedrs below as Figure 1.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

A Good Bad
B.r Important Unimportant
C Useful Useless
D Pleasant . Unpleasant
E Valuable . ' Worthless
F Strong Weak
G Beautiful Ugly
H Interesting Boring
I Fair Unfair

Fig. 1

Sample of the Semantic Differential Scale
Usec 1) Evaluate "This Workshop"
Each of the nine categories of the semantic differential received a mean
, rating of 1.0 rounded to the nearest integer with the exception of scale G
(x = 2.0). At least as far as the participants were concerned, the workshop

was enthusiastically received.
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In addition to the semantic differential, participants were asked to respond
to three questions:

1. How might this session have been improved?

2. What was the most important idea you received from this session?

3. What was the least important idea you received from this session?

Examples of typical comments follow:

How might this session have beon improved?

~"lle could have had more time with MNike in our rooms waiching us =
encouraging."

-"By having more atiention and thus detzil focused on souridese
audio, especially when tho sharing process is a learning experieance
for its leader."

="I think the week was great like it was."

-"This was the best session I have ever been to."

~"lore time for individual sessioas wiih Ceasultant,"

~"I guess the timc element is the oaly drawbacke If we had had more .
time for more dem¢ :iratioas perhaps we would have benefited."

~'"Fewer group games."

What wvas the most important idea you received from this session?

~"That I was betier than I thought I was and I actualized ny taleais."
~"The ease of accenting the positive. Good can be found in all of us."
. ="A.king open~ending questions."

~"Jhic oyer~all importance of mental health has been shockingly ignorcd
and the H.D.P, theory seems to do a very comprehensive job of covering
development of mental health."

~"A super-valuable and practical program (LEP). Since a child is ofien
"self-centered" it is important he leawn the skills of social iniei~ - ;
action. The importance of self avcteness and self=-expression for cuach
individual. How a child's undersi.nciry of his own "nastery" caa help
him avoid much frustiration in life. ilorkshop was very Pleasant, iniorw i
rmative and well organizod. Muc'. good Teedback." :

' ~"Jorking with groups is an i=+~slushle aid to the classroom teacher as
a preventative tool towar.. ro:.3al haalth."
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«"hat T am not afraid io try new techniques, and this has helped me
got a better look at myself in relation %o ay work with children.
I've known that I heartily agree with these approaches, but this
session cemonted everything more firmly, and will help me be morc aware
of my reactions with all pcople, not only in the classroom. I find
that most teachers and parents have difficulty handling the "open end"
quesiions, and I felt the techniques used here were most helpiul."

~"The program strengthencd my belief in the need for communications;
i.0.y Verbalizing emotions, ¢tc., in the classroom. It supplied a
guide 10 40 thig e very important to me."
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What was the least important idea you received frem this session?

-"Tais session was exiremely valuable to me as a person and as a teacher.
Iverything that was presenied was important and guiding.”

~"That HD? has no therapeutic value."
~"Nothing was unimportanti®

~"Doo much time spent in individuals discussing past, personal teaching
experiences rather than focusing on the here and now."

~"ihen you become as cmotionally involved as I feel I did in this week's

session, I can't pick out anything that wasn't important {o me. Im
sincere in this, and it was all important to me. ,

The public information meeting accompanying this workshop was held on
Wednesday, January 19, 1972, from 7:30 ~ 10:30 p.m. in Unit A of Shadow Lake
Elementary School. The following information is a summary of data collected
at that meeting:

i. Number of Persons Attending the Evening Discussion Session - 55

2, Number of Evaluation Responses Received - 45

The sementic differentiai data indicated a mean rating of 1.5 over the nine
bi~polar adjectives. Only on the pleasant-unpleasant (x = 2.5), strong-weak
(x = 2.5) and beautiful-ugiy (x = 3.0) scales were mean responses not equal to

1.0. The responses of the participants at this session included the following

comments:
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How mipht this session have been improved?

~"Losa sharing more facts abcui what is going to happen."”

«"311 children and teachers should be included.”

«"I would have liked ‘o have scen and heard more exporiences of Project
C.H.I.L.D. with the children themselves."

~Maciual  feedback from arcas where the program has worked."

~%ije might have had more dissenterg."

~"People listening "thoroughly" bvefore asking questions."

~Mlegs discussion of personal philosophye Parent's being more reccptive
to info. presented before Jumping to conclusions."

~'"any points that were of most interest to the group were not explained
fully to their satisfaction — many important areas were presenied
weakly." (

«"] think considering the nature of the cud of this session, we necd sironger

information on the part of ithe people preseniing the program SO that
you won't get so many bad feelings coming out.”

~"{ave all the school board attend."

~"For the parents to see more films ox examples with the children.”

~"T would have liked to see a film of the kids in the ocircle. A chance to
road the teachers materials on this."

~"If ihe same questions hadn't been asked so often.”

~"Educating the public.”

"3y giarting on time."

"l iminate some of the “John Birchers: —— no not really — it's a democracys"

~"See movies of actual magic circles in class Xroous.

~"Have everybody sec %he curriculum,”

o

Z -0t to have introdiced this program at all.”
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="Cuestionable."

="If ihe magic circle would have been more seriously conducted and the one
person disrupting it would have been Temoved, "

=", different cpeaker than Mr. T. tecause of the repetition of poiats of
comvaon knowledge."

-"Siari on time (class was noi prepared (training aids) "

L£Cet to the peimt of your program."

='3eparaie groups and have a teacher or counselor with each group.”
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¥hat was the most important idea you recaived from this session?

O R L

=~"That I don't want my children in this program.”

~"That it isn'{ sensitivity training."

"It helps them to realize they aren't really alone in their feelings.
Vexry Importanil® .

~"m disappointed that Project CH.I.L.D. will not continue this summer."
Also very disappointed thav all classrooms will not be using the systcae"

~Mlow children need to inieract with others in their environmeni."

.}y child will be helpca by this program.”

~"Both sadness and happiness can be shared.”’ )

~"fhat this program is like your owa dinner table talk. Safel"

~"Explanation of program’s uso in the classroom."

v

he many facots of sharing.”

“#uo value of the HDP program as it is being preseated in our schooll™
~'Roinforcement of awarcaess of others."

-]

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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«"That there is going to be "feam work", Tho child is going to feel the
teachor is a fricad vho cares abou} everybody,"

~"That the one's who noed the program most woren't here or dida't undepe
cand its valueg."

—"?hax this is a very good program.”

="Pcoplo are afraid of change."

~"You can't talk to a blockhead.”

~"T like <tho Program and anm really glad my children will get %o pacrticipato,”
-"A11 my questions were ansvered " '

~"{he simple idea %hat somothing so straight foxward can be 80 coniroversial
tv some people,.” '
~'"Group gencrates good feelings."
~"Phe idea of helping the children.”
r"Learning »he boundaries of iko Doaram,” -
~"I h9v9.r9?eived somo degree of assurance ihat my child will not lose hep
- 1nu1v5aualism. (Stillqpor vo clear how ruch assurance I received, )"
?"$Fat furuhor.and more explicii explanation of your goals from the programe"
Trane program is logical and would have worked for me if I would Lave had
the chance to participaia," s ;

vas the least imporiant idea you received from this session?

~'"Not any that I can think of » '

~"None that were apparent.”

="Some of the utterly "stupid” remarks made from individuals.”

~"Personal biases from barenis, Pareni's non-response 4o info.
Piesented dua %o dlockage resulting from personal pailosophy.

—"Ideas from some members of the audience," '

="Consciousness of otherts ignorance of children."

~"Nono."

Between January 23 and January 27, 1972, Miss Berni Nelson, school psychologist
(San Rafael School District) and instructor of in-service training for teachers
(Sonoma State College) met with teachers (grades 2 and 3), the staff, and public.

Activities during this Workshop were very similar to those conducted during
the first. However, the heavy snow during this week required three major
changes in format:

1. All videotaping in classrooms had to be done on Monday, Thursday, and
Friday because of the closure of schools on Tuesday and Wednesday.

2. A three hour Workshop was held on Wednesday for the six teachers and
teacher aides who were able to get through the snow. This substituted
for the two 1~1/2 hours after school meetings which were planned for
Tuesday and Wednesday.
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3. No parents were able to get through the snow to attend the evening
meeting on Wednesday.

