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IN-SERVICE TRAINING PROGRAM IN FAMILY LIFE EDUCATION

A series of intensive in~service training programs was planned to actively
involve teachers in the content and method of teaching family life education
with an emphasis on healthy sexuality, Four significant aspects were to be
emphasized through a series of workshops as follows:

1. A general orientation to acquaint teachers of all grade levels
with current research in the behavioral ani biological sciences
relevant to human relatioaship and to family stability in con-
temporary society.

2, Small group discussion of general orientation topics,

3. The involvement of teachers in developing instructional units
for use in model school programs. The Coutra Costa County
Recommended Program in Family Life Education for Grades K-12,
developed as a part of the planning activities for this project,
were used as a suggested framework for school application. It
was expected that the participation of teachers in selecting
content and planning the curriculum would provide the type of
involvement needed to give them the competence and confidencze
to succeed in this new area of imnstruction.

4, The-actual - application @f:these plaaned-.currigula daswutg-he ther — s
third feature of the workshop. Through cooperation of model :
schools and: summer schools, teachers were expected to try out
prepared materials, evaluate them as to their effectiveness,
and modify programs in light of experiences, This try-out of
materials and evaluation was considered vital to developing
their confidence in this controversial instructional field,

The workshop was assumed to have four distinctive features that made it an
ideal form for in-service training. These features include: the opportunity
to develop something new and stimulating for daily work; the provision for
broadening concepts and ideas; the opportunity to develop leadership abilities;
and the flexibility for personal growth and satisfaction. Based upon these
qualities, it was concluded that the workshop would be the most appropriate
method for the in-service training of teachers in family life education.

Two semester hours of college credit were provided for the wo: xshops
through University of California Extension and later California State College,
(Hayward) , Extension, Each workshop consisted of thirty (30) hours of
instruction. During the regular school year, these sessions were arranged for
late afternoon, evenings and Saturdays, During the summer, the sessions were
half-time for four weeks. The project provided funds to cover costs of the
teaching staff and consultants, as well as the costs to a university or college
of credit for the participants.

The in-service training sessions were planned for eight groups of teachers
:ﬁ*ough the years 1968, 1969, and 1970. Each group was planned for approximately
[ERJf:ty (50) participants.
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A variety of organization patterns for these in-service training sessions
was usced in order to provide flexibility in meeting neceds of -participants, The
sequence of content and methodology was expected. to remain reasonably constant
for all groups, except as modified by evaluation procedures. In all, the
training program was to provide approximately 400 trained family life education
teachers for the schools of Contra Costa County.

As originally planned, the in-service program consisted of four elements:
(1) general meetings for presentation of materials, (2) small group discussions
to react to presentations of new concepts and materials, (3) work groups to
develop classroom approaches, select and plan appropriate curriculum materials,
and (4) classroom try-outs and immediate evaluation in model schools.

Themes,

The themes for the in-service program, centering on the development of
healthy sexuality, were:

+ Family Life Education: Why and What

Teaching Children About Sex and Reproduction

. Review of Successful Programs and Curriculum Materials in Family
Life Education

w N =

4, Current Comnunity Problems Related to Family Life Education

5. Families Without Fathers

6. Conformity and Non-Conformity: The Youth Rebellion

7. Morality and Mores

8. Normalcy and Abnormalcy in Human Sexual Behavior

9. Deviant Sexual Behavior :
10. Human Maturation Pattern and Pressures Toward Precocious Social

Maturity

11. Male and Female Roles in Different Subcultures

12, Drugs, Drinking and Behavior

13. Venereal Dlsease .

14, Responsible Parenthood and the Population Explosion

15. " Parent~Church-School-Community Respon51b111ty to> Strengthen the
American Family

Participating teachers in the workshop were provided with a packet of
reference materials, some general materials and others anproprlate to particular
grade level or subject fields of instruction.

Training Objgctives{

The specific objectives of the in-service program were to:

1. Enable teachers to instruct from a series of articulated instructional
units to a specific grade level using appropriate knowledge, under-
. standings, and skills from many subject matter fields.

(The instructional units developed were to provide a coordination of
efforts to improve the shared use of knowledge and materials and
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reduce dupllcation of expended efforts during the three year project,
They also were to establish a definite base of communication between
parents, children, and teachers toward the need for family life
education, and to serve as a catalyst for stimulating community con-
cern, aid, and action by community leaders to implement faml]y life
educatlon.)

2. Stimulate staff interest,in curriculum development and train teachers
for family life instruction in participating districts to adequately
meet the needs of schools in Contra Costa County during the three
year project.

3. Instigate model programs of 1nstruct10n, adapted for local use,
which would include: ’

a. the employment of consultive services and related directional
activities;

b. the establishment of "spin off" pilot projects by school districts
that have the initiative and competency to expand the initial
program,

4, Bring about participation in family life education with parent-

teacher associations, church groups, youth groups, service agencies,
community service groups, public social service institutions.

Evaluation Design

An important reason why the Family Life Education program was originally
funs:d by the U, S. Office of Education was the quality of the proposed
assessment and evaluation program. The evaluation is based upon administering
to the participating teachers, students, and their parents, standardized tests,
inventories, and questionnaires, as well as structured interviews. The evalua-
tion design is unique in teacher education in that it has an experimental base,
i.e., consists of pre— and post-—tests where two groups are compared~-one group
participating in the program (the experimental group) and the other group not
participating in the program (the control group).

The evaluatioun design attempts to take into account as many facets as
feasible to determine the effectiveness of the training and instructional pro-
gram, as well as to provide a means by which continual improvement may be made,
In order to achieve these goals it is necessary to determine to what extent
the stated objectives of the program had been reached, as well as to gather
pertinent data for the constant upgrading and refinement of the ongoing pro-
gram. Incorporated within the design were a series of "feedbacks," both
formal and informal, which provided data that were used for decision-making
and continual refinement while the program was in pProcess.

Specifically, the purpose of the evaluation design was to assess the
effectiveness of the Family Life Education program by seeking the answers to
questions such as:

C



Has the in-service training increased the teachers' knowledge, attitudes,
and skills?

Has family life education (as taught by teachers who participated in the
in-service training) had an effect upon the cognitive and affective
domains of students?

Has family life education had an effect on the parents of pupils who

receive special instruction in the family life education project?

Evaluation of Process:

The response to the first question, did teacher training train the teachers
relates to evaluation of the process (training teachers) that should result in
tne product (changed students)., The "process" question is to ask if the pro-
cedures used in the workshop are those which should be replicated in successive
workshops or should they be revised cr replaced. The teachers' reactions to
training (the workshop) were assessed via a Q-Sort, an open-ended questionnaire,
short essays related to strengths and weaknesses, as well as suggested changes
that would lead to improving the program.

Evaluation of Product:

The evaluation ¢f out‘omes provides a clear picture of how well an in-
service program meets its stated objectives and how the program contributed to
the accomplishment of the project's overall goals., It was expected that the
continuation application for the second and third years would provide evaluation
cf the first and second year and that the final report would provide the com-
plete evaluation of the in-service program.

Teachers volunteering to participate in the workshops were divided into
experimental (trained) and control (non-trained) groups. Both groups were
pre-tested and post-tested on cognitive and affective factors, as follows:

1. Knowledge of Family Life Education
2, Attitude toward Family Life Education
3., Personality characteristics

Comparable demographic data were gatheréd from both groups. The pre-testing
was done the evening prior to the opening of each workshop for both E and C
teachers and the post-testing for both E and C teachers at a single agreed on
time ard place after the E teachers had taught a unit (or course) on family life
education. The experimental group was further dichotomized into urban~rural and
elementary and secondary school teachers. A random sample of the experimental
teachers was followed the semester after their period of special instruction.
Their pupils were post-tested on their knowledge and attitude toward family life
education. Parents of pupils taught by the trained teachers were queried to

lCriteria used in recruiting and selecting the trainees appears in Appendix A.
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determine if they noted changes in the attitude or behavior of theilr children
which could be reasonably related to the special instruction the children received
in family life education. An important aspect of the evaluation was the oppor-
tunity for replication of the study through application of the measures with
successive groups of trainees. In all, four workshops were studied, spring and
summer, 1968, winter and summer, 1969. The complete evaluation design is shown
in Table 1.

Evaluation Instruments: The following instruments were administered:

1. Demographic Questionnaire. The Demographic Questionnaire, which was
constructed by the evaluation team, consists of twenty-four items,
each with multiple~choice response categories, designed to elicit in-
formation about the personal background, academic and professional
training, and teaching experience of the subjects. A’ copy of the
Demographic Questionnaire, and of the other instruments used in the
evaluation, is included in Appendix B of this Report.

2. Sex Knowledge Inventory (SKI). The SKI (Form X - Adults, 1967
Revision) is a standardized knowledge test of eighty questions, each
followed by five answer choices of which only one is adjudged to be
correct. The inventory yields a single score for each individual.
Topics related to sex and sexual adjustments, the reproductive
systems, venereal diseases, and the vocabulary pertaining to these
are covered in the inventory.

The reliability for this instrument has been computed to be .87 using
the Kuder-Richardson coefficient of reliability. Using the Spearman-
Brown coefficient of reliability, the nature of the topics covered
and practicality, this instrument was deemed objective, pertinent,
and reliable for the purpose of assessing the knowledge level of the
teachers, .

3. Omnibus Personality Inventory. The Omnibus Personality Inventory
(OPI), Form Fy, is an attitude inventory consisting of fourteen
scales and an intellectual disposition category designed to assess
selected characteristics of human behavior, chiefly in the areas of
aormal ego-functioning and intellectual activity. The OPI was de-
veloped out of a desire to understand, improve, and document the
effects of a college education. Almost all dimensions included in
the Inventory were chosen either for their general importance in
understanding the differentiating among students in an educational
context or for their particular relevance to academic activity. In
the development of the OPI, consideration was given to some of the
major attitudes, values, and interests which would, with the context
of a general eclectic set of principles, shed meaningful light on
the variations among Students and student bodies and on changes in
some of the measured characteristics. Attention was given to the
dynamics of both academic and social involvement and to the important
aspects of human behavior which should or would be influenced through
a variety of on-campus experiences. The major purposes of the OPI were
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to provide a meaningful, differentiating description of students and
a means of assessing change rather than a device or instrument for
testing a-specific theory of personality.

As .used in numerous studies, the OPI has served three main purposes:

a., to furnish criterion scores, as independent variables, for the
identification and selection of '"types" of students,

b. to provide a basis for differentiating among student types and
groups, and

c. to provide a basis for measuring change over one or more years
in a number of non-intellective characteristics,

Since mdost of the scales were constructed for or included in the
Inventory because of their actual or assumed relevance to behavior
in an academic setting, some of these scales serve as important
variables by which to assess development and change presumably re-
lated to college experiences, Thus, the game scales that permit
categorization of students into "types" and subgroups may serve as
the means to measure degree of change over time.

In order to understand the use and interpretatiof of the OPI in the
context of this investigation, a brief description of the fourteen
scales and the Intellectual Disposition Categories is presented.

1. Thinking Introversion (TI) - Persons scoring high on this-
measure are characterized by a liking for reflective thought
and academic activities and express interests in a broad range
"of ideas found in a variety of areas, such as literature, art,
and philosophy. Their thinking is less dominated by immediate
conditions and situations, or by commonly accepted ideas, than
low scorers.

2. Theoretical Orientation (TO) - This scale measures an interest
ip, or orientation to, a more restricted range of ideas than is
true of TI, High scorers are generally logical, rational, and
tritical in their approach to problems.

3. Estheticism (Es) - High scorers endorse statements indicating
diverse interests in artistic matters and activities., The con-
tent of the statements in this scale extend beyond painting,
sculpture, and music, and includes interests in literature and
dramatics.

4, Complexity (Coj - This measure reflects an experimental and
flexible orientation rather than a fixed way of viewing and
organizing phenomena. High scorers are tolerant of ambiguities
and uncertainties; they are fond of novel situations and ideas.
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Autonomy (Au) - The chiaracteristic measured by this scale is

composed of liberal, non-authoritarian thirnking and a need for
independence. High scorers show a tendency to be independent
of authority as traditionally imposed through social institu-

" tions. They are nonjudgmental, realistic, and intellectually

liberal.

Religious Orientation (RO, - High scorers are skeptical of con-
ventional religious beliefs and practices and tend to reject
most ©i them, especially those that are orthodox ¢r fundamen-
taiistic in nature. -

Social Extroversion (SE) - This measure reflects a preferred
style relating to people in a social context. High scorers
display a strong interest in being with people, and they seek
social activities and gain satisfaction from them.

Impulse Expression (IE) - This scale assesses a general readiness
to express impulses and to seek gratification either in conscious
thought or in overt action. High scorers have an active imagina-
tion, value sensual reactions and feelings.

Personal Integration (PI) - The high- scorer admits to few
attitudes and behaviors that characterize socially alienated

.or emotionally disturbed persons.

Anxiety Level (AL) - High scorers deny that they have feelings
or symptoms of anxiety, and do not admit to being nervous or
worried. Low scorers may experience some difficulty in adjust-
ing to their social envirowrent, and they tend to have a poor
opinion of themselves, : '

Altruism (Am) - The high scorer is an affiliative person and
trusting and ethical in his relations with others. He has a
strong concern for the feelings and welfare of pcople he meets,

Practical Outlook (PO) - The high scorer on this measure is
interested in practical, applied activities and tends to value
material possessions and concrete accomplishments., He is more
concerned with the utility of things.,

Masculinity-Feminity (MF) - This scale assesses some of the
differences in attitudes and interests between college men and

women. High scorers (masculine) deny interests in esthetic -

matters and they also tend to be somewhat less socially inclined
than low scorers and more interested in scientific matters.

Response Bias (RB) -~ This measure, composed chiefly of items
seemingly unrelated to the concept, represents an approach to
assessing the student's test-taking attitude. High scorers
trying to make a good impression and low scorers a bad
impression, ‘

am——
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The Intellectual Disposition Categories (IDC) is composed of six

of the OPI scales and is an attempt to categorize individuals in
terms of an intellectual, scholarly disposition. The four scales
of TI, T0, Es, and Co serve as primary criteria and Au and RO serve
as supplementary criteria in categorizing individuals at certain

_poin wa "contlinuum', of intellectual disposition., Specifically,

the: s fgjects are placed in one of eight IDC's. The composite
fheasdre”ofjintellectual disposition identifies both the type and
extent of commitment to general learning and intellectual activity,
while permitting a designation of the emphasis or forms of the
individual's disposition. For exam;!:, a person in INDC-5 can best
be defined as approximately average on the measured disposition
toward intellectual involvement; those obtaining an IDC-8 tend to
be quite practical in orientation and unintellectual; and those
obtaining an IDC-1 are assumed to be highly disposed intellectually
with broad, intrinsic interests in intellectual pursuits.,

The reliability and validity of the OPI have been well substantiated,
Using test-retest coefficients, reliabilities above .85 and .88 have
been computed for both the OPI scales and the IDC classification.

The validity of the OPI and the IDC's is based upon correlations
with other well-established instruments and a variety of data
obtained from questionnaires and interviews.

Even though the OPI has been used primarily in relation to college
students, it has been used to study the reactions of student teachers
and teachers in-service to given programs of special training.

The OPI has been found to be a useful instrument in assessing the
influence of an educational training program. For the purposes of
this study, the OPI is used to assess the intellectual and psycho-
logical changes related to participating in the in-service program
in family life education. In order to examine the effect of the
in-service program, each of the fourteen scales was examined in-
dependently along with the IDC scores of the participants.

Family Life Attitude Inventory (FLAI) - The FLAI was developed by
the evaluation team to assess the feelings and beliefs of teachers
about students, the school, the family, the community, and teaching
as these are related to famlly life education. It is a 44 item
attitude inventory based upon a summated rating scale (also known .
as a Likert-type-scale). A preliminary pilot study using the FLAI
revealed a Kuder-Richardson coefficient of reliability of .70;
inprovement upon the instrument since that time has been made but
no new reliability has been established, This instrument was
expected to provide information from the teachers about their
attitude toward family life education, :

The Family Life Education Q-Sort (FLEQ) - This was a 56 item Q-sort
developed by the evaluation team for the specific purpose of deter-
mining the effectiveness of the workshop--its goals, curriculum,
methods, and outcomes. Based upon a continuum from "Agree Very
Strongly" to '"Disagree Very Strongly," the Likert-type response
categories of the Q-Sort provide valuable information on the "strong"

\v



as well as the '"weak'" features of the training program as perceived
by the participating teachers. The Q-Sort data were used to eval-
uate the training program and to provide a guide by which it could
be improved. Participants performed the Q-Sort at the énd of the
training period.

6. Family Life Knowledge Inventory (FLKI) - The FLKI was developed by
a committee composed of teachers, administrators, the evaluation
team, and the director of the Family Life Education project.

Three forms of the Inventory were constructed to include questions
specifically formulated for their appropriateness for testing the
knowledge of students at various grade levels: 5-6, 7-8, and

10-12, Each form of the Inventory contains 41 to 44 questions of
the objective, multiple choice answer type. Each question asks for
a choice of the best one from among four answers. All are questions
testing factual knowledge of the sort transmitted in family life
education curricula and units taught in schools and at various

grade levels throughout Contra Costa County.

7. Mooney Problem Check List (MPCL) - The MPCL is a standardized in-
ventory for determining personal problems, The following is a
description of the problem areas covered:

High School Form - Health and Physical Development (HPD); Finances,
Living Conditions, and Employment (CPE); Social
and Recreational Activities (SRA); Social -
Psychological Relations (SPR); Personal -
Psychological Relations (PPR); Courtship, Sex
and Marriage (CSM); Home and Family (HF); Morals
and Religion (MR); Adjustment to School Work (ASW);
the Future: Vocational and Educational (FVE); and
Curriculum and Teaching Procedure (CTP).

Junior High Form - Health and Physical Development (HPD); School (S);
Home and Family (HF); Money, Work, the Future
(MWF); Boy and Girl Relations (BG); Relations to
People in General (PG); and Self-Centered Con-
cerns (SC).

This instrument will provide information pertinent to students' feelings
and beliefs- about certain problems that are included in the family life
education program. .

8. Family Life Education Student Questionnaire (FLESQ) - The FLESQ was
developed by the evaluation team to ascertain students' reaction to
their participation in a course or unit of instruction in family 1life
education. It contains ten multiple-choice items and two open-ended
items.

\

9. Family Life Education Parent Questionnaire (FLEPQ) - The FLEPQ was de-
veloped by the evaluation team to ascertain parents' reactions to their
childrens' participation in a course or unit of instruction in family life
education. It contains open-ended items asking for observations of

Q childrens' behavior in the home.
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HYPOTHESIS

When the evaluation design for the training program in family life educa-
tion was conceived, five major hypotlieses concerning the investigation were
postulated:

1. (a) There will be no significant pre-test differences between the
experimental (trained) and control (non-trained) groups of
teachers in demographic background and in the measuremerit of
t'ie following three variables: (1) knowledge of family life
education including the development of healthy sexuality,

(2) attitude toward family Ilife education, and (3) person-
ality characteristics.

Part (a) of. this first hypothesis is based on the assumption that, being
members of the teaching profession, the workshop participants will share a
common commitment, common set of values and common interests. As teachers,
they will have had a generally similar background of educational and cultural
experiences and have been recruited to teaching from the same socio-economic
strata of society. They will tend to share the same overall views on problems
and issues facing society and the school, including that of the teaching of sex
education, and they will have been selected as teacher candidates in college
and then as teachers in school districts on the basis of personality character-
istics suitable for working with children and youth. Thus, any differences
found in the effectiveness with which the experimental (trained) group teaches
family 1ife education, including healthy sexuality, will be associated with
the special training they received rather than backgrounds or their personality
characteristics. '

(b) There will be significant pre-test differences among urban and
rural teachers on the above three variables.

Part (b) of this first hypothesis is based on the assumption that teachers
who live in rural communities tend to react to new ideas and innovations in a
more conservative manner than those from urban areas where there is more social
interaction and communication. Thus we can expect that a new development of
the school curriculum to an innovative, sensitive, and controversial area like
sex education will bring forth reactions from teachers that will be different
between those from conservative (rural) communities vs. those from more liberal
(urban) communities.,

(c) There will be significant pre-test differences among elementary
and secondary school teachers on the above three variables.

Part (c) of the first hypothesis is based on the assumption that people
select themselves into elementary or secondary teaching on the basis of their
inclinations with respect to subject matter and human development, Elementary
teachers generally are child-centered in their teaching interests while
secondary teachers have been found to be more subject matter centered; elementary
teachers generally are concerned with the whole child, secondary teachers with
the knowledge gained by students in a particular discipline.

E
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2. (a) A second hypothesis is that the impact on teacher-participants of
a specially organized 'and structured workshop in family 1life
education will be such as to make significant differences in their
knowledge of, and attitudc towards, family life education and in
their personality characteristics.

Part (a) of this second hypothesis is based on the assumption that a
specially organized and "packaged" learning experience which is focused on a
politically-charged, personally and emotionally involved topic like human sex-
uvality will cause teachers to change their attitudes and that these changes
will be reflected in their classroom behavior., Further it is assumed that the
opportunity to participate in such a learning experience through a workshop
format which emphasizes involvement ‘and confrontation also will induce such
changes, and that the duration of such an intense experience will be sufficient
to bring about changes in the personality characteristics of the teachers. In
addition, it is assumed that there widlwbe sufficient exposure to new knowledge
about family life education, with emphasis on human sexuality, to account for
differences between the workshop group and those teaching family life education
who were not exposed to the worksh:cp., Hence, instruments were chosen to check
the three variables (knowledge of and attitude toward family life education and
personality characteristics) and an experimental design formulated to test
the experimental (trained) group in contrast with a comparable control (untrained)
group of teachers,

(b) The post-test data will again show significant differences
.between elementary and secondary school teachers.

Part (b) of this second hypothesis is based on the same assumption about
urban and rural teachers as described under hypothesis 1 (b), plus the addition-
al assumption that any differences which existed prior to training will continue
to exist after training, these differences in amount and kind being similarly
effected by the impact of the learning experience (the workshop).

(c) The post-test will again show significant differences between
elementary and secondary school teachers,

Part (c) of this second hypothesis is based on the same assumption about
elementary and secondary teachers described under hypothesis 1 (c), plus the
assumption previously stated that such initial differences will be similarly
effected by the impact of the learning experience (the workshop).

3. A third hypothesis is that teachers given the special training will
teach family life education more effectively than those who are not
trained, and that the students of the teachers given the special
training would show the results of it in their performance on a test
of knowledge about,and attitude toward, family life education,

This third hypothesis is based on the assumption that, in the process of
gaining new knowledge about and changes in attitudes toward .family life education,
the teachers also will acquire knowledge of new materials, resocurces and new
strategies, new teaching styles and new methods appropriate for the inculcation
of family life education concepts in the classroom. Thus armed, the trained
teachers would be expected to show the results of these acquisitions in their
teaching behavior to such a degree that their greater expertise would be reflect-
\?ﬂ in their pupils when pre- and post-test data are gathered about them.

ERIC
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4, A fourth hypothesis is that parents of pupils taught family life educa-
tion bv the specially trained teachers will be aware of change in the
knowledge and attitude of their children toward family life education.

The fourth hypothesis is base( on the assumption that the results of the
teaching of a unit of instruction so closely geared to the developmental tasks of
adolescents will cause ripples and waves in the life of the pupils--in both their
school and out of school activities and interests--such that their parents would
be aware of and knowledgeable about the new instructional program of family life
education and capable of recalling specific instances and examples of changes
in the knowledge attitudes and behavior of their children which they can relate
directly to the family life education instruction given by the specially trained
teachers., A parallel assumption is that-this restropective view by parents will
represent an accurate appraisal of the results of the teaching of family life
education.

Analysis of Data:

The basic unit for analysis of quantitative data will be multivariate
analysis of variance. This method facilitates a simultaneous test for equal
means for a number of groups on some set of variables. Technically, the groups
are referred to as the '"'levels of a factor," and the set of variable means for
a particular group as the '"vector of means." Hence, the most common hypotheses
under test will be that the mean vectors of all levels of a factor are equal.
This method is superior to the more widely used univariate analysis of wvariance
since it can take into account the correlation between variables. WNevertheless,
univariate tests will be made when particular characteristics of a test profile
are of particular importance, and univariate levels of significance will be
reported.

Another multivariate statistical technique will be utilized for the analysis
cf Q-sort for questionmnaire data which, unlike standardized tests, do not auto-
matically yield a handful of normed scores. A form of factor analysis, the
BC-TRY Cluster Analysis, will be used to discover a set of dimensions of parti-
cipant attitudes as measured by the instruments, and Ssets of scores will be com~
puted for all program participants. These scores, in turn, will function as
input for multivaridte analysis of variance, thus enabling the effective compari-
son of groups.

Chi-square tests for the equality of the probability distributions of the
control and experimental groups also will be used.

THE EVALUATION REPORT

This Evaluation Report is divided into six parts, as follows:

Part I, Spring, 1968 Part IV, Summer, 1969
Part II, Summer, 1968 Part V, Fall, 1970
Part II1, Winter, 1969 Part VI, The Overall Findings

The Appendices are bound in a separate, companion volume.
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THE SPRING, 1968, WORKSHOP IN FAMILY LIFE EDUCATION

The Evaluation Design

The subjects were the 114 teachers who were selected to participate in
the Spring, 1968 workshop. The independent variables were: (1) Type of Commu-
nity, (2) Type of School, and (3) Experimental Condition. The variable, Type
of Community, was dichotomized into "high" and "low" populated areas and was
termed "urban" and "rural." The terms "urban" and "rural" are not completely
appropriate, but for sake of more meaningful descriptions, this wording was
used, The variable, Type of School, was divided into "elementary school
teachers" (grades K-6) and "secondary school teachers" (grades 7-12). The
third independent variable, Experimental Cohdition, enabled the evaluation team
to establish experimental and control groups. The 114 teachers were randomly
assigned to either the experimental or the control group.

When broken down into the various subgroups, the three independent
variables yielded eight different groups:

(1) Urban - Elementary - Experimental
(2) Urban - Elementary - Control

(3) Urban - Secondary - Experimental
(4) Urban - Secondary - Control

(5) Rural - Elementary - Experimental
(6) Rural - Elementary - Control

(7) Rural - Secondary - Experimental
(8) Rural - Secondary - Control

The dependent .ariables considered were: (1) knowledge of family life
education, particularly of healthy sexuality, (2) attitude toward family life
education, and (3) personality characteristics. Measures on these dependent
variables were takea by pre- and post-testing according to the design shown in
Table 2.

For the purposes of evaluating the Spring, 1968, in-service training pro-
gram, three major hypotheses were formulated for testing:

1, There are no significant differences on any of the demographic
variables assessed by the Demographic Questionnaire (e.g., personal
background, academic and professional training, teaching experience,
etc.) between (a) teachers in the experimental group and teachers
in the control group, (b) urban teachers and rural teachers, and
(c) elementary school teachers and secondary school teachers.

2, There are no significant differences between the comparison groups
enumerated in the first hypothesis on pretest measures of
(a) knowledge of family life, particularly healthy sexuality
(operationally definnd as a score on the Sex Knowledge Inventory,
Form X - Adults) and, (b) personality characteristics (operation-
ally defined as a set of scores on the 14 scales of the Omnibus
Personality Inventory, Form Fy).

1§
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"3, There are significant differences between the control and experi-
mental groups on post-test measures of the dependent variables
enumerated in the secornd hypothesis due to the main effect of the
training received by teachers in the experimental group.

Acceptance of these three hypotheses, on the basis of evidence resulting
from statistical analysis of the data, would imply that the significant
differences between the control and experimental groups on post-test measures
of the dependent variables are not the consequence of a priori differences
among teachers 'in these two groups but the result of the impact which the in-
service training program in family life education had upon the teachers who
participated in it. The instruments used to obtain data for the evaluation are
described in the Introduction.

The Evaluation Procedures

Initially, all of the teachers who served as subjects for the evaluation
were assembled and tested at the same time. They were not informed beforehand
whether they would be assigned to the experimental or to the control group.
They were asked to respond to the following instruments: (1) the Demographic
Questionnaire, (2) the Sex Knowledge Inventory, and (3) the Omnlbus Person-
ality Inventory.

Following the administration of these tests, the predetermined control
group was dismissed and the experimental group participated in the training
program in family life education. At the conclusion of the workshop, those in
the experimental group performed the Family 1.:+2 Education Q-Sort (FLEQ).

Approximately nine months after the conclusion of the program, at the end
of a semester during which the subjects taught units or courses, the teachers
in both the control and experimental groups were reassembled and readminis-
tered the test battery enumerated above, plus the Family Life Attitude Inven-
tory (FLAI).

The Sample

The personal background, academic and professional training, teaching
experience, and other demographic characteristics of the 114 subjects are in-
dicated by the data reported in Tables 3 - 17, which were obtained from the
subjects' responses to the Demographic Questionnaire. Examination of these
tables reveals the high degree of homogeniety of demographic characteristics
among the eight comparison groups of subjects and the likelihood that the
teachers in the experimental and control groups were similar to (not signifi-
cantly different from) one another in these characteristics before those in the
experimental group underwent the training program,

Analysis of the Demographic Data

Tables 3A - 17A, following, report the results of Chi-square tests of
homogeniety on 13 of the 14 demographic variables for the experimental and

EKC
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control groups of subjects tested for evaluation of the Spring, 1968, in-service
training program. These tests of the equality of the probability distribution
of demographic characteristics between the two comparison groups were controlled
at the .05 level of significance. At this level .of probability, none of the
differences in demographic characteristics indicated in Tables 3 - 17 proved

to be statistically significant. Hence, any differences in post-test measures
of dependent variables taken on the two groups would be attributable to

training effects and not to a priori differences in demographic characteristics.
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‘TABLE 3. AGE OF THE TEACHERS 1IN 'J‘i:l'}i FI1GHT GROUPS,
Age--Span :
Group 20-30 31-40 41-50 51-60 Total
I 4 t % A 4 t % '
Urban—llementary-Experimental 3 25 2 17 6 50 1 8 12
Urban~E1emcntary~Contr61 2 11 7 39 2 11 7 39 18
Jrban-—-Secondary~-Iixperimental 8§ 33 9-38 5 21 2 8 24
—_— - S . .
Urban-Secondary~Control 2 20 3 30 4 40 1 10 10
Rural-Elementary--Experimental & 29 4 29 5 35 1 7 14
Rural-Elementary-Control 2 33 2 33 1 17 1 17 6
Rural-Secendary—~Experimental 6 30 8 40 6 30 0 0 20
Rural-Secondary-Control 5 50 3 30 2 20 0 0 l 10
iotals 32 28 38 33 |31 28 13 1




Table 3A

Test for Differences in the Distributions of Age

. 20

'(xg":(.%) = 7.815)

Group Age Span
20-30 . 31-40 41-50 51-60 Total
gl ¥ gl ¥ g | % g
Control 11 25| 15 34 9 2.5 9  20.5 44
Xperimental 21 30 23 33 22 31.4 4 5.7 70
Total 32 28 38 33 31 28 13 11 114
X? = 6. 69 Not Significant




TABLY 4,

e

NUMUFR AND PERCERT OF

A
Ll

LE AND Frral¥ TEACDERS In THE BIGHYT CRQUPS,

e Hen ] Women
(7 rOU p e o e 41m a8 e A + armart - s . 1] s sy S e g e e e e ey e . o] TU L a l
Number Percent Number Percent
Urban»Elementary"Experimeﬁtal 4 33 8 67 12
Urban-Llementary-Control 2 11 16 89 18
Urban--Secondary-Experimental 13 54 11 46 29
Urban~Sccondary~Control 5 50 5 50 10
- ——] —_ i. T B e B L
Rural-Elementary--Experimental 1 7 13 93 14
Rural-Flementary-Control 2 33 4 67 6
Rural-Secondary-Experimental 9 45 11 55 20
Rute1-Secondary-Control 3 30 7 70 10
Total _ 39 75 114
Average 34 66
TABLE 5. MARITAL STATUS OF THE TEACHERS IN THE EIGHT GROUPS
" - ————— l T - B -
Group -Marrje{45ing1e Divorced Separated |Widowed Total
) AR IE T IR A L
Urban-Elementary-Experimental 110 83,4 1 8,3 1 8.3} 0 0|0 O 12
Urban-Elementary-Control 13 72 3 171 2 11 0 o0]0 O 18
Urban-Secondary-Experimental 120 83 3 13| 0 0 1 4|0 O 24
Urban~Sécondaiy~Control 8 80 1 101 0 O 0 041 10 1C
Rural-Elementary-Experimental (10 72 3 2140 O 0 0|1 7 14
Rural-Elementary-Control 5 83 1 17{ 0 0O 0 0|0 0 6
Rural--Secondary-Expevimental 14 70 4 20 2 10 ' 0 0,0 0 20
Rural-Secondary-Contrel 9 90 1 16y 0 0 0 0,0 0 10
B -
Totals 89 77.4] 17150 5 4.6} 1 1 |2 2 114
’ p - ——en

¥4



Table 4 A

Test for Differences in the Sex Distributions

Group Sex .
Men Women Total
# % # %
{Control 12 27 32 73 44
Experimental 27 39 43 61 70
Total 39 34 75 66 114

X2 =1.58 - Not Significant

[_xf (.95) = 3. 843




Table 5A

Test for Differences in Marital Status

Not Significant

E( (.95) = 5.991]

Group Marital Status
Divorced
Married Single  Separated
or \]\Iidowed Total

: # 7, # A il %
Conirol 35 80 6 14 3 7 44
[Experimental | 54 77 11 16 5 7 70
Total 89 78 17 15 8 7 114

x2 =



TABLE &,

NWIBERS 0 CHLILOREN FOR FACH GROUP OF

THACH

IS ARND THE AVERAGE NUMDER

PER TEACHER FOR ¥ACH GROLLP, =
r
- - e e e et e e et s 4 e s
Number of Children
Group s et et e e o s - 6o e s e e b ety b s
Number Average

Urban-Elemeatary-Experimental 27 2,2
Urban~Elementary~Control 29 2,0
Urban-Secondary-Fxperimental ! 1.8
Urban--Secondary-Contirol 27 2.7
Rural-Elementary-Experimental 28 2.0
Rural--Elementary-Control 10 1.7
Rural-Secondary-Experimental 20 1.0
Rural~Secondary-Contfol 6 0.6
Total 191 1.7

*The data on numbers of children are not in a form that permits further
testing of statistical significance of the differences in this characteristic,
Since these differences were not considered important enough to warrant thg_
expense of testing based on the raw data, particularly in view of the nega-
tive results found in tests of the other demographic variables, no Table 6A

is included.
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TABLE 7. NUMBER OF YFARS OF THEACHLIG EXPERTEHCE FOR EACH GROUP OF TEACHERS,

Years of Teaching Experience

Group o T T e e e e g s T ta )
-odl 0-5 |[5-10 |10-15 | 15-20 20—

A AR A A

B R LT un o ._..“‘_.,.-... g e (1 ity - A St a8 e o s

Urban-FElementary-Experiwental | O O 16 50 3 25y 2 1711 8 12

Urban-Eleinentary-Control  ° 2 11 :3 17| 4 221 7 39: 2 11 18
Urban--Secondary-Experimental 3 13 |10 41 | 4 17 5 21 2 8 24

Urban-Secondary--Control 0O O (2 20| 3 30 & 4071 10 10 |

Rural-Elementary-tExperimental 1 7 8 581 3 .21 2 14y 0 ) 0 14
Rural--Elementary-Control 2 33 |1 17 2 33 1 170 O 6
“}ura1:éecondary~Experimant;;. 3 151(2 1012 60 | 2 ib 1 5 ‘“*~50 )
‘Raral-Secomdiry-Control |3 3012 202 20| 1 102z 20 | 10

Total 14 12 ;3% 3033 29724 21,9 8 114
[ I | i




Table 7A

Test for Differences in Experience

206

Group Years of Teaching Experience
0-5 5-10 10-15 15-20 - 20+
: : _{ Total
# g | # gl # gl # gl # ¢
Control | 7 16 8 18 11 25 13 30 5 11 44
Experimental 7 10 26 37 22 31 11 16 | 4 6 70
Total 14 12 34 .30 33 29| 24 21| 9 ° 8| 114

2 '
X =7.83 " Not Significant

Eﬁ (.95) = 9. 48?' '

A
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TARLE 8, NUMBER OF YEARS OF TREACHING VPO EAGH GROUP IX TUHELR PRESENY SCHOOIL NISwRICT,

- ] vears in Prosent School piscrier |
Group e s e+ e e A e 2 e 5 s et s e
00 om0 ot (35020 p20- )} Tetal
_____ - SRR W S 20 5 S S A S O S S K. A R
Urban-Elewentary-Experimental 3 25 54242 17 1 8 |1 8 12
Urban-Elementary-Control |3 17| 8433 17 |3 17 |1 6 | 18
Urban.:-Secondary-—]'b:];rimcn tal 7 _2‘9— ""; 3314 17 3 l—.’; 2 8"“'“““"‘“ '"'"";[“""""
Urban-5 ec_o_n:lﬁarymgontrol 0 (')‘"' .—.—G«E)-C_)“ -;~ WZ;E)-N“; .—.].—(;“ —0 0 1 10
Rura].--l‘llemcnt_:_ary-—E'.s:pch'mcn tal " 4 ;(; 7 50" ;- 20 “0 0 o -O 0— | B 14 N
Ru;':].--I'ﬂlemcnt;—ry--—Contro]. o “Z-; ;5 117 <?. . 33 w—(; 0 0 o0 ~6
Rura1-—Sec.ondary--Experirrn;;t:;w“mvWl: M;(l.;; -.‘_‘;;“-4 20 |1 5 _(-J“m 0 ) -23‘
7’:101:a].-—Sccondary--Contro]. o 5 —;0 2 20~ -1 10 1110 -Z‘I.—- 10 10
et . |woadwszwopos [s 2 | me
S —_ S . — -

TABLY 9, <TYPE OF INSTITUTITON FROM WHICH THE BACHRLOR'S DEGREE VAS RECEIVED FOR
EACH GROUP OF TEACHERS, :

- - ( o Ty_;—);:- Mo ): _};ns titution : o o
Group  |Public {Private |Parochial | Other | Total
U L S LS S
Urban~Elementary-Experimental {10 84 1 8 1 8 0 0 12
Urban-Elementary--Con troi.-— ' “14 77 |3 17 1 6 0 O "]TS——‘—-
Urban-Secondary-Fxperimental 22 92* 2 ] 0 0 0 O ;;
—;I—rban—-Secondary--Control 9 90 |0 (;ﬁw 1 10 0 O 10
| - —
Rural—-Elen‘ac:ntary—l-‘,xperimcnta]. 11 79 | 1 7 2 14 0 O _ 14
I:x::ral-:l'lle;xen tary-Control - 5 83 )0 0 ._ i 17 0 O ) 6 )
Rural-Secondary-Experimental 12 60 {5 25 3 ]5 0 0 N 20
Rural-Sacondary—Control h 9. 20 ;1 lOﬁmw "'("'"*' ""6“—'""'_’(')'"' ”';’ o _](;ﬁ—}
| e  eesfis o s 9. o oo | 1w




- Table 8A

Test for Differences in District Service

2y

Years in District

Group ‘
0-5 5-10 10-15 15-20 20+

. I —" 8 N S—" o I T— o T —" R

Control 11 25 17 39 9 20 5 11 2 5 44

Experimental 18 26 31 44 13 10 5 7 3 4 70

Total 29 26 48 42 22 20 10 9 5 3 114

= .77 - Not Significaglt

2 _
E<4 (.95)—9.48§




Table 9A

Test for Differences in Type of Undergraduate Colleges

Group Type of Institution Total
Public - Private | Parachial
F % ¥ 7 I A
Control 37 84 4 9 3 7 44
Experimental 55 79 9 13 6 9 70
Total 92 80 13 11 9 9 114

x? = .55 Not Significant

2
. E(z (.95) = 5.991
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TABLE 10, RUMBER OF GRADUATE URLTS FOR LBACH OF il PIGHYT CBOUPS, , , 30

T T T Nuwber of Graduate Units 4 T
Group 15 30 - LY i 60—‘ 0 60-1 ] Total
i AR A A A A A 4
Urban-Elementary-Experincntal 2 17 {2 17911 8& |4 33 {3 25 12
Urbzan-Llementary-Control 3 17 (6 3312 11 (0 0 |7 39 18
, Urban-Sccondary--Fxperinental 4 17 {4 1714 17 {2 7 PO 42 24
E Urban-Secondary-Control _ 1 310 |0 Dj4& 40 jO 0O IS5 50 10
-> { Rural-Elementary-Experimental 4 30 13 2074 30 11 6 (2 14 14 |
Rural-Elementary-Contrel 1 170 o0l1 17 {0 0 |4 66 6
*i Rural-Secondary-Experimental 2 10 0 3015 25 1 5 6 30 20
.~ | Rural-Secondary--Control 2 20 3. 30{2 20 {2 20 |1 10 10
P Total 19 17 26 21p3 20 40 9 38 33 114
¢ ] ; TABLE 11, PREVIOUS EXPERIENCE IN FAMILY LIFE EDUCATION FOR THE TEACHERS IN THE
EIGNT GROUPS, '
B
Pl - - s : - -y
Type of Experience
. Course (dependent | Community X Lo ,
Group Hork Reading Programs” | Other None | Total
. L i % LR K AL 2 |t 7z L
{ { Urban--Elementary-Experimental 1 8 3 25 0 0 5 4213 251 12
______ Urban-Elenentary-Control 3 17 111 60 1 6 1 6|2 11 18
; . ) S &
{ | Urban-Secondary-Experimental 5 21 |13 53 0 b 3 1313 13| 24
-{”1 Urban~Secondary~Control'” 2 20 6 60 0 0 0 0l2 20{ 10
Rural-Elementary-Experimental -+ 2 14 4 30 1 6 4 30 {3 20{ 14
3 t Rural~ElemenEapy—Control 2 33 1 17, 11 17 i 1711 17 6
/- | Rural-Secondary-Experimental 9 45 8 40 4] 0 2 10 ]2 51 20
"{ Rural-Sccondary-Control 4 40 5 50 1 10 0 oo o} 10
f f Total : 28 24 151 45 4 4 16 15 114 12 {114




Table 10A

‘Test for Differences for Graduate Units

Y

Xj (.95) =9.488

Group Number of Graduate Units To;a—r
15 30 .45 60
#* % i % # % # % # %
Control 7 16 9o 20 | 9 20 2 5 | 17 39| 44 |
Experimental | 12 17 |15 21 |14 20 | 8 11 | 21 30| 70
Total 19 17 |24 21 |23 20 | 10 9 | 38 33| 114
2
X =2.14  Not Significant
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Table 11A

Test for Differences in Experience in Family Life Education

Group ‘ Family Life Education and Training Total
Com-
Course | Independent| munity
Work Reading Progress Other None
# % * o | F % | * 7% %
Control ERY 25 23 52 3 7 2 5 5) 11 44
Experimental 17 24 28 40 1 1-1 14 20 9 13 70
Total 28 24 51 45 4 4 16 15 14 12 114

x%=7.00 Not Significant

Xj (.95) =9.488




TARLY 12, PRATR \’101% IN-SERVYLICE TRATNING }:ill'(J'Ju“\'J PRCE TN PAMILY LIVE EDUCATION PoR 53
FACH GHOUP OFF TEACHEES,

o

Tl}-—ur‘r\. ice jmn)m' 3’10' ns in I_mmJy Life
_Eduearion dn khigh Wrwc..w_; Tarticipatel

Croup 0 1 2 3 4 o Total

- — ” Kmnhﬁ.._%m“"ﬁ_*_zwm-“ﬁm“mﬁwmai,mwﬁ*nawwwh
Urban-¥lemcntary--Lxperinental 9 75 2 17 1 8 0 0 0 0 12

Urban- Blenentary-Control w7 |3 1 |1 6 jo o |o o] 18

Urban- Sccondary-Experimental 20 84 | 2 8 |1 4 |o o |1 4 | 24

Urban-econdesy-Control e 0 lo o1 10 |1 120 |o o] 10

Rural-Elementary--Experimental [11 80 2 14 1 6 0 0 0 0 14

Rural--Llementavy-Control 6 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6
Rural-Secondary-Experimental |16 80 4 20 |0 0 0 0 0 0 20
Rural--Secondary--Control 10 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10

Total 94 82 13 12.2 |5 48 1 1 1 1 114
TABLE 13, RELIGIOQUS BACKGROUNDS O THE TEACHEFRS TN THE EILGHT GROUPS,

Religious Affiliation
Group - - - ey -

Protestant{ CatholiciAgnostic IALherL'chlah ' Total
b % |4 gz | oz e oz |

Urban--Elementary-Experimental | 8 67 1 25 0 0 ;0 O 12,

- B IR AR —————

Urban--Elementary--Control 10 56 2 11 2 11 0 0 4 22 13

e

[2.2]
W

Urban-Secondary-Experimental 13 54 |4 17 2 8 1 4 4 17 24
| Urban-Secondary-Control 6 60 |0 0] 2 20]0 oz 20 | 10 |
Rural- F]ementary Experiwental | 6 44 15 35 1 710 02 14 14
Rural-Elementary-Control 3 49 11 17 117 0 0 ]1 17 6

Rural-Secondary--Experimental 9 45 16 30 5 25/ 0 0 {0 O 20

Rural-Secondary-Control 4 40 |2 20 3 30{1 100 0 10

—— m— -—— - o~ — - — O e e T

Total 59 51.2 121 18.4,19 16.6, 2 1.871 13 12 ' 114

e et Sl NN PRSPPI S B ey ‘- v - =g




Table 124

Test for Differences in In-Service Training

Eci (.95) = 5.991:,

Group Previous Family Life In-Service Program Total

0 1 2,3.0or 4

# % # % %
Control 38 86 3 7 3 7 44
Experimental 56 80 10 14 4 6 70
Total 94 82 13 12.2 7 6 114

2 ,
X =1.48 Not Significant



“Table 1:§A

Test for Differences in Religious Affiliation

Group Religious Affiliation _ Total
A gnostic
or
Protestant Catholic Athiest Jewish
# A # % # % # %
Control 23 S2 5 11 9 20 7 16 44

Experimental 36 51 16 23 12 17 6 9 70

Total s9 51 |21 18 |21 18 |13 12 | 14

X2 = 3.40  Not Significant

Eg (.95) = 7.81:5:,




TARLE 14, HONE LIFE DURING CHILNIOOD FOR THE TEACHLRS 1N YBYE EIGHT GROUPS.

B __‘_-_g_l.lj:’];(.l.jlg_cj;:l ‘iiome Tif ‘*,;____ o
Group “{Unbappy | Foor Good pxcellcét - Total
L L # i \E x4z R e
Urban-E]ementary=-Experimental 1 8 1 878 68 |2 16 12
'Url)an——Hl;mc-.m'a‘;y--let;(:1 1:‘. 22 .]— 6 17 3; 6 33 ‘ 18 -
Urban-Secondary-Experimental 0 0 5 21 {13 54 |6 25 - . 24
uﬁrbanuS;:ondary~Contro1~ {0 . 0 __hb o}8 8 }2 20 10
Rural—Ei;;entary—Experimental 0 0 0 o8 596 4 14
Rural—Elcme;tary-Control ) o 0 1 17 {3 50 |2 33 6
—;;;gl—Sccondﬁry—Experimenta1 2 10 1 519 45 .8 40 20
tural-Secondary-Control *wﬁf 0 o0 {0 o0}8 80 |2 20 10
Total 7 6.1 {9 8 |64 56:;~_;4 29.8 114"

TABLE 15, 7TYPE OF COMMUNITY DURII"EG CHITDHOOD FOR THE TEACHERS IN THE FIGHT GROUPS.

Childhood Setting
Group Rural Urban Suburban AEOther Total
# ki % LA Ak ) %

Urban-Elementary-Experimental 4 33 3 25 4 33 1 .9 12‘
Urban--Elementary-Control 16 33 |3 17 {9 so jo o s
~;%ban~8econdary—Experimental‘ 7 29 12 50 5 21 0 0 24
Urban-Secondary-Control 3 30 7|3 30 3 30 |1 10 ) 10
Rura1~Eiementarwaxperimcntal 5 35 .3 21 4 29 2 15 14
Rural-Elementary-Control 117 s 8 (o o0 |o o 6
Rura1;Seccndary~Experimcntal S 25 |8 40 7. 35 0 0 20
Rura1~SeCOnda£y~Coutrol 2 20 4 40 4 éO . 0 ””3 L
Total 33 s 4 L 134




Table 14 A

Test for Home Life Differences

Group : " Childhood Home Life Total
| Unhappy Poor Good Excellent
: # % # % # % # %
Control 4 9 2 S 26 59 12 27 44
Experimental 3 4 7 10 | 38 54 | 22 31 70
 [Total 7 6 9 8 64 56 34 30 114
X2 =2.33 Not Signifiéant

2 -
X =7.81
[:3 7 ﬂ




Table 15A

Test for Differences in Childhood Community

Group Childhood Setting Total
Rural Uzrban Suburban Other
| % | %[t % | F %
Control 12 27 15 34 16 - 36 1 2 44

|Experimental 21 30 26 37 20 29 3 4 70

Total 33 29 41 36 36 32 4 4 114

X2 =.91  Not Significant

Eg (.95) =7.sﬁ




TADRLE 16, SOCIO-ECORCHIC STATUS OF FAMILY DURING CHILDIOOD YOR Tili TEACHERS OF
©OTHE FIGIE GROUPS,

Socio-Economic Status
Group Upper Class, Middle Class Ipwe¥ Class Totad
ft p4 f % i F3
Urban-Elementary-Experimental 0 0 10 83 2 17 12
Urban-Elenentary-Control 1 6 14 77 3 17 16
Urban-Secondary-Experinental 1 4 15 79 4 17 29
Urban-Sccondary-Control 0 0 8 80 2 20 10
Rural--Elementary-Experimental 0 0 12 86 2 14 14
Rural--Elementary--Control 0 0 .5 83 1 17 6
Rural-Secondary-Experimental 2 10 15 75 3 15 20
lural-Secondary~-Control : 1 10 8 80 1 10 10
Total 5 4 91 80 18 16 114
TABLE 17. RACTAL ARD ETHNIC BACKGROQUNDS OF THE TEACHERS IN THE EIGHT GROUPS,
—— — ; .‘ ——1
. : Ethnic Background
C Anerican T T T S, N -
Group Negroid |Tndian Oriental !Spanish Caucasiaunjlotal
. # x|\ # % |4 % |r oz e oz |
Urban-Elementary-Experimental 1 8 1 8 t 0 (0 O 10 84 12
UrbanmElementary»Controi 0 0 0 0 0 0 to O 18 100 18
Urban--Secondary-Experimental 1 4 0 0 0 0 (o © 23 96 24
Urban~Secondary~Control 0 0 0 0 0 0 (0 O 10 300 190
Rural*Elementary~Experimentai 0 0 0 o0 0 0 {0 0 14 100 14
Rural-Elementary-Control 1 17 0 0 0 0 jo o 5 83 6
Rural;Secondary~EXperimenta1 0 0 0 0 0 0 |0 O 20 100 20
tural-Secondary-Control 0 0 {0 0 {0 0 [0 0 |10 100 10
o - [ T i
Total 3 2.4;1 0.8 i 0 0 j0 0 ;110 95.8 ; 114




Table 16 A

Test for Diffcrences in Childhood Sociocconomic Status

Group SES as Cﬁilcl Total
Upper Middle - Lower N
¥ 7 2 % ¥ 7
Control 2 5 | 35 80 7 16 44
Experimental 3 4 56 80 11 i6 70
Total 5 4 91 80 18 S TV
2

X =.01 Not Significant

Bﬁ = (.95) = 5.991




Table 17A

Test of Racial Differences

>

Group Race Total
; Non-White White
# % # Yo
Control 1 2 . 43 98 44
Experimental 3 4 67 96 70
Total 34 4 110 96 114 |

X

2.

=.28  Not Significant

[x’f (.95) = 3.841]
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Analysis_of Pretest Scores

Tables 18 and 19 show sample sizes, weans, and staniard deviations of scores

on the 14 OPI scalces and on the SKI. Ekxamination of these tables revecls very
little difference among the pretest scores of the eight groups on these depen-
dent variables,

It is also of intercst to compare the profiles of means on these dependent
variables (OPI and SKI) for the levels of each independent variable (Type »f
Community, Type of School and Experimental Condition). Table. 20 through 22
show the means and standard deviations for the levels of each independent varia-
ble. Tigures 1 chrough 3 represent the corresponding profile plots of these
means over -the same two levels of the independent variables., Asg can ko readily
seen from the graphs, there is very little difference between individuals
before training has taken place. The performance of a specific group is evalua-
ted by looking at the ueans for the 14 OFI scales and the S{I scorc.

Table 23 shows the multivariate analysis of variance table resulting from
the test of the equality of the mean scores on the two dependeat variables
(OPI and SK1). This table indicates that none of thece differences in means
scores between and among groups was statistically significant before trairing.

All of these findingc support the hypothesis that no significant differ-

ences existed in the pretest scores of the eight groups of subjects on the
14 OPI scales and the SKI.

O

RIC
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Table 13
Spiiue, 1968
L rre-teost

Urban Rural”
Elcm., Scc., Elcw, Scc.

Exp. Cont., Exp. Cont. Exp. Cont. Exp. Coat .

Sanple Sizes 12 18 24 10 14 6 20 10

Mcans

orr 1 91 ] 28.2  27.2 25.2  26.1 25.3  28.3 22.6  28.3
2 90 19.8 17.7 18.6  19.6 17.3  22.8 C 20,1 21.4
3 ¥s 14.5  14.9 11.2  12.3 13.4  13.7 8.7 13.3
4 co 15.0 14.2 13.6 14,4 13.2  15.3 13.3  14.8
5 Au 29.3  29.7 30.5  34.2 29.4  32.5 30.6  30.7
6 RO 15.1  14.3 15.5 16,1 13.4  17.7 16.0  16.4
7 SE 25.2  25.4 24.3  23.5 25.9  24.0 25.2  28.9
8 1E 28.5 28.2 26.2  29.4 22.2  23.0 290.4  27.4
9 p1 . 39.3  40.1 43.8  35.5 40.1 45.2 2.4 43,4
10 AL 14.8 14.6 17.0 12.2 6.3 17.2 16.5 16.2
11 Am 23.8  25.7 24,3 22,7 26,9  26.7 23.4  27.0
12 po 11.6 12.0 12.4  11.2 12.9  10.8 12.5 11.2
13 Mp 26.3  25.1 30.1  28.8 24,1 28.3 31.0  28.3
14 gp 14.9 14,7 o 14,7 13,3 13.3  16.0 15.7  17.8
SKI 51.7 40 .7 54,4 55.0 S4.1 54.8 51.0 51.4

v mebein s n e aene 4 deedenn



Table 19

Spring, 1458

Pre-Tesl
Uirben Rural
Elei. Sec. Elew. Sce.
Exp. Cont. Exp. Cont. Exp. Cont. Exp. Cont.

Sauple Sizes 12 i8 24 10 14 6 20 1G

Standard Dev.
0P 1 T 8.8 7.1 6.5 6.9 7.7 5.9 5.7 6.3
2 TO T6.2 5.0 5.2 5.5 5.1 3.1 4.9 7.9
3 Es 4.8 S.& 5.1 3.6 4.5 5.1 3.8 6.3
4 Co 4.7 4.4 4.9 5.3 4.2 6.0 3.8 7.6
5 Au 8.0 6.0 6.2 5.7 7.2 e.5 6.9 7.6
6 RO boh 5.2 5.9 6.5 5.5 6.1 5.7 5.0
7 SE 5.2 7.0 7.1 8.4 4.9 7.3 5.6 4,1
8§ 1E 11.1 8.7 .1 .10.8 10.8 8.1 8.9 12.7
% pI 10.6 7.3 6.1 9.2 7.3 4.4 6.2 7.0
10 AL 3.6 3.9 2.6 5.8 2.9 1.6 2.5 2.5
11 An 4,1 4.0 6.0 5.9 4.4 4,2 6.6 4.2
12 po 6.5 4,2 4.9 3.8 4.8 4.6 5.8 6.3
13 My 4.7 5.8 5.2 7.4 4.1 6.8 6.3 4.8
14 py ' 4.2 5.2 3.6 4.9 4.1 2.4 3.5 3.5

SKI 8.7 6.8 7.8 6.1 2.0 2.2 © 6.6 8.1
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Soemta &

SCALE

orr -1 71
2 70
3 Es
4  Co
5 Au
G RO
7 Sk
8 1K
9 p1
10 AL
11 an
12 po
13wy
14 RB
SKI

>

Pre-Test,

an (N =

26.
i8.
13.
14.
30.
15,

24.

40.
15.
24,
11.
27.
14,

52.

'J.‘a})] [ /.O

Spring, 1468

Type of Community

£4)

Rural (% = 50)

X

25,

19.

11.

13.

30.

8

CHN

S

i

A

75



10

11

12

13

14

T0

Es

Co

Au

RO

SE

IE

Al

Am

PO

MF

RB

SKI

E]omentary'(u = 50)

X

27.0°

18 7
14.2
14.3
29.8
14.6
25.3
26.0
46.5
15. 4
25.7
12.0
25.5
14.5

52.0

Pre--

S
7.4
5.4
4.9
4.6
7.0
5.2
5.9

19.0
7.9

3.4

4.9
5.2
4.4

7.7

Table 21

Test, Spring, 1968

Type of School

|

15.

25,

27,

42,

15.

24,

Ch

Secondary (N = £4)

S
6.4
5.6
4.9
5.1
6.6
5.7
6.6
9.8
1.1
3.6

6.0

“6



Table 22

Pre-Teut, Spring, 1908

Experimental Condition

Experimental (¥ =~ 70) Contynl (N = 44)

SCALL X s X s
oP1 1 TI 25.0 7.0 27.3 6.5
2 10 18.9 5.3 19.7 5.9

3  Es 11.5 5.0 13.8 5.2

4 Co 13.7 44 © 14.5 5.5

5  Au 30.1 6.8 : 31.3 6.8

6 RO . 15.2 5.5 | 15.6 5.5

7 SE 25.0 5.9 25.6 6.9

8 IF 26.7 9.9 27.6  10.0

9 PI 41.9 7.4 40.7 7.7
10 AL 16.3 2.9 14.8 4.2
11 am 24.5 5.7 . 25.4 4.7
12 po 12.4 5.3 11.5 4.6
13 MF 28.5 5.8 27.1 6.1
14 &b 14.7 3.8 15.3 4.6

SK1 52.9 7.9 52.0 6.7
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Table 23
Spring 1968
Pre-test

Analysis of Variance Table Showing Results
Of Multivariate Test of nquality of Means

Source of . Multivariate P less
_yg£i§*ion : F-Ratio _than
3
C ' 1.3447 ’ .1926
S 1.7322 .0580
E .9326 .53256
C XS - 1,5898 .0919
CXE .9336 . 5307
SXE 8741 . 59446
CXSXE .8460 .6251

= )
(Fy5, 92 (.95) = 1.7806)

51



Analysis of Post-Test Scores

In the fall of 1968, the post-test scries (OPL and SKI) was readministcred.
Seventy experimental and 44 control tecachers were pretested; 24 experimental
and 13 control teachers took the post-test, It will be of interest to compare
the scores obtained by teachers on the pretest with the scores they obtaincd
on the post-test. The post—-test means (Table 24) and standard deviations
(Table 25) over eight partitions of the study have been constructed. The mecans
and standard deviations for the levels of cach independent variable (Type of
Community, Type of School, and Experimental Condition) over the 14 OPI scales
and the SKI arc given in Tables 26-28. Corresponding profiles for the OPI and
SKI means are presented in Figures 4-6,

The post-~test profiles are somewhat more erratic than the pretest profiles.
In general, the proiiles between urban and rural teachers (Figure 4) remain
about the same for both testings over all OPI scales except for the Social
Extroversion (SF) scale. On the pretest, rural teachers scored higher on the
SE scale than did urban teazhers. The reverse is true on the post-test, The
split for elementary and secondary school teachers provides the most divergent
profiles. Oa the pretest, elementary school teachers werc about five points
higher on the Social Extroversion (SE) scale than were secondary school teachers,
Exactly the opposite is true on the Masculinity-Femininity (MF) scale. Both
groups scored similarly on the SKI. TFor the posu-test, secondary school
teachers have profiles lying below the profiles for elementary school teachers
on scales Thinking-Introversion (TI), There:ical Orientation (TO), Social
Extroversion (SE), Conpiexity (Co), Autonomy (Au), and Religious Orientation
(RO). The remaining scales and the SKI are almost identical for both groups.

Whercas on the pretest the experimental and control groups exhibit similar
profiles, this is not the case for the post~test. Teachers in the experimental
group show significantly higher means on scales Thinking Introversion (TI),
Religious Orientation (RO), and Personal lutegration (PI). Control teachers
show a marked increase over experimental teachers on the Autonomy (Au) scale,
The two groups are similar on all other OPI scales and the SKI. All other
things being equal, the difference in performuncz on the post-test between the
experimental and control groups can be attributed to the training that the
experimental group received and that the control group did not receive.

When interpreted, these findings suggest that urban teachers display a
stronger interest in soci.l activities and are more socially extroverted than
the rural teachers; the elecmentary school teachers exhibit a nigher degree of
concern for scholastic interests and endeavors than the secondary school
teachurs; and the experimental group of teachers display a higher liking for
reflective thought and ‘academic activities, are more skeptical of conventional
religious beliefs, and are less socially alienated or disturbed than the
control group of teachers.