Six teachers and three teacher aides from Lake Wilderness Elementary and
two teacher aides from Shadow Lake Elementary attended the Workshop. This
means that of the total number of teachers at these grade levels, one from
Lake Wilderness and all six from Shadow Lake chose not to attend. Of this
number, only the Lake Wilderness teacher has indicated a desire to attend the
February Workshop.

Semantic differential data indicate enthusiastic reception by the professional
staff. 1In all instances except scale G (x = 2.0), the mean rating assigned to

each bi-polar adjective was 1.0. Some typical comments follow:

How might this session have been improved? -

="Sy beiter weather. Participatioa by more teachers.”

="rore group exporicnces with mesitery and social iateraction.”

=*lore discussion on what children think."

~"I don't think the teachers will have enough time to make good use
of the program."

="Cnly way 1 felt it could have been improved is if it could have been
longer.”

="layoe another wockend day and <hen not ihe theory after school...%ihoso
times for rehashing the circles of that day. Would like to have
seen ny video tape.

='jiore people from the other school could have participated and could
have gotten iheir views."

«"iore circles and Zroup experiences ... aore time.”

~"iaybe with some piciures of kids in the magic circle, eic. laybe
some shots of their expressions, reactions. To emphasize some
part of the progrzame. I dou't know, maybe this wouldn't impress
teacher as porhaps they _sec these things often enough. I really
like whese kinds of piciures,"

What was the most important idea you received from this session?

~"Not to make value judgements. Or remarks, made by habit, that sound
like value judgemenis. It's important not to pretend that negative
feelings don't exist.”

«="It helped me to be more aware of myself. That every child must bo
avare of hiS own person. e..throughn this self confidence he (child)
vwill know his own abilities and how to use them. Also the Guestioas
that will help the child to be aware of himself. Think, feol, do
questions." v




-"I think that the most important idea was learning to think a new way.
Just going to the session made me realize that I wasn't using all
my sensecs."

-"If done properly everyone will have a chance to be a part of the group,
and express themselves and eventually continue to do so through life."

~"The imporiancoe of letting {the children cxpross their oun feelings
not the feelings that the teacher vants them to expresse 1In the
circle the child tecaches the tcacher.” :

~'"How casy it is to initiate and reinforce judgmental atiitudes -~ not
only by using words such as good, bad, nice, otc., but in othcr
nonverbal ways. And how this decreases the chances of a child
fceling accepiable. Also, matching the dynamics of the circle."

~"ifow to get responses from your children—the phrasing and creativity
were very interesiing to me and now I can apply these things even
without a magic circle.

~"Three questions ... feelings, thought, behavior. fTell my necds; let
you do your behavior accordingly (if you will)."

~"That a kid learns {0 hide his feelinzs from others from possibly his
iirst exporience with oither kids. fTais program if used in +thze home
as well as the oarly grades could change that.*

Fhat was the lcast important idea yvou received from this session? ;

="I% must have been so unimportant that I've forgoiten it."

="lo waste of time."

~"1 don't think we reccived any unimportani ideas."

~"There weren't any. This was a fantastic workshop! It taught me alot
about mysolf .. wiich is importani to me as a teacher."

~"¥hen ve're doing something for the first time in a sitwation which is
without precedent for uz, we go in entirely cold."

="All vere imporiant to me. I learned a great deall"

~"5o waste of my timel"

="l didn't attend the entire program. All of what I did participate ia
was interesting. I didn't think it was really imporiani %o caich
the entire program as I would never really have the opportunily <o
use it in the classroom. I would suppose-that's what this session
was for. I did get out of it what I was looking for, and thai was
Just a basic understanding of what it is and how it's used.”

The public information meeting for this workshop was held on Wednesday,
January 26, despite the heavy snowfall. It was impossible for the date to be
changed and parents to be notified on such short notice. No parents were able

to participate, and consequently, no evaluation was possible.
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The third workshop was held between February 14 and 18 for fourth, fifth, %
and sixth grade teachers. The consultant for these workshops was Mr. James
Ballard, a consultant and Training Director for the Institute for Personal

Effectiveness in Children. The flow chart for this third workshop follows:

’ Flouw Chart for 1rd H.D.0. tTorkshop
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Five staff members and 25 teachers participated in this workshop. Two of

the five staff who were participants were teacher aides, a reading coordinator,

gy R M G AT g R g

3 and two elementary school principals. Only five teachers were unable to attend

il

this workshop.
The semantic differential data were highly satisfactory for this phase of
the program. Mean ratings were 1.0 for all scales, suggesting that all partici-

pants rated the consultant and his topic in a most favorable manner. Some

typical comments follow:

Vil e W v
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How micht this scccion have been improved?

bl s

~"ore circles involving usiV
~"liore varicty."
~Miiore commentory on more circles. IXore aciual involvement.

Do more and licicn lesse ‘The MEDIA is the MESSAGE.Y
- <"Sorry, I can't help you here. I enjoyed every minuite of it."

~"Divide group up in circles ——- a way {rom each other -
separaie rooms.” .
~"I feli the session was too short. I would have liked more time
to observe and expericnce magic circles. Also I feel a nced
for more feedback such as getting together once or iwice as
2 group a week or two after the Workshop for discussion, ctc."
~"Peachers had not had enough experience in the "mcgic circle .
to discuss at lengih any prodblems. Therefore, the instructor ‘
could have given more information from tae manual or his ecxperi-
) ences rather than call on tcachers to discuss the problens
- they had had. I thought the instructor was very goodl I
enjoyed him."
~YHave 2 mcesing about a week afterwards to sec how things are
going; to compare experiences; to enccurage if nced be."
: ~'""Smaller group.”
‘i ~"3y having Jim demonstraie in each room which I know wasn't
. possible." :
~"I feel it could have Leen improved with more information from
the book mixed with the games."
~"Encourage the sileat minoriiy to speak their feelings —— they
are intimicdated by the loud mouths."

PR S

- ~"Group tco’ large."”
; "It might have been more helpful to use students in the sessions
2 insvead of ieache

rs role piaying."

: ~"Perhaps more aciuzl work with students in the circle would be

helpful, but this may be impractical.”

: ='"ore nmagic circles for we the students."

='ore dcmonstirations on video. Nore music?"

~"lore observaticn.”

~"You involved everyone and cessions were inveresting so very ]
little improvement can be secen at this session.” .

~"Less leciurc~type stuff: there were times the leader was not ;
sensitive to ncecds of group.” :

="Perhass involving come porents and/or students at the bveginning."

~"ore work in ihe classrocm, cg., more observations of circles by
Jim and Buzz with the kids; more observation of me conducting
circlez; more ueri on tying awarcness, masiery and social
interaction togzether (I'm still fuszy hexc)."

~Miore time for prociice sessions with adults of children.
fore discussion of video tapes of sessions.”
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hat wao +he most jpportont idea you roceived from this

cesoion?

myou don't hiave £o0 prove something or teach goncthing ob

each circlee
Mceople hove similior

speakins."

feclings, wents and necdse"
_VLearning ho +o fecdback into the circle."
Mfeacher as @ reflectoT. gtressing skills of

"1 1iked the feeling thatb the leaders in tnis

accepied anc anjoycd

£his same %ind of sccepiing, friendlyy

1isicning and

class totally

euach jndividual in it, and I hope that

relaxct aimosphere

may pervadc the "Midagic circle" which I will Iry 0 1cade.

also loved the guiver playing and the singinge How 1 wish for

the children's venefit +pzt all of us had taleats such as thati"

MThe most imporians idea geemcd to te that in

chilé's faelings are

accepied and nov evaluat

A "positive" atmosphere should ©be creasede”
<MFhat there is something positive that can be done for a child

to help them grow up

Mo talk and be 1igtencd 0. mg listen when somcone

20 be a 'well adjusted’

Not to WOrXYy apout what you saye"
%I need to 1icien to my studentst”
_Wmhe importance of lisﬁeninﬁ."

PR
. wWne mosv jmporvant ices L ~eceived from this

the circle the
c¢cd or rejectede

segsion was that
a 'oagic circle? nced not ve heavy oa feelings

oo o it to dve

considered o successful circle."”

oW a magic circle should be Tun, plus its purpose jp reference

+0 the child."
o be janovciive vhen

anning & circle Eroupe

suggest 4opics for srooup inzeraction."

o~

_WThat the whole jéea really jsntt anything 80 t

Let the xids

say oui'te

peachers have ween doing +ais type of thing all alongs only

without the specific traininge.

e Yground rulest are nost

importent &3 the circle could becone unruled without thcile

s

The materials given at the class."

~MThat ve need more people 1like Jim sallard in %

in the districte”
NIt was significanx to

me to leaxrn that Wy regponses 1o students

ne worlde Also

in the magic circle &x¢ most meaningiul when they are nor~

evaluaiive."
M1 will 1ist +hems
1. 7<he technical aspe
tionse

cts of the magic ¢irc

2. AR jnseresting class, the most fun class i

conductea on Such

3. Such neat leaders — where al

spiendly termse

4e 1 1iked ine singing.
. 'The unususl thiag ~— vseful and ncat at the same timc.

6., 1 was 80 relaxode
7. 1 was mysclf.

8, I ouned the feelinis t1 enjoy & 1eadcrship

sure of my© 1f."

sl

~MListoning focd~backy awarceness applicasion 0

le - the demonsira~

tye cver taken —

1 people &T¢ cquale

rolc when 1 an

academicSe
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

~"Better understanding of others feelings and how we could hurd
a person without really meaaing to. ‘“he idea lo share our
fcelings good cx bad and to help one another to feel beticr.
liethods of aprlication has helped better me as a teachker.”

~"3kill and purvcce in doing 3 areas of circles. Good personal
stuff, a weck to remember."

~Mihat I do hove four diffescnt kinds of relationships with my
kids. I rcally ihink I can begin to nelp kids sce
themcelves and oithers and undersiand what they see and feel
and appreciate themselves.”

~"Phat we cun and should work with children in the arcas of feel~
ings and socizl interaction. These arecs are not taboo and
need only be dealt with at home. 'I can helpl' Thank you
for the curriculum. The cues will be very helpiul.”

~"Listen to cach child."

tthat was the least important idea you received from this session?

="Tin cans,."

="This particulor question.”

~"Didn't fecl comforiable at social thing. (You do good in a
circle group).”

~"Some of the cmall group activities (such as "yes" and *'No” came)
secmed relatively unimpertont at the time."

~"There is nothinz I consider "least important."

~"] veslly can't say ~= I esnjoyed 2ll of it."

~"I foel that the session didn't have an idea that was "least
irportant” to me.'

~"That teachers chculé unduly trouble themselves by ''bored"
circle members. Ye can't please everybody.”

="Uses of a tin caal™

-] have tzughi this method since 1949 and worked my academics in
beautifully tut only difference was I have never tried feelings
of individucls cr to fantasize. You can never soy least
important ideas because we learn from others wiether right o
wrong."

='"Few that weren’t valuable."

The evening meeting for parents was held on Wednesday, February 16, 1972,
from 7:30 - 10:00 p.m. in Unit B of Shadow Lake Elementary School. The meeting
included (1) a presentation by Jim Ballard on the goals and methods of the
Human Development Program, (2) a one and a half hour session for questions and
ahswers, and (3) a video tape playback of several "Magic Circles" in the

Classrooms.
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As before, this meeting was fairly well attended. However, the people in
the community and on the Board of Directors who have been most vocal in their
opposition to Project C.H.I,L.D, did not attend and have not attended any of
the public meetings where consultants and teachers were present and video tapes
of '"Magic Circles" were shown. It would seem that their questions and concerns
could have been best responded to at thesc times.

Although 63 persons attended this meeting, only 39 evaluation responses
were submitted. This is the smallest percentage of returns of any of the

parent meetings. This small percentage raises some doubts as to the validity

A

of the results obtained. .

Public responses to this session were rated highly but not quite so favorably
as other meetings. Mean ratings of 1.0 were given to all scales except B (2.0),
C (2.0), F (2.0), and G (3.0). Modal responses, however, were 1.0 except for
scale G (4). The mean was 1.4 over all nine écales, still considered highly

favorable. Some typical comments follow:

How might this session have BHeen improved?

="Only the positive views were prescented. They scunded reat,.
Common negative views should nave been disclosed along with the
proper explanziions as 4o itheir validity."

~"Having live children or more taped classroom stuff with better
sound." .

~"I feel that I learncd very little of such a complex subjeci,

aderlying philosopry very vague. lore gpecifics as to

purcoses are necded.”

-'""ish parernts could have mere information on this progran.”

~"There is always room for improvement but I can't think of
anything for this cessicn.”

='Liore parent turn-out."

~"Only onc side present — entericining.”

="Variation of topics {rom people in the circlec."

="Had tea for the ones who can't drink cofiec.”

~"The session was vary good." ,

~"Divide into groups so that everyone might have a chance to

. participate in the circle.”

="Perhaps a little morc time to watch tapes cnd diccuss.”

-'"Very good! -~ but couldn't hear the tapes too well.”

«"Improved meaning of scssiond”

="Have the tapc ready to role."

="Batter TV."
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hhat was the most important idea you received from this cession?

~"Training a child to communicate. Children become adults. In
this way, in lifc aficr formal schooling o perzon can more
easily fit into society, in 2 useful productive capacity.”

~"The possibility of looking for similaritics among all of us
human beings."

~"That it is important to listen to other people'’s feclings and
then tell them, perhaps in different words what they think
and feel,®

~"The personality of <he teacher would be the cntire deierminant
of effectiveness., Her morality and beliefs of prime importunce,”

~"1'd still like to know more but I don'% believe I'1l be afraid
to have my child in the program."

~"That as parenis we have to listen to what our kids have to
say and feel."

~"Po listen to others."

='"ith 7 kids I'm sprcad thine. I have to find the time to spend
with each one, to just listen."

~"Zach chnild had = chance to be listened to.”

~"Zffectiive communication (listenin g to feelings)."”

~"It%s good to lizien," ' . ..

-"Tcaching the child to listen to others and remember what was
said."

dParenis want to learn too!l Yea."

~"It is experimental — not scholarly presented.

="Communication of feelings."

~"To not just listen to words bu: tie feelings behind the words.Y

~"That the idea is interesiing for adults or in the family but
I've met all of boih my kid's tcachers and none will haandle 5
kids in a magic circle.”

~"That people (the majority) do want to be listencd to and communie

cate and like to te told what theipr vhoughts znd ideas are."

~"Thal each indivicdual's feelings are important (teachers, pareats,

-
children). I perzonally feel that being able %o lisien to
others the most important thing we can teach ocur kids,."

="People like 10 near their thoughts expounded back to thom.
To Lear what they soid.”

-"Bach child gets a chance to share."

="That there was a lot of accepiance from the group.:®

="Useful characteristics of a person,'

~"1 now have an idez of whai the ragic circle is all about,
Summed up it*s keeping open communication."

~"Effectivencss of progrem depends on each teacher."

~"The importance of listcning, understanding others feelings
as well a5 being listencd to and understood.”

~"Consicderation for others."

="Being aware of the other purson’s feelings, being able 4o
communicate trust and feelings and love for onc's fanily."

?

~
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What was the least important idea you received from this session?

Grade Level Kindergarten

~"Phe Program Federal funding runs out at the end of this
school ycar."
~"I cantt rcnember.”

~"Self expression achicved could be effected in other way —

story writing, etc. Will have to see textbooks to make a
valid judgmente"

-"T do not feel this iz a proper subject for public schools and
I haven't heaxrd anything tonight to change my mind."

="It all scemed very important to me."

~"All was great! Ve nced morel"

~"aking mistakes in equipment.
~"I don't believe there was one."

-"I% was 2ll important."

~"I don't believe it will or could always be constructivee.
That it could possibly be doirimental to some people, nd have
bad effecis.”

~"Phe circle of parents demcnstration was most effectivel™
~"Sewing makes a housewife feel good."
Distribution of Children Not Participating in Project C.H.I.L.D.

The following frequencies indicate the number of children in paréicipating

teachers' rooms whose parents requested that they not participate in the Project:

2
Junior Primary 2
Primary Special Education 0
First Grade 5
Second Grade 9
Third Grade 13
Fourth Grade 20
Fifth Grade 17
Sixth Grade 22
Intermediate Special Education 0

Total 90
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Responses from thirty-four of the thirty~six teachers involved indicate
that the children not included in the "Magic Circles' have been provided with
alternate activities, chosen by their teachers, which coincide with or supple-~
ment the ongoing activities of that particular classroom. Of course, the exact
content of these activities is dependent upon the grade level, classroom
schedule, and achievement level of the students. Activities have been provided
which the teacher feels will be most productive for the student.