TARBLE 24

Spring, 1968
Post--Test

Urban ' CRural
Elem. Scc. Elcm, Rural
Exp. Cont., Exp. Cont. Exp, Cont. Fxp. Cont,

Sample Sizes 7 5 7 2 7 2 3 4
Means
TI 29.9 19.4 23,7 22.5 28.6 27.5 23,0 25.8
TO 20.7 15.8 16.7 15.0 20.9 24.0 24,0 20,3
ES 15.0 13.2  10.9 12.5 14.0  15.0 5.0 9.5
co 16.6 11.6 12.7 8.5 13.6 20.5 13.0 ~ 10.3
AY 31.7 28.6 31.9 - 29.0 33.6 40.0 30.0 27.0
RO 15.3  16.4 12,7 18.0 1444 23.5 13.7 15.3
S ‘ 25.0 23,6 30.1  25.0 24,4 23,5 21.3  26.5
1E 26.4 30,2 23.3 35,0 19.9 31.0 19.7 22.3
PI 39.7 38.2 44,7 24.0 42.1 38.5 43,3 42.3
AL 13.7 12.4 16.7 5.5 13.9 18.0 18,0 15.0
AM 26.7 24,0 25.9 20.0 28.3 23.0 24.3  26.8
PO 9.3 15.6 12.7 20.0 10.9 9.5 13.3  12.8
MF 24.6 25.8 30.6 25.0 22.4 35.0 39.0 26.8
RB . 14.9 10.6 15.9 8.0 15.3 12.5 17.7  16.5

SK1 56.6 55.0 57.9 56.0 58.3 58.0 52.3 54.8




TABLE 25

Spring, 1908

Post-Test -
Urban Rurall
Elen, Sec. Elen., Rural

Exp, Cont. Exp., Cont, Exp. Cont. Exp. Cont,
Sample Sizes 7 - 5 7 2 7 2 3 4
Standard bev,
0PI 1 71 5.6 8.4 . 3.4 2.1 9.1 0.7 11.5 6.0
OPI 2 TO 5.0 4.2 3.2 2.8 6.3 0.0 6.1 7.8
OPI 3 ES 3.9 - 7.3 4.1 4,9 3.2 4.2 3.5 3.9
OPI 4 €O 5.3 5.7 4,2 2.1 3.9 7.8 5.0 5.9
OPT 5 AU 6.7 5.3 3.3 1.3 5.9 12.7 6.2 9.1
OPI 6 RO 5.7 5.3 4.6 5.7 5.7 0.7 6.8 6.2
OPI 7 SE 4,2 6.2 4.0 0.0 4,8  12.0 2.1 5.2
OPI 8 1IE 13.6 9.6 8.0 7.1 9.5 7.1 8.5 10.8
OPI 9 PI 9.8 8.1 7.9 11.3 6.0  16.3 8.6 7.4
OPI 10 AL 4.5 3.6 2.4 0.7 4.0 1.4 2.0 2.9
OPI 11 AM 4,7 5.2 7.0 4.2 4.5 7.1 3.5 4.6
OPI 12 PO 4.5 5.4 2.1 8.5 6.4 2.1 5.5 6.8
OPI 13 MF 4,7 7.8 3.5 8.5 5.4 5.7 4.4 2.9
OPI 14 RB 3.4 1.8 1.6 0.0 5.1 0.7 4.7 5.8
SKI 5.9 7.0 5.8 4.2 5.5 4.2 7.5 8.6




SCALE

orI
oPrI
oPT
oPI
oPI
OPI
oPI
oPI
oPI
0PI
OPI
oPI
or1
OPI

SKI

1

2

10

11

12

13

14

TI

TO

ES

co

AU

RO

IE

PI

AL

AM

PO

MF

RB

TABLE 26
Post--Test, Spring, 1968

Type of Coumpunity

13.5 3.5 15.7

56.6 5.7 56.3

55

Urban (N=21) Rural (N=16)
X S h X S

24.6 6.6 26.7 7.9
17.7 4.4 21,7 6.0
13.0 4.9 11.3 4.9
13.3 5.2 13.5 5.4
30.8 5.6 32.1 8.0
15.0 5.2 15.6 6.1
26,4 5.1 24,3 5.3
27.1  10.5 21.8 9.3
39.5 10.1 - 41.9 7.4
13.6 4.6 15.4 3.5
25.1 5.6 26.5 4.6
13.0 5.3 11.6 5.7
"26.9 5.8 28.2 8.0
4.7

6.4



_ TARLE 27
Post-Test, Spring, 1968

(3]

Type of School

Elem, (N = 21) Sec, (N = 106)

X S X S
oPI 1 TIL 26,7 8.1 23.9 5.6
2 TO 19.9 5.4 18.8 5.6
.a ES 14,2 4,4 9.6 4,3
4 co 14.8 5.5 11.6 4,5
> . AU 32.4 6.9 29,9 6.2
6 RO 16.0° 5.7 14,2 5.3
7 SE 24.3 5.3 26.9 4.9
8 1IE 25.6  a1.1 23,8 9.1
9 PI 40,0 8.3 41.3.  10.0
10 AL 13.9 4.0 15.1 .4
11 AM 26.2 4,9 25.1 5.6
12 PO ©11.3 5.6 13.8 5.1
13 MF 25.1 6.5 30.5 6.0
14 RB 13.8 4.0 15.4 4.4

SKI 56.9 5.6 55.8 6.5




OPI 1

10

11

12.

13

14

SKI

TI

TO

ES

Cco

AU

RO

SE

IE

PL

AL

AM

PO

MF

RB

Experimental (N = 24)

X
26,8
20.0
12.3
14,1
32.1
14.1
25.9

22.8

26.6
11.3
27.5
15.6

56.9

S
7.3
5.3
4.7
4,6
5.3
5.3
4,9

10.2

7.8

3.8
5.2
4.7
7.0
3.6

5.9

.. TABLE 28
Post-Test, Spring, 1968

Experiwental Condition

3
23,1
18.3
12.2
12.1
29.9
® 17.4
24,7
28.6
37.3
13.0
24,1
14.5
27.4
12,3

55.5

Control (N = 13)

S
6.7
5.7
5.4
6.3
8.7
5.5
5.8
9.5

10.3
4.7

5.0

6.2

6.5
4.4

6.2

\ 57
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In order to evaluate the cffect of training on the teachers, an analysis
of variance was performed on the pre- and post—test SKI scores. The indepeundent
variables under consideration were Community (C), School (8), and Experimental
Condition (E). The essence of the analysis was to look for differences bectween
urban and rural teachers, elementary and secondary school teachers, teachers in
the experimental and control groups, and at the same time look for intceraction
between variables. 1In no case was a difference between the levels of ecach of
these variables found to be significant. Thus, we can conclude that teachers
from an urban and rural setting do not differ in their performance on the SKI.
Secondly, there is no performance difference between elementary and secondary
school teachers. Thirdly, and most important of all relative to the post-test
data, the experimental group that has had special preparation in the teaching
of family life education, with an emphasis on healthy sexuality, does not per-
form any better on the SKI test than does the control group which had no
special training. As might be expected, the pretest also yields no experimental
and control group differences.

An analysis of variance table for the post-test data is presented in
Table 29.

TABLE 29

Analysis of Variance Table

Spring, 1968

Post~Test Data

Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean
Variation Freedom Squares Squares g
C 1 0.94 0.94 .02
S 1 10.78 10.78 ‘ W27
E 1 ' 14.64 14.64 .37
CxS 1 68.44 68.44 1.71
CxE 1 14.83 14.83 .37
SxE 1 2,00 2.00 .05
CxSxE 1 4.04 4.04 .10
Error 29 1159.42 39.98

Total 36

A



Hypotheses regarding differences betwcen tcachers from urban and rural
communities, elementary teachers and sccondary school tcachers, and control
conditions and the interaction between these variables would be rejected at the
0.05 level if the computed F value exceceded 4.2. Since none of the ¥ values
exceeded 4.2, no differences between variable levels are found to be significant,

The fact that the special training workshop was not effective in signi”i-
cantly raising the scores of teachers taking the SKI merits comment. As the
first group of teachers in the county to volunteer to be involved in teaching
sex education (and the first to be involved in the special training), they may
already have acquired the knowledge expertise which the workshop was intended
to inculcate. It alsc seems rcasonable that these teachers may have gained
other kinds' of knowledge and understandings not measured by the SKI test on
questions dealing with sex. In any event, the reader should withhold judgnment
until additional data on succeeding training groups have been secured.*

Analysis of Family Life Attitude Inventory Responses

At the time of the post-~test, the Family Life Attitude Inventory (FLAI)
was administered to all teachers in both the experimental and control groups.
The reader will recall that the inventory consisted of fourty-four statements
each of which had seven possible response categories from "disagree very
strongly" to "agree very strongly." TFor purposes of analysis, each of these
categories was given a numerical rating from 1 for "disagree very strongly" to
7 for "agree very strongly." The response category associated with the numer-
ical value 4 was used for the '"not able to respond" category. Each of the items
was classified in one of four groups related to (1) the schools, (2) the
families, (3) the cowmmunities, and (4) the teacher's concern for family life
and sex education,

Analysis of the responses gives an idea of the attitude of the participants
toward factors assumed to be specifically related to family life and sgx educa-
tion. The means, standard deviations, and items of the four categories for
experimental and control groups are reported in Table 30 and 31, respectively,
The items are listed within each category in descending order of the degree
of agreement with their statements.

*

In a separate study of a subsequent group, statistically significant gains

in the knowledge level of experimental teachers was found. See Jerry D. McCarn,
In~-Service Teacher Training: An Evaluation. Unpublished Ph.D thesis, Univer-
sity of California, Berkeley, 1969.
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Table 30, Mean Reg
in the Feur

The school dn fanily 1ife and sex cducation:

Ttem stavenent

Students neced more knowledge coacerning theiy re-
lationships to their familics,

The school should make a contribution to stremgthen-

ing the students' understanding of his sexual
behavior patterns,

T feel that students want clas-es in sex education
and family living.

Classes concerning sex and reproduction should be
co-educational.

The home is the most appropriate placz for students
to learn about natters concerning sex,

In matters pertinent to sex and reproduction, the
student is instructed bast by the school.

Students' "slang'" about matters concerning sex act
as communication barriers heotween students and
adults,

The church is the most appropriate place for students
to receive instruction toward the development of a
healthy sexuality.

Controversial matters concerning sex education and
family living should not be taught to students by
the school,

A

1
Sex education should be taught to students only
after they have reached the stage of puberty.

Learning about sex and reproduction at an early
age will lead to proiwiscuous activity by students
at a later age,

Mean

4,96

4.71

2.75

2,00

1,83

1.75

Standaxd

deviation

0.57

0.71

1.04

1,11

1.23

63



Category 2,

Item
nunber

18

21

19

17

16

14

15

20

22

13

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The fapily in family life aad sex education:

Iten statement

In order to understand what it is the schools are
trying to accompiish, parents should be given in-
struction and information concerning controversial
subject nattetrs.

Comnunication problems between pavents and children
are a nccessary part of a program in family life
education,

Matters concerning family interrelationships should
be a part of the school curriculum,

Students should be prescnted the negative as well
as the positive aspects of family living.

Influence of the modern world on the family has
made it necessary that the schoel assume a larger
part of the responsibility for developing moral and
ethical values in students, '

Family unity and communication is decreasing in
modern society.

Parents' approval should be acquired before dis-
cussing controversial subjects concerning repro-
duction and sexual bechavior in the classroon.

Parents should be provided the opportunity to
sanctiov or refute controversial subject matter
taught in the school system.

Parent-children relationships are things that must
be learned by experiencing themn.

The churches should take over the chiefl respon-
sibility for educating people for better personal
and family living.

Parents should leave matters concerning sex educ-
ation to the school systems.

Standard

" Mean deviation
6.38 0.86
6.17 0.99
6.08 0.86
5.75 1.01
5.50 0.71
5.38 1.15
4,75 1.39
4.46 l.]-s
4,13 1.20
2.67 1.11
1.96 0.93

VoY



Category 3.

Jten
number

—

The cowmunity in family life and sex cdueation:

Item statement

31

24

30

29

33

28

26

25

23

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eric

Community programs are necded concerning sex
education, '

Community support is an esscentiel factor if the
school is to teach a course in sex education to
the students.

If communities were more aware of the problems of
youth, the schools would have less opposition in
the development and implementation of such subjects
as scx education and human reproduction,

The public must be "prepared” by the schools before
controversial subject mattor will be accepted
by the community.

Lack of communication between the community and
the schools is a key problem in initiating courses
related to sex education and family living.

Our Puritan heritage has tended to glow down the
development of sex education programs in our schools,
Due to its effect on the community, publicity has
delayed the developuent of needed courses con-
cerning sex edugation.

There should be wmore community participation in
matters concerning the school curriculum,

The average nember of a community is concerned
about the school curriculum only when somcthing
controversial is introduced or implemented,

Communities in gencral are too conservative to
give controversial subject matters a fair chance
in the schools.

The community is not ready to accept the teaching
of sex education in the school system,

Mean

6.]7

5.88

5,38

5.21

5,17

5.08

5.04

4,58

3.63

3.38

Standard
deviation

0.80

1.09

1.44

1,03

1019

1.10

1.22

1.25

1.11

65



Category 4.

Ttom
number

39

34

36

42

38

37

Lt

41

40

43

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The tcacher dn fawily life end sox education:

Ltem statement

In teaching sex cducation the schools should begin
in kindergarten and continne in phase with the
maturation of inlividual students through the 12th
grade.

The teacher has an .dmportant role in helping
students lecarn what it is to be a man or woman in
our modern socicty.

Developing a healthy sexuality in students should be
a responsibility of teachers at all grade levels.

Extensive preparation is necessary hbefore a teacher
is qualified to teach a course dealing with the
psycho~sexual development of students.

In teaching "touchy'" o1 controversial subject matter,
teachers nced to have in-depth training in communi-
cating and sensing what their students are thinking.

Teaching or developing school programs should be in
close cooperation with parents and parent groups,

Teaching a unit or course in family life education
would be better than implementing related concepts
into the content of other courses,

Religious backgrounds of teachers may hiunder their
ability to effectively handle courses related to
sex education and family living.

A teacher of sex education should avoid open dis-
cussions within the classroom about controversial
topics concerning intercourse.

Teachers should avoid teaching about contraceptive
methods in the classroom,

Even without special training in sex education most
teachers already possess the qualificatiouns to teach
such subjcct matter in the schools,

Mean .

6.42

6.08

5.54

5.25

4.33

3.13

3.08

3,04

Standard
deviation

0.81

0.81

1.00

1.16

1.15

1.22

1.33

1.18

1.13

1.22

1.31

&6



Category 1.

Jtam

Jable 31. Mean Rusponses to the Family Tdife Attitude Tnventory
Ttews fdn the Tour Categordes for the Control Group

The scheol dn family lifce and sex aducalion:

Itom statoaent

Students need wore knowledge concerning thoir
relationships to their families,

I feel that students want classes in sex educ-
ation and family living. '

The school should make a contvribution to strength-
ening the students' understanding of his sexual

behavior patterns.

Classes concerning sex and reproduction should

‘be co--educational.

4

11

10

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

In matters pertinent to sex and reproduction, the
student is instructed best by the school,

The home is the most appropriate place for students
to learn about matters concemming sex,

Students' "slang" about matters concerning sex act
as communication barriers between students and
adults,

The church is the most appropriate place for students

to receive instruction toward the development of
a healthy sexuality.

Controversial matters concerning sex education and
family living should not be taught to students by
the school,

Sex education should be taught to students only
after they have reached the stage of puberty,

Learning about sex and veproduction at an early
age will lead to promiscuous activity by students
at a later age.

Mean

6.85

6.62

6.31

5:62 ’

5,31

5.31

4,62

2,31

1' 92

1.62

Standard
deviation
0.30

0.62

0.82

0.74
1.20
1.26

1.4¢4

0.74

0.91

0.92

0.74

7



Category 2. Jhe famdly in fg

Ttem
number

21
12

18

19
16

17

20

15

14

22

ERIC

A FuliText Provided by ERIC

ilv ¥ife and sox cducogion:

Communication problems beotween parents and chil-
dren are a nececssary part of a progranm in family
life education.

Matters concerning family interrelationships should
be a part of the school curriculum,

In order to understand what it is the scheools are
trying to accomplish, parents should be given in-

formation and instruction concerning controversial
subject matters,

Students should be presented the negative as well
as the positive aspects of family living.

Family unity and comwunication is decreasing in
modern society,

Influence of the medern world on the family has

made it necessary that the school assume a large
part of the responsibility for developing moral and .
ethical values in students.

Parent~children relationships are things that wmust be

learned by experiencing them.

Parents should be provided the opportunity to sanc-
tion or refute controversial subject matter
taught in the school system.

Parents' approval should be acquired before dis-
cussing controversial subiects concerning repro-—
duction and sexual behavior in the classroom.

The churches should take over the chiel respon- . ..
sibility for educating people for better personal

and family living.

Parents should leave matters concerning sex edu-
cation to the school systems,

Mean

6.38

6.3]

6.23

6.08
5.62

5.54

4.85

4,31

4,23

3.23

2,15

Standard
deviaiion

0.74

1.08

1.01

1.41

1.32

L3



Cataegory

Ttom

31

32

24

28

33

29

26

25

27

23

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

3.

The commmity in femily Jife and sex eduenticon:

Ttem statement

Community programs are neecded concerning sex
education,

If communities wercé more aware of the problems of
youth, the schools would have less opposition in
the development and implementation of such subjects
as sex education and human reproduction,

Community support is an esgential factor if the
school is to teach a course in sex education to the
students, '

The public must be "prepared" by the schools bhefore
controversial subject matter will be accepted by
the community.

Due to its effect on the comnunity, publicity has
delayed the development of ncedad coursaes concern-

ing scx educatdion,

Our Puritan heritage has tended to slow down the

development of sex education programs in our schools.

Lack of communication between the community and

the schools is a key problem in initiating courses
related to sex education and fawily living.

The average member of a community is concerned
about the school curriculum only when something
controversial is introduced or implemented.

Communities in general are too conservative to
give controversial subject matters a fair chance
in the schools.,

There should be wore community participation in
matters concerning the school curriculum,

The community is not ready to accept the teaching
of sex education in the school system, :

ean

6.15

6,00

5.69

5.69

5.15

4,31

Standard
doviation

0.86

1.1

0.80

1.14

1.01

1.15

1.51

1.26

A

7



Category 4.

Iten
number

39

34

36

42

35

38

37

44

41

40

43

ERIC

~

The teacher din family 1ife and sex ceducalion:

Ttom statement .

In teaching sex cducation the schools should beogin
in kindergarten and coutinue in phase with the
maturation of individual students through the 12th
grade, '

The teacher has an iwmportant role in bhelping students

Jearn what it is to be a man or wowman in our moedern
society.

Developing a healthy scxuality in students should

be a responsibility of Leachers at all grade levels,

In teaching "touchy" or controversial subject
matter, teachoers need to have in-depth training
in communicating and sensing what their students
are thiuking,

Extensive preparation is necessary before a teacher
is qualified to teach a course dealing with the

psycho-sexual development of students.
A

Teaching or developing school programs should be
3 prog

in close ceoperation with parents and parent groups.

Teaching a unit or course in family life education
would be better than implementing reclated concepts
into the content of other courses,

Religious backgrounds of teachers may hinder their
ability to effectively handle courses related to
sex education and family living. . '

A teacher of sex education should aveid open
discussions within the classroom about contro-
versjal topics concemrning intercourse.

Teachers should avoid teaching about contracep-
tive methods in the classroom,

Even without special training in sex education
most teachers already possess the qualifications
to -teach such subject matter in the-schools,

Mcean

6.69

5.38

5.31

4,92

4,69

3,15

2.92

Standard
deviation

0.61

0.62

1.86

1.20

1.64

1.44

1,17

1.46

1.33



/4

The mean responses to the individual items provides a basis for describing
the responses of the two groups. Both the experimental and control teoachers
were convinced that the schools should provide instruction in family life and
sex education in order to meet the needs and desires of students., They felt
that it was important to teach about sex and reproduction to students at an
early age and that this would not lead to promiscucus activity at a later age
and that the school should make a contribution to studecants' understanding of
their sexual behavior patterns, yet that the home was wmore appropriate to
learn about sex.

Both groups of teachers thought that parents sliould be provided informa-~
tion and instruction concerning controversial subject matter; however, they
were less enthusiastic about acquiring parental approval before discussing
reproduction or sexual behavior in the classroom. They felt that students
should be given both the positive and negative aspects of family interrclations.
Subjects also thought that parents should not necessarily leave matters con-
cerning sex education to the school system. They were concerned about communi-
cation problems between parents and children and about parental understanding
of school policy concerning controversial subject matters.

In matters concerning the community, both the experimental aud control
teachers felt that not only were community programs needed but communities had
to be made "aware" in order to support family life and sex education in the
schools. Concern for conservative backgrounds and lack of communication as
key problems in initiating programs in family life and sex education was
evident. They were more concerned about the adverse effects caused by publicity
about sex education and with the lack of communication between the schools and
communities in initidting courses related to sex education and family living.

While the mean responses on individual items yield a good deal of infor-
mation on the attitudes of the teachers, the pattern of responses on various
groups of items can also reveal significant information. ' Since one of the
objectives of this study is to determine the differences in attitudes resulting
from the degree of involvement in a program of family life education, and
since the group means on the FLAI did not differ very much, it was decided to
look at the patterns of responses for the two groups.

Data from the FLAI were subjected to Tyron's Cluster Analysis procedures,
These procedures yield clusters that contain items which correlate with each
other, show similar patterns of correlations with other items, and have similar-
ity to each other. The degree to which each item correlates with its particular
cluster is indicated by the oblique factor coefficient,

The clusters found to be significant for the experimental and control
groups are presented in Tables 32 and 33, respectively. The obiique factor co-
efficient, defining variables, lower bound of the factor coefficient, reliability
coefficient of the cluster scores, and a definition of high and low scoresl are
presented for each of six clusters.

High 'scores result from agreement with items having positive factor coefficients
and disagreement with items having negative coefficients. The reversal of
responses produces low scores.

ERIC

Aruntoxt provided by Eic



Table 3 « Attditude Clusters Resulting Froo o Yactorving . 7+
the TIAL Data_Sor

:
chors

npgr l'w 1L

Clusfal 1. Need
ltem Oblique factor
Numhnl Item statenent cnvff101an

12 (M*  Matters concerning fawily interrelationships should be 2

part of the school curriculum. .83

9 () I feel that students wantl classes in sex cducation and fawmily .83
living.

10 () Leaining about sex and reproduction at an carly age will lead -.83
to promiscuous activity by students at a later age,

34 () The teachexr has an important role in helping students learn .68

vhat it is to be a man or woman in our modern society.

i

LBrC = 0.
Reliability (D) 0

High_ﬂpolilf on this dimension feel that programs are nccded to aid students learn-
ing and understanding of family life and sex education., They feel that the school
should play an important role and that promiscuity will not result from learning

about sex and reproduction at an early age.

Low scorers question the nead for programs in family life and sex education, the

——— _.-__- Sy

school's role in these programs, and believe such programs would lead to increased
promiscuity among the students,

Cluster 2. Communjcation - a key problem in family life programs

30 (D) The public must be 'brepared" by the schools before controversial .88
subject matter .will be accepted by the community.

17 () Influence of the modern world on the family has made it necessary .71
that the school assume a large part of the responsibility for
developing moral and ethical values in students.

41 ~ A teacher of sex education should avoid open discussions within .70
the classroom about controversial topics concerning intercourse.

24 (D)  Community support is an essential factor if the school is to
tecach a course in- sex education to the students. - .60
29 Lack of communication betwecen the community and the schools is .57

a key problem in initiating courses related to sex education and_
family living

*(D) - Denotes a definiug varialbe,
#LBFC - Lower bound of factor coefificient that (G
C-relinbility. ! - '
%%%Reliability (D) - Re]lah111ty COCffJCLCnt of cluster score on full set of defining
E l{llc‘-dbles . o : '
E _ _ ) . . , . )

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Table 32 (cont'd) 73

LEC = (0,00
Reliability () = 0.86

High scorers on this dimension belicve that community support through cowmunicatiens

betwaen thoe schools and the comfaunily is cssential if schools are to teach courses
in family life and sex education to the students,

Low scorers, on the other hand, arc not concerned about cormunicilion between the

schools and community and that teachers should aveid discussion of certain con-
troversial subjects in the classyoom,

Clﬁsﬁgg_iju—ﬁgig~5f~§burdT in f{mi%x_Lif&_gn1 Sex BEducation

Item _ . Oblicue factor
Numbcr‘ Item statement coefficient
11 (D) I feel that students want classes in sex cducation and .87

family living,

7 (M) Clagses concerning sex and reproduction should be -.75
: co~cducational,

13 (D) Parents should leave matters concerning sex education to the 71
school systems.

5 Controversial matters concerning sex education and family lijv- .69
ing should not be taught to students by the school.

—— 22 (D) The churches should take over the chier resmonsibility for edu- .67
cating people for better personal and family living,

N

6 Sex education should be taught to students only after they have .6
reached the stage of puberty.

ol

LBFC = 0.60
Reliability (D)

it

=
=}
<3

High scorers believe that the church is the most appropriate place for students

to gain information concerning sex and reproduction, Further, they believe classes
should not be co-educational and should be given only after students have reached
the stage of puberty. ' ‘

[
;
;
i
j

Low scorers. on this dimension feel that the church is not the most appropriate

place to learn about sex and reproduction and that the schools should assune
part of the responsibility for this.

‘Cluster 4. Awvareness of Community and Parents

16 (D)  Family unitw and communication is dacressing in modern society. .74
38 () Teaching or devleoping school proegrams shiovld be in close co- .65

operation with parents and parent groups.
) '

Aruitoxt provided by Eic
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Teble 32 (cont'd)

Jtem i 0blique factor
Number — Irem statement Cocfficicnt
32 () 1f communities ware wmore aware of the probloms of youth, ' 6]

the schools would have lessg opposition in the developnent
“and implementation of such subjects as sex cducation and
human reproduction,

LBI'C
Bellab113Ly ©))

(‘of-\
Gy I~

0.
0.

"

High scorers on this dimension feel that a lack of awareness of the problems that

concern youth can be aleviated by closer cooperation between schools and parents
in developing school programs,

W [a] £ < rec 1 & el 1 \OF3 185G and oopera 'LL ax S
Low scorers fail to ognize that this lack of awarcnes 1 c eration ists

Cluster 5. hccd for or Teacher Preparation in Family Life Pducat:on

43 (D) Even wvithout special training in sex education most teachers ~-.84
already posscss the qualifications to teach such subject matter
in the schools,

35 D) Extensive preparation is necessary before a teacher is qual- 73
ified to teach & course decaling with the psycho~sexual
development of students,

37 (D) Teaching a unit or course in family life education would be .69
better than implementing related concepts inte the content of
other courses.

High scorers believe that extensive preparation is necessary before teachers can
adequately teach a course dealing with the psycho-sexual development of students.
Further, they feel courses are better than implementing concepts inte existing
curricula.

Low scorers on this dimension feel that most teachers are qualified to teach family

life and sex education w:thout any special 1n—depuh training experience.

O

RIC

s
2

77
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Table 33 Attitude Clusters Resulting frow Factoring L7

~ ooihivh il RSyt Juitid el -

the FLAL J7thl fow.Lho (ontmol JOULhiI‘

Cluster 1, Sex ¥ducatfon and the Sehiool System 7 i

lten Ohlicue factor
Numher  Item Statement : Coafiicient
13 () Parents should leave matters concerning scox education to -1,01

the school systems.

30 (D) The public must be "prepared" by the schools before con-
troversial subject matter will be accepted by the community, .84
16 Family unity and communication is decreasing in modern .75
society,
28 (D) Due to its effect on the community, publicity has delayed the .74

develepinent of needed courses concerning sex education.

LBTC
Reliability (D)

i

0.74
0.93

1

High scorers on this dimension believe very strongly that parents should not leave
matters concerning sex education to the schools, that publicity has de]ayﬂd dcve]on—
ment of needed programs in sex education, and that the public must be “prepared"
before they will accept controversial subject matter in the school,

Low scorers feel that the schools should take over the parents' responsibility of
teaching sex education to the students,

Cluster 2. Neced for Programs in Family Life and Sex Education

6 () Sex education should be taught to students only after they have -.91
reached the stage of puberty,

9 (D) I feel the students want classes in sex education and family .88
1iving.
1 (D) The school should make a contribution to strengthening of the .83

students' understanding of his sexual behavior patterns.

31 (D) Conmunity programs are need- . concerning sax education. 74

LBFC = 0.78
Reliability (1)

1t
(]
Vo]
0

High scorers beljeve that schools should help provide needed programs in family
life and sex education to strengthen students' understanding of sex and repro-
duction before they reach the stage of puberty.

Low scorers are net concerned with the need for these srograms nor the school's
Tole in prO\ldlng thien.

O

RIC
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rlu S [c. r 3 .... _Topi ics to avoid

Table 33, (cont'd) A

Item . Oblique Factor
Number — Itewm Statement Loefficient
40 (D) "Teachers should avoid teaching about contraceptive methods .82

in the classroou,

41 (D) A teacher of sex cducation should avoid open discussions .70
within the classroom about controversial topics conceriing
intercourse.

11 (D) The church is the most appropriate place for students to .68
receive instruction toward the development of a healthy
sexuality.
38 Teaching or developing school programs should be in clcse
cooperation with parents and parent groups. _ -.65
LBFC = 0,63

Reliabilitcy (D)

0.87

High scorers feel that the school should develop programs in close cooperation

yith parents and that teachers should avoid certain controversial topics in the
classroom,

v

Low scorers on this dimension do not feel that teachers shou]d avoid discussing
‘controversial topics in the classroom.

3

Cluster 4., Readiness for Family Life and Sex Education

3 (D Students need -more knowledge concerning their relationships .85
to their families.

23 (D) The community is not ready to accept the teaching of sex -.71
education in the school system.

27 (D) There should be more community participation in matters con- _
cerning the school curriculum. . 56
. LBFC = 0.63

Reliability (M) 0.86 .

f

High scorers on this dimension believe that studeuts nced more knowledge concerning
their relationships that communities are ready to accept the teaching of sax
education by the schools.

Low scorers do not feel that communities are 1eady to accept the teaching of sex
‘education | by Lhe school svys tem,

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic
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Table 33 (cont'd)

Ciuster 5. Responsibility for Teaching Family Life and Sex Education

Item Oblique Factor
Number Item Statement Coefficient
22 (D) The churches should take over the chief responsibility for .80

educating people for better personal and family living.

15 (D) Parents should be provided the opportunity to sanction or 74
refute controversial subject matter taught in the school
system.

16 (D) Family unity and communication is decreasing in modern -.71
society.

32 (D) If communities were more aware of the problems of youth, the .64

schools would have less oppoesition in the development and
implementation of such subjects as sex education and human
reproduction.

LBFC
Reliability (D)

0.63
0.87

il

High scorers on this dimension believe that the church should assume a larger role in
educating people for better personal and family living and that communications be~-
tween schools and the communities and parental involvement is necessary before con-
troversial subject matter can be taught in the schools.

Low scorers question the church's role, as well as community involvement in develop-
ing programs in controversial areas.

Analysis of the FLAI data for response patterns on various groups of items
reveals that the experimental group of teachers recognized the need for programs
in family life and sex education, felt that the schools should play an important
role, that communication and cooperation between schools and community is
necessary before controversial subjects can be taught in tle schools, that tea-

chers need in-depth training in the area to qualify them to teach family life
education, and also that the church should play an important role in personal and
family relationships,

The control group were concerned with community preparation and parental
cooperation in the development and implementation of programs in family life
education. The control group also recognized the need for programs in family
life and sex education, felt that communities were ready to accept these prograums,
and, like the experimental teachers, felt the church should assume a larger role
in personal and family relationships,
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Analysis of Family Life Education Q-Sort Responses

At the end of the 30-hour workshop, the Family Life Education Q-Sort (FLLQ)
was given to the experimental teachers. Mean scores and standard deviations
are reported for each of the items. The items are grouped into five categories
related to.(1l) knowledge gained and other outcomes of the workshop; (2) value
of instructional procedures used in the workshop; (3) value of the curriculum
of the workshop; (4) attitudes of participants about family life and sex education,
and (5) attitudes of participants toward the workshop. Table 34 shows the
categorieg with the items listed in descending order of the degree of agreement
with their statements (a mean of 7 represents very strong agreement while a
mean of 1 represents very strong disagreement with the item statement),.