In most cases the child remains within the classroom and works at his seat,

but when parents have requested it, their children have been sent to the Library

or other areas for study. Less than five such requests have been received;
in all cases, they have been honored. The following information was obtained
on March 7th from thirty-four of the thirty-six teachers who have taken the

workshops ¢

he Question: - "Have you used the "lagic Circle" since ithe
Worxsnon?"

Respouse: Yes -~ 31
Fo=3

B. Guestion: "If yes, i-y to remcember and record the dates of tiese
circles, approximztely how long each circle took,
ﬁnd what activities the other students were engagsed
in while you ran the circles."

Response: Teachers! respenses to the first part of fthe question,
' which related tofeguencies of circles, indicated
that: (1) Usc of circles varied grectlyr; come
tcochers had conducied only one circle since itho
workcsrhop while others had mode it a daily part of the
curriculume (2) Tae average froquency of Macgic
Circles® in classroonms is about twice a week.

When asked how long the circles tock,vhirty of the
thirty-{our tcachers placed tnec time period at tea

to twenty minutes. This is the avercge fime indicated
in the trecining motericls.e Two teccaers with

Special Lducation classes and two in open—arca class-
rooms placed the average time at twenty ‘o thirty
minutes.

Activities for childaren not in the circles has, as
meationed before, voaried from room 10 room Wit all
teachers have used this time for cducathnal activities.




C. Question: "Do you have "Magic Clrcles" on a regular basis in
your classroomns.”

Response: Yes - 16
No - 18

D. Question: "Some of the Board lembers have expressed an iniercst
in visiting clascrooms during circle time and gevting
a firsihond look ot what is going on. ‘Would you be
willing, with a few days notice, to have this sort
of visitation to your room?"

Response: Yes - 26
No -~ 3
No Response- 5
Seven of the elght teachers who did not respond or who
responded negatively hec previously indicated that they had not
been using the “iagic Circle" on a regular basis. This seems to be

part of the reason why they did not wish Board lembers 1o obsorve
them at this time. .

Teacher Evaluation

At the end of the academic year 1971-72, teachers who participated in
Project C.H.I.L.D. and a control group of non-participants completed a Teacher

Evaluation Form that was designed to measure attitudes towards education and

teaching (F. N. Kerlinger and E. Kaya, "The Construction and Factor Analytic

Validation of Scales to Measure Attitudes Toward Education," Educational and

Psychological Measurement, 1959, 9, pp. 13-29). In addition, experimental

teachers completed three questionnaires on HDP Training, Program Materials,
and Content. The Appendix contains a copy of all instruments used in this
evaluation.

Twenty-five teachers participated in the evaluation by submitting answers
to questionnaire items anonymously:_ Each igem was in the furm of a Likert-type
scale with response (A) meaning "Strongly Agree," (B) "Agree," (C) "Uncertain,"
(D) "Disagree," and (E) "Strongly Disagree." The most favorable response for

each alternative is indicated by un asterisk (*). Item means were attained by
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weighting the most favorable response by 5 and the least favorable response .

o Aty

by 1. The Project Director keyed all items.

Section 1: HDP TRAINING-

A B C D E (Item Means)
1. Frequencies 11* 9 4 1 0 4.20
Proportion A4 .36 .16 .04 0
2. Frequencies 1 2 2 9 11% 4.08
Proportion .04 .08 .08 .36 .44
3. Frequencies 3* 13 ___..9. 0 0 3.76
Proportion .12 .52 .36 0 0
4. Frequencies 5% 8 6 6 0 3.48 ;
Proportion 20 .32 .24 .24 0 :
5. Frequencies 10+ 13 0 0. 1 4.28 :
Proportion 40 .52 0 0 .04 *
6. Frequencies 3* 16 4 2 0 3.80 )
Proportion 12 .64 .16 .08 0
7. Frequencies 4 6 6 8 1* 2.84
Proportion .16 .24 24 .32 .04
8. Frequencies 2% 15 7 1 0 3.72
Proportion .08 .60 .28 .04 0
9. Frequencies 1 17 4 2 1 3.60 )
] Proportion .06 .68 .16 .08 .04 {
10. Frequencies 0 1 6 10 -8k 4.00 .
Proportion 0 .04 24 .40 .32
11. Frequencies 5 11 5 1 1 3.48
Proportion 20 .44 20 .04 .04
Section II: PROGRAM MATEK.alS
41. Frequencies 2% 16 5 2 0 3.72
Proportion .08 .64 .26 .08 0
42, Freauencies 0 6 6 12 1% 3.32
Proportion 0 .24 .24 .48 .04 )
43. Frequencies 0 3 10 12 0% 3.32
Proportion 0 .12 .40 .48 0
L 44, Frequencies 2% 15 6 2 0 3.68
i Proporticn .08 .60 .24 .08 0
% 45, Frequencies 3* 18 2 2 0
£ Proportion .12 .72 .08 .08 0




46.

47.

48,

49.

50‘

51"

52.

53.

54.

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

Frequencies
Proportion

Frequencies
Proportion

Frequencies
Proportion

Frequencies
Proportion

Frequencies
Prdﬁaition
Frequencies
Proportion

Frequencies
Proportion

Frequencies
Proportion

Frequencies
Proportion

Frequencies
Proportion

Frequencies
Proportion

Frequencies
Proportion

Frequencies
Proportion

Frequencies
Proportion

Frequencies
Proportion

Frequencies
Proportion.

Frequencies
Proportion

Frequencies
Proportion

Frequencies
Proportion

A B
12*% 10
.48 .40
17% 8
.68 .32
10% 11
.40 A4
4% 10
.12 .40
12*% 12
.48 .48
- 4% 13
.16 .52
0 0
0 0
7* . 15
.28 .60
2% 11
.08 A4
Section
2 8
.08 .32
0 0
0 0
11* 10
.44 .40
1 11
.04 A
12
04 .08
0 1
0 .04
3* 15
.12 .60
0 1
0 .04
2 6
.08 .24
1 0
.04 0

004

.12

.08

.04

008

ITI:

.32

.08

.08

.28

.08

.12

.08

008

.04

D E
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
3 1
A2 .04
0 0
0 0
3 2
A2 .08 -
12 11*
48 .44
2 0
.08 0
7 3
.28 .12

HDP CONTENT

6 1%
24 .04
9 14*
.36 .52
2 0
.08 0
5 1*
.20 .04
5 17%
.20 .68
7 15%
.28 .60
3 1
12 .04
7 15%
.28° .60
10 5*
40 .20
5 18%
20 .72

(Ltem Means)

4.36

'.68

4.24

3.52

4.44

3.40

4.36

4.08

3.08

2.84

4.48

4.20

2.76

4.40

4.44

3.64

4.44

3.48

4.56
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A B c D E (1tem Means)
91. Frequencies 0 1 2 13 9* 4,20
Proportion 0 .04 .08 .56 .36 :
92, Frequencies 13% 7 3 4 0 4,24 H
Proportion .56 .28 .12 .16 0

Section IV: EDUCATION SURVEY

Items 121 to 140 were compiled by 25 out of 38 experimental and nine out of
12 control teachers. These correspond to samples of 67 percent and 75 percent,
respectively. Frequencies and proportions of experimental and control teachers

responding to each category are reproduced below. Item means are presented for

O S TR

experimental and control groups.

S B bk A B A R e e

A B c D E (Item Means)
121. Frequencies (E) 17% 7 0 1 0 4,60 !
Proportion (E) .68 .28 0 .04 0
Frequencies (C) 6% 3 0 0 0 3.66 ;
Proportion (C) .67 .33 0 0 0 ;
122. Frequencies (E)-© 8* 12 3 0 2 3.96
Proportion (E) .32 .48 .12 0 .08 :
Frequencies (C) 4% 4 1 0 0 4.33 i
Proportion (C) .45 .45 .11 0 0 . 3
123. Frequencies (E) 1 2 1 11 10% 4.08 o
Proportion (E) .04 .08 .04 44 .40 :
Frequencies (C) 0 3 0 4 2% 3.55 3
Proportion (C) 0 .33 0 .45 .22 ;
124. Frequencies (E) 1 4 7 7 6% 3.52 :
Proportion (E) .04 .16 .28 .28 .24 i
Frequencies (C) 2 1 2 4 0% 2.88 §
Proportion (C) .22 .11 .22 .45 0 :
125. Frequencies (E) 5« 8 7 5 0 3.52
Proportion (E) .20 .32 .28 .20 0 E
Frequencies (C) 2% 3 2 2 0 3.55 3
Proportion (C) .22 .33 .22 .22 0 é
126. Frequencies (E) 0 10 3 9 3% 3.20
Proportion (E) 0 .40 .12 .36 .12 7
Frequencies (C) 3 3 0 3 0% 2.33 i
Proportion (C) .33 .33 0 .33. 0 g
127. Frequencies (E) a* 13 5 4 0 3.48 H
Proportion (E) .12 .52 .20 .16, 0 2
Frequencies (C) 2% 4 1 2 0 3.66
Proportion (C) .22 45 .11 .22 0
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128.

129.

130.

131.

132.

133.

134,

135.

136.

137.

138.

Frequencies (E)
Proportion (E)
Frequencies (C)
Proportion (C)

Frequencies (E)
Proportion (E)
Frequencies (C)
Proportion (C)

Frequencies (E)
Proportion (E)
Frequencies (C)
Proportion (C)

Frequencies (E)
Proportion (E)
Frequencies (C)
Proportion (C)

Frequencies (E)
Proportion (E)
Frequencies (C)
Proportion (C)

Frequencies (E)
Proportion (E)

Frequencies (C) .

Proportion (C)'

Frequencies (E)
Proportion (E) .
Frequencies (C)
Proportion (C)

Frequencies (E)
Proportion (E)
Frequencies (C)
Proportion (C)

Frequencies (E)

Proportion (E)
Frequencies (C)
Proportion (C)

Frequencies (E)
Proportion (E)
Frequencies (C)
Proportion (C)

Frequencies (E)
Proportion (E)
‘requencies (C)
Proportion (C)

4%
.16
1%
.11
7%
.28
4
45

.04

.22

24

.22

.22

11*
JAab

1*
.11

19%
.76

8*
.89

7%
.28

1%
.11

016
0

B c
13 4
.52 .16
5 3
.56 .33
15 2
.60 .08
4 1
45 .11
14 6
.56 .24
4 0
45 0
9 6
36 .2
5 1
.56 .11
1 7
.06 .28
3 1
.33 .11
8 7
.32 .28
2. .5
.22 .56
7 7
.28 .28
2 4
.22 .45
9 3
.36 .12
7 0
.78 0
6 0
24 0
1 0
.11 0
13 4
L] 56 . 16

4 1
45 .11
10 4
40 .16

2 1
22 .11

.
(9%
Vi WWOO 0000

8o
oS

.67

QDOO0O0 OO &=

.04
3*
.33

0*

0*

P
*

.16

[= =]
*»

(=]
*

.
(=]
o0
»
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(Item Means)
3.64

3.77

4,12

4.33

2.56

2.88

2.32

2.11

3.08

3.22

2.72

3.00

2.80

3.55
4.16
3.99
4.76
4.99

4.12

3.33

2.64

3.44
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A B c D E
139. Frequencies (E) 6% 16 3 0 0
‘Proportion (E) 26 .64 .12 0 0
Frequencies (C) 3* 6 0 0 0
Proportion (C) .33 .67 0 0 0
140. Frequencies (E) 2 2 13 7 1*
Proportion (E) .08 .08 .52 .28 .04
Frequencies (C) 0 3 0 6 0%
Proportion (C) 0o .33 0o .67 0

Means and standard deviations for each of th:i four sections of the question-

(Item Means)
4.12

4.33

3.12

3.33

naire are reported below. Data for the control group are reported only for

Section 1V, since other sections are not applicable. Maximum values were

obtained by weighting the number of items on each section by 5. Thus, one

hundred percent of maximum means that everyone responded in the most favorable

category.
Means-and Standard Déviations for Sections I-IV
of the Teacher Evaluation Survey
Section I Section II Section III Section IV (E) Section IV (C)

Means 40.88 53.34 46.98 70.76 71.70
Makima 55 70 60 100 100

% of Maxima 74.3 75.7 78.2 70.8 71.7

SD 8.04 5.2 5.6 9.8 9.3

N 25 25 25 25 9

Items 11 14 12 . .. 20 20

These data suggest that, relative to the number of items, Section IIX
(Content) is perceived most favorably by respondents while Section IV (Attitudes

towards education and teaching) is seem least favorably. Nonetheless, dilferences

among the four sections vary no more than by eight percent.
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Because Sections 1-II wére concerned exclusively with items related to the
project itself, they were not applicable to control teachers. However, responses
to Section IV could be compared since they consisted of general attitudes toward
teaching and education. To compare the two means, a t-test was computed. The

computed value was ~.31, not significant at the .05 level.

Section I: HDP TRAINING

Section I contained 11 items measuring attitudes towards HDP Training. The
most favorable consideration was given to item 5 ("Watching the consultant do
'‘magic circles' was useful") followed by item 1 ("My HDP Training workshop was

an exciting experience”). No item in this section received an unfavorable

response.

Section IT1: PROGRAM MATERIALS

Fourteen items comprised Section II. The most enthusiastic response by
teachers was to item 47 ("I think the aims of the program are useful to

children's learning”). Again, no item was rated low.

Section III: HDP CONTENT
; Among the twelve items comprising this subtest, item 90 ("The HDP is
primarily for emotionally troubled children") rec;ived a highly negative
response by the teachers. Since this response is favorable, the mean was high
(4.56 out of a possible 5 gpints). The greatest disagreement also occurred
on this section where the meaning of social interaction was not clear to many

of the respondents (mean = 2.76).° -

/

Section IV: EDUCATION SURVEY .

Of the twenty items in this section, there were a number of items that
tended to separate teachers who participated in the HDP from control teachers

who did not. Items 121, 126, 134, 137, and 138 were most discriminating.
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121. On this item, experimental teachers believed that the goals of

AR T S

educaticn should be determined by the needs of children and by the larger
demands of society to a much greater extent than did control teachers. ]

126. As might be anticipated, experimental teachers tended to disagree
with the notion that “subject matter" is the single most iﬁportant phase of ;
education, while the control teachers generally agreed.

134. The keyed response to this item was "Strongly Agree" meaning that
"discipline should be governed by long-range interests of children and well-
established standar@s.“ On this item, control teachers agreed to a greater

extent than did those in the experimental group. The meaning of this item is,

Al e L W S

however, open to question since it contains two conditions that are not

aberen 4 1

necessarily compatible.
137. A "Strongly Agree" .r2sponse to this item means that teachers believe

that children should be allowed more freedom in the classroom. Control group

teachers did not agfee with this item, while experimental group teachers did.

A0 By v AV T (U o i i

138. Agreement with this item presumes that learning is primarily a

LR

cognitive function. Experimental group teachers disagreed with this contention,

while it was accepted among the control group.

Supmary and Conciusions

S Lhmipnidle ubelvapih svind bl
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= During the summer of 1971, 68 pupils took part in Project C.H.I.L.D. As

I

I
I

initially perceived by their tgachers,_sﬁgse students were rated about average

T

on the Behavior Check List for-Teachers and Parents. At the outset of the

program, teachers and parents did not rate children in the same way. At the

end of the summer program, teachers judged that 79 percent of the students

U

improved somewhat or markedly while others either failed to improve or were

% S

rated lower (six pupils). By the end of summer, parents and teacher ratings
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were in much greater accord.i Parent responses to each workshop session were
obtained and analyzed. All ratings were highly favorable.

Tn Phase 11, three‘workshops for parents and teachers were scheduled. Using-
a bi-polar rating scale, participants were asked to evaluate each workshop. Mean
responses indicated a high evaluation for each session by all participants.
In June 1972, teachers who had participated in the project were:asked to evaluate
its effectiveness using four Likert-type scales. Item analysis data and means
for each of the four scales demonstrated a high degree of teacher satisfaction.
In comparison with a control group of teachers‘;;t participating in the project,
no significant Qifferences were found on the scale Eﬂat measured general attitude

toward teaching. Where there were item differences that were large, however,

they favored teachers who ﬁarticipated in the project.
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TEACHUR LVALUATION CF PRCJECT C.H.I.L.D.

o St i, it

(il Sax, Bducatisncl Psychology, University of Vashington

LGB eo e M A S A

Dcar Tecacher:

Mikh i

I have been cghked to gother information from teacners on Project
C.H.I.L.D. It is ¢sscatial that we get this information before scheol is
cut. Plcase respond to the following questions using 2 MNo. 2 peacil ond the
cncloscd I.B.H. form and rcturn to mc in the addresscd cnvelcepe.

s il

Thonks,
Gil Sex, Th.D.