Zable 34. DMean Responses on Indiv’ . ual ltems

Category 1, Knowledge gained about family life and sex education and other
outcemes of the workshop:

Ttem . ’ Standard

number Item statement Mean  Deviation
6 This project convinced me that students should, 6.23 1.21

have more knowledge ~bout fawmily relations than
is obtained in the home.

8 This project increased my knowledge about communi- 6.04 1.25
cation and social relationships.

9 Consultents who themselves had participated in 5.80 1.21
family life education offered wvaluable advice on
teaching sex education.

5 This project increased my knowledge of family life 5.79 1.36
education and its position in schools. '

14 Th-s prOJect convinced me that students should have 5.66 1.42
a Lbiological self-understanding.

13 This project increased my understanding of the im- 5.49 1.28
portance of emotional development of children.

51 1 learned very little from the project about the 3.30 1.33
effects of a home environment upon a student's
sexual conduct.

55 ~As a result of the project I am only slightly 3.10 1.54
: better qualified to teach sex education than I
vas before the p?oject started.

52 This project. made me only Sllghtly more avware of 3.00 1.47
the moral and ethical aspects of teaching family
life education. - :

7 I learned more from my fellow .participants Lhan I 2.8  1.08
o dld from the leaders and other exparts who spoke to



Table 3_f_l_

Category 1. (Continucd)

Itow
nunmbar

49

54

Lategoxry 2.

Item
nuber

22

24
38
23
34
31
33

17

30

21

S ey

Item stateoment

I learncd very little from the project about in-
structional materials and curricula for family life
education.

This project contributed little to my awarencss of
the problems that confront the youth of today.

This project did little to increase my awarcness of
the resource materials available for family life
education.

Mean

2.72

2.07

2.44

Value of instructional procedures used in the workshop:

ltem statement
The lectures in the project were valuable to me.

The discussion following formal presentations was
valuable to me.

Those sessions when participants were absolutely
~frank, and even angry, were valuable,

The panel discussions in the project were valuable
to me. )

Consultants who worked with teachers individually
or in small groups were helpful.

.Working together in small groups was important to
ne.

Meeting agency workers, community leaders, or other
non-school personnel was worthwhile.

The small work group sessions were helpful to me.

Being together in one large group for activities
was important to me.

Observing the teaching of sex education was worth-
_while. :

Too often in the project, I was just listening or
watching, rather than ‘actively doing something.

. The activities which "just hazopened" wers of more
J Pt

value than those that were planned.

Mean

5.42

4,92

4.86

4,63

4.60

3.99

3.83

3.32

3.26

" 77

Staundard
deviation

1.93

1.54

1.41

Standard
deviation

1.05

1.14

1.32

1.65:

1.87

1.98

1.60

2.10

1.48



Table 34

Category 2. (Continued)

Item Standard
number Trem statement Mean  deviatdion
27 The rele-playing which we did in the project was 2.63 1,99

of valuc.

40 llaving contact with parents and members of the 2.5¢4% 1.53
commnunity was worthwhile,

26 The reading vhich 1 did as part of the project was 2,42 1.54
of value.

32 Working by myself was dnportanlt to me. 1.72 1,12

16 Visiting other projects similar to ours was worth- 1.65 1.12
while,

20 The actual teaching or tutoring which I did as part 1.47 .96

of the project was valuable.

29 Doing the assigned written work was worthwhile, 1.40 1.39

Catepory 3. Value of the curriculum of the workshop:

Itenm _ 4 Standard
number Jtem statement ' Mean deviation
35 The material on the communication problems of 6.09 1.19

children was valuable.

36 The special instructional materials for family 5.30 1.27
life education were valuable,

2 The material on human reproduction was valuable. 5.26 1.39

1 The material on huwan growth and development was 5.23 1.38
valuable,

37 The material on teaching methods for sex education 5.13 1.51

" was wvaluable.

18 The material on how to teach specific subjects 4.98 1.47
(sex, family relations, family sociology, etc.)
to students was wvaluable. '




Table 34 | | - Z

Category 3. (Centinucd)

Ttem Standard
nuuber Jrom statcuent _Mean  deviation
41 The material on the teacher's cmotional prepara- 4.93 1.87

tion was valuable.

19 The material on curricula development for family 4.87 1.39
life education was valuable.

25 The films, records, tapes, etc. were valuable to 4,64 1.70
me.

10 Developing skills and techniques for teaching §.49 1.55
family life education was a major part of this
projcct.

28 The replaying of activities thrcugh video or 4 .44 1.99

audio tapes was of value,

Category 4. Attitudes of participants about family 1ife and sex education:

Item Standard
number Item statement : Mean deviation
12 I am more self-confident in dealing with sex education 5.86 1.52

as a result of this project.

11 This project has led wme to feel that students need 4.99 1.64
more individual attention on problems concerning
sexual maturity.

15 As a result of this project I intend to become more 4,32 1.64
familiar with the background on the sexual behavior
of my students.

b4 This project put too much emphasis upon the sexual 2.60 1.38
problems of students. ~

4 I have to admit that I am as critical of sex edu- 1.39 .88
cation as I was before this project began.




Jable 34

Jtem
numbeor

50
46

47

53

56

43

45

ERIC
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Attitudes of participants toward the vorkshop:

Item statement

Curriculum devclopnent was not suflficiently cover-
ed in this project.

Project instructors covered the material too
quickly,

The leaders put too much emphasis on dispensing
information and not enough on getting us to explore
our feelings.,

The project was too "middle class" in its philosophy
and operation.

There was little emphasis on major evaluation,

A better project would have resulted if partici-
pants had had a bigger part in its planning.

A better project would have resulted 3if partici-
pants had made more of the decisions about its
day-—-to-day operations,

This project's format should be cnanged.

Mcan

4,20

3.62

3,46

3.23

2,93

2.77

2.56

T2

Standard
deviation

1.52
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In order to obtain a clearcr picture of the workshop and its influcnces, the

highest and lowest mcan responses on the items of each of the five categoricu are

reporte-d.

Table 35 shows the five categori:s,

Thosce items above the dotted lince

show the highest agrecment and those below the line show the lowest agrecment
with the item statement.

Table 35. Highest and Lowest Mean Responscs on the Items

Category 1. Enovwledge gained about family life and sex education and other cutcomes

of tﬂgfworkshqu

Item Standard
number  ltem statement Mean  deviation
6 This project convinced me that students shoulda have 6.23 1.21
more knowledge about family relations than is ob-
tained in the hone. ' . ’
8 This project increased my knowledge about cowrmuni- 6.04 1.25
cation and social relationships.
49 This project contributed little to my awvareness 2.67 1.54
of the problems that confront the youth of today.
54 This project did little to increase my awarencss 2.44 1,01
of the resource materials available for family
life education.
Category 2. Value of imstructional procedures used in the workshop:’
Item Standard
number Item statement Mean deviation
o
22 The lzctures in the project were valuable to me. 6.17 1.05
24 The discussion following formal presentations 5.60 1.14
was valuable to me,
38 Those sessions when participants were absolutely 5.42 1,32
frank, and even angry, were valuable,
O . ¢

ERIC
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Category 2 (Continucd)

Itom : Standard

number item statement Mean deviation
16 Visiting other projects similar to ours was 1.65 1.12

wvorthwhile.

20 The actual tcaching or tutoring which 1 did as 1.47 .96
part of thc project was valuable.

29 Doing the assigned written work was worthwhile, 1.40 1.39

Catg&ggz_g. Value of the curriculun of the work;hgu:

Item Standard

numbex Item statement ' Mean  deviation
35 The material on the communication problems of 6.09 1.19

children was valuable,

36 The special instructional matevials for family 5.30 1,27
life education were valuable,

- e e me me Gm G e e e e mn e Em me e e e Bm B @E me e e e R B e S e R e e R R e e = ma e

10 Developing skills and techniques for teaching 4,49 1355
- family life educ tion was a wajor part of this
project,
28 The replaying of activities through video or 3.44 1.99

audio tapes was of value.

Category 4, Attitudes of participants about family life and scx education:

Item * Standand -
num@gg Item statement Mean deviation
12 I am morc self--confident in dealing with sex edu- 5.86 1.52

cation as a result of this project.

11 This project has led me to feel that students need 4.99 .
more individual attention on problems concerning
sexual maturity.




Table 35. ‘ IZn

Category 4. (Continucd)

Jtem . Standard

number Jlem statement C Mean  deviation
44 This project put too much ewphasis wvpon the sexual 2.60 1.38

problems of students,

4 I have to admit that I am as critical of soex cdu- 1.39 . 88
cation as 1 was before this project began.

Category 5. Attitudes of participants toward the worlshop:

‘ Jtem . . Standard
number Item statement Mean = d VJaLJon
50 Curriculum developrnent was not sufficiently cover- 4,20 1.52

ed in this project,.

46 Project instyuctors covered the material too 3.62 1.32
quickly.
43 A better project would have resulted if partici- 2.77 1.48

pants had madc more of the decisions about its
day-to-day operations,

45 This project's format should be changed., 2,56 - 1.31

The mean reponses provide a framework from which certain results can be
examined more closely. The participant teachers were convinced the workshop
did have an effect on them--not only were they made cognizant of the need that
students have for more knowledge relative to family life and sex education but
they were enthusiastic about the amount and variety of knowleﬂge they gained
through the workshop experience,

In assessing the value of the instructional procedures used in the workshop,
the participants thoughtthat the lectures, discussions following formal presen-
tations, and the absolute and frank manner with which materials were presented
were of value. With less certainty, the teachers felt that small group sessions
added to the workshop's value in presenting the materials.




The value of the workshop curriculum is evidenced by the strong agrecment
with those item statements related to the curriculum, The participating tcachers
felt that the materials on communication problems of children, human reproduc-
tion, human growth and development, and methods of tcaching family life and sex
education were of value in preparing them-.to teach in the classroom,

Even though they felt mo o confident, the teachers were somewhat skeptical
about the workshop's influence on their attitudes and beliefs. However, Lhe
~participants did indicate that the workshop influenced their thinking on the
students' need for individual attention concerning problems of sexual maturity.

In responses to items about the workshop in general, the participants in-
dicated approval of the workshop operations. A look at the means for thc item
statements indicates that the participants felt the workshop operations could
have been improved. However, this was not held to be one of the essential
factors that needed to be changed.

Not only did the workshop increase the teachers' awareness of student
need for knowledge concerning family life and the amount and variety of know-
ledge they gained but it also coniributed to the teachers' awareness of the
. problems confronting the youth of today and the resource materials available in
this area,

The teachers felt that the workshop procedures of lecturing and discussions
were sufficient. No need was indicated for wvisiting other projects, peer teach-
ing in family life, or doing any assigned written work.

The participants believed the materials presented were adequate: However,
they felt more emphasis could huve been placed on developing skills and techni-
ques for teaching family life cducation.

The workshop increased the self-confidence of the teachers as well as made
them lese critical of sex education. The need for more and better sex education
programs was a recognized factor. -

The participants expressed general approval of the workshop's structure and
format. They did not want to participate in decision-making related to the
project.

The general concensus was that the workshop was an effective mcans of in-
service teacher training in family life education. The participants were
satisfied with the materials presented, the techn.ques used, and the overall
curriculum of the workshop. Participants expressed genecral satisfaction with
the knowledge gained and resources made available. However, it was apparent that
some of the participants were concerned with the lack of emphasis on developing
skills and techniques for presenting family life and sex education in the
classroom.

While the mean responses on individual items yield a good deal of informa-
tion in themselves, the pattern of responses on various groups of items can also
be significant. To look for patterns of responses, it was decided to subject
the Q-sort data to cluster analysis, Using Tyron's cluster analysis, five
different runs were made. Initially all teachers were put through the analysis.

ERIC
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Next, four groups were fcvmed consisting of (Urban, Klementary), (Urban, Secon-
dary), (Rural, Elementary), and (Rural, Secondary). Each of these four parti-
tions was run separately through the cluster analysis program.

Table 36 reports the six clusters, or factors, which resulted with the
oblique factor coefficient being shown for each item and a definition of high
and low scores on cach cluster being offered.

Table 36, Participant's Views Regarding the Workshop Experience:
Overall Cluster Analysis of Responses to the Q-Sort

Cluster 1. (Value of interpersrnal communication) Oblique
factor
Item coefficient
number Item Statement ' -
39 (D) The activities which "just happened" were of more .87

value than those that were planned.

7 (D) I learned more from my fellow participants than I did +56
from the leaders and other experts who spoke to us,

49 This project contributed little to my awareness of the -.33
problems that confront the youth of today.

LBFC = .51
Reliability (D) = 0.70

High scores on this first dimension believed that the unplanned and spon-
taneous interactions with fellow participants were more valuable than these
activities of a formal nature.

Low scores believed that the planned activities contributed to their
awvareness of the problems confronting the youth of today.
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Table 36 (continued)

Cluster 2. (Value of working in small groups)

Oblique
Item factor
number Item statement coefficient
17 (D) The small work group scssions were helpful to me. .81
31 (D) Working tcgether in small groups was important to me. 71
36 The special instructional materials for family life -.32

education were valuable.

LBFC = 0.54
Reliability (D) = 0.74

High scores believed that working in small group sessions was more bene-

ficial to them than being in a large heterogeneous group.
Low scores preferred the larger group sessions and lectures.

Cluster 3. (Role of school in teaching family life education)

Oblique
Item factor
number Item statencnt coefficient
6 (D) This project convinced me that students should have .81
more knowledge about family relations than is obtained
in the home,
40 (D) Having contact with parents and members of the community -.59
was worthwhile,
14 (D) This project convinced me that students should have a .58
biological self-understanding.
16 Visiting other projects similar to ours was wortﬁwhile. -.50
13 This project increased my understanding of the importance a4

of emotional development of children.

LBFC = 0.48
Reliability (D) = 0.74

High scores were convinced that students shculd have more knowledge con-
cerning family relations and a deeper understanding of their biclogical make-up.
They also believed that contact with community members and other projects was
not essential to a good teacher training program.

Low scores were not convinced @f these student needs and felt that more con-
tact with members of the community and other projects was worthwhile.

O




Table 36 (continucd)

Cluster 4. (Value of workshop's curricula and methods)

Oblique
Item factor
number Item statement . coefficicent
54 (D) This project did little to increase my awarcness of the .73
resource matcrials availabte for family life education.
5 This project increased my knowledge of family life ~-.59
education and its position in schools,
4 (D) I have to admit that I am as critical of sex education .53

as I was before this project begau.

48 (D) I learned very little from the project about instructional .52,
materials and curricula for tamily life education.

3 (D) The project was too "middle class" in its philosophy and .51
operation,

LBFC = 0.36
Reliability (D) = 0.67

High scores on this dimension are critical of the workshops - its lack of
influence cn knowledge, its "middle class" philosophy, its lack of presentations
of resource materials, and lack of instructional materials.

Low scores appro—ed of the workshop and failed to criticize it as cited
above,

Cluster 5. (Participants' role in the planning and operation of
the workshop)

Oblique
Item factor
number Item statement © coefficient
43 (D) A better project would have resulted if particiﬁants .76
had made more of the decisions about its day~to-day
operations.
56 (D) A better project would have resulted if participants had .59
had a bigger part in its planning.
41 The material on the teacher's emotional preparation was -.54
valuable.
. 21 (D) Observing the teaching of sex education was worthwhile, -.53
LBFC = 0.45

Reliability (D) = 0.71

IToxt Provided by ERI
I3
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Table 36 (continued)

Cluster 5. (continued)
High scores on this dimension felt a better program would have resulted if
participants had been able to be in on the planning and decision making.

Low scores were less critical aud believed the program was run well by the
leaders.

Cluster 6. (Value of workshop materials)

Oblique
Item factor
number Item statement coefficient
2 (D) The material’ on human reproduction was valuable. .85
1 (D) The material on human growth and development was valuable, 74
22 (D) The lectures in the project were valuable to me. . .31

LBFC = 0.61
Reliability (D) = 0.79

High scores felt the materials presented in the workshop were of value and
that the workshop had contributed greatly to their awareness of the resource
materials available for family life educatiomn.

Low scores were less enthusiastic about the workshop's materials and its con-
tributions to the awareness of the resource materials available.

Table 37 presents the clusters for each of four groups of teachers along with
the oblique factor coefficients and a definition of high and low scores on each
cluster, -

Table 37. Participant's Views Regarding the Workshop Experience:
Cverall Cluster Analysis of Responses to the Q-sort

I, Cluster Analysis of the Responses of Urban Elementary Schonl Teachers.,

Cluster 1. (Value of workshop organization and curriculum)

Oblique.
Item - factor
number Item statement coefficient

27 (D) The role-playing which we did in the project was of value. .98

20 (D) The actual teaching or tutoring which I did as part of .90
the project was valuable.

1 (D) The material on human growth and development was valuable. -,84

47 (D) The leaders put too much emphasis on disp :nsing informa- ~-.82
*  tion and not enough on getting us to explore our feelings.




Table 37 (coﬂtinugd)

Cluster 1,  (Continucld)

e -
Reliabi

“

0.850
flity

3 (m) = 0,97

High scores on this dimension believed that the role-playing and
tuloring was valunhle to them, However, thoey wore sheptical of parts
shop curriculum,

Low scores were wove in agrecment with the workshop's curriculunm

value for the ]O]O-p1d)ln’ and tcaching,

Cluster 2. (Value of workshop's iustiuctional wateriale) \
Tten ‘
nurber

48 () I learned very little from the project about instruc-
tional materials and curricula for family life cducation,

36 (D)  The special dinstructiconal materials for family life
education were valuable,

9 (b Consultants who themselves had participated in famils
P Pe b4
life education offered va]uub1o advice on teaching sex
education,

LBIC = 0.84 : - . S
Reliability (D) = 0,97

7

teaching or
of the work--

and held lass

Oblique

~-.91

.89

.58

offered valuable information on teaching fawily life and sex education,
Low scores h 1d that the ¢ aspects of the workshop were of little or no value,

factor
'cochJCJan

ngh scores felt the workshop's instructional waterials and the consultants

Cluster 3L Value of wrrkshou s lnstvuctkglrl mﬁﬁeri§l§)
Oblique
Item . ’ ' . factor
number Item statement . ' coefflcn»nl
19 (D)  The material on curricula development for Lauliy life .85
-education was valuable,
21 (M) Observing the tcaching of sex education was worthvhile, .84
(D) This pIOJ‘Ct did little to increase my awvarencss of the -.78

resource materials available for family 1life education,

" LBFC = 0.79

Reliability (D)= 0,92 o
}E_ﬂl scores on this dimension helieved thet, the workahon's instructicon
Q Mfective in preparing teachars in famiiv life education. .
[:Rdﬂjow scores were skeptical abtout the valuo of

A .170x Provided by ERiC:
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Table 37  (continued) - ) . _ ) . 72

—_— (]xw‘tcx 4. (\“'1UL 0. OpORNCHS anony participants)

I .
i . ' ' : Ohlique
e Ttew ‘ : factor
i1 number Jtew statement cocfficient
i1 Lol ent
M) Those scessiens when participants were absolutely franl, .96
i and even angry, wore valuable.
i1
33 () ‘Meeting agency workers, community leaders, or other ~-.81
i non--school persounel was worthuhile,
ot
o 35 (D)  The waterial on the communication problews of children .76
- was valualle, '

LBFC = 0,72

St

. Reliability (D) == 0,94

1 High scoves valued frankness, working with sch001 personuel, and felt that
materials on communication were QlthdL]C.

i Low scores proeferred less openness and mecting non-—school personnel wherc

-
:
‘5. Redntiad
E

family life cducation was concerned,

e , 1

j :
§ § Cluster 5, (Changes in tcachers' cowcern ahout student behavior)

Oblique

T : :
:ri Item ) - .factor

' number  Item statoment R coefficient
[ E 15 () As a result of this project I intend to become more .88

J familiar with the background on the sexual behavioy

of my students.

) 8 This project increased my knowledge about communication ,63
and social velaticnships., '

i E 49 This project contributed little to my awarenass of the . -,63
i probleius that coufront the youth of todsa Y.

= } 23 (D)  The panel discussions in the project were valuable to wie, .62
&)

i LBFC = 0,69 - - . . S '

; P Reliability (D) = 0,94 :

i ! . .

3

High scores on this cluster-believed that the workshop increased their awarencss
of the scxual behavior of their students, their communication and social relationships,
and other problemis that confront the youth of today.

Low scores, on the other hand, did not feel the uozk,hOp had m"de a significant

b Pt i

e v s

m ‘contribution in those arecas,
1
{

\

o




Tabhle 37

Clustor 6,

Yten
nulh e

42. ()

41 ()
: was valuable,

20 (D)

IBEC = 0,601
Reliability

Lten statement

The actual teaching or tuloring which I did as
project was valuable,

! ' i !

(continucd) ; . . : e .

“(Value of Jlearning by dodng dn the vorkehap),

.

Too of teu dn the project, T was just listening or
waleching

! K3 .. I3
O than actively doing somcthing,

rathen

The waterial ov the teacher's emotional preparation

(m = 0,97

part of the

0blique
factor

Ceoefficient

.88

High scores belicved that active participation and teaching were of value and -

the mnateria

1s on

the teacher's emotional preparation weire of little value,

low scores felt that active participation and teaching woere off little or no’

consequanca

11,  Cluster Mnalysis of the Responses o

Cluster 1.

Jin learning about family life and sex education.

f_the Urban, Second:

N

(Value of learning bv doiung in the workshop)

. Item
nunmber

20 (1)

45 (1)

56

LR¥C = 0,
Reliabili

v

A el ¥
N

- Hligh scores believed that actively tea

iwportant,

O

ERIC
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Ttem statement o : .

The actual teaching or tutoring which I did as part of
the project was valuable. : :

This preject's forwmat sheuld be changed.

A better project would have resulted if participantse had
had a bigger part in its planning,

kn) = 0.89

“"Low scores were less enthusiastic about thesec aspects,

rv_School

Oblique
. factor

cocfficient

.93

ching and participating in the workshop was.
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Table 37 (continued} . .

Cluz lor_?. ((hnnzv dn teachier self- Undo"tﬁnding and confidean

Bh At teae ~ tmeneee

' : ' o ’ IR Oblique
Ttom ) : factor
nuiher Jtem statemant ‘ +ogeefficient
()  The replaying of activities threugh vidaeo or audio ~. 91
tapes was of valug, '
8 (P) This project increased my knowledge about communication .90
and social relationships.
. * ' . 13 ‘
12.( I am more solf--confident in dealing with sex cducation 75
as a result of this project,
5 . This projecct incieased my Lno”]ouﬂc of family life .60
education and its poualzon in .schools, . '
LB¥C. = 0,62 : b
hellabnljty {D) = 0,93 :
. !
High scoues belicved thes r knowledge and selfi~confidence had been increased as

a result of the VO]]Jnﬁp EKpG]iOUCO.

lov scores were less impressed with the workshop's influence uvpon their knowledge

and s e]f- onf idence. . ' :

.

Cluster 3., (Value of instructional materials used in the workshop)

. Oblique

Item . o . : factor
numbcr Iﬁ:@_ statenent . : ) coefficient
25 (D) The films, records, tapes, etc., vere valuable to me, - .87

3

27 (D)  The role-playing which we did in the project was of value. -.81
18 () The material on how to teach spacific subjects {sex, .81
family relations, family sociology, atc.) to students
was valuable, : ) '

lity (D) = 0.91 -
‘ 24 ( ) N

‘High scores felt that the workshop's instructional materials, such as, f£ilus,
tapes, and how to teach sveunf¢c subjects, were valuable

-Low scores believed these watclaalq to 1-\e ]e% valuable and felt that role- -

plqylug vas more Jmpoxtaﬂt.

PAraier rovaed o e SRR e . . . K
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Tabde 37 (continued). ' _

(‘.lusl:r-:r”/_e. (Value of -workshops din oLmLﬂ aling __ggi;n}:__(p_'_g)_j(n; students)

- i . Oblique

: Iten ' o factox

" number Item statoment coefficienl

B A1) This project has led wme to fecl that students need .82

: more individual attention -on problems concerning

sexual maturity. S
P52 () This projeet ﬂade me only slightly more aware of the -, 78
' moral and ethical M»put\, of teaching family 1life
3 education., - ; ' : \
47 (). The leaders put too much emphasis on dispensing in- ' 72

. formation and not cnough on goetting us to explore

! our feelings, .

) ) The special instructional materials for family life - 72

{ education were valuable, ' '

g L
1B¥C = 0,62

T Reliability (D) = 0,88 .

}Jgh scores felt the workshop stimulated a concern for student problems but was

-~ lacking in Lhe cmolional developmont of the teachers,

Lou ucore__s believed the special instructiounal materials were of value but that
they cou]d be put to beLLel use in the wﬁlkqhou.
Cluster 5. (Value of exposure to outside agencies and resources)
* .
- Oblique
Iten : ‘ ‘ - ' . factor
number © Ttem statement: , ‘ ) T cocfficient
6 (D} This project convinced we that students shoqu have -.84
more knowledge about family relations than is obtained
. in the hone, '
40 () Having centact vith pafents and mewdex of the comuunity .82

. : was worthvhile,

- 21 (D) Observing the tcgchlug of sex education was worthwhile. .72
LBFC = 0,71 , S . . _

.Re];ab141L" (b) = 0.91 o :

T Hign scores valuad exposure Lo ocutside agencies and resources but were apprchen-—
sive about Lhe 10“21 of ¥nowledse obtaincd by the students beyond thnt provided in the
‘home, . ' ' )

. . N i .
N Low scovaes did net fzal that outsida sgencies and to an
Ylkinéservice program in family lifc ediucation,

"'"['mc‘ ‘
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Table 37 ..(cqﬁtinued)

Cluster 6. (Value of working in swall groups)
: ) Obliqua
“Ttem ' . factor
‘numbar o Lten statenant | - ' cocfficicut
) U01mJng together in small groups was Jwportaat to me. .79
17 The small work group sessions were helpful to me, .05
m Consultants wvho worked with teachers individually +63
or in small groups werce helpful,
4z " %oo often in the project, I was just listening or ~.35
3 3
watching, rather than actively doing something.
b Consultants who themsclves had participated -dn family <35
life education offered valuable advice on teaching
sex education, : . )
LBFC = 0,41
Relijability (D) = 0.80
High scores on this dimension felt that working in small groups was a valuable

technlque in ]calnlng about fawily lifc and sex cducalvow.-.
Low scores wgre inclined to refute the above and to be more coataont with large

grbup sessions,

.Cluster 7. (Value of workshop curriculum)

. . Oblique
Ttem ' factor
nuaber Item statencnt - T . - - coefficient
23 (D) The panel discy $Sions in the project were valuable to ue; .84
- 46 (D) Projecet instructors covered the material too quickly, ~-.73
2 The material on human reproduciion was valuable, 57
o The activities which "just happened' were of more value -.62 .

39 o than thOSe t}latwerg p]_auncgd.
N (D) The material on human growth h and development was valuable, .59

LBFC = 0 53 . _ P
Rcliaolllty (M) = 0.84 '

\. . Co SRR
B - R1¥] .

High sceres felt the workshop cupsdculum, i.e., the discus

which tue instructors covered the materials, the materials on
p]anwnd act;w111rb,‘r1 valuabdle in an i & nron

“Low score. were leq dmpressed with the workshop currlculnm.
Q T i : :
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Table 37 (continued) : . : . ) - 77
JIV.. Cluster Anolyefs of Che Respenses of. the Rural, 1lenentary Sehool Teachors, 0

Cluster 1, Um“f foctive features of the workshop)

) : o : o 0b]1<uo
Ttem : R - factor
number  Ttem statcuent ' | coofficient
47 (D) . The leaders putltoo much emphasis on dispensing in- ' .97
formation and not ecnough on gotting us to explore
.- our feelings.
i
8 (D) This project incrédased my knowledge about communication -.89
- and social velationships. o
51 () I learnced very little from the 3103ﬂcL gbout the effects .86

of a home environment upon a student's sexual conduct. .

32 (1) Working by myself was fmpowtant to me. . .78

hellao ]i (D) = 0,96

High scorus were very critical of the workshop, They questionad what, if any-

thing, had becn learned during the workshop perioed,
Lov scores believed theve was a good deal learned from the wor“qhop experience,

Cluster 2, (Value of workshop in dcvelonln" commitment to family life

: ) Oblique
Ttem ' : oo . factor
Dumber Iteu statement o : L ¢ ‘coefficient
14 (D) This project convinced me that students should have a .84
bioclogical self-understanding, ) :
6 (D)  This project convinced me that students should have more .79
. knowledge about family relations than ‘is obtained in the
g _ home, ' ' ' -
48 (D) I learned very little from the project abcut instructional .70

f materials apd r"cula 101 family life education,

- . ]

o — o
55 As a result of\ the project I am only slightly bettes gqual—~ ~,65
‘ Afied to teach] sex education. than T was before the project
started. : ' ' o

P 4100 The naxerlal on the Ledcneu 's emotional preparation was = -,62 |

Y*- o valuable, : : - '

CIBFC = 0055 - S . '
r, Relia nlIJL' (J) 0.33 - ' ' ) o e

. : Hig',h scores on this CIUbtc- felt: thc' vorkshon e"nc‘rlm- » had avakened them to the

fact thqt stuIanq n?“” more . undv~“ nﬂ1n. in tha realm of fﬂd‘]y living, They dlso felt
QO the workahop was chLcLJv-vln pL¢-: ing thom to teach family life in the classroom,
low scores, on'the cther hand, we & dubious of the "011::‘;'.0}.'5 stimulating ferces and
R nat com;mr:_i.c‘l_thal, they wera ‘ktw.cn prepavs ' ' this ‘
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Table 37 . (continued) .
Cluster &, (dorkshop organization and foxmnt) N
' oblique
1tem ' - . factor
number Jtem gtatement , C(_‘(‘ff‘l cient
39 (D)  Tha ectivitics which "just happened” vere of wore valuc -, 81
than those that were plammcd,
223 (D) | The panel discussions in the project were valuable to wme, .81
15 (D) As a result of this )IOJCul I intend to becowme wore .80
famj1L31 with the bh kground on the scexual behavior of '
my students,
30 () jeing together in one large group forv activities was - VAN
inmpoi tant to me,
ILFC = 0.74 . ' ' )
Reliability (D).= 0.94
Hwnb scores on this cluster believed the planned activities of the workshop.were

cata1>uts in stimulating the teachers to lock into ‘the Eaclwronnﬂ ot the sexual be-
havior of thoinr students

Low -scores believed that the unstructured and spontancous activities were better
for them, - ' : ‘ :

Clus tLI 4, ‘lg.]un of planned, larze JLn]e act jV]tIC duvine the w "kqdow)
i 3., SR ST LS vl 38

Oblique

Item - : , ' factor
nunber Iten statament : Eﬁ_giiﬁlﬁiﬁ
31 (») Lorx:ng together in small vloupq wee important to me. -.90

"just happened" were of more value -.75

39 (D) The activi LWe; which
were planncd,

than those thet

7 I Jearned more  from my fellow participants than I did - 71
from the leaders and other experts who spoke to us,

22 (D) The lectures in the project were valuable to e, ' “ .71

0.95 |
this dimension felt that the planned, large scale activities were
ial than the:unplanned experiences or the relationships to other partici-
-pemt_s,dmmD the wotrkshop. - . -

Low scorcs feli that the uwaplaniod, eneil group

. .
assions were wmove valuable,

(4]

. . -
A 1 7ex: Providd by ERIC



Table 37 (continued)

5

Resnons

TV, Clus

An

( hl ]\L

LYRNR.