Educaticnal Poychelogy Deportmont
University cof Vashington”

INSTRUCTICIIS:

IR B S b e

Fill in grode and school. Usc the follewing scele to indicate your
agrcement or discgrcoment on cach question:

Strongly Agrce: WM Disogrec: ngv
Agrec: R A Strongly Disagrec: A E
Uncertcoins en i il

For c¢cxoemple, if yeu strenzly cerce with o stotement, you would pencil the
short space bencath the leiter "a¥ in the appropricte sccticn with the IBH
answer sheet and question nuabers cerrcsponding. Hewever, if you sheould happen
to discgree with it, ycu would pencil the short apcec bencath the lettcr *dh, 3
Fleasc usc the back of the IBY form for your odditicnzl comments. Do net fcld
the IBK shect.

SECTICH 1: H.L.F. TRAINING

1. My H.D.P. troining werishop wag ca cxeiting cxpericncce.

e bt ot R s U A Tl

2. I fclt that the l.ader of the Yorkshop was et cffcetive.

ol oA

3. I fclt that the workshop lecad to coastructive chonges in my style of
tcaching.

4. The vidco-tope recording ond rlaybuack of demenstrotion "mogic circles"
was 2 uscful prrt of the worlkshop.

5. Hatching the consultant do “mzgic circlce"” woe uscful.

« The scquence of learning during the workshep wos uacful.

Gontinucdesse
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Teacher Lvaluation
June, 1972

Poge 2

I feel that we did net heve cacugh timc during the werkshops.

- 8. It is useful to watch other tcachers de Ymogic circles.®
9. The workshop was well designed to teoch me hew to do "magic circles.”
10. The results of "mogic circles™ have not been worth the time the work-
shop requirced.
11, I fecl compctent in doing “megic circles" with my class.
HOTE:
Skip to
Scction IX SECTICH II: PROGRAM MATERIALS
of Aunswcr Sheet:
41. 'The lesson planc orce complete and mecaingful.
42. Irny lcsscn plons arc not clear.
___43. I con sce the nced for meny chenges in the lesson plons to moke them
1 mere cffective.,
i 44. The lcsson topics held the intercst of the children,
] 45. The scquence of lcosons seems well ploaacd. .
£ 46. I would rccemmend the H.D.P. progrom to & new tcacher.
] 47. I think thc cims of the progran orce usceful to children's lcarning.
é 48, I om dcfinitcly going to continue ucing the program ncxt yeor.
? 49. Thire scems te be guod support for the progrem at my grade levcl.
50, Tcochers should work together on this program,
) 51. I wculd be willing to dcemonstrate 2 circle to other tcachers,.
52. I fcel thot tic Humon Devilopment Program docsn't fit in with the
- rest of the curriculum,
; 53. The Human Development Progrom should be part of troining for new
tcachers, : .
54. I have used the resource matcrials in the Project C.H.I.L.D. Librery.

Continucdesee
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June, 1972 Pege 3
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SECTION III: H,D.P. CONIENT

1 NCTE ¢
: Skip to

Scction IIX

of Answcr Shoct:

N B o0

81. Peclings should be stressed morc thon thoushts or bchavior.

82. In H.D.P. "Hostcry" mcans hew well a child docs in school.

83, 1In H.D.P., "Awcrcness® runs through the entire progrom.

84. Sccizl Interaction rcfers to the child's cbility to adjust te socicty.

____85. A withdrawn child siiculd be excluded from mogic circles.”

86. Tozchers sheuld medel the consultont's "style® to be cffcctive.
87. ‘iicgic circles®” sheuld be o dérnily classrocm activity.

68. PFifteen te iécnty kids is thc best size for "mogic circlés.!
69. Hest circles will run fer 1/2 heur t¢ do o lecssen completely.

90. The Humen Develcepment Progrom is primerily for cmetionally troubled
children,

91. A child should be strictly cncourcged to reveal things thot scare him.

92. H.D.P. ic intcnded to preveat rather than curc sceizl and cmoticnal
prcblems,

Continucd: Go to Scctiun IV, next poge.

T




SE CIION IV: Dducatien sSurvey Poge 4
June, 1972

TR R B i)
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INST?UC“IOHb* CGiven below are 20 statements on cducational idees and problcms
about which we all have belicfs, opinions, and attitudes, We 2ll think diffcr-
¢cntly about such motters, and this ecale is an attompt to let you express your
beliefs and opinions. Respoind to cach of the items as follows, making cecrtain

that your answers arc placed in Scction IV of the T.B.M. shcet beginning with
number 1213

2

YT,

o SRR a0

Strongly Agrcc: "o leengv. N U
Agrec: "h Strongly Disagrco: ‘"
Uncertaing High

For cxample, if you strongly agrce with a statcicnt, you would pencil the
short spacc Lenecath the letter "a' in Scetion IV of the IR shect, the answer E
shcet and question numbers corrcsponding. Howewer, if you should happen to ;
disagree 'with it, you would pencil the short space boncath the lettoer "d'.
Respond to cach stotement as bhest you can. Go rapidly btut cercfully. Do not
spend too much timc on any onc statement; try to respond and then go on.

H

(R

121 The goals of cducation should be dictatcd by children's intcrests
end nccds, as well as by the larger demands of society.

Sl £ 3 ol ) mn N T

122 Ilo subject is morc important thon the personzlitics of the pupils.
123 Schools of todey arc ncglecting the three R's,.

124 The pupil-tcacher rclationship is the relationship between 2 child
vwho nccds direction, guidence, and control and a tcacher who is
an crpert supplying dircction, guidance, ond control.

RS we B Bt et 5 hcounr ot P ol ofl oy T 0

125 Teachers, like university professoers, should hove academic free—
dom~~frccdom to tezach what they think is right and best.

126 The backboinc of the school curriclum is subjcct mattcr; activitics
arc ugcful mainly to facilitatc the learning of subjecct matter.

ot R S WS A

127 Teachers should cncourage pupils to study and criticizc our own
and other cconomic systems and practiccs.

128 The traditionzl merzl stendards of our childrcn should not just
be acecepted; they should be cxamined and tested in solving the
present problcems of studonts.

AP b S

PSR
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129 Lcorning is cxperimental; the child should pc taught to tost alter-
natives before cccepting any of them.

130 Thc curriculum consists of subjcct matter to be lcarncd and
skills to bc acquircd,

i b 40 S

131 Thc truc view of cducation is $o nrranging lecrning that the child
gradually btuilds up a storc housc of knouwledge that he can usc
in the futurc.

s
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BEducation Survey

132 Onc of the big difficultics with medern schools is that dizcipline
iz oftcen sacrificced to the intcrcsts of children.

133 The curriculum should contain an orderly arrangcment of uubgccts
thet represent the best of our cultural heritage.

134 Discipline should bc governcd by long-range interests and well-
¢stablished standards.

135 Education and c¢ducational institutions must be sources of now
social idecas; cduczticn must be a social program undcergoing con-
tinual reconstruction,

136 Right from the very first gradc, tcachers must tcach the child
&t his own- levcl and not at thce level of the grode he is in.

137 Children should be allowed morc frccdom than they usually get
. in thce exccution of learning activitics.

138 Leerning is cs sentinlly a process of increasing onc's storc of
- informatiion aboui: thc various ficlds of knoilcdge.

139 In a dumocracy, tcochers should help studints understand not only
the mecaning of democrocy but also the mcaning of the ideclogics
of othur peliticel systoms.

140, Children nced and should have morc supcrvision and dizeipline than
thcy usually get, . h
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Narme of Child

Your Name

TAITOMA SCIICOL DISWRICT #409

Project C.H.T.L.D,

Behavior Check List For Teachers And Parents
Form 71l=1

Relationship to Child

Parent:

Instructions:

£D 080581

"job is to make accurate observaiions about a child, concerning each of

Teacher:

Other:
(explain)
A series of cuestions about childrens! behavior are listed below.

Your

the areas listed. To help you do this, we have included paragraphs
deseribing two opposite ways that a child could behave related to each

of the questionse

Read the paragraphs for each questions. Decide where you think the
child’s behavior generally fits, between these iwo extremes (toward
one end or in the middle). Place a check mark on the line, below the
paragraphs, indicating your choice for each question. Work through
all of the questions in this way. Please ask for further instructions
if this is not cleari Try to te as accurate and candid as you can in
describing your opinion on each question,

1. (1.)

¥nowledze o

Child seems to have‘; great
deal of trouble with new

pay attention to new things
or pick them up very quickly
when exposed to new things.

Cnild is very capable of
“picking up" everything
that he sees & hears the .
first time that he is ex-
posed to it. Never neceds
40 have things explained,
but rather, seems to spon-
taneously understand things
welle )

Can't seem to

P

—27

2.

(Tohe1.)

¥~ver seems to know what to

do. Needs constant re-explaine
inr. Plighty attention.

Poor habvits of concentration.

003.097%7

Does not need dixections
repeated often. Always 1
able to do work on tacks -
on his own after being

. . shown howe Attention spoan
:‘.‘.‘2‘ very goode
-3 -? -] 0 1 _ 2 3
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3.

o

(1.A.2.)

Kven after long observing
cannot distingmish obvious
differences. Observes

fou or no details. Limite

Able quickly and clearly
to see differences. Can
distinpuish between shapes.
Distinguishes details

cd progress in certain casily.

senses.

-3 ~2 -1 2 3
40 (I'B.)

i

Child has a great deal of
trouble understanding the
:motions or expressions of
feeling which other people
exoress to him. Often mis—
understands people when they
try to explain how they feel
about things.

Child seems very perceptive
of differences in the way
people act toward him. Will
often secm to "just know"
vhen another person feels
sad or happy, without any
verbal communications. Seems
to sense subtle changes in
the moods of others.

(1IX.40)

Child seems generally unable
o "put things together" in
his mind. Forgets things
cuickly and seems.to have
mreat difficulty understand=
ing how Telated facts go
. ‘hogether.

Child picks up the relation—
ships between facts very
quickly and seems to under-
stand how facts "fit toget-
her" with little effort.
Never needs erplanations

about complicated ideas.
Rather, he understands so
quickly that it amazes adultse.

6.

(II.A010)

Formry prasp of reality,
material objects. Frequently
411 mixed up". NMixes up
objects. Confuses distinguish=
ing features which identify

objects. -

Clear grasp of identifying
features of elements in
child's world. Able to
recognize differences be-
tween such objects as circles
and ovals. FEvidences clarity
of grasp in using percepts

in conversation and in other
tasks where applicables

-

P e T
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Te (IT.Ae24)

Child has great deal of : Child finds it eany to mnke
difficulty in unacrstanding a series with objecin or
ideas such as bigeer, jdeas, Can quickly rank in
smaller, louder, softer, order things or ideas accord-
ctce Hog trouble deciding ) ing to size, shape, i "=

on muestions such as thisj tance, etc.

where he has to make a
series of discriminations
betwrecn objects and place
them in oxder.

1 e s Y Lol

ey

=3 =3 ) 0 1 2 3

oA LA b 4 8

.nt

8. (ITA030)

o

Iacks understanding of meane ' (lood understanding of mean- :
ing of even small numbers ing of numbers, Can do %
like 1, 2, 3, etc. Not simple addition, subtraction !
ahle to tell age with under— " and multiplication. Applies ‘
standinge.. - concepts outside classroom. i
=3 =2 =1 0 1 2 3
9. (II oA 030) - ]
' Recognizes few, if any of Recognizes all letters of
the letters of the alpha- alphabet and their sounds.
bet., Knows only a few of Seems to recognize many H
the sounds. Small interest different kinds of letters
in verbal taskse. even though their shapes

are slightly different. ___.

10, (ITeneds)

"hild seems to have a lot of Child always picks ways of
trouble duciding what he is ’ payins things that are eXe %
roing to say. Words don't actly how he thinks., Has

come eacy and he is often meaninzful & appropriate
confused about picking ideas words for what he is trying

to get across. Doesn't know. to say.

vhat to say first & often
necems unable to decide on
ways to get an idea straight.

R

b ) = n

i

I
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11.  (IT.B.)

Child has poor idea of why
he fcels the way he does.
Seems to have a great deal
of difficulty in under-
standing his own emotions.
Has trouble interpreting
how others feel cbout him
and seems confused about
the reactions of otherse

Child always seems fo have

a correct understanding of
how emotions operate and
understanding the way others
fee). toward him, He sees the
reasons for his own feelings
and seems to understand and
accept his own uniqueness.
Feels comfortable with him-
gelf. - ..

12.  (III.A.)

Unable to express self,
Words come out all jumblede.

___Seldom sEgaks in complete
sentences. Tends to “e
uncommunicative, Uses mini-
mum of words to express
needse

Uses complete sentences in
speaking. Always knows wiat
he wants to say and says it
clearly. language is easily
understood. Yords follow
correct sequencee.

= =2 1

13. (1IIeAele)

Still has babyish vocabularye.
Uses same words over and
overe Limited vocabhulary.
Lacks inierest in learning
new vords,.

Uses words beyond the normal
range for age and understands
meanings of these words.
Considerable interest in new
or advanced vords,

=3 =2 )

14, (IIT.Ae2.)

Child is very unexpressive

in his body movements, facial
expressions, etc. Generally

has one or two expressions on
his face and his ability to
communicate what he is thinke
ing in this way is limited.
Seems very reserved about ex-
pressing himself. Uses ges—
tures very little when talking.

Child is very expressive in
his body movements, range of
facia) expressions, e*ce.
It's casy to "seeY what he
is thinking because he can
express a lot of thinms with
fow vords. Uses a lot of
gestures when he talks in
order to better explain him=
self to others.

~ D 3

"3 B -l
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15. (1TIoBels)

T DT A i w

Unaivie to accomplish most Dresres and undrerses self
of the proctical life tasks. efficiently. Pours without H
. Difficulty in dressing and spilling. Always unses correct =
wdressing self. Lacks con- methods in practical life i
£ trol in use of broom, polish tasks. Carries over learn— @
z rag, ete, Little ability in ing into daily ro Sinee

WL

practical life tasks.

-3 -2 L . 1 2 3

L Py
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16,  (IIX.B.2.)

Lacks control: has trouble - Able to use pencil to draw
holding pencil, scissors, some detailse Able to cut

| ctce correctly. Is unable around small corners, etce

4 to cut even around large- Able to trace objects well,

. objects, or follow large : even those with some detail.
lines, Unable to or has . Able.to do an excellent job
difficulty in tracing of coloring within lines.
stencils, lost alvays out- Can use small items without E
side lines inr coloring. trouble., N
=3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3

17.  (IIT.C.) e

: Generally has the attitude . Has positive attitude in ;
"I can't do it", Feels in- : doing a taske Feels confi- 1
‘sufficient about carrying out ) dent that he can do whate
any task, Is constantly asking ’ 77 ever he sets out to do.
teacher for help. Follows An individuale. Prefers to
teacher or other children be leaderes
around .
=3 -2 -] 0 1 2 3

18, (I11.C.)

Docs not want anything to do Cets along very well with
with other children, Prefers to peers, Very willing to share
work alone, Rejects help from with others, Likes to par-
other children, Almost no cone ticipate in sroup activities,

. sideration for others., Hanis ' Very considerate of others,
t0 be bors in group activity. Enjoys vorking with group
Knocks down other's projects, on projects,

|
l tattles on others continuallye.

‘ N [
|

=3 T a2 <i 0 1 ]
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19, (itL.C.)

A S

Rejects adult helpe. Fear . Getn aleng very vell with
ful or resentful in presence adults. Is open, friendly
A of adult. Unresponsivee ~nd responsives PFeels com~
Sullen. Tends to avoid con- fortable with adult sufges-
tact with adults if possiblee . tions & will listen to

helpful commenis. Fxpresses
feelings openly with adults
& tries to work out disa~-

greements,
g =3 -2 ) 0 1 2 3
fij 20, In your opinion, how does this child compare with other children his age
£ in his preparation for school?
. £ Child seems to lack a lot of _Cchild seems to be extremely
g the skills that other kids his ) vel). prepared with the
] aze have, Seems to be clow in . academic, social, & vhysical
z 1earning the academic, social . ; - skills that kids need to be
£ and physical skills which will interested, involved, &
s - enaplé him to be an interested, successful in school, Seems
E involved and successful student, much better prepared than
5 other kids his afe.
=3 - .- -1 0 1 2 3

(Rater Accuracy)

How confident are you that you have accurately ‘described the behavior of
+his child?

lot sure, could easily — Yery confident. Have seen
have an inaceurate or incom- him in all sorts of situation
plete picture of the child's . % feel that I know all his
‘vehavior. behaviors.

o ) | 0 1 p 3
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Sessicn # Form 1I
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TAHOMA SCHOOL DISTRICT #4093 N

- Speaker Bvaluation Form

-

Directions: Rate this session by placing an X in the space that most characterizes
your conception of this session. For example, if you thought the
session was good, place an X in the first box; if bad, place the X
in box 8. Values may be checked from 1 to 8 depending on hov
strongly you feel. Please respond to all questions (A-1).

g 1 2 .3 4...5 6 1 8
e A Good | | Bad
E B Important Unimportant
g;;é c Iseful ; : Useless

D Pleasant | Unpleasant
£ 7 t
g E Valuable R Worthless
£ F Strong : HWeak :
s ] i B
- [ Beautiful ; Ugly
g% H Interesting et Boring
£ I Fair ! ’ ! o i : Unfair

How might this session have been improved? : !