Glugter 1. (Value of participants! vole dn planning workshop)

Obiiquc
factorn

56 (h) A better project would have resulted if participants - 94
had had a bigger part in dts plamning.
5 (W) this project increased my knowledpe of family life .93
' eduvcation and its position in ochool
46 () Project instructers covered the material too quickly, .82
() The material on human growth and development was valuable, .67
53 There was little emphasis on major evaluation " -.63

ILBFC == 0,65
Reliability (@) = 0.94

High scores on this cluster vere satisfied with the program and believed the
materials had increased their knowledge of family life education and its position
in the schools. ‘

L)
- Low scores, on the other hand, wanted more voice in the planning of the program
and qu~<llorcd "hcth'r or not. the workshop had increased their knowledge.

Cluster 2, (Velue of Jeaiming about and practicing dnter-personz] relations)

Oblique

Item ' factor
number Item statement = " coefficient
M) ”or‘ ing togethar in small groups was important to me. .89
. T
16 (D) Visiting other projects similar to ours was worthwhile, ~.85
"8 (D) This project increased my knowledge about communication 73
and social relationships. . ) t

LBEC = 0,70 . S
hel:an']’L} (@) = 0.90 N

.
1

High scores believed that learning about and practicing inter-personal. relations
during the vnrkshok wag an important part of proparlnu to teach family life education
in the clagsroom, -

Low scores felt that visiting cother projects and the 1ar&£-group scssions were

-important parts of the program,

~

ERIC -

v . .
Full Tt Provided by ERIC. . . i

. _ oo
1, . Secondary School Teachors, 77

i
i
|
i
i
!




§Mg [
[r— o

Ptk ,-:_,-,-r:‘L, i

1 .4

.

PEREALLS
prr—— e s 3

..
:f,,v-:-,.ri

ooy

sumrrond

s

L)

"matters du:]nnv wvith the probleus ihﬁt confront the yvouth ¢
F y

vw;re_va]uable. ; L
Q

FRIC

.AWEMHEE Lh? mldd] c1ass.

. (Y ¥ ’

Table 37+ (continued) - ' . SN
‘ ‘ /o0
(Ig*to' @. (Changen i partd giﬁvnt‘s underatanding nnd_ﬂc1f -conf idonce

Obligue _ i

Lt em ' . factox
nuaber Jtem stalomont ‘ " eocefficiont
n) 1 an more salfl-confident in dealing with sex oducation | B2

'

as a result of this projact, i
. i

49 This project coutributed little o ry awarcncess of the - =81
problems that confrout the youth of today.
6 (D) This projest convinced me that students should have wmorc A7
knowledge about family relations Lnnn is obtained in the
home, :
44 (D) This project put teco much cmph sis upon the sexual prob- ~-.63
lems or studaents, :
(D) . The discussion following formal presentations was valuable .63
\
to ne, 4 . .
: \

LLBYC = 0,60 ) j -
h0113»111Ly () = 0.88 \
High scores on this clustex fojg an increased awareness and confidence in
today as a result of
the workshop experience, ;
‘Low scores were dp“]cH°WslV abdut the worLOhop’ value in stimulating an awvare-

ness of these problems. O0f special covco1n was that the workshop put too much cmphasis
on the LAUa] prob1cms of studants, : '

Cruster 4, (Value of wor kshop material

P

Obiique

Item . . e . . factor
number - Jtem statenment - goefficient
25 (M  7The films, rccords, tapes, ete, were valusble to e, -.82

27 () The role-playing which we did in the project was of valuz., - ,80

36 (D)  The spe scial ins 'rﬁctﬁonal materials for family life ~.72 . .
-EdUC&LJOH were valuable, '

3 () The project was too "widdle class™ in its philosophy . .61
and operation, E : c
41 The material on the teacher’s emotional preparation was 48 )
valvable. ' ’ .
1BFC = 0,52
Reliahilitw:(D) = 0.¢0 .
CHigh ecoves belisved Zhatithe woofars was ] nf the worbshop
‘materials wece of lititle waluz, and that Che cwotionald proparation of the teachaers

'$ tended to feel the workshop's materials were appropriate and not aimed

kK



Table 37 (continued) ' | | ' ‘ e

Cluster 5. (Valuc of workshop ciunrleulum

Obli.que

T tem factoy
nubaon ltewm staioent : : - coefficient
32 (D)  Vorking &y mysolf was dmportant to me, -.79
52 () This proeject made me only slightly more awarce of the ' .73

moxal am! cthical aspeets of teaching family life
educatinz,

1.0 Developing skills and techuidques for teaching family .39
life education was a wmajor part of this project.

-18 The material on how to teach specifisc subjects (sex, .30
family relations, family sociology, ectc.) to students
was valuable, ' :

LBFC = 0.40
}\E'.].J.a bility (l)) = .

HNigh scores felt that the workshop's curricilum and procedurcs were valuable in

dovo)onjnv QLJl] and techniques for teaching specific arcas of fanily life oﬂucarion.
Low scores vere dubious of tha workshop's value in developing the skills and

tcchn:ques to teach family life in the classvooi,

Cluster 6.

. ; Oblique
S Item ' - factor
numbex Ttewm statemont cocfficient
50 M) Curriculun dewa‘opmont was not sufficiently covered .83
in.this project. '
11 (D) This project has 1led me to feel that situdents nead -.74
: more individual attention on pron]en concerning
sexuzl maturity. - ' '
48 I le""d very littie from the project about instructicual 64
materials and curricula for family life education,
5 . As a result of this project I intend to become more familiar-.59
with the bac“"round on the sexual behavior of wy students. - )
26 . 7The rcadjng xm:ch T did as part of the p*ogch was of value,-30.
LBFC = 0.49 o : | :
Reliability (D) = 0,83

‘High scores outhis cluster were-eritical of the workshop expovience. hay felt
that” ch:r:vu]Jﬂ dCJC]upJgnL,.‘W\L]LcthHﬂl naterials, and: reading g'ldes wore not
su:f1c1vut1y covghed during the works .

_ Q@ w scoreg were lehs criticzl and believad that the workshop experience had pro-
: v[}{L(}omc :nforwntﬁo1 pertinent to the developuent of a prograwm inlfémily life
JGTTTTTTLOH : '

,-
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In general, respondents were approving o’ th . workshop, believing that they
had gained a good deal cof knowledge and undec-tar ling of family life education
through the workshop experience. MHowever, nc:. a’l of the groups were in agrece-
ment about the workshop experience,

_ When the entire sample data were analyzed, it was found that the informal
small group work sessions of the workshop were (onsidered to be very valuable.
Emphasis was given to the value of the workshop in developing in the partici-
pants an awareness of the nceds of students rel.tive to family life and sex
education., In criticizing the workshop, the group felt that outside agencies
and members of the community were not essential in family life education
instruction and that the workshop was too midd ¢ class in its philosophy and
operation., They wanted more participants in o the planuing of the workshop,
and wanted more emphasis placed upon the instructional materials related to
teaching in the classroom.

The urban, elementary teachers valued the active participation in teaching
during the workshop, wjere content with the workship's instructional materials
and consultants, and felt that the workshop influenced their awareness of the
problems confronting students today, This group of teachers valucd the openncss

and frankness of the workshop but were not satisfied with the emotional prepara-
tion of the teachers,

The urban, secondary teachers also valued the active participation during
the workshop, were content with the workshop's instructional materials and
consultants, and felt the workshop stimulated a concern for student préblems.
This group of teachers valued the small group sessions, the outside agencies
and community members' participation, as well as the workshop's methods of pre-
sentation.

The rural, elementary teachers were critical of the value of the materials
presented, i.e., of what use would these be in a real classroom situation., This
group valued the planned activities and felt that the workshop had been effective
in stimulating their awareness of the problems of students and how family life
education would help in solving these problems.

The rural, secondary teachers felt the workshop was beneficial and did not
! need to be changed, This group placed great value upon the small group sessious,
the emotional preparation of the teachers, and the increased awareness and
self-confidence in teaching family life and sex education generated by the work-
shop experience. There was some dissatisfaction, however. It was felt that the
workshop's approach was too middle class and that more time should have becen
devoted to the development of curriculum and instructional materials,

ERIC | :
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Summnary of the tvaluation «f the Spring, 1968, Workshop

The evaluation of the in-servic: program conducted during the Spring of
1968 was designed to test three major hypotheses, The {indings that resulted
from analysis of the demographic data znd the pretest and post—-tést scores on
measures of the dependent variables arc summarized here as cvidence bearing on
the acceptability of cach of thesc hypotheses.

The first majer hypothesis sﬁatesw

There are no significant differences on any of the demographic
variables assessed by the Demographic Questionnaire befween

(1) teachers in the experimental group and teachers in the control
group, (2) urban teachers and rural teachers, and (3) elementary
school teachers and secondary school teachers.,

Inspection and analysis of the demographic data reported in Tables 3 - 17 rewveals
that this hypothesis is acceptable.

The second major hypothesis statecs,

There are mno significant differences between the comparison groups
enumerated in the first hypothesis on pretest measures of (1) know-
ledge of aspects of family life, particularly healthy sexuality
(operationally defined as a score on the Sex Knowledge Inventory,
Form X - Adults); (2) personality characteristics (operationally
defined as a set of scores on the 14 scales of the Omnibus Person~-
ality Inventory, Form Fy).

Analysis of the data reported in Tables 18 - 23 and inspection of the data
graphically represented in Figures 1 - 3 resulted in findings that support the
acceptability of this hypothesis.,

The third major hypothesis states,

There are significant differences between the comparison groups on posty
test measures of the dependent variables enumerated in.the second
hypothesis,

Analysis of the data reported in Tables 24 - 28 and inspection of the data
"graphically represented in Figures 4 — 6 resulted in findings that support only
qualified acceptance of this hypothesis. Teachers in the experimental group
achieved significantly higher means scores on the Thinking Introversion (TI),
Religious Orientation (RO), and Personal Integration (PI) scales of the Omnibus
Personality Inventory. Teachers in the control group achieved significantly
higher mean scores than those in the experimental group on the Anxiety Level (AL)
scale of the OPI. The two groups are similar on -all of the other scales of the
OPI and on the SKI. All other things being considered equal, the differences
in performance on the post-test between the experimental and control groups can
be attributed to the impact of the training that the experimental group receive?
and the control group did not.

/73
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The results of item and cluster analrsis of the Family Life Attitude
Inventory (FLAL) and Family Life lducatiou Q-Sort (FLEQ), responses of subjects
has been summarized on pages 57 and 63, 71-72, and 88 of this repoxt., Definite
differenci:s in the response patterns for the comparison groups indicate that
teachers in them perceived the FLAL and ¥LE Q—Sort items in distinetive ways
within the dichotomies by which they were grouped; ij.e.. urban-rural, elementary-
secondary, and experimental-control. These distinct patterns provide informa-
tion about the attitudes and expectations of the teachers in each group that
suggests changes which might be made to improve the cffectiveness of the in-
service training program in modifying the attitudes and meeting the neceds of the
teachers in a particular gr-up.
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- THE SUMMER, 1968, WORKSHOP IN FAMILY LIFE EDUCATION

In the Summer of 1968, eighty teachers participated in the in-service train-
ing program in family life education., Witl slight variations, it was essentially
the same as the one offered in spring (1968). The emphasis, again, was on the
teachers' acquisition of the knowledge, attitudes, and self-understanding decmed
necessary to effectively instruct their students in the area of human sexuality.

The Evaluation Design

The evaluation design was the same as for the spring (1968) group. However,
the political and social climate regarding the teaching of sex education was at
the boiling point in the state, threatening the very existence of the imstruc-
tional program in the schools of the county, as well as the Title III project
itself. Hence, it was not possible to assemble a control group of teachers for
the summer training period. For this reason, the data are analyzed on a des-
criptive and comparative basis. '

Similar to the spring group, the independent variables considered were
(1) Type of Community - urban or rural, (2) Type of School -~ Elementary or secon-
dary, and (3) Experimental Condition - in this particular case, only an exper-
imental group is considered. When broken down into various subgroups, the
three independent variables yield four different groups:

(1) Urban - Elementary - Experimental
(2) Urban - Secondary - Experimental
(3) Rural - Elementary - Experimental
(4) kural - Secondary - Experimental

The dependent variables considered were: (1) personality characteristics,
(2) knowledge of family life education, particularly healthy sexuality, and
(3) attitudes toward family life education.

Since it was not possible to assemble a control group of teachers with which
to compare the attributes of the experimental group teachers on the dependent
variables, no hypotheses concerning differences between the two groups on pre-
and post-test measures of these variables could be tested.

The Evaluation Instruments and Procedures

The tests administered to the participants in the Summer, 1968, workshop
were the same as those used for the spring group; i.e., the Omnibus Personality
Inventory (OPI), the Sex Knowledge Inventory (SKI), the Family Life Attitude
Inventory (FLAI), and the Family Life Education Q-Sort (FLEQ).

Pretests with these instruments were administered at a prearranged time and
place before the teachers had any contact with the training program. Post-tests
were administered approximately nine months later, after the teachers had
received the training and had had an oppurtunity to teach family life education

Q
the classroom,
ERIC
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The Sample

Eighty teachers participated in the Summer,, 1968, workshep. Information
about their personal background, academic and professional training, teaching
experience, and other demographic characteristics, which was obtained from their
responses to the Demographic Questionnaire, is reported in Tables 1 - 15,

TABLE 1. Age of the Teachers in the Four Grours.

Age - Span
GROUP L _ . o TOTAL
20 ~ 30 | 31 - 40 [ 41 - 50 [ 51 - 60 |
o N A S . A ¥ o% # )
i et
Urban—-Elem-Exp 9 25 ! 10 27 12 32 6 16 37
- -
! - ————m
Urban--Second-Exp 2 15 ; 2 23 3 23 5 39 13
. + . b ]
Rural-Elewm~Exp 4 020 7 35 2 10 7 35 20
-— P,
Rural-Second-Exp 3 30 3 30 g 3 30 1 10 19
. - ! e
i
TOTALS 18 22 23 29 i 20 25 19 24 80




K /05/

TABLE 2, Number and Per Cent of Male and Female Teachers in the Four (roups

Group T TMen TR Women b THOTRALTTTTT
L SRR SUN N SRR, | i N g e
1 Urban-lilen-Exp 06 16 131 84 L
1_Urban-Sccond-Exp 5 39 ... 8 ' 61 _“m__m;_~L§__ N
i Rural-Elew—Fxp 1 5 ' 19 9 2
J.Rural-Second-lxp 3. 30 Ll 70 S
TOTALS _ 15 ' 65 I
Average ' e 19 ‘ 81 o :
TABLE '3, Marital Status‘of the Teachers in the Four Groups
GROUP 3 Married . Single _ "Divorced .} Separated Widowed TOTAL
) % % | _F % i Z_ |
Urban-Flen-Exp 33 88 2 71 1 2.5 [0 0 I 2.5 37
Urban-Sccond-Exp 10 76 1 8 1 8 0 o | 1 8 13
Rural-Elen-Exp 16 80 315 | o 0 0 0 1 5 20
1 Rural-Second-Exp 10 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0. 10
TOTALS 69 86 6 7.5 2 2.5 0 0 34 .80 |

TABLE 4 . Number of Children for Each Group of Teachers aund the Average Number for
Each Teacher

GROUY (. Number of Children -
' B ‘Number Average .

Urban-LElem-Exp _ 26 . 0.8 .
Urban-Second-Exp .10 ' 0.8 J
" Rural-Elem~-Exp 14 0.7
Rural—-Second-Exp 7 0.7

TOTAL - 57 0.7 ]




TARLE 5,
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Number of Years of Teaching Experience for Each Group of fYeachers.

GROUP | S @Cdl“of'HOJCI;HH’ ]\ugfncncc -*::;«N— TUrOTAL
| 0-5 1 5-16 | Yo-15 |15 -720 | 20 -+ |
A A A
_Urxban-Elem-Exp 5 14 113 34 VAR I T O T -
ygban QQLgpd Exp | 1 8 | 2 _16 4 30 3 23 3 23 13 ]
| Rural-Blem-Exp 5 725 |4 70 315 |6 30 20 20
 Rural-Second-Exp | 2 20 2 20 | S 50 | o 0 | 1 10 0
';oumq 1316 2126 | 19 23 1720 1015 80

TABLE -6, Number of Years of Teaching for Each Group in Their Present School District.
“GROUT —___Years in Present School District ' | TOTAL
0 -5 5-10 10- 15 [ 35 <20 | 20 -+ ¢
#o % #F % #o i % A
Urban-Flem-Exp 10 28 1540 |6 16 3 8 | 3 8 37
[ Urban-Second=Exp | 2 16 2 16 5 37 3 23 18 13
Rural-Elem-Exp 735 420 6 30 3 15 00 20 |
lural-Second-Exp 6_60 | 1 10. 3 30 4 © 0 0 0 10
TOTALS 25 30 | 22 27 20 25 9 13 4 5 80

TABLE" 7, T7Type of Institution From Which the Bachelor's Degree Was Received for

Each Group of Teachers.

GROUP : Type of Institution - : TOTAL
" Public PllVaLe ‘Parochial Othcr' L
7 N o A A s
‘Urban=Elem-Exp .'|. 29 -80 4 10° 4 10 00 - 37
Urban-Second~Exp | 13 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 13-
‘Rural-Elem-Exp = .|717 85 1 5’ 2 10 0 0 20
Rural~Second-Exp.| 9 90 0 0 - 1 10 0 'O 10
-} TOTALS 1-68 85 5 6 7 9 0 "0 g0
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TABLY g8 . Bumber of Graduale Units for Fach of the Four Groups.

F ) croup lku : Nuwbc 0r (n‘ﬁﬁinivifalts — s ___“‘mw“”ﬁfﬁﬁﬁrnm
L35 ]..30 a5 ot 60, 60 -
e Y N S 0 O A T T
Urhan- 11(m Jin __ 5 12 B 10 28§ > 21 A 4 11 ...l.Q.-.- _28 . _f_i_/*- _
. 2 0 0 1 2 16 0 0 9 68| 13
| 5 25 5 25 2 10 4 200 20
_Rurai-Second-Exp | 40 1 _Jo | 2 20 | 2 20 1 10| 1o
TOTALS [ 15 19 | 1620 17 2] 8 10 24 30 80

TABLE 9 . Previous Experience in Family Life Fducation for the Teachers in the
Four Groups. '

GROUY . ' "~ Type of Experience S TOTAL

" Course Independent Communlt) Other None
WOlk _JReading | Progran o oL
L # A F V3 S

| Urban-Elen-fixp 3 8 13 351 0 0 {11 29 |10. . 28.: 37

Urban-Second-Exp | 4 30 5 36 |0 0 | '3 %6 |1 & 7.13

Rural-Flea-Exp 3 15 9 45 1 5°1 3 15 420 1 20

| Rural-Second~Exp | 2 20 _ 4 40 1 0 0 |2 20 ] 2 20 1 10
| 70TAL 12 15 ] 31 39 1. 1 19 24 717 21 4 80

TABLE 10. Previous In-Service Training Experience in Family Life Education for
- Each of the ¥our Groups of Teachers.

GROUY In-Service Training Programs in Family Life .. ...| -TOTAL
FEducatien for Each cof the ]our Cloun% of Teachers
: it A #t i AR AR -
Urban-Elen-Exp - 25 704 9 22 2 5.5 1 2:57 0O 0 .37
- Urban-Second=E Exp__ 10 80 2 14 1 6 . 0 0 - 0 0 13
huxal—Elcm Exp i 16 80 2 10 0. 0 1 5 1l 5].220
| Rural-Second—F ~Fxp 8 8071 2 20 0 0 R C o 10
101ALS A i 59 74 15 19 | -3 3.7 2 2.3 1~ 1 80 j
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Religious ACiliation

: GROUD

.
27

o ool

P];_L:_l_l:.(‘. altant

A

Catholic

i

Ap_nd.e:i.ic

SRRl

fUrbun-plemantary -lixpariazngal

Y - A e e

Urban~Secondary-Ezpurinenta)l 8

73
60

6 17

3 o

Athedst

RELLGIOUS BACKCIOURDS OF FHE CEACHERS 1N THE POUR GIOULS,

Jewish

s

Toteal

37

13

Rural-klementary~Experimental | 11

e o e et s A e o o =

Jrural-Secondary-IExperinzutal 6

f

55

e

60

6 30

220

20

s e

TOTALS 52

- R

20

0

10

80

|

_ TABLE 12.

e

GROUP

—w—— .

Unhappy

e

HOME LIFE DURING CHILDLIOOD FOR THE TEACHERs IN THE FOUR GROUIS,

Childhood Hows Life

~

Good

L

%

e

Urban-klementary-kxperimental | 0

[y

i. 1 Urbau-Sccongary-Experimental | 0

LG

—_IBxcellent

Total

# %

24 64t

y 25

37

{ inural-Flementary-Experimental | 1

2 15 8 62 3 23 13

7 35

20

Rural-Secondary-Exparimental 0

5 50

10

TOTALS 1

24

30

80

=

Childhood setting

Rural

Urban

:"v

%,

%,

746

'5 14

———rs

Total

[Suburban | Other

37

Urban—Eleméhtary'~m<per imental |1

] {Urban-Secondary-~Experimental

———an

T fural-Secondary-Experinerntal ..

e e

—————

69 .-

e e e

13

tos 25

3 23

7 35

20

3

s e e, e S

7. ne

e

1 - 10

————

10

16

29

b et e e

e —— i ———— e et R ———e mm s -

80
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TARLYE 14, Socio-Lconomic Status of Family during Childhood for the Four Teacher
Groups,

GROUP ) Socio-liconomic Statugs TOTAL
QU“i_Eh;ilﬂ.‘IMd1° ﬂnsn ]wun Class
e - % i % | ¥ .
Urban-Elem-Exp | 1 3 |30 8l 6 16 37
| Urban-Second-Exp |0 o |12 99 | 1 ) 137 |
Rural-jilen-hxp 2 10~ 18 90" 0 0 | 20
Rural-Second-Ixp 1 0 0 |19 90 1 10130
| YOTALS L3 3.7 169 883 & 10 [ 80

TABLE 15. Racial and Lthnic Backgrounds of the Teachers in the Foux Groups. .

GROUP s thnlL Backex ound S e TOTAL
__Negroid }n’\m _;Livlum Ol_:{_c__ntal Spanish. | Caucasian.
__________________ AN R A N
Urban-Tlem-Exp 2 R R R N EE N 37
|_Urban-Second-Exp [0 - 0 170 0[O0 O 170 "0 13 100 13
Rural-Elem-Exp 15T oo o o o197 95 20
Rural-Second-Exp 0 0 0 o0 0 0 0110 100 | 30 i
TOTALS 3 410 ol o0 o 0 0 77 96 80
A\
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Analysis of the Pretest and Post-test Scores

Tables 16 - 19 rcport the means and standard deviations of scores on the
OPI and SKI tests for cach of the four subgroups of teachers on both the pre- and
post-tests. It is readily evident from inspection of thesc tables that therc
was very little difference betiween the four subgroups' scores. Tables 20 and 21
and Figures 1 and 2 provide a more detailed analysis of the pretest scores over
the levels of the two independent variables, Type of Community and Type of
School. The plots, in particular, bring out the similarity between the four
subgroups. Tables 22 and 23 and Figures 3 and 4 show the corresponding analysis
of post-test scores, The results are almost identical to what was found in the
pretest scores; i.e., there was very little difference between the four sub-
groups. An analysis of variance performed on both the pretest and post-test
scores on the OPI and SKI revealed no significant differences between levels of
the two independent variables. The results of the analysis of variance in
post—-test scores is reported in Table 24,

Examination of pretest and post-test mean scores on the SKI reported in
Tables 20 - 24 reveals that urban teachers raised their average score from
50.6 to 55.8 while rural teachers went from 48.8 to 54.2, and that both subgroups
achieved very similar gains in sex knowledge. Elementary school teachers in-
creased their average score from 49.5 to 54.8 while secondary school teachers
went from 51.0 to 57.1; and again both subgroups achieved very similar gains.
Analysis of pretest and post-test mean scores on the SKI indicates that there
were significant gains in the amount of knowledge demonstrated by each of the
four subgroups. The results of this analysis, which are reported in Table 25,
imply that the training program improved the participants' knowledge of family
life education, as measured by the SKI,
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¥eens
0PI
OPI
0PI
0PI
0PI
OPI
OPI
OPT
OPI
OPI
0PI
0PI
OPI
0PI

SKI

Elen,

37
26.0
19.7
13.5
16,1
29.4
13,7
26.4
27.5
40,2
15.4
26.4
12,2
26.0
14.8
50.6

Urban

Table 16

Swoemer, 19
Pre-Test

¥lem,
20
26.7
18.8
12.9

13,2

27,9
12.4
273
24,6
41,8
16,3
25.9
13.1
26.5

-15.9

47 .4

Rural

Sec,
10

23.6

15.9
12,2
12.8
29,6
16.2
26.4
28,6
373
15.0
23.2
14,3
24,0
1.7
51.5
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Table 17

Summer, 1968
Pre-Test

Urbvan Rural

Elem, Sec., Elem, Sec,
OPI 1 6.9 6.9 6.9 8.0
0Pr2 5.3 4o 4.8 5.8
OPI 3 4,8 6.1 4,8 6.8
OPI 4 6.4 6.1 hoh 5.9
OPI 5 TeT 8.5 7.9 5.0
OPI 6 5.5 6.1 6.3 4,9
OPI 7 6.3 5.2 5.9 3.2
OPI 8 10,8 8.0 10.5 9.5
0PI 9 7.6 11,0 10.0 Ted
0PI 10 2.7 4,0 301 3.1
0PI 11 5.3 4,9 4.8 4,2
OPI 12 6.4 5.3 4,7 5.7
0PI 13 5.3 5.6 4,8 7ol
OPI 14 346 3.4 4,7 2.9

SKI T 5.9 8.4 8.6
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Table 18

Sunnecr, 1968
Post-Test

Urdban Rural
Elem, Sec, Elen, Sec.,
Sample Sizes 25 5 12 L
Me=ns
0PI 1 25,2 24,8 25.8 21,3
0PI 2 19.1 20,6 18.8 15.8
0PI 3 13.5 14,4 13.2 12,3
OPI 4 14,4 12,6 14,7 11,3
0PI 5 30.& 25.0 28,0 34,0
0PI 6 14,5 14,8 13.8 13.3
0PI 7 24,4 26,2 26,2 26,0
OPI 8 24,2 25,2 24,1 22,3
0PI 9 39.2 39.8 By 46,3
0PI 10 15.4 16.0 15.5 17.0
0PI 11 25.1 23.6 24,5 26.3
0PI 12 11.8 18,0 11.9 11.8
oPrI 13 27 .5 29,0 26.1 24,0
0PI 14 14,7 14,6 16,2 14,5

SKI 55.7 56 .4 52.9 58,0
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Table 19
\ Sumnmer, 19063
FPost-~Test
Urban Rursl
: Elem, Sec, Blem, Sec,
Sample Sizes 25 5 12 4
Standard Dev.
OPT 1 , Tol 1.7 8.0 5.6
0PI 2 5ot St 6.0 3.2
0PI 3 5.7 5.2 3.9 4,1 .
0PI & 5.7 8.8 5.4 2.9
OPI 5 8.2 11.8 8.5 304
OPI 6 5.9 8.6 6.7 2.8
OPI 7 6.4 5.9 6.3 1.4
OPI 8 9,2 11e1 10,6 5,0
0PI O 7.9 10,0 9,6 53
0PI 10 2,9 4,2 3.5 3,2
0PI 11 5.5 4,6 4,8 2,2
0PI 12 5.7 7.6 4.4 2,2
OPI 13 5.8 3.7 3.8 3.7
0PI 14 3.9 2.4 4,6 1.9

SKI Tk 9.0 T3 5.0
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Table 20
Pre-Test, Swmer, 1968

Typre of Community

Urban (¥ = 50) Rural (¥ = 30)

X S X S
0PI 1 25,8 6.9 25,7 7.3
0PI 2 19.5 5.0 17.8 5.2
OPI 3 13.3 5.1 12.7 54
0PI &4 15.4 6.4 13,1 4.8
0PI 5 28.8 7.9 28,5 740
0PI 6 13.8 5.6 13,7 6.0
OPT 7 26.2 6.0 - 27.0 5.1
0PI 8 273 10,1 26,0 10.2
0PI 9 39.7 8.5 40,3 9.3
0PI 10 14,8 3.2 15.9 3.1
0PI 11 26.0 5.2 25,0 4.7
0PI 12 12.7 6.1 13.5 5.0
0PI 13 26 .4 5.4t 25,6 5.7
0PI 14 14,5 3.6 14,5 4.6

SKT 50.6 7.2 48.8 8.5




Table 21
Pre-Test, Sumnmer, 1968

Type of School

Elenentory (W = 57) Secondary (N = 23)
b s P s

OFI 1 26,3 6.9 24,5 Te3
0PI 2 19.4 51 17.5 5.0
0PI 3 13.3 4,7 12,4 6.3
OPI 4 15.1 5.9 13,2 5.9
0PI & 28.8 T.7 28,2 7.2
OPI 6 13,2 5.7 14,9 5.6
OPI 7 26,7 6.1 26.1 44
OPI 8 26,5 10.7 27.5 8.5
0PI 9 40,8 8.5 379 9.4
0PI 10 15.7 2,9 S 1k0 BT
OPI 11 26,2 5o 24,1 4,6
0PI 12 12,5 5.8 14,3 543
OPI 13 26,2 5.1 26,0 6.4
OPI 14 15,2 4,0 12,7 3.2

SKI ) 49.5 8.0 51.0 7.0
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Table 22
Post-Test, Surmer, 1968

Type of Cormunlty

Urban (¥ = 30) Rural (N = 16)

X S X S
OPI 1 25,1 8.0 24,6 8.0
OPI 2 19.4 5.1 18.0 5¢5
0PI 3 13,7 5.6 12,9 3.8
OPI 4 P 6.2 13.8 5.0
OPI 5 29,5 8.9 29.5 T.9
0PI 6 14,6 6.2 13.7 5.9
OPI 7 24,7 6.3 26,1 545
OPI 8 24,3 9.3 23.6 9.4
OPI 9 3943 8.1 42 4 8.7
OPI 10 15.5 3.1 15.9 33
OPI 11 24,8 5.4 24,9 4.3
OPI 12 12.8 6.4 11.9 3.9
0PI 13 27.7 5¢5 25.6 3.8
0PI 14 14,7 3.7 15.8 4.1

SKI 55.8 Te5 54,2 7.0
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Post-Test, Summer, 1968

Elementary (7 =

X
25,4
19.0
13.4
14,5
30,0
14,3
25.0
24,1
39.8
15.5
24,9
11.8
27.0
15.2
54.8

S
Te5
5.3
5.2
5.5
8.3
6.1
6.4
9.5
8.4
3.0
5.3
5.3
5.3
4,2
Tk

Type of School

37)

Secordary (N
X
23.2
18.4
13.4
12,0
29,0
14,1
26,1
23.9
42,7
6.4
24,8
15.2
26.8
14,6
57.1

= 9)
S

9.1
5.0
4,6
6.5
9.8
6.3
4,3
8.5
8.1
3.6
3.8
6.4
4ob
2,1

Tl
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Table 24

Analvsis of Variance Table

Summer, 1968

Post~Test Data

Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean
Variation Frecdomn Squares Squares
c 1 28.27 28,27
S 1 45,63 45,63
CxS 1 33.82 33,82
Error 42 2303.28 54,84

Total 45 2411,00

j20
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Table 25

Tests for SKI Score Gains:

Tests by Cell

\\\\\\\\ Test Pre-Test Post-Test Difference
Cell . X3 S N X, 5 N X, X, t P
Urban Elem, 50.6 7.7 37 55.7 7.4 25 5.1 2.6 EfOl
Urban Sec. 50.5 5.9 13 56.4 9,0 5 5.9 1.5 L.10
Rural Elem, | 47.4 8.4 20 52.9 7.3 12 5.5 1.9 L.05
Rural Sec. 51.5 8.6 10 58.0 5.0 4 6.5 1.4 EflO

Tests by Factor Level

\\\\\\\\ Test Pre-Test Post-Test Difference
Level \\\\\\\\\ Xl S N Xq S N X2 Xl t P

Urban 1 s50.6 7.2 50 55.8 7.5 30 5.2 3,1 L.O1
Rural 48.8 8.5 30 54.2 7.0 16 5.4 2,2 L.05
Elementary 49.5 8.0 57 54,8 7.4 37 5.3 3.2 L.O1l

Secondary 5.0 7.0 23 57.1 7.1 9 6.1 2.2 L.05
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Analysis of Family Life Attitude Inventory Responses

The FLAL was administered to the eighty teachers in the experimental group
at the conclusion of the Summer, 1968, workshop. The means and standard
deviations of the participants' responses are reported in Table 26. In this
table, the FLAI items are classified into four categories as follows: (1) the
school in family life education, (2) the family in family life education,

(3) the community in family life education, and (4) the teacher in family life
education. The items within each of these four categories are ranked in des-
cending order by mean response. Responses were scored on a Likert-type scale
of seven points, on which very strong agreement was scored as seven and very
strong disagrecment was scored as one. Therefore, the items within each
category of Table 26 are listed in order from those which elicited strongest
agreement to those which elicited strongest disagreement. The item statements,
so arranged, indicate the participants’ attitudes toward particular factors
presumably related to family life education.

Table 26

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS

OF RESPONSES TO THE FLAI

Summer, 1968 (N = 80)

Category 1. The School in Family Life Education

Item
Number Item Statement Mean S.D,
3 Students need more knowledge concerning their relation-
ships with their families, 6.43 0.65
1 The school should make a contribution to strengthening
the students' understanding of their sexual behavior. 6.20 0.95
9 I feel that students want classes in sex education
and family living. 6.00 0.91
7 Classes concerning sex and reproduction should be
coeducational. _ 5.48 1.12
2 The home is the most appropriate place for students
to learn about matters concerning sex. 4.80 1.56
4 In matters pertinent to sex and reproduction, the

student is instructed best by the school. 4.76 1.40




Table 26 (continued)

Category 1. (continued)

Item

Number

8

11

10

Item Statement

Students' slang about matters concerning sex acts as
a communication barrier between students and adults,

The church is the most appropriate place for students
to receive instruction toward the development of a
healthy sexuality.

Controversial matters concerning sex education and
family living should not be taught by the school.

Sex =2ducation should be taught to students only after
they have reached the stage of puberty.

Learning about sex and reproduction at an early age
will lead to promiscuous activity by students at a
later age.

Category 2. The Family in Family Life Education

Item

Number

12

18

19

21

16

17

Item Statement

Matters concerning family interrelationships should be
a part of the school curriculum,

In order to understand what it is the school is trying
to accomplish, parents should be given instruction and
information concerning controversial subject matters.

Students should be presented the negative as well as
the positive aspects of family living.

Communication problems between parents and children
are a necessary part of a program in family life
education,

Family unity and communication is decreasing in modern
society,

Influence of the modern world on the family has made
it necessary that the school assume a large part of
the responsibility for developing moral and ethical
values in students.

Parents should be provided the opportunity to sanction
or refute controversial subject matter taught in the
school,

Mean

4,20

2.96

2.72

1.96

1.70

Mean

5.93

5.93

5.52

5.39

5.37

5.33

4.61

1.35

0.83

1.45

1014

0,88

S.D.

1.01

1.03

1.06

1052

0.92

0.96

1.50

/27
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Table 26 (continued)

Category 2. (continued)

Item
Number Item Statement Mean 8.D,
14 Parents' approval should be acquired before discussing
controversial subjects concerning reproduction and 4,54 1.50
sexual behavior in the classroom.
20 Parent-child relationships are things that must be
learned by experiencing them. 4.48 1.38
22 The churches should take over from the family the chief
responsibility for educating people for better personal 2.87 .82
and family living.
13 Parents should leave matters concerning sex education

to the school. 2,57 0.99

Catégory 3. The Community in Family Life Education

Item
Number Item Statement Mean S.D.
24 Community support is an essential factor if the school
is to teach a course in sex education to the students, 5.98 0.77
31 Community programs are needed concerning sex education, 5.87 1.06
28 Due to its effect on the community, publicity has
delayed the development of needed courses in sex edu- 5.67 1.10
cation. '
32 If communities were more aware of the problems of youth,
the schools would have less opposition in the develop- 5.65 1.29
ment and implementation of courses in such subjects as
sexual behavior and human reproduction,
30 The public must be prepared by the schools before con-
troversial subject matter will be accepted by the 5,59 1.05
community.,
33 Our Puritan heritage has tended to slow down the de-
velopment of sex education programs in our schools., 5.33 1.42
29 Lack of communication between the community and the
schools is a key problem in initiating courses in 5.26 1.47
in sex education and family living.
27 There should be more community participation in matters

concerning the school curriculum. 4,96 1.16
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Table 26 (continued)

Category 3. (continued)

Item
Number Item Statementc Mean S.D,
26 The averagc member of a cummunity is concerned about
the school curriculum only when something contro- 4,37 1.58
versial is introduced or implemented.
25 Communities in general are too conservative to give
controversial subject matters a fair chance in the 4,09 1.33
schools.,
23 The community is not ready to accept the teaching of

sex education in the schools. 3.37 1.45

Category 4. The Teacher in Family Life Education

Item
Number Item Statement Mean S.D.
39 In teaching sex education, the schools should begin
in kindergarten and continue in phase with the 6.37 0.94
maturation of individual students through the 12th
grade,
34 The teacher has an important role in helping students
learn what it is to be a man or a woman in our 6.09 0.93
modern society.
36 Developing a healthy sexuality in students should be
a responsibility of teachers at all grade levels, 6.07 1.05
42 In teaching controversial subject matters, teachers
need to have in-depth training in communicating and 5.80 1.1%
sensing what their students are thinking.
35 Extensive preparation is necessary before a teacher is
qualified to teach a course dealing with the psycho- 5.43 1.45
sexual development of students.
38 Teaching or developing school programs should be in
close cooperation with parents and parent groups, 5.41 1.21
44 Religious backgrounds of teachers may hinder their
ability to effectively handle courses in sex educa- 4,70 1.28
tion and family living.
37 Teaching a unit or course in family life education

would be better than implementing related concepts 4,37 1.54
into the content of other courses or units.
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Table 26 (continued)

Category 4. (continued)

Item
Number Item Statement Mean S.D.
41 A teacher of sex education should avoid open discussions
within the classroom about controversial topics con- 3.70 1.60
cerning intercourse.
40 Teachers should avoid teaching about contraceptive
methods in the classroom. 3.61 1.63
43 Even without special training in sex education, most
teachers already possess the qualifications to teach 2.96 1.06

such subject matter in the schools.

Examination of Table 26 reveals that, regarding the role of the school in
family life education, the participants in the Summer, 1968, workshop felt that
students need more knowledge about their relationships with their families
(item 3) and that the school should make a contribution to strengthening their
understandirg of their own sexual behavior (item 1). They felt that students
themselves want classes in sex education and family living (item 9) and that
such classes, concerning sex and reproduction, should be coeducational (item 7).
They were much less certain whether the home is the most appropriate place for
students to learn about matters concerning sex (item 2) or whether, in matters
pertinent to sex and reproduction, the student is best instructed by the school
(item 4). They were about equally undecided as to whether the church is the
most appropriate place for students to receive instruction toward the develop-
ment of a healthy sexuality (item 11), though they tended to think that it was
not. They tended to disagree with the view that controversial matters concern-
ing sex education and family living should not be taught by the school (item 5).
And they clearly disagreed with the view that sex education should be taught
to students only after they have reached the stage of puberty (item 6) and that
learning about sex and reproduction at an earlier age would lead to promiscuous
activity at a later age (item 10).

Concerning the role of parents and the family in family life education, the
participants strongly agreed that matters concerning family interrelationships
should be a part of the school curriculum, but also that, in order to understand
what it is the school is trying to accumplish through family life education,
parents should be given instruction and information, particularly concerning
controversial subject matters (items 12 and 18), Under these circumstances they
felt that students should be presented the negative as well as the positive
aspects of family living (item 19), particularly the communication problems
between parents and children which are a necessary part of any program in family
life education (item 21). Apparently the basis for their agrecment with this
view lies in their belief that family unity and communication are decreasing in

ERIC
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modern society (item 16), and that the influence of the modern world on the
family has made it neccessary that the school assume a large part of the respon-
sibility for developing moral and ethical values in siudents (item 17). They
appear to have been somewhat undecided whether parents should be provided the
opportunity to sanction or refute controversial subject matters taught in

the school (item 15), or whether parents' approval should be acquired before
discussing controversial subjects concerning rer -duction and sexual behavior
in the classroom (item 14), though they tended to azree that these limitations
should be set upon a program of family life education. They felt pretty
strongly that the parents and family should retain considerable responsibility
for the family life and sex education of their children, tending to disagree
that the churches should take over the chief responsibility fecr educating
people for better personal and family living (item 22), or that parents should
leave matters concerning sex education entirely to the school (item 13).

Regarding the community's role in family life education, the participants
in the Summer, 1968, workshop strongly agreed that community support is an
essential factor if the school is to teach courses in sex education (item 24),
and, indeed, that community-wide programs are needed in sex education (item 31).
But they appear to have been sensitive to public relations problems arising
from the nature of the community's concern for family life and sex education.
They felt quite strongly that, due to its effect on the community, publicity
about such programs has delayed the development and implementation of needed
courses in sex education (item 28), and that, if communities were more aware of
the problems of youth, the schools would have less opposition in the development
and implementation of courses in such subjects as sexual behavior and human
reproduction (item 32). TFor these reasons, apparently, they further agreed
that the public must be prepared by the schools before controversial subject
matter will be accepted by the community (item 30), otherwise, our Puritan heri-
tage will continue, as it has in the past, to slow down the development of sex
education programs in our schools (item 33). In this same line of thought,
they agreed that lack of communication between the community and the schools is
a key problem in initiating courses in sex education and family living (item 29),
though they were somewhat less certain that there should be more community
participation in matters concerning the school curriculum in general (item 27).
In any case, they were not inclined to agree (or, for that matter, to disagree)
that the average mcmber of a community is concerned about the school curriculum
only when something controversial is introduced o implemented (item 26); that
communities in general are too conservative to give controversial subject matters
a fair chance in the schools (item 25); or that the community is not yet ready
to accept the teaching of sex education in the schools (item 23).

Finally, regarding the teacher's role in family life education, the partici-
pants strongly agreed that, in teaching sex education, the schools should begin
in kindergarten and continue, in phase with the maturation of individual
students, through the twelfth grade (item 39), presumably because they felt
strongly that the teacher has an important role in helping students learn what
it is to be a man or a woman in our modern society (item 34) and that developing
a healthy sexuality in students should be a responsibility of teachers at all
grade levels (item 36). Their cautious and prudent sense of this respoisibility
is reflected in their agreement that, in teaching controversial subject matters,
teachers need to have in-depth training in communicating and sensing what their
students are thinking about such matters (item 42), and that extensive preparation

ERIC
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is necessary before a teacher is qualified to teach a course dealing with the
psycho-sexual development of students (item 35). Their sense that their respon-
sibility should be shared with parents and community is reflected in their
agreement that teaching or developing school programs in family life education
should be in close cooperation with parents and parent groups (item 38). They
appear to have been somewhat undecided whether the religicus backg.sounds of
teachers may hinder their ability to effectively handle courses in sex educa-
tion and family living (item 44). They were not clearly certain whether
teaching a unit or course in family life education would be better than imple-
menting related concepts into the content of other courses or units (item 37).
And although they were largely undecided, they tended to disagree that teachcrs
of sex education should avoid open discussions in the classroom about contro-
versial topics concerning intercourse ‘{item 41), such as contraceptive methods
(item 40). Finally, regarding their role and responsibility, they tended to
disagree with the flattering view that, even without special training in sex
education, most teachers already possess the qualifications to teach such
subject matter in the schools (item 43), thus acknowledging, at least indirectly,
the value they set upon the opportunity they had been afforded to receive such
special training in the Summer, 1968, workshop in family life education.

In oxrder to obtain additional information about the basic attitudes toward
family life education entailed by the workshop participants' responses to the
FLAI, their responses were subjected to cluster analysis to discern patterns
among them. The results of the cluster analysis are reported in Table 27,
which indicates four basic attitde clusters, or domains, which have been des-
ignated by the following terms to describe their contents: (1) assessment of
the need for family life and sex elucation programs, (2) assessment of the need
for limits on the inclusion of controversial topics in family life and sex
education programs, (3) assessment of the schools' rol: and responsibility in
family life and sex education, and (4) assessment of the community's concern
for the controversial nature of family life and sex educarion. The significance
of each cluster and the meaning of a high and a low score on the dimension
measured by the cluster are explained in terms of the item statements which,
through the interrelationships among partiripants' responses to them, define
these four basic attitude clusters, The celiability of a cluster score on each
of these four clusters is computed on the basis of the inter~courrelation of the
defining items and their factor cuvefficients., In general, a high cluster score
on all four of these basic attitude dimensions indicates a positive attitude
toward family life and sex education programs that offer instruction within
certain limits that exclude particularly controversial topics and that are pub-
licized with due regard for the controversial nature of such programs even when
they are developed and implemented within prescribed limits.
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Table 27

ATTITUDE CLUSTERS AMONG THE RESPONSES TO THE FLAI

Summer, 1968 (N = 80)

Cluster 1. Assessment of Need for Family Life Reliability (D) = 0,82
Education Programs

Item Factor
Number Item Statement Coeff,
34 The teacher has an important role in helping students learn

what it is to be a man or a woman in our modern society. «75
31 Community programs are needed concerning sex education. 74
36 Developing a healthy sexuality in students should be a

responsibility of teachers at all grade levels. .73

1 The school should make a contribution to strengthening the
students' understanding of sexual behavior patterns. .71

High scorers on this dimension believe a need fox family life and sex education
programs exists and that teachers, schools, and the community should all contribute
to meet ag that need,

Low scorers on this dimension do not believe that there is any need for family
life education programs and deny that teachers, schools, and communities should
contribute to students' understanding of sexual behavior and family relationships,

Cluster 2. Assessment of Need for Limits on Reliability (D) = 0.75
Inclusion of Controversial Topics in
Family Life Education Programs

Item Factor
Number Item Statement Coeff,
14 Parents' approval should be acquired before discussing

controversial subjects concerning reproduction and sexual .83

behavior in the classroom.

40 Teachers should avoid teaching about contraceptive methods

in the classroom. Y X
15 Parents should be provided the opportunity to sanction or

refute controversial subject matter taught in the schools, .68

High scorers on this dimension feel that parents and teachers should cooperate in
setting limits on the inclusion of certain controversial topics in family life
education programs,

O
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Table 27 (continued)
Cluster 2. (continued)
Low scorers on this dimecnsion do not feel that either parents or teachers should

exclude controversial topics from classroom instruction in family life and sex
education.

Cluster 3. Assessment of the Schools' Roie in Reliability(D) = 0,72
Family Life and Sex Education _
Item Factorx
Number Item Statement Coeff.
2 The home is the most appropriate place for students to learn -
about matters concerning sex. -.70
13 Parents should leave matters concerning sex education to the
schools. .59
4 In matters pertinent to sex and reproduction, the student is )
instructed best by the school. .56

High scorers on this dimension believe that teachers in the schools provide better
instruction in family life and sex education than parents in the home, whc should
delegate this responsibility to the schools,

Low scorers on this dimension believe that parents in the home should not d-legate
their responsibility for family life and sex education to teachers in the schools.

Cluster 4. Assessment .of Community Coucern for Reliability(D) = 0,68
Family Life and Sex Education
Item Factor
Number Item Statement Coeff,
28 Due to its effect on the community, publicity has delayed the
developnent of needed courses in family life and sex education. .76
26 The average member of a-community is concerned about the
school curriculum only when something controversial is .67

introduced or implemented.

High scorers on this dimension are sensitive to the public relations problem
raised by the community's concern for the controversial nature of family life and
sex education programs.

Low scorers on this dimension do not believe that publicity about the controversia

nature of family life and sex education programs is a problem causing delay in the
development and implementation of such programs.

O
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Considercd together, the participants' responses to the individual items of
the FLAI which are reported in Table 26, and their basic attitude clusters,
described in Table 27, reveal that they believe strongly in the importance of their
role and the school's role in family life and sex education, but they are con-
scious of (and conscientious about) their responsibility to students, parents, and
community in performing that important role. Although they may feecl that parents
and community do not have a fully enlightened and informed view of the position
of family life education in the school, and that their somewhat negative attitude
toward the teaching of controversial subject matters in the school obstructs the
development and implementation of needed programs, they d» not wish to polarize
attitudes by confronting parents and community with programs as fait accompli,
They seem to prefer, instead, open, honest and informacive communication between
the school, its parent groups, and its community, putting their trust in what
they take to be the possibilities for cooperation and collaboration between and
among these groups in sharing responsibility for sponsoring educational programs
in family life and sex education which are certain to be, by their very nature,
somewhat controversial however objectively and professionally they may come to
be regarded by the majority of the members of these groups.

Analysis of Family Life Education Q-Sort Responses

The FLEQ was administered to all of the teachers (N = 80) in the experimental
group at the conclusion of the Summer, 1968, workshop. Table 28 reports the
means and standard deviations of the participants' responses. The FLEQ items
are classified into five categories as follows: (1) value of the workshop's
instructional materials, (2) value of the workshop's instructional procedures,
(3) value of the workshop's curriculum, (4) changes in the participants' know-
ledge and understandings of family life education, and (5) changes in the
participants' attitudes toward family life education. The items within each of
these five categories are listed in ascending order of their ranking by mean
response. The reader will recall that responses are scored on a scale from one
to seven, with a strong agreement to an item statement scored as one and strong
disagreement with an item statement scored as seven. Therefore, the items
within each category are ranked in order from most to least favorable responses
regarding the workshop's program and outcomes.
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Table 28

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS

OF RESPONSES TO THE FLE Q-SORT

Summer, 1968 (N = 80)

Category 1. Value of the Workshop's Instructional Materials

Item

Number

35

36

41

37

18

19

Item Statement

The wmaterial on the communication problems of children
was valuable.

The special instructicnal materials for family life
education were valuable.

The material on human growth and development was
valuable.

The material on the teacher's emotional preparation
was valuable.

The material ~n teaching methods for sex education
was valuable.

The material on human reproduction was valuable.

The material on how to teach specific topics (sex,
family relations, etc.) was valuable,

The material on curriculum development for family life
education was valuable,

Category 2, Value of the Workshop's Instructional Procedures

ITtem

Number

22

24 .

26

Item Statement

The lecturers in the project were valuable to me,

The discussion following formal presentations was
valuable to me.

The reading which I did as part of the project was
valuable to me.

Working together in small groups was important to me.

Mean

2,25

2.78

2.79

2.81

2.98

2.99

3.09

3.24

Mean

2.24

2.98

3.21

[38

l. 27
1.52
1.72

1.29

1.52
1.34

1.42

S.D.

1.21
1045

1.56

1.40
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Table 28 (continued)

Category 2. (continued)

Item
Number Item Statement Mean S.D.
25 The films, records, tapes, etc. were valuable to me, 3.40 1.54
17 The small work group sessions were valuable to me. 3.49 1.40
23 The panel discussions in the project were valuable

to me. 3.51 1.70
21 Observing the teaching of sex education was valuable

to me. 3.80 2,03
27 The role-playing we did in the project was valuable

to me. 4,60 1.76
30 Being together in one large group for activities was

important to me. 4,64 1.43
29 Doing the assigned written work was valuable to me, 4,85 1.66
28 The replaying of activities through video or audio

tape was valuable to me. 4,90 1.72
16 Visiting other projects similar to ours was worthwhile. 6.01 1.30
32 Working by myself was important to me, 6.21 1.06
20 The actual teaching or tutoring I did as part of the

project was valuable to me. ‘ 6.39 1.03

Category 3., Value of the Workshop's Curriculum

Item
Number Iter Statement Mean S.D.
38 Those sessions when participants were absolutely frank,
and even angry, were valuable. 2.13 1.35
9 Consultants who themselves had participated in family
life education offered valuable advice on teaching 2,56 1.34
sex education.
34 Consultants who worked with teachers individually or
in small groups were helpful. 3.36 1.59
33 Meeting agency workers, community leaders, or other
non-school personnel was valuable. 3.56 1.41

Developing skills and techniques for teaching family
life education was a valuable part of this project. 3.76 1.91
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Table 28 (continued)

Category 3. (continued)

Item
Number Item Statement Mean S.h.
39 The activities which "just happened' were of more value
than those that were planned. 4,28 1.75
50 Curriculum development was not sufficiently covered in
this project, 4,53 1.78
42 Too often in the project, I was just listening or
watching, rather than actively doing something. 4,70 1.70
47 The leaders put too much emphasis on dispensing infor-
mation and not enough on getting us to explore our 5.03 1.78
feelings. -
40 Having contact with parents and members of the commu-
nity was worthwhile, 5.04 1.50
46 Project instructors covered the material too quickly, 5.05 1.36
53 There was little emphasis on major evaluation in this
project, 5.10 1.35
43 A better project would have resulted if participants
had made more of the decisions about its day-to-day 5.18 1.53
operations,
7 I learned more from my fellow participants than I did
from the leaders and other experts who spoke to us. 5.20 1.23
3 The project was too "middle class" in its philosophy
- and operation. 5.25 1,64
56 A better project would have resulted if participants
had had a bigger part in its planning. 5.33 1.39
44 This project put too much emphasis upon the sexual
problems of students, 5.79 1.10
45 This project's format should be changed. | 5.81 1.57

Category 4. Changes in the Participants' Knowledge and Understandings of
Family Life Education

Item :
Number Item Statement Mean S.D,
5 This project increased my knowledge of family life

education and its position in the schools. 2.03 1.30
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Table 28 (continued)

Category 4. (continued)

Item
Number Item Statement Mean S.D.
13 This project increased my understanding of the importance

of emotional development of children. 2,35 1,53

8 This project incrcased my knowledge about communication

and social relationships. - 2.36 1.52
51 I learned very little from the project about the

effects of a home environment on students' sexual 4,95 1.67

conduct.
48 I learned very little from the project about imstruc-

tional materials and curricula for family life education. 5.40 1.29
54 This project did little to increase my awareness of the

resource materials available for family life education. 5.54 1.43
49 This project contributed little to my awareness of the

problems that confront the youth of today. 5.64 1.43

Category 5. Changes in the Participants' Attitude Toward Family Life Education ..

®
Item
Number Item Statenent Mean S.D.
6 This project convinced me that students should have
more knowledge about family relations than is obtained 1.75 1.03
in the home.
14 This project convinced me that students should have a
biological and psychological self-understanding. 1.96 1.21
12 I am more self-confident in teaching sex education as
A result of this project. 2,21 1.63
11 This project has led me to feel that students need more
individual attention on problems concerning sexual 2,39 1.35
maturity,
15 As a result of this project I intend to become more fam-
iliar with the background of the sexual behavior of my 3.39 1.73
students.
55 As a result of this project I am only sligntly better
qualified to teach sex education than I was before the 4,91 1.72

project began.
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Table 28 (continucd)

Category 5. (continued)

Item
Number Item Statement : Mean S.D.
52 This project has made me only slightly more aware of
the moral and ethical aspects of teaching family life 5.08 1.62
education,
4 I have to admit that I am as critical of sex education
as I was before this project began. 6.54 0.71

The means and standard deviations of participants' responses to the items
of the FLEQ, as they are reported in Table 28, reveal which instructional
materials and nrocedures, which curriculum and program features, and which out-
comes of the workshop the participants valued most and least, In order to
highlight and emphasize the judgments of the workshop reflected in these responses,
however, Table 29 reports ti.e lowest and highest item mean scores within each of
the five categories., Those items having the lowest mean scores (above the dotted
line) rre the ones with which the participants expressed strongest agreement;
those having the highest mean scores (below the dotted line) are the ones with
which they expressed strongest disagreement.

Table 29

HIGHEST AND LOWEST MEAN

RESPONSES TO THE FLE Q-SORT

Summer, 1968 (N = 80)

Category 1. Value of the Workshop's Instructional Materials

Item
Number Item Statement Mean S.D.
35 The material on the communication problems of children

was valuable, . 2,25 1.43
36 The special instructional materials for family life

education were valuable, 2.78 1,27




Table 29 (continued)

Category 1. (continued)

Item
Number Item Statement Mean
18 The material on how to teach specific topics (sex,
fanily relations, etc.) was valuable. 3.09
19 The material on curriculum development for family life
education was valuable. 3.24

Category 2., Value of the Workshop's Instructional Procedures

I1tem
Number Item Statement Mean
22 The lectures in the project were valuable to me. 2,24
24 The discussion following formal presentations was

valuable to me., ‘ 2,75
32 Working by myself was important to me. 6.21
20 The actual teaching or tutoring I did as part of the

project was valuable to me. 6.39

Category 3, Value of the Workshop's Curriculum

- Item

Number Item Statement Mean

38 Those sessions when participants were absolutely frank, ;
and even angry, were valuable, 2.13

9 Consultants who themselves had participated in family

life education offered valuable advice on teaching 2,56
sex education. ‘

44 This project put too much emphasis upon the sexual

problems of students, 5.79

45 This project's format should be changed. 5.81

/43

S.D.
1,34

1.42

S.D.,

1.21

1.45

1.06

1.03

1.10

1.57



Table 29 (continued)

Category 4. Changes in Participants' Knowledge and Understandings of

Family Lifc Education

744

Item
Number Item Statement Mean S.Ds
5 This project increased my knowledge of family life
education and its position in the schools, 2,03 1.30
13 This project increased my understanding of the impor-
tance of emotional development of children. 2.35 1.53
54 This project did little to increase my awarcness of
the resource materials available for family life 5.54 1.43
education.
49 This project contributed little to my awareness of the b
problems that confront the youth of today. 5.64 1.43

Category 5., Changes in Participants' Attitudes Toward Family Life Education

Item
Number Item Statement Mean g.D.
6 This project convinced me that students should have
more knowledge about family relations than is obtained 1.75 1.03
in the home,
14 This project convinced me that students should have a
biological and psychological self-understanding., 1.96 1.21
52 This project has made me only slightly more aware of
the moral and ethical aspects of teaching family life 5.08 1.62
education. -
4 I have to admit that I am as critical of sex education
as I was before this project began. 6.54 0.71

Table 29 indicates that the participants in the Summer, 1968, workshop
judged that the materials on the communication problems of children and the
special instructional materials for family life education were most valuable to
them. They judged further that, of all the instructional procedures employed
in the conduct of the workshop, the lectures and the discussions following the
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formal presentations were most valuable to them. In assessing the workshop's
curriculum and program, they valued most highly those sessions when participants
were absolutely frank, and even angry, and also the advice on teaching sex
education oifered by consultants who themselves had participated in family life
education. In general, they approved of the workshop's format and did not

think that it should be changed.

The participants acknowledged the workshop's influence upon their knowledge
and understanding of family life education, most particularly upon their
appreciation of its position in the schools. Further, they judged that their
participation increased their understanding of the importance of the emotional
development of children. They also felt that the workshop contributed to their
awareness of the problems that confront the youth of today and increased their
awareness of the resource materials available for family life education pro-
grams designed to help students solve those problems. They acknowledged further
that, among other important outcowmes of their participation in the workshop,
they had been convinced that students should have more knowledge about family
relations than they receive in the home and that they should have a biological
and psychological self-understanding. They also felt that the workshop had
made them more aware of the moral and ethical aspects of teaching family life
education. 1In general, they judged themselves to be less critical of family
life and sex education programs in the schools than they had been before their
participation in the workshop.

On the whole, the participants' responses to the FLEQ indicate that they
judged the Summer, 1968, workshop to have been a worthwhile and effective in-
service teacher training experience.

Participants' responses to the FLEQ were also subjected to cluster analysis,
a procedure for grouping items to reveal patterns of responses and basic judg-
ments indicated by those patterns. Table 30 reports the results of the cluster
analysis, indicating five clusters or patterns of responses that have been
designated by the following terms in order to describe the basic judgments they
express: (1) evaluation of the worksliop's program and operation, (2) assessment
of gains in knowledge and understanding of family life education, (3) evaluation
of the workshop's instructional materials, (4) evaluation of the workshop's
instructors, and (5) evaluation of the workshop's small-group activities. In
the table, these five clusters are described by the item statements which,
according to their factor coefficients, define them most particularly, ‘The reader
will recall that the reliability of a score on each of these five clusters is
computed on the basis of the correlation of each defining item statement with
the others and reported as the (D)-reliability of the cluster score; that the
meaning of a high and a low score on each of these five clusters is explained
in terms of the defining item statements; and that a high cluster score on
clusters 1, 2, and 4 indicates a critical or unfavorable response to the features
of the workshop judged by these measures; a high score on clusters 3 and 5 in-
dicates an approbative or favorable response., The item means reported in
Table 28 indicate whether the majority response to the features of the workshop
assessed by each of these five dimensions was a high-score or low-score, a
favorable or unfavorable one. In general, participants' cluster scores indicate
the majority of them judged the workshop very favorably.
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Table 29

CLUSTERS OF RESPONSES TO THE FLE Q-SORT

Cluster 1. Evaluation of the Workshop's Program Reliability (D) = 0.72
and Operation

Item Factor
Number Item Statement Coeff.
56 A better project would have resulted if participants had had

a bigger part in its planning. .84
43 A better project would have resulted if participants had

made more of the decisions about its day-to-day operationms. .04
45 This project's format should be changed. ) « 54
47 The leaders of this project put Loo much emphasis on dis-

pensing information and not enough on getting us to explore A4
~our feelings. :

High scorers on this dimension are critical of the workshop's program and
operation, judging that they would have been better if participants had had a
bigger part in planning and in making decisions that would have resulted in a
different format, one that put less emphasis on dispensing information and more
on getting participants to explore their feelings.

Low scorers on this dimension are not crltlcal of the program and operation of the
workshop, do not think participants should have had a bigger part in plamnning and
and decision-making, and do not think the format should be changed to Shlft the
emphasis from dispensing information to exploring feelings.

Cluster 2. Assessment of Gains in the Participants' Reliability(D) = 0.75

Knowledge and Understandings

Item Factor
Number Item Statement Coeff,
49 This project contributed little to my awareness of the problems

that confront the youth of today. JI7
52  This project made me only slightly more aware of the moral and

ethical aspects of teaching family life educaticn. : .64
51 I learned very little from the project about the effects of a

home environment upon a student's sexual conduct. .57
54 This project did little to increase my awareness of the resource

materials available for family life educatiomn, 55
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Table 29 (continued)
Cluster 2. (continued)

High scorers on this dimension judged that their participation in the workshop
had contributed little to their awarencss of the problems that confront today's
youth, of the moral and ethical aspects of teaching family life education, of the
effects of a home environment upon sexual conduct, and of resource materials for
teaching family life education,

Low scorers on this dimension judged that their participation in the workshop had.
contributed much to their awarcness of these matters.