What was the most important idea you received from this session?

What was the least important idea you received from this session?
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TLACHIR EVALUATION GF PRCJiECT C.H.I.L.D.

Gil Sox, Bducctionsl Psychology, University of Vashington

Decar Teacher: —_ .

I kove been csked to gather information from tcachers on Preject
¢.H.I.L.D. It is osscaticzl that we got this informction before scheol 18
cut., Plcasc respond to the follcowing questions usiag & Ho. 2 pencil and the
cncloscd I.B.H. form and return to me in the addrcesscd cnvelope.

Thonks,

— Cil Sex, Fh.De

Educational Psycholegy Department
University of ¥ashington

INSTRUCTIGIIS:

Fill in gradc cnd school. Usc the follewing scalc to indiczte your
sgrcement or discgrecment on cach qucstion:

Strongly Agreo: o Disagrec: ngu
Agrec: pt Strongly Disagrcc: e
Uaccertain: et

For cxcmple, if you strouzly ogrec with = stctement, you would pcencil the
short spoce beneath the lctter “a® in thc cpproprictc scction with thc IBM

ansvwer sheet ond question nuabers csrresponding. However, if yocu should happen

to discgree with it, you would pencil the short spcce bencath the letter g,

Fleesc usc thc back of the IEM form for your cdditienal comments, Do not fcld

the IEH shect.

- SECTION 1: ~H.L.P. TRAINING

. My H.D.P. trzining workshop was aa cxciting cxpericnce.

I fclt that the luader of the Yorkshop was nct cffcctive.

3. I fclt that tho werkshop lcad to constructive changes in my astyle of
tcaching.

was & uscful port of the workshop.

Hatching the consultoat do "'me.gic circles® vos uscful.

The sciquence of luarning during the workshop was uscful,

ontinuclecee

The vidco-tope recording ond slayback cof dcmenstration "megic circles®

JE——
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B o




p

AR, JEP R T S T R g

Y

A

=
=2

Teachor LDvaluation
June, 1972 _ Page 2

I feol that we did not hcve encugh time during the workshops,.

G. Tt is uscful to wotch other tcachers de "magic circlcs."
, 9. The workshop was well designed to teach me how to do "magic circles.”
10. The results of “mogic circles® have not been worth the time the work-
shop req_nircd.
11. I fccl competcat in doving ¥mogic circles" with my class.
KGTE:
Skip to .
Scction IX SECTICH 11: PROCRAN MATERIALS

of Answer Sheet:

41,

The 1lesson plonc orc gomplete cind mecaingful,
Hany lcssen plans arc not clear,

I con sce the nccd for meny changes in the lessen plans to make them
more ¢ffcctive.

The lcsson tipics hold the intcrcst of the children,

The scquence of lcssons scems well planncd.

I would rccemnend the HeDePo progrom to @ new teccher.

I think thc ciins of thc'progr::n arc useful to children's loarning.
I om dcfinitely going to continuc ucing thc program next yeor,
There seems to be good support for the program ot my gradc levele. -
Teochors should worle tugcther oa this progrom.

I wculd bc willing to demonstrate o cirecle to other teachers,

I feel that the Humon Deowelopment Progrom docsn't fit in with the
rcat of the curriculuvnm,

The Human Development Progrom should be part of troining for new
tcachers. . .

I have useéd the resource materials in the Project C.H.IWLL.D. Librory.

R Continucdesse
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NOTE ¢
Skip to

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

86.

81.

8.

89.

90.

Scetien III
of Answer Shoct:

-Peachers should modsl the consultant's "stylc" to be effective.

91.
92.

SECTION IIl: H.D.P. CONTENT

Feclings should be stresscd morc than thoushts or bchavior.
In H.D.P. "Mostery” means how wcll a child docs in school.
Ia H.D.P., "Awarcness® runs through the entire program.

Socicl Intcrrction rcfers to the child's cbility to edjust to socicty.

AR al

A withdrown child shoulé be cxcluded frem "megic circles.”

wicgic citcles” sheuld be o dcily clessroom activity.

Fiftcen to twenty kide is the ben: size for "megic circles.”

nb '

Host circles will run for 1/2 hour to de & lcssen completely.

The Humen Develepment Program is primerily for cmotionally troubled
children,

A child should be ctrictly enccurcged to rcvecl things thot scare him.

H.D.P. is intcnded to proveat rather than curc socizl and cmotional
problems.

il

Contimucd: GCo to Scction IV, ncxt poge.
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SECTION IV: Education Survey Poge 4.

Junc, . 1972

INSTRUCTIOHS: Given below arce 20 statcments on cducational idcas and probloms
about which we all havc belicfs, opinions, and attitudese ¥Wc all think differ-
ently about such matters, and this ecale is an attcempt to lct you cxpress your
belicfs and opinions. Respond to cach of the items as follows, meking certain
that your answers are placcd in Scetion IV .of the I.B.M. sheet beginning with
number 121

Strongly Agrccs: "o Disaércc;‘ - B
Agrec: "y Strongly Disagrcc: e
Uncertain: et

For cxample, if you strongly agrce with a statecment, you would penecil the
short spacc beacath the lctter "a¥ in Scction IV of the IBH shect, the answer
sheet and question numbers corresponding. However, if you should happen to
disagrec with it, you would pencil the short spacc bericath the letter naw,
Respond to cach stotement 23 best you can. Go rapidly but carcfully. Do not
spond too much timc on any onc statement; try to rcspond and then go on.

s e W R — e

121 Thc goals of cducation should bc dictatcd by children's intcrests
and nceds, as well as by the larg r demands of society.

'122 T'o subject is morc importént than the personalitics of thc pupils.
123 Schools of todcy arc ncglecting the threc R's.
124 The pupil-tcacher rclationship is the rclotionship between a child

vho nceds dircction, guidence, and control and a tcacher who is
an cxpert supplying dircction, guidance, and control,

125 Tezchers, likc university professors, shonld hove academic free-
dom—-frecdom to tecach what they think is right end best,

- 126 Tht backbonc of the school curriclum is subjcct matter; activities
arc uscful mainly to facilitatc the lcorning of subjecct matter.

127 Teachcrs should chcouragc pupils to study and criticizc our own
and other cconomic systems and practicces.

128 Thc traditionzl morzl standards of our childrcen. should not just
be accepted; they should be cxamined and tested in solving the
T przsent problcems of studcnts.

129 Leorning is cxperimental; the child should be tought to tost 2lter-
natives beforce accepting any cf them,,
130 Thc curriculum consists of subjcct mattcer to be lecarncd and
skills to bc acquirced. B

131 The truc view of cducation is n arranging learning that the child
grodually builds up o storc housc of knowledge that he can usc
in the futurc.

31
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Education Survey Page 5

132 Onc of the 313 difficultics with modern schools is that disciplinc
is oftcn sacrificed to the intercats of children.

133 The curriculum should contwin an orderly ariangement of subjccts
that reprezent the best of our cultural heritago,

134 Discipline should be governcd by long-renge intercsts and well-
cstablished stendards.
135 Bducaticn ond cducational institutions must bc scurces of ncv

social ideas; cducation must be a social program undergoing cone
tinual reccastruction, T ‘

136 Right from thc very first grade, tcachers must tcach the child |
&t his own lcvel ond not at the level of sthe grode he is in.

Childrcn should be allowed morce frecdom than they usually get

137
in the exccution of learning activitics.

138 Leorning is cssentially a process of inercasing oni's storc of
information about the various ficlds of kmouledgo.

139 In a dcmocracy, tcachers should heclp students undcrstand not only
the meaning of democrccy but also the mianing of the idcologics
of othcr political systems,

140 Children nced and should have morc supervision and discipline then
thcy usually get. gL
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