Cluster 5. Evzluation of the Workshop's Instructional Reliability (D) = 0.76
Materials
Ttem Factor
Number Item Statement Coeff.
1 The material on human growth and development was valuable, 74
2 The material on human reproduction was valuable. .70
25 The films, records, tapes, etc. were valuable. .61
36 The special instructional materials for family life education
were valuable. «55

High scorers on this dimension judged the workshop's special instructional materials,
particularly those on human growth and development and those on human reproduction,
to have been valuable. :

Low scorers on this dimension judged the special instructional materials of 1he
workshop to have been of little or no value.

Cluster 4. Evaluation of the Workshop's Instructors Reliability (D) = 0.45
Item Factor
Number Item Statement ' Coeff.,
7 I learned more from my fellow parficipants than I did from
the leaders and other experts who spoke to us. «55
46 Project instructors covered the material too quickly. 52

High scorers on this dimension judged that the workehop's instructors had
covered the materials too quickly and so were not as helpful as fellow partici-
pants had been.

Low scorers on this dimension judged that the workshop's instructors had not
co ~red the mater.als too quickly and had been as helpful or more helpful than
Q 1llow participants.
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‘Table 29 (continued)‘

Cluster 5. Evaluation of the Workshop's Small-Group Reliability(D) = 0.73
Activities

Item Factor

Number Item Statement Coef .

31 Working toéether in small groups was important to me, - .76

17 The small-group work sessions were helpful to me. : od b

High scorers on this dimension judged that the workshop's small-group activities
had been important and helpful to them,

Low scorers on this dimension judged that the workshop's small-group activities
were not important to them and had not been helpful,
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Summary of Evaluation of Summer, 1968, Workshop

During-the Summer ef 1968, the further progress--indeed, the very existence-~
of the ESEA Title IIX Project, "County-Wide Direction for Family Life Education,"
was threatened by the social and political climate that prevailed, not only in
Contra Costa County but throughout the state and the nation, For this reason,
it "was not possible to assemble a control group of teachers with which to compare
the learnings and attitudes of the experimental group, i.e., those teachers who
had participated in the summer, 1968, workshop in family life education. Hence
it was not possible for the evalvation team to carry out fully its intended
research design. Specifically, it was not possible to test hypotheses concerning
the impact of the in-service training program upon sub-groups of teachers who
participated in it. The evaluation of that workshop was necessarily limited,
therefore, to analysis of the data obtained from the experimental group of
teachers only. While such an analysis supports certain interesting descriptions
and characterizations of the experimental teachers' learnings and attitudes, it
does not yield evidence to support broader, more fully informative generalizations.

Within these limits, however, it was possible to conclude, on the basis of
evidence gained from analysis of experimental teachers' scores on the OPI and
SKI, that there were no significant differences between the four sub-groups
(urban, rural, elementary, secondary) of teachers, either before or after their
participation in the workshop, in either the cognitive or the affective domains,
Further analysis of the pretest and post—test mean scores of the four sub-groups
on the SKI revealed that the workshop produced a significant gain in knowledge
of family life education, as measured by this instrument, in the teachers in
all four groups. Unfortunately, however, it was not possible to conclude that
marked increase in amount of sex knowledge of its participants was entirely
attributable to the effective features of the workshop's program, that it .was
not due, at least in part, to the distinguishing characteristics--personal
background, professional education and training, teaching experience, spec1al
motives and interests-—of the participants themselves.

That the workshop was effective and did influence the knowledge, under-
standings, and attitudes of its participants, however, is evident from their own.
‘self-report of their experience which is reflected in their responses to the
JFLATI and the FLEQ. The findings which resulted from analysis of these responses
indicate that the participants held strong positive attitudes toward family life
education, particularly their role and responsibilities in developing and
- implementing schoél programs in this area, and that they felt that the Summer, 1968,
workshop had contributed largely to their increased knowledge and understandings

- of family life education.
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THE WINTER, 1969, PROGRAM IN FAMILY LIFE EDUCATION

- - .- -
- . -

The in-service program in family life education conducted during the
winter of 1969 was, in general, similar to one described in the Introduction
of this report,

The Evaluation Design

In the winter of 1969, 77 teachers from Contra Costa County schools were
selected as subjects for the evaluation program held during that period. Sub-
jects were randomly assigned to experimental conditions: 50 to the experimental
group; 27 to the control group.

As 1in previous evaluation designs, the independent variables considered
were: (1) Type of Community (urban or rural), (2) Level of School (elementary
or secondary), and (3) Experimental Condition. The dependent variables con-
sidered were: (1) knowledge of the aspects of family life education, particu-
larly healthy sexuality, (2) attitude toward family life education, and
(3) personality characteristics, Measures on these dependent variables were
taken by pre- and post-testing according to the design followed in previous
evaluations, .

Regardless of how much the program increases the knowledge of teachers who
participate in it, it cannot be finally judged to have been effective unless the
students of those teachers also achieve a significant increase in knowledge.

For this reason, the evaluation design for the program conducted in the winter of
1969, included an assessment of the knowledge attained by students of teachers

in both the experimental and the control groups. The dependent variable con-
sidered was knowledge of family life education, particularly human sexuality,
Measures on this variable were taken by means of the Family Life Knowledge In-
ventory- (FLKI) IQ scores were used as a covariate to test for the initial
similarity of students in the two groups.

For the purposes of evaluating the winter, 1969, in-service program, four
major hypotheses weré formulated for testing:

1. . There are no‘significant differences on any of the demographic
- variables assessed by the Demographic Questionnaire between and
-'among teachers.in;the eight comparison groups,

2.. There are no significant dlfferences between comparlson groups
' "of ‘teachers on.pretest measures of (1) knowledge of family life
.. and’ human sexuallty, taken by the Sex Knowledge Inventory,
“Form X.~.Adults, and (2) personality characteristics, taken by
iL?the 14 scales of the Omnibus Personallty Inventory, Form Fy. .

??There are- statlstlcally 31gn1£1cant dlfferences beLween teachers
in, the experlmenta] and control groups on post-test measures of
the two dependcnt varlables (ShI and OPI)
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4. There are statistically significant differences between the mean
scores of students of teachers in the experimental and control
groups on the Fawily Life Knowledge Inventory, with the students
of teachers in the experimental group achieving higher mean
scores.

Acceptance of these four hypotheses would iwply that the significant differences
between mean scores of teachers and students in the experimental and control
groups are attributable to the impact of the training which the teachers in the
experimental group received in the family life education workshop.

The Evaluation Instruments and Procedures

The instruments used in testing and measuring teachers for the evaluation
of the workshop held in the winter of 1969 were those used in previous evalua-
tions and described in the Introduction to this report.

The instrument used in testing the students of teachers in the experimental
and control groups, the Family Life Knowledge Inventory (FLKI), is also des—
cribed in the Introduction,

The 77 teachers who served as subjects for the evaluation of the winter,
1969, workshop were pretested in the fall of 1968 with the Omnibus Personality
Inventory (OPI - Form Fy); the Sex Knowledge Inventory (SKI - Form X - Adults);
the Family Life Attitude Inventory (FLAI), and the Demographic Questionnaire.
At the conclusion of the workshop, the teachers in the experimental group were
asked to perform the Family Life Education Q-Sort (FLEQ). 1In the spring of
1969, at the end of the Spring Semester, during which the subjects had taught
courses or units in family life education, they were post—tested with the
instruments listed above.

Also, at the end of the Spring Semester, 1969, the students of teachers in
the experimental and control groups, who taught at.the intermediate and secon-
dary levels, were tested with the Family Life!/Knowledge Inventory (FLKI) and
asked to respond to the Family Life Education Student Questionnaire (FLESQ).
Previous to this time, the IQ scores of these students had been obtained from
official school records to be used in the analysis of covariance to assess
the initial similarity of students in the two groups.

The S&mg]e

Tables 1 - 15 report thé data obtained from the Demographic Questionnaire
and indicate the personal background, academic and professional training, and
teaching experlence of the teachers who served as subjects for’ the evaluation
of the winter, 1969, w01kshop . These data are dichotomized igto experimental
, and control’ groups only because further division into urban and rural elemen-

atary and secondary, did not yield significant differences in previous analyses,
jﬁlnspectlon of these’ tables reveals the likelihood that there were no significant
edlfferences on the demographlc variables between teachers in the experimental
‘group ‘and teachers in the control group before the formal underwent training

'-hﬁj,ln the workshop
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Analysis of the Demographic Data

Tables 1 - 15 also report the results of chi-square tests of the equality
of the probability distribution of 14 demographic variables between the experi-
mental and the control groups. These tests of homogeniety, which were con-
trelled at the .05 level of probability, reveal that none of the differences
in demographic characteristics indicated in Tables 1 - 15 are statistically
significant. Therefore, any differences in post—test mean scores of the exper-
imental and control groups of subjects are attributable to the effects of
training that teachers in the experimental group received, rather than to
a priori differences in the demographic characteristics of the two groups.
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Table 1

Test for Differences in the Distributions of Age

Group Age Span
| 20-30 31-40 41-50 51-60 Total
R ) 7 T O F 7
Control 6 22,2 8 29.6! 10 37.0 3 11.1 27

Experimental 13 26.00 16 32,0 14 28.0 7 14.0 50

Total 19 24,7 24 31.11| 24 31.1 | 10 13.0 77

X?=.721  Not Significant

xg (.95) =7.815 |




Table 2

’1‘esy for Differences in the Sex Distributions

Group Sex . {
oL Men Woimen Tota]
¥ 07 r A
Control = |- 8- 29.6 19 70.4 27
Experimental 10 20.0 40  86.0 50
Total 18 23.4 59 - 76.6 77

X% = 921 Not Significant

Ux? o5 = 3.841] |




Table 3

Test for Differences in Marital Status

G:roup Marzital Status
Divoirced
Marriced - Single ~ Separated
- 71 e .
. 7 _ — % o1 1}?1d0\\;0d 1 Total
Control 22 81.5 3 11.1 2 7.4 27

Experimental 34 68.0 10 20.0 6 12.0 50

Total 56 72,7 | 13 16.9 8 10.4 77

X% = 1.665 Not Significant

Bg (.95) = 5.991)




Table 5

+Test for Differences in Experience

157

Group Years of Teaching Experience
0-5 5-10 10-15 15-20 204
. , | Tom
il gl & gl § gl & g
Control 5 18.5 5 18.,5| 10 37.0 3 11.1| 4. 14.8 | 27
Experimental | 3 6.0 | 16 32.0| 16~ 32.0/ 10  20.0f 5 10.0| 50
Lotal 8- 1%.6 | 21 27.3] 26- 33.8] 13  16.9) 9 11.7| 77

9
- X =4.012 Not Sigpificant

72 —
E4 (.95) = 9.4:8gl

——
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Table 6

Test for Diffcirences in District Sz2i-vice

Group Years in District
0-5 5-10 10-15 15-20 20+ Tor
. e YA 7 0 IR A IR/ I o Total
Control 10 37.0] 8 29.6°] 6 22.2 1 3.7] 2 7.4 27
Experimental 9 "18.0{23 46.0°| 14 28.0.| 3 6.0l 1 2.0] 50
Total 19 24:7{31 40.2 | 20 26.0| -4 s5.2| 3 3.9! 77

X“ =4.08 Not Significant

- E{ZB(.%) = _7-81-%

Note: The 15-20 and 20+ categoriés were combined for
the Chi-square test. ‘ }

4
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Table 7

-——

Test for Diffexences in Type of Undergraduate Colleges

Note:

for the Chi-square test.

Group Type of Institution . Total
Public Private | Parachial s
# A it o # q
Control 23 85.2 4 14.8 0 0.0 27
Experimental 38 76.0 9 18.0 3 6.0 50
Total 61 79.2 | 13- 489 3 3.9 77
x?% = .888 Not Significant
I;(lz (. 95) :3.84ﬂ.
The Private and Parochial categories were combined
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Table 8 .

Test for Differences forr Graduate Units

Group , Number of Graduate Units Total
15 | 30 15 w1 oon
# A i - 7 | # % # % it %
Control 4 14.8 '10 37.0 |7 25,9 | 4 148 |2 7.4 27
Experimental 6 l12.0f 12 38.0 |10 20.04{ 8 16.0 '7‘ 14.0 ) 50
Toal |10 '13 .0_ 29 37.7 |17 221 12 15.6 | 5. 11.7 | 77

2 ~ ;
- X = .388 . Not Significant

'xj (.95) = 9.488
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Table 9

Test forr Differences in Experience in Family Life Bducation
)

Group Family Life Education and Training ' Tota)
| - Com-
- Course Independent| munity : :
_Work Reading Progy-ams Other None

# % # % # % # % # %

Control e 22.2010 37.0/ 0 0.0 | 6 22.2 5 18.5| 27
Experimental ‘9 18.0| 15 30.0( G 0.0 |15 30.0 | 11 22.0] 50 ..
“{Total - |15 T 1905} 25 32.5] 0 0.0 {21 27.3| 16 20.81 77
(.
2

X% = .903  Not Significant

x32 (;95)‘; 7.815

AN




Table 10

Test for Differences in In-Scrvice Training

,}Z (.95) = 5.991

‘= 2.594 Not Significant

Group Previous Family Life In-Service Program Total
0 1 2,3, 014

# % # % # %
Control 20 74. 6 22,2 1 3.7 | 27
Experimental-| 38  76. 6 12.0 & 12.0 | 50
Total 58 75. 12 15.6° 7 9.1 | 77

2

X =

/672
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Table 11 .

Test for Differences in"Religious Affiliation

Group ' Religious Affiliation Total
Agnostic
. or
Protestant Catholic Athicst Jlewish
# o # % # A i# %
Control 200 74.1| 4 14.8| 3 1i.1{ 0 . 6.0 | 27
Bxperimental | 35 ga.0h0  20.0| 5 10.0 | 3 6.0| 50
Total : 53 66.2]14  18.2| & 10.4 {3 3.9 | 97

x? = .850 Not ‘S_i,gnificant

xé(_gs) _ 5.99

&

Note: The Agnostic or Atheist and Jewish categorles were
- -combined for Chi-square test.
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Table 12

Test for Home Life Diffecrences

Group Childhood_ Home L.ife Total
i Unhanpy Poor Good sxcellent
| # % ¥ g # % i %
Control - 4  14.8| 0 0.0 14 »5L.9| 9  33.3| 27
_ Exﬁerimental 2 ‘ 4.0 4 8.0 31 62.0{ 13 26.0 50
lotal 6 7.8| 4 _s5l2] 45_.58.4 22 28.6 |. 77

) ' -
X" = .764 Not Significant

2 T
[rsom]

Note: 'The. Unhappy. and Poor categor.ies were combined for
the chi-square test. )




Table 13
Test for Differences in Childhood Community
Group Childhood Setting Total
Rural, Uxrban Suburhan Qthex
# % | it % | # % it %
Control 12 44.4 | 10 37.0 5 18.5 0 0.0} 27
Experimental 15  30.0| 19 38.0 |14 28.0 | 2 4.0 | 50
Toial 27 35.1| 20 U7 119 24,7 2 2.6 |77
=2.22  Not Significant
Noté: The Suburb N and Other categorles were combined for

the Chi-square test.

b5
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Table 14

Test for Differences in Childhood Sociocconomic Status
. } .

Group o SES as Child. Total
Upper Middle | Lower
R T ¥ o F &
Control : 2 7.4 19 70.3 6 22.2] 27
xperimental 3 6.0 42 84.0 5 10.0| 50
| Total . S 6.5 61 79.2 11 14.3] 77"
2.

X =2.01 Not Significant

Pf=(.95}= 3.841

——

Note: The Upper and Middle groups were combined for the
Chi-square test.
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Table 15

Test of Racial Differences

Group Race Total
"1 Non-white Whit
% %
Contxol ! 3.7 26 96.3 27
Experimental 2 . 4.0 48 96.0 50
Total 3 3.8 74 96.2 - 77

Not Significantly Different
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Analysis of Pretest and Post-Test Scores

As has been previously explained, in addition to being grouped by community
type (urban and rural) and grade level (elementary and secondary), the teachers
who served as subjects for the evaluation of the winter, 1969, workshop were
randomly assigned to experimental and control conditions. They were pretested
on the Omnibus Personality Inventory (OPI), the Sex Knowledge Inventory (SKI),
and the Family Life Attitude Inventory (FLAL) so that the initial similarity
of the two groups could be varified. They were post-tested on these same
instruments so that any measurable changes due to the effects of workshop train-
ing might be assessed.

The statistical significance of differences in the mean scores of teachers
in the three comparison groups on the OPL and SKI was tested by a multivariate
analysis of variance in these scores. Table 16 reports the results of this
test. Analysis of the pretest mean scores for the comparison groups reveals
that there are no significant differences between them due either to main effects
or interactions, This finding supports confidence that random assignment to
experimental conditions was effective in obtaining similar groups, such that
there were no significant differences between urban and rural teachers or
between elementary and secondary school teachers. In contrast, analysis of the
post—test mean scores of teachers in the comparison groups reveals significant
differences.in the most important factor, experimental condition. The signifi-
cant difference between the post-test mean scores of teachers in the experimental
and control groups was then clarified by further and more detailed analysis
of these scores on the OPI and SKI.

Table 17 and Figure 1 indicate the initial similarity of the experimental
and control groups prior to the conduct of the winter, 1969, workshop. There
are no-significant differences between the mean scores of the experimental
and control teachers on the 14 scales of the OPI and on the SKI.

Table 18 and Figure 2 reveal the significant differences between the mean
scores of the two groups of teachers on the post-testing with these instruments,
The univariate F-tests were controlled at the ,005 level in order to constrain
the overall experiment error to about that of the multivariate F-test, which
was controlled at the .05 level of probability. At this level, only the
differences between mean scores on OPL Scale 10, Anxiety Level (AL), and the SKI
were statistically significant. The subjects in the experimental group achieved

‘significantly higher post-test scores on measures of these two variables, pre-

sumably because of the workshop training which they had received. The greater

 'difference, and perhaps .also the more important one, is that between the mean

scores on the post-test of the SKI achieved by teachers in the experimental

‘and control groups. Compared on the basis of their pretest-posttest gains in

mean scores on the SKI, the experimental group gained 5.2 points while the
contrnl group averaged an increase of only l.4 points. Compared on the basis
of their post-test mean scores on the SKI, the experimental group scored an
average 6.9 p01nts (1.4 standard dev1atlons) above the control group.

BRI A i Tox: Provided by Enic [ R




Table 16

Neacher OPI and SKI Hoores

Mulbivariate Test of Iouality of leans

Winter 1989

Pre—~Test

Source of Multivaxiate .- P less
Variabion F-Ratio than

C 1.3871. . 1867

S 1.480% . 1453

B 1.6418 .0925

' cxs 5710 .8974
C.XE ‘1.670§ L0851,

5. X5 : f7510 A1

CXSXE. | 2152 .9990

[ 215,55(.950 = 1.8621 ]

POSEQEg"t
C 5075 ' .920%
s - .9281 o L5az2
E  2.4963 Loz
C XS 1.09G8 L4152
CXE - . 1.695%0 .0959
sx®E - 8357 o Lestd
CXSKE 5445 | 8965
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Table 17

eacher OVl and SHI Yre-Test Scores

———— e e

Viinter 199

Experimental Condition

Control (N = 27) Ixperimental (N = 50) Univariate

X S X S F
OPL 1 25.1 8.4 25.1 .2 .0521
OPL 2 17.2 I3 17.5 5.8 .0077
OPI 3 13.4 4.6 12.5 n,7 1.3%01
OPI 4 15.1 5.6 1%.7 5.1 1.3634
OPI 5 27.2 8.2 29.7 6.3 1.1044
OFI 6 1%.9 5.1 12,3 5.4 1.3864
OFI 7 2.5 6.7 26.1 6.4 1.2938
OPI 8 27.2  11.6 25.1 8.0 . 1.4720
OPT 9 37.4 9.7 41,7 7.5 4,3128
OPI 10 13.2 4.0 15.6 3,4 7.5576
OFI 11 24.0 6.4 26.2 5.1 2.9626
OFI 12 13.4 5.8 12,8 5.1 .1632
0PI 1% 24.2 I . 26.8 I £9 5.0096
0PI 14 13.6 4.8 14.6 4.5 . 7194
SKT. 48.6 6.3 51.7 6.9 2. 4664

F - Ratio for Multivariate Test of EQuality
1.6418 Not Significant
£ F15’55(.95) = 1.8621 ]
No Univeriate T exceeds Fl 69(.995) = 8.4078
]
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Table 18

Teacher LI and SXI Post-Test Scors

Vinter 1969

Experimental Condition

Control (I = 22) Experimental (M = 36) Univariate

X S X 8 1)
OPI 1  26.0 7.1 - 27.8 6.9 .8215
OPI 2  18.1 3.8 20.1 5.5 1.7180
0Py 3 15.6 4.0 14.% 5.3 1.6008
o¥I 4  15.0 5.1 16.3 5.0 .8402
OPI 5  29.4 7.0 30.6 5.6 - .2818
OFI 6  14.5 5.6 14,4 4,8 .0010
OPI 7  25.1 5.9 26.0 6.1 3047
OPI 8  27.9 12.7 24, 4 9.0 1.%991
0PI 9 %6.8 9.1 43,2 6.6 7.7043
oPI 107 13.4 3.2 16.3 2.9 11.5614
OPT 11  24.5 6.4 26.6 46 1.8429
OPI 12  13.4 5.1 12.6 5.1 ..0253
OPI 13  24.0 %.9 26.6 5.0 4o 5687
OPI 14  13.0 3.8 14,7 4,2 1.9899
SKI ¥ 50.0 4.9 56.9 4.9 21.0459

F —~ Ratio for Multivariate Test of Equality.
2.496% Significant
[ F15,56('95) = 1.,9786 ]
+ Univariate F exceeds Fl 50?.995) = 8.66
. ]
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The extent of the effect of the winter, 1969, in-service tcacher training
program on the SKI mean scores of teacliers in the experimental and control
groups can be seen in Tables 19 and 20 which present complete analysis of
variance tables for their pretest and post-test scores. An estimate of the
proportion of the total variance in post-test mean scores on the SKI explained
by training cffects is given by

o R SSBetween E

w = 487.59 = .27,

SS81otal . 1804.85

which means that there is a correlation of approximately .52 b -~tween SKI post-
test scores and participation in the workshop. Thus the program's effects not
only statistically significant but practically significant as well.

From these analyses of subjects' pretest and post-test scores on the OPI
and the SKI, it would appear that, unlike the spring, 1968, workshop, the
winter, 1969, in-service teacher training program made a significant impact
on the anxiety level (OPL ‘“cale 10) and the sex knowledge (SKI) of teachers
who participated in it. What can explain this differential impact? WNo certain
answer to this question can be given at this time, tut the must logical explana-
tion would be an increase in the effectiveness the project staff achieved with
experience in planning, organizing, and conducting workshops in family iife
education. Should this explanation be the correct one, the evaluation of sub-
sequent workshops should also reveal significant differences between the post-
test means scores of subjects .in the experimental and control groups.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Source of
Veriation

C

S

L
C XS
C X E

S X E

Exrror

Total

Table 19

Teecher OLT Yre-Yeok

Vinter 19696

Analysis of Vsviancoe Table

Dezgrees of sum  of
Freedon Squares S

67.19
hoH7
116,21
.62
1,72
3.9%
.67

R T =

69 3248 43
76 306, 14
L F¥’69(.995)=:8.41 ]

Mean
quares

67.19
4,17
116.11
.62
4,72
3.,9%
.67
47,03

Il‘

1.0%
.09
2.46
.01
.10
.08
.0l

/75



Source of
Variation

C
S
E
X8

Q Q

XE
XE

o

CXSXE
Error

Total

Table 20

Leucher SHI Posb--Tesb

Winter 1969

Analysis of Variance Tauble

Degrees of Sun  of IMean

Freecdon Squares sSquares
1 1.17 1.17
1 6.89 6.9
1 487.59 - 487.59
1 4,74 4,74
1 2.82 2.82
1 140.76 140.76
X 2.48 2.48
50 1158.40 25,17
57 1804.85

[ Fl’so(.995)¢=8.66 ]

.12
6.08
<11

o o

/7€
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Analysis of Family Life Attitude Inventory Responses

The Family Life Attitude Inventory (FLAL) was given as a pretest and again
as a post~test to the educators who served as subjects for the evaluation of the
training program in family life education to (1) assess any initial differences
in attitudes toward family life education among the comparison groups and
(2) measure any subsequent changes in attitudes among these groups. No signifi-
cant differences or changes were found between the levels of any of the three
factors in the analysis, as the tables and graphs following indicate. Although
no significant changes were found for either the experimental or the control
group, and although no significant difference was found between them, either
initially or subsequently, nonetheless thc expressions of attitudes toward
family life education are themselves. of sufficient interest to warrant attention
to the subject's responses to the FLAI.

Table 21 reports the means and standard deviations of the subjects' re-
sponses to the 44 items of the FLAI arranged in four categories and broken
down by pretest and post-test and experimental and control groups. This table,
then, indicates specific differences and changes in attitudes of the two groups
toward particular factors presumably related to family life education.

O

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

/77
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Table 21
Means and Stindard

to the Family Life

Winter

Category 1. The School in Fawmily Life Education.

Itenm
No. Item Statement

1. The school should make a contribution to strengthening the student's
understanding of his sexual behavior patterns.

2. The home is the most appropriate place for students to learn about
matters concerning sex.

3. »students need more knowledge concerning their relatiouships to therir
families,

4. In matters pertinent to sex and reproduction, the student is instructed
best by the school.

5. Controversial matters concerning sex education and family living should
not be taughi to students by the school.

6. Sex education should be taught to students only after they have reazhed
the age of puberty.

7. Classes concerning sex and reproduction should be co-educational.

8. Students' "slang'" about matters concerning sex act as communication
barriers between students and adults,

9. I feel that students want classes in sex education and family living.

10. Learning about sex and reproduction at an early age will lead to
promiscuous activity by students at a later age.

11. The church is the most appropriate place for students to receive
instruction toward the development of a healthy sexuality,

12, Matters concerning family interrelationships should be a part of the
school curriculumn, ’

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Table 21

Deviations of Respcuses

Attitude Inventory

1969
Pretest Posttest

Experimental Control Experimehtal Control

(N = 50) (N = 27) (N = 50) (N = 27)
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. | Mean S.D. Mean S.n.
5.90 .96 6.11 .74 6.53 .55 6.27 75
5.36 1.18 6.04 1.00 6.00 1.39 -5.68 1.22
6.38 | .69 6.19 W77 6.44 .64 6.45 .66
4,66 1.19 4.41 1.42 5.19 1.08 4,40 1.37
2.86  1.15 2,74 1,32 3.08 1,44 2,63 1.19
2.20 .94 2.33 1.25 2.31 .97 2,45 1.16
5.16 1.36 5.15 1.51 5.53 1.28 4.86 1.63
4,42 1.22 4,63 1.36 4,58 1,28 4.45 1.64
5.88 1.03 5.78 .83 6.11 .70 : 5.81 .83
1.96 94 - 1.93 .90 1.78 .89 2,00 1.21
3.10 1.04 2.85 .85 2.94 _ 1.15 2.50 .78

5.82 .99 5.70 $97 5.89 .81 6.09 .85




Table 21 (centinued)

Category 2. The Family in Family Life Education.

Item

No.

13.

14,

15.

16,

17.

18.

19.

20.

21,

22,

Item Statement

Parents should leavc matters concerning sex education to the school
systems.

Parents' approval should be acquired before discussing controversial
subjects concerning sexual bechavior in the classrcom.

Parents should be provided the opportunity to sanction or refute
controversial subject matter taught in the school system,

Family unity and communication is decreasing in modern society.

Influence of the modern world on the family has made it necessary
that the school assume a large part of the responsibility for
developing moral and ethical values in students.

In order to understand what it is the schools are trying to accomplish,
parents should be given instruction and information concerning contro-
versial subject matters.

Students should be presented the negative as well as the positive
aspects of family living.

Parent-children relationships are things that must be learned by
experiencing them. '

Communication problems betweecn parents and children are a necessary
part of a program in family life education.

The churches should take over from the family the responsibility for
educating young people for better personal and family living.

19
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Pretest Posttest

Experimental Control ‘ Experimental Control

(N = 500 (N = 27) . (N = 50) (N = 27)
Mean S.D, Mean 5.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
2,16 .97 2.46 .96 2.39 .86 2.41 .98
4,14 1.54 4.37 1.77 4.67 1.68 4.91 1,24
4,28 1.20 4.56 1.64 4,61 1.44 4,64 1.61 |
5.36 | .95 5.89 .87 5.67 1.20 5.73 1.05
4,76 1.41 «  5.26 1.11 5.36 1.29 5.27 1.14
5.86 .83 5.8 .79 6.08 .79 6.18 .72
5.60 .92 5.63 .78 5.83 .90 5.64 .64
4,24 1.38 4,07 1.44 4,22 1.73 4,18 1.56

5.62 1.52 5.48 1.23 5.61 1.40 6.00 1.04

3.04 1.04 3.15 1.21 2,78 1.13 2,91 1.20
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Table 21 (continued)

Category 3. The Community in Family Life Education.

Item
No.
23.
24,
25.
26.
27.
28.
29,
30,
31.

32,

33.

'ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

LY

Item Statement

The community is mot ready to accept the teaching of sex cducation in
the school system.

Community support is an essential factor if the school is to teach a
course in sex education to the students,

Communities in general are too conscrvative to give controversial
subject matters a fair chance in the schools: ™

# P
The average member of a community is concerned about the school
curriculum only when something controversial is introduced.

There should be more coumunity participation in matters concerning the
school curriculum.

Due to its effect on the community, publicity has delayed the devclopment
of needed courses concerning sex educatic .

Lack of communication between the community and the schools is a key
problem in initiating courses related to sex education,

The public must be "prepared" by the schools before controversial
subject matter will be accepted by the community,

Community programs are needed concerning sex ecucation,
If communities were more aware of the problems of youth, tle schools
would have less opposition in the development and implementation of

such subjects as sex education and reproduction.

Our puritan heritage has tended to =low down the development of sex
education programs in our schools,
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Pretest Posttest

Experimental Control Experimental Control

(N =50) M = 27) (N = 50) N = 27)

Mean S.D. Mean S5.D. Mean S.D. Mean 5.0,
3.28 1.11 3.15 11.24 3.25 1.23 3.14 1.25
5.64 .79 5.33 1.15 ~ 6.08 .76 5.55 .78
3.566 1.26 3.48 1.45 3.94 1,41 3.91 1.31
4.62 1.31 - 4.83 1.06 5.33 iwlé 5.14 1.06
4,66 1.23 5.00  1.28 5.28  1.28 5.59 .9
4.96 1.04 5.37 .95 5.75 .89 5.73 .86
5.18 1.16 5.30 1.05 5.64 1.16 5.50 .94
5.00 1.20 5.04 1.14 5.39 1.34 5.05 1.11
5.84 .73 5.74 .70 6.22 .71 5.64 .88
5.58 1.12 5.30 1.30 . 5.86 .89 5.32 1.14

5.64 91 5.37 1.13 5.97 .96 5.50 .89
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Table 21 (continued)

Category 4. The Teacher in Family Life Education.

Item
No. Item Statement

34, The teacher has an important role in helping students learn what it is
to be a man or woman in our modern society.

35. Extensive preparation is necessary before a teacher is qualified to
teach a course dealing with the psycho-sexual development of students.,

36. . Developing a healthy sexuality in students should be a responsibility
of teachers at all levels.

37. Teaching a unit or course in family life education would be better
than implementing related concepts into the content of other courses.

38. Teaching or developing school programs should be in close cooperation
with parents and parent grougs.

39. In teaching sex education, the schools should begin in kindergarten
and continue in phase with the maturation of individual students
through the 12th grade.

40. Teachers should avoid teaching about contraceptive methods in the
classroom, :

41, A teacher of sex education should avoid open discussions within the
classroom about controversial top.ics concerning intercourse,

42, In teaching "touclhy" or controversial subject matter, teachers need
to have in-depth training in communicating and sensing what their
. students are thinking.

43. Even without special training in sex education, most teachers already
" possess the qualifications to teach such subject matter in the schools,

44, Religious 1. ickgrounds of teachers may hinder their ability to effec-
tively handle courses related to sex education and family living.




Pretest Posttest

Experimental Control Experimental Control

(N = 50) N =27) (N = 50) N = 27)
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. l.ean S.Dh. Mean S.D.
6.10 .73 6.04 .84 6.03 .69 5.95 1.07
5.40 1.31 5.00 1.70 5.86 1.18 5.1 1,37
6.14 .85 5.93 .98 6.22 .92 6.09 .85
4.10 1.60 4.15 1.76 4.56 1.66 4.05 1,52
5.16 1.27 5.11 1.13 5.64 1.16 5.27 1.14
6.04 .85 5.70 1.08 - 6.31 .84 5.64 1.19
3.58 1.36 3.67 1.36 3.86 1.65 3.68 1.29
3.14 1.25 3.67 1.54 3.67 1.76 3.27 1.32
6.00 1.02 5.89 1.17 6.14 .71 5.82 1.23
3.02 1.14 2.78 1.20 2.69 1.24 2.50 1,23

4.58 1.37 4.67 1.15 5.0¢ 1.29 4,59 .94
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Regarding the role of the scheols in family life education, the subjects

. in both the experimertal and control grouns felt that students nced more
knowledge about their relationchips to theiyx families (item 3); that the school
ghould make a contribution to strengthening the students' understanding of
sexual behavior patterns (item 1); that students want instruction in sex ecduca-
tion and family living (item 9); and that mattcr concerning family inter-—
relationships should be a part of the school curriculum (item 12); but also
that the home is the most apprepriate place for students Lo learn about sex
(item 2). They do not believe that learning about sex and reproduction at an
early age will lead to promiscuous activity at a later age (item 10); that
students should learn about sex only after they have reached puberty; that
controversial matters conccrning sex and family living should not be taught by
the school (item 5); or that the church is the most appropriate place for
students to receive instruction toward the development of healthy sexuality
(item 11). They are somewh:t undecided about whether students are best in-
structed by the schools in matters of sex and family living (item 4); whether
students' slang about matters concerning sex acts as a communication barrier
between them and adults (item 8); or whether classes concerning sex and repro-
duction should be coeducationail (item 7), though they seem to agree that they
should,

Concerning the role of the family in family 1ife education, the subjects
in both the experimental and control groups again agree thai family unity and
communication is decreasing in modern society (item 16); that the influence of
the modern world on the family has made it necessary that the school assume a
large responsibility for developing moral and ethical values in students (item 17);
that in order to understand what the schools are trying to accomplish, parents
should be given instruction and information concerning controversial subject
matters relating to sex and fawmily living (item 18); that students should learn
about the negative as well as the positive aspects of family living (item 19);
and that communication problems between parents and children are a necessary
part of the curriculum in family life education (item 21). They also agree in
their negative view regarding the proposition that parents shovld leave matters
concerning sex eduvcation to the schools (item 13), and the proposition that
the churches should take over from the family the responsibility for educating
young people for better personal and family living (item 22)., Subjects in both
groups appear somewhat undecided regarding the remaining items in this category.

Regardinc the communities' role in family life education, the subjects in
both the experimental and control groups continued to be in close agreement
that community programs are needed concerning sex education and family living
(item 31); that community support is an essential factor if the school is to
offer such programs (item 24); that our Puritan heritage has tended to slow down
the development of such programs in our schools (item 33); and that if communi-
ties were more aware of the problems of ;outh today, the schools would have less
opposition in the development and implementation of such programs (item 32).
Subjects in both groups negate the view that the community is not ready to
accept th~ tcaching of sex education and fauwily life education in the schools
(item 23), and also the view that communities are, in general, too conservative
to give the schools a chance to teach controversial svbject matters in these
areas (item 25). They appear to be more or less in agreement in feeling that
there should be more community participstion in matters concerning the school
curriculum (item 27) and that, due to its effect c¢n the community, publicity has
delayed the devclopment of needed courses in sex and family life education
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(Item 28), although there is also some slight disagrecment between them on these
matters, In any event, they agrece that lack of communication between the
community and the schools is a key problem in initiating courses relating to

sex and family life education (item 29); and that the public nust be "prepared"
by the schools before controversial subject matter in these areas is introduccd
into the school's curriculum (item 30).

Finally, concerning the teacher's role in family lifc education, the sub-
jects in both the experimental and control groups remain in agrecment in
strongly affirming the view that the development of a healthy sexuality in :
students should be a responsibility of the teacher at all levels (item 36); that
the teacher has an important role in helping students learn what it is to be a
man Oor a woman in our modern society (item 34); that the teaching of sex and
family life education in the schools should begin in kindergarten and continue,
in phase with the maturation of individual students, through the twelfth grade
(item 39); and that, in teaching controversial subject matters in the areas of
sex and family life education, teachers nced to have in-depth training in
communicating and sensing what their students are thinking (item 42). Indeed,
they agree completely in affirming almost as strongly thc proposition that
extensive preparation is necessary before a teacher is qualified to teach a
course dealing with the psycho-scxual development of students and in negating just
as strongly the proposition that, even without special training in sex and
family life education, most teachers already possess the qualification to
teach such subject matters in the schools (items 35 and 43). Their initial
agreement that teaching or developi~g school programs in these subjert mattcrs
should be in close cooperation wit. parent groups (item 38) changes slightly
when, after training in the workshop, the subjects in the experimental group
tend to agree with this proposition more strongly than those in the control
group. Subjects in both groups appear to be more or less alike in being some-
what undecided as to whether the religious backgrounds of teachers hinder their
ability to handle effectively instruction in sex and family life education
(item 44); and even more undecided whether the teacher should avoid open class-
room discussions of contrecversial topics concerning sexual intercourse and the
use of various contraceptive methods (item 40 and 41).

Inspectic . of Table 21 clearly reveals that there were no substantial
differences between suvjects in the experimental and control groups, either
initially &6r following the workshop in which the former participated, and that
the workshop did not substantially change the attitudes of the experimental
group. :

Cluster analysis of subjects' responses on the pretest with the FLAI yielded
six meaningful clusters, which are described in Table 22. For the purposes of
interprctatior, the following descriptive designaiions have been assigned to
the six clusters, based on the similarities amonz the items which were defincrs
for each cluster: '

Cluster 1 - The Role of the Teacher and the School in Family Life
: Education

Cluster 2 - Communication Barriers Between Students and Adults

14
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Cluster

Cluster

cvluster

Cluster

4

Comrunity Resistance to Family Lifc Education
Community-School Communication on TFamily Life Education

Classroom Discuc.sion of Controversial Tepics on Sex and
Family Life Education

The Role of the Churches in Family Life Education

/ 88

A high score on any cluster represents agrecment with the defining items
in the cluster (indicated by a "D" in parenthescs following the item number)
that have positive factor coefficients and disagreement with those that have
negative factor coefficients. lence a strong belief that the teachers and
schools have an important role in sex and family life education; that there are
communication barriers between students and adults; the communities resist
schools' efforts to provide sex and family life education; the schools should
communicate with and prepare the community to accept the intrecduction of con-
troversial subject matters, such as sex and family life education, into the
curriculum; teachers should avoid classroom discussion of controversial topics
in sex and family life education; and the church should have responsibility
for sex and family life education, would be represented by scores near to the
upper limits on these six dimensions.,
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Table 22

-

Clusters Among Responses to the

\ Faﬁily Life Attitude Inventory

] Winter, 1969

Cluster 1. The Role of Teachers in FLE Reliability (D) = .90
Item , . Factor
No. .. .. . ' Item Statement Coefficient
36(D)Iwmwfﬁé§eloping a healthy sexuality in students should be

a responsibility of teachers at all grade levels. . .97
39(p) In teaching sex education the schools should begin in

kindergarten and continue in phase with the maturation .87

of individual students through the 12th grade.

34 (D) The teacher has an important role in helping students
learn what it is to be a man or a women in our modern .75
society.

32(D) If communities are more aware of the problems of youth,
the schools would have less opposition in the deveiopment .63

and implementation of such subjects as sex education and
human reproduction. :

High scorers™on this dimension feel that teachers aund the schools should take
responsibility for offering students continuous programs in family life education
and for helping them develop healthy sexuality.

Low scorers on this dimension question the role of leachers and the schools in
providing family life education programs and helping them develop healthy

sexuality.
Cluster 2. Communication Barriers Betweeén Student:; Reliability (D)} = ,74
and Adults
Item . Factor
No. Item Statement Coefficient
8() Students' "slang" about matters of sex acts as a

communication barrier between students and adults. .94

16(D) Family unity and communication is decreasing in modern

t , soclety. .52
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Table 22 (continued)

H;gh scorers on this dimension believe thalt communication between students and
adults in the fanily and in the community is impeded, in large part by the
students' slang about sex.

Low scorers doubt that such communications barrisrs exist or are caused. by
students' slang about secx.

Cluster 3. Community Resistance to FLE Reliability (D) = .70
Item _ Factor
No. Item Statement Loefficicent
26(D) The average member of a community is concerned about
the school curriculum only when something controversial .87

is introduced or implemented.

25() Communities in general are too conservative to give con-
troversial subject matters a fair chance in the schools., .61
28(1n) Due to its effect on thefcommunity, publicity has
delayed the development 6f needed courses in family life A7
education. a

High scorers on this dimension believe that, largely because of unfavorable
publicity, communities resist the schools' efforts to develop and implement
courses in controversiil subject matters such as family life education.

Low scorers do not believe that communities are, in general, so ccnservative,
so influenced by unfavorable publicity, or so uncoucerncd as to resist the
schools' efforts to provide programs of family life education, even though they
include controversial topics.

Cluster 4. Community-School Communication Reliability (D) = .78
Item Factor
No. Item Statement Coefficient
30(D) The public must be "prepared" by the schools before
controversial subject matters will be accepted by the .73
community.
14(D) Parents' approval should be acquired before discussing
controversial subjects concerning reproduction and sexual J1

behavior in the school.
29(D) Lack of communication between the community and the schools

is a key problem in initiating courses in . :x and family .66
life education.

O
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Table 22 (continued)

High scorers on this dimension think that- community-school communication is a

key factor in the acceptance of family life education, particularly sex education,

by the community in general and the parents of school children in particular,

Low scorers on this dimension do not think the matter of community-school
communications is so crucial to acceptance of family life cducation programs and
would not require parents' approval of classroom discussions of controversial
matters such as sex education,

Cluster 5. Classroom Discussion of Controversial Reliability (D) = .89
Topics in Sex Education :

Item ) Factor
No. Item Statement Coefficient
40(D) Teachers should avoid teaching about contraceptive
methods in the classroom. .86
41 (D) A teacher of sex education should avoid open discussions
in the classroom about controversial topics concerning .84

sexual intercourse.

High scorers on this dimension fcel that teachers should avoid classroom dic-

"cussion of controversial matters concerning sex.

Low scorers on this dimension feel that teachers should not avoid classroom
discussion on such controversial matters as contraceptive methods and sexual
intercourse,

.
Cluster 6. The Role of the Church in FLE Reliability (D) = .60
Item Factor
No. Item Statement Coefficient
11(D) The church is the most appropriate place for students
to receive instruction toward the development of a ~-.67
healthy sexuality,
23 The community is not ready to accept the teaching of
sex education in the schools. ¢35
22 The churches should take over the chief responsibility for
educating young people for better personal and family - 47
living.
25(D) Communities in general are too conservative to give con~
troversial subject matters a fair chance in the schools, W45

O
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Table 22 (continued)

High scorers on this dimension believe that the churches, not the schools, should

have the responsibility for cducating young pcople for better personal and family
living and particularly for helping them devclop a healthy sexuality,

Low scorers on this dimension feel that communities are not so conservative about

the schools teaching controversial subject matters and that the schools, rather
than the churches, should take responsibility for sex and family life educatlon.

In order to compare the prctest and post-test responses of subjects in
the experimental and control groups to the attitude clusters of the Family life
Attitude Inventory, the oblique factor coefficients of the defining items in
each cluster were used to compute weighted mean cluster scores for each group.
Table 23 reports the results of multivariate analysis of variance in the cluster
scores Lhus computed, and Figure 3 graphically represents the close similarities
between the experimental and control groups' mean scores on each of the six
clusters of the FLAI, The mean cluster scores of both comparison groups are
positive on only the first three clusters,. indicating that thc subjects believe
in the importance of the teachers' and the schools' role in family life education
but feel obstructed by the community they serve. The moderate mean scores of
both groups on clusters 4 and 5 indicate that the subject teachers do not wish
to confront their communities but rather to communicate operly-and informatively
with them and with parents and students as well. The low mean scores of both
groups on Cluster 6 indicates that they do not think the churches, rather than
the schools, should have primary responsibility for providing sex and family
life education f-r the young people in the community, feeling perhaps that the
churches' main concern should be the soul 2nd not the body.

O
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Teble 23

deacher FIAT Clusiter Scores

Vinter 1969

Yre-Test
Control Exnerimental S Univariate
liean Fiean p i3
Cluster 1 52.9% 5%.97 3,70 - 94506
Cluster 2 7.38 6.21 1.46 1,8085
Cluster 3 18.51 18,54 2.12 . 0056
Cluster & 10.54 9.4 2.1¢ . 2070
Cluster 5 6.26 567 2.10 1.0685
Cluster 6 1.%7 1.3%6 1.27 .C025

F - Ratio for Mltivariate Tcst ol leans
0872 Not Significant
o _ _
[ By 0o(-95) = 2.3750 ]
No Univariate F exceeds Fq 75(.99) = 7.00
b ]

Post-Test
Cluster 1 3%.%8 34,91 3.00 3.4277
Cluster 2 7.10 7.22 1.64 L0717
Cluster 3 18.86 19,51 1.84 1.6552
' Cluster & 10.85 - 10.93 1.71  .0%23
Cluster 5 5.98 6.4% 2.43% L4507
. Cluster 6 1.88 1.57- 1.27 . 7684

F - Ratio for Multivariate Test of licans
. 5254 Not Significant

No Univariate F exceeds F, ~.(.99) = 7.16
1,55 .
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Analysis of Family Life Education Q-Sort Responses

- The Famlly Life Education Q-Sort (FLEQ) was given to Lhc subjects in the
experimental group at the conclusion of the workshop held in the wintev of 1969,
in order te evaluate the training program from their point of view, Table 24
reports the means and standard deviations of their responses to the 506 items
of the FLIQ grouped in five categories: (1) value of the. curriculum of the
workshop, (2) value of the instructional procedures used in the workshop,

(3) value of the workshop's organ:ization and operation in general, (4) change

in the -participants' knowledge and understandings, and (5) change in participants'’

attitudes toward family life education. Within these five categories the items
are arranged in ascending order by item mean scores. An item with a mean score
from 1.00 to 3,00 is onc with which the participants expressed firm-to- sL10n5
agreement. An item with a mean score from 5.00 to 7.00 is one with which
particijpants expressed firm-to-strong disagreement., And an item with a means
score between 3,00 and 5.00 is one about which pa1L1c1paan were more or less
undecided or unwilling to commit themselves.

RIC

A Fuirtex proviaed by eric [

—

/7%



Table 24

Means and Standard Deviations

of'Responses to the FLE Q-Sort

. Category 1. Value of the Curriculum of the Workshop.

Item ‘
No. Item Statement

41. The material on the teacher's emotional preparation was
valuable.

35, The material on the communication problems of children
was valuable,

36, The special instructional materials for family life
e'ducation were valuable. N

19. The material on curriculum development for family life
education was valuable.

37. The material on teaching methods for sex education was
valuable, -

1. The materials on human growth and developument were
valuable. :

18, ‘The material on how to teach specific topics (e.g., sex,
family relations, etc.) was valuable;

2, The material on human Ijeproductioh was valuable.

Category 2. ‘Value of the Instructional Procedures Used in
the Conduct of the Woxrkshop.

Item :
No. . Jtem Statement

22, The lectures in the project were valuable to me.

34. Consultants who worked with teachers individually or in
small groups were helpful to me..

‘31, Working together in small groups was important to me,

'17. The small work group sessigns were helpful., .

Mean S.D.
1.88 1.34
2.60 1.46
2,82 1.18
3,24 1.35
3,32 1,54
3,50 1.38
3,62 1.43
4,18 1.24
Mean S.D.
1.80 1,00
2,38 1.48
2.52 1,57
2.52 1,57
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Table 24 (continued)
Itenm
No, Item Statement ‘ Mean S.D.

33, Meeting agency workers, community leaders, or other mnon- _ .
school persomel was worthwhile, : 2,56 1.54

24, The discussion following formal presentations was

valuable to me. . 2,64 1.48
26. The reading which I did as part of the project was valuable

to me. - 3.00 1.52
25. The films, records, tapes, etc., were valuable. : 3.40 1.36

27. The role-playing which we did -in the projact was valuable

to .me. ) 3.62 1.84
30. Being together in one large group for activities was
important to me. 4,22 1.33
29, Doing the assigned written work was worthwhile. 4,52 1.65
23, The panel discussions in the project were valuable to me, 4,94 1.80
21. Observing the teaching of sex education was worthwhile. =~ 5,12 1.89
32. Working by myself was important to me. : 5.46 1.30
\ , .
28, The replaying of activities through video or audio tapes :
was of value, o 5,66 1.?4
20. The actual teaching or tutoring which I did as part of the
project was valuable. ' 6.22 1.04
16, Visiting other projects similar to ours was worthwhile, 6.38 1.06
| Category 3. Value of the Organization and Operatlon of the ' o
. Workshop in General Terms.,
Item .
~ No, Item Statement Mean S.D.

9, Consultants who themselves had participated in family _
life education offered valuable advice on teachlng sex 2,44 1.33
education; . : '

38, Those sessions when participants were absolutely frank,
and even angry, were valuable.. 2.50 1.59




Table 24 (continued)

Item

No._

10.
39.

42,

50.

53.

46,

40.

43,

44’0'

o~
~J

Item Statement

Developing skills and techniques £01 teaching family 11fe
education was a majoxr paxrt of this pr03ch

The "activities which "just happened" were of more value
than those that were planned.

Too often in the project, I.was just listening or watching

*ather than actively doing something.
I learned more from my fellow participants than I did
from the leaders and other experts who spoke to us.

Curriculum development was not sufficiently covered in
this project.

There was little emphasis on major evaluation.
Project instructors covered the materdal too quickly.

The project was too 'middle class" in its philosophy and
operation, -
Having contact with parents and members of the community
was worthwhile,

A better project would have resulted if participants
had made more of the dec181ons about its day-to~day
operations,

This project put too much emphasis upon the sexual
problems of students,

The leaders put tco much emphasis on dispensing information

- and not enough on getting us to explore our feelings.

56.

45.

A better project would have resulted if part1c3pants had
had a bigger part in its plannlng

This project's format shou¥d be changed.

Mean S.D.
3.28 1.71
4,52 1.66
4.56 1.65
4,74 1.49
4.82 1.56
5.02 1.21
5.18 1.47
5.28 1.44
5.46 1.71
5.54 1.24
5.62 1.18
5,66 1.24
5.70 1.19
5.96 1.48
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Table 24 (continued)

Category 4. Changes in Participants' Knowledge and
Understandings of Tamily Life EducaLion,

Itenm .
No, Ttem Statement : Mean "8.D.

8. This project increased my knowledge about communication
and social relationships. . 1.88 1.09

13, This project increagéd my understanding of the importance
of the emotional development of children. 2.00 1.39

5. This project increased'my knowledge of fémily life educa-
tion and its position in the schools. 2,16 1.22

51." I learned very little from the project about the effects _
of a home environment upon a student's sexual conduct, 5.900 1.25

48, I learned very little from the project about instructional :
materials and curricula for family. life education. 5.38 1.55

54, This project did little to increase wmy awareness of the
resource materials available for family life education, 5.48 1,62

49, This_project contributed little to my awareness of the
problems that confront the youth of roday. 5.50 1.24

Category 5. Changes in Participants' Attitudes Toward
: Family Life Education.

Item
No. ' . JXtem Statement ‘Mean S.D.

6. This project convinced me that students should have more
knowledge about family relations than is obtained in 1.78 + 94
the home,

12, I-'am more self-confident in deéling with sex education as

a result of this project. t 2.30 1.17
11. This project has led me to feel that students need more

individual attentlon on problems concernlng sexual 2,36 1.26

maturity, - :

14. Thls project convinced me that students should have a o
biological self-understanding. ‘ 2.44 1.28

b
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Table 24 (continued)

Item 5/
No. - Item Statement "Nee .~ Maean S.D.

-

+ 15, As a result of this project I intend’ to become more

familiar with the background of the sexual behavior of my 4.00) 1.70
students, :

52, This project made me only slightly morc aware of the moral _
and ethical aspchs of Leachlng famlly life educaLlon. 4,26 1.74

55. As a result of this project I am only slightly bctter
qualified to teach sex and family life educatlon than 4,44 1.73
I was before the prOJeCt began,

4, 1 have to admit that T am as critical of sex and family _
life educatlon as 1 was before this project began, ' 6.32 1.16.

In order to present a clearer picture of the participants' evaluation of
the workshop, and particularly of its impact on them, Table 25 reports the
lowest and highest item mean scores within each of the five categories. Those
items having the lowest mean scores (above the dofted line) are the ones with
which participants expressed strongest agreement; those having the highest
mean scores (below the dotted line) are the cnes with which participants
expressed strongest disagreement. Inspection of Table 25, therefore, reveals
which curriculum materials, instructional procedures, organizational and
operational characteristics, and outcomes of the workshop the participants
valued most and least, as these assessments are 1nd1caLcd by their responbes
to the 56 ‘items of the FLEQ.



Table 25

Lowest and Highest Mean Responses

to the Family Life Education‘Q-Sort

Category 1. Value of the Curriculum of the Workshop.

Yol

Item
No. : Item Statement Mean S.D.
41, The material on the teacher's emotional preparation was :

valuable, 1.88 1.34
35. The material on the communication problems of children

was valuable, _ 2.60 1.46
18. The material on how to teach specific topics (e.g., sex,

family relations, etc.) was valuable, 3.62 1.43

2. The material on human feproduction was valuable, 4,18 1.24
Category 2. Value of the Instructional Procedures Used
in the Conduct of the Workshop.

Item
No. Item Statement ' Mean S.D.
22. The lectures in the project were valuable to me, . 1.80 1.00
34. Consultant who worked with teacher individually or in

small groups were helpful to me, 2.38 1.48
31. Working together in small groups was important to me. 2.52 1.57

- 28, The replaying of activities through Video or audio tapes ;

was of value. 5.66 1.24
20, The actual teaching or tutoring which I did as part of

‘the project was valuable, oo 6.22 1.04
16,  Visiting other projects similar to ours was worthwhile, 6,38 1.06
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Table 25 (continued)

Category 3. Value of the Workshop's Organization and Operation.

Item
No. Item Statement Mean S.D.

9. Consultants who themselves had participated in family life
education offered valuable advice on teaching sex education. 2.44 1.33

38. Those sessions when participants were absolutely frank,
and even aigry, were valuable, 2.50 1.58

10. Developing skills and techniques for teaching family 'life
aducation was a major part of the activity of this . 3.28 1.71
project.

. . . . . . . . . . . o 0 . e . . . . . . ® . ® L] . . “« e e e @ . e . . L]

47, The leaders put too much emphasis on dispensing information
and not enough on getting us to explore our feelings. 5.66 1.24

56. A better project would have resulted if participants had
-had a bigger part in its planning. ' 5.70 1.19

°

45, This project's format should be changed. 5.96 1.48

Category 4. Changes in Participants' Knowledge and Understandinggh
of Family Life Education.

Item '
- No, ' " Item Statement Mean S.D.

8. This project increased my knowledge about communication
and social relationships. 1.88 1.09

13. This project increased my understanding of the importance
of the emotional development of children. 2.00 1.39

54, This project did little to increase my awareness of the '
resource materials available for family life education. 5.48 1.62

49, This project contributed little to my awareness of the
problems that confront the youth of today. . 5.50 1.24
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Table gé_(continued)

Category 5. Changes in Participants’ Attitudes Toward
Family Life LEducatiomn.

Item .
No. Item Statement Mean S.D,

6, This project convinced me that students should have more
knowledge about family relaticns than is obtained in 1.78 .94
the home.

12. I am more self~confident in dealing with sex education
as a result of this project. 2,30 1.17

L] . . o 0 . . . . . ¢« e s o 2 s » . ° ¢ ¢« e o . . . ¢ . o . . L] ¢« o . c o .

55. As a result of this project I am only slightly better
qualified to teach sex and family life education than L 4,44 1.73
was before the project began, .

4, T have to admit that I am as critical of sex and family
life education as I was before this project began, 6,32 1.16

From Table 25 it can be seen that the participants in the winter, 1969,
workshop judged that the materials on the teacher's emotional preparation for
_teaching family life education and on children's communication problems in
this area were most valuable to them. Of all the instructional procedures used
in conducting the workshop,. the participants valued most highly the lectures
and the indir’dual and small-group sessions with consultants. In assessing
the workshop's organization and operation, the participants set the highest
value on consultants who themselves had participated in family life education
and so offered valuable advice on teaching sex education, and also on those
sessions of the workshop in which participants had been absolutely frank, and
even angry, in expressing their thoughts and feelings about family life
education, They also valued highly the activities of the workshop that were
designed to. help them develop skills and techniques :for teaching family life
education., Overall, they judged the workshop to have been a°’well-planned and
~well-conducted in-service teacher training program whose present format they
would have no reason to change.

It would appear from Table 25 that the participants in the winter, 1969,
workshop were -influenced markedly by their experience. ' They acknowledge
substantial increases in their knowledge and understandings of family life -
education, particularly of the importance of communication to social relation-
ships and of the emotional development of children. They also felt they had
gained increased awareness of the problems that confront the youth of today and

~of the resources for helping them- solve those problems through programs of
family life education.’' They also acknowledged notable improvements in their

i
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attitudes toward family life education.. They were convinced by their partici-
pation in the workshop that students should have more knowledge about family
relationships than they obtain in their homes, and, as a result of their
participation they felt more self-confidcnt in helping students gain such
knowledge from programs of sex and family life education. In general, they
judged themselves to be less critical of sex and family life education than
they were before taking part in the workshop and to be novably better qualified
to teach these subject matters in the schools as a result of their participa-
tion.

The consensus of participants' responses to the FLEQ signifies that, in
their judgment, the winter, 1969, workshop was an effective in-service teacher
training program,

Although the tables of mean responses to the FLEQ yield a great deal of
information about participants'evaluation of the workshop as it is described
and characterized by individual items, analysis of patterns of responses to
various groups of these items can yield additional significant information.
Once again, therefore, the FLEQ data were subjected to cluster analysis, the
results of which are reported in Table 26. For the purposes of interpretation,
the six clusters found among responses to the FLE Q-Sort have been assigned the
following descriptive designations, based on the relationships among the
defining items of each cluster:

Cluster 1 - Value of the Workshop's Operation and Outcomes

Cluster 2 - Value of the Workshop's Materials and Experiences
Cluster 3 - Value of the Workshop's Planned Activities

Cluster 4 - Value of the Workshop's Emphasis on Students' Problems
‘Cluster 5 - Value of the Workshop's Small-Group Activities

Cluster 6 - Value of the Workshop s Emphasis on Emotional Development
of Children and Prep;ratlon of Teachers

A high score on any cluster signifies agreement with those defining items
(indicated by a "D" following the item number) having positive factor co-
efficients and disagreement with those having negative factor coefficients,
Thus, high cluster scores on Clusters 1, 3, and 4, would indicate somewhat
critical assessments of the workshop's program, while high scores on Clusters 2,
5, and 6, would indicate favorable judgment of the workshop's activities and
‘emphases, Scoring of participants' responses on attitude clusters would thus
reveal their evaluation of six general features of the in-service teacher train-
ing program in family life education held in the winter of 1969, which, as

- we. have seen, was highly favorable.
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Table 26
Clusters Found Among Responses Lo
the Yamily Life Fducation Q-Sort
Winter, 1969
Cluster 1, Value of the Workshop's Operation Reliability(D) = .81
and Qutcomes,
Item . ) Factor
No. Item Statement Coefficient
24(D) The discussion following formal presentations was
valuable to me, -.78
45(D) This project's format should be changed. .75
55(D)  As a result of the project I am only slightly better to
teach sex and family life education than I was before .66

the project began.

3(n) The project was too '"middle class" in its philosophy
and operation. : .58
52 This project made me only slightly more aware of the ..
moral and ethical aspccts of teaching family life .48
education.
35 The material on. the communication problems of children :
was valuable, -.46

High scorers on this dimension are strongly critical of the project's oxganization,
operation, and outcomes and do not feel that the discussions following formal
prisentation or the materials on the communication problems of children was
valuable to them.

Low scorers on this dimension feel these procedures and materials were valuable
to them and would not criticize the workshop's operation as "middle class" or
its outcomes as "slight."

Cluster 2. Value of the Workshop's Materials and Reliability(D) = .81

Experiences,
Item " : Factor
- No. " Item Statement Coefficient
18 (D) . The material on how to teach specific topics (e.g., sex,

4

family relations,_etc;) was valuable. .79




Table'gg (continued)

Item

No. Ltem Statement

48(Db) I learned very little from the project about instruc-
tional materials and curricula for family life
education.

21(D) Observing the teaching of sex and family life education
was valuable.

51.(D) I learned very little from the project about the effects
of a home environment upon a student's sexual conduct.

10 Developing skills and techniques for teaching family life
education was a major part of the activity of this
project.

19 The material on curriculum development for family life
education was valuable.

4 I have to admit that I am as critical of sex and family

life education as I was before this project began.

206

Factor
Coefficient

e 74

—044

High scorers on this dimension value the workshop's materials and experiences
relating to development of curricula, skills, techniques, and materials for
teaching family life education and acknowledge that their participation has
increased their knowledge of environmental conditioning of sexual behavior

and modified their attitude toward sex and family life education.

Low scorers on this dimension do not value highly these materials and experiences

and do not feel that their participation in the workshop increased their

‘knpwlédge or modified their attitude toward family life education,

Cluster 3. Value of the Workshop's Planned Reliability(D) = .70
: Activities.
Item : ] e Factor
No " Item Statement Coefficient
33(D) Meeting agency workers, community - leaders, or other
non-school personnel was worthwhile. ~.76
39(b) The activities which "just happened" were of more value
: than those that were planned. .71
22 . The lectures in the project were valuable to me. -.48
47 (D) l The leaders put too much emphasis on dispensing infor-
mation and not enough on getting us to explore our +46
feelings.
G‘
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Table 26 (continued)

ITtem : Factor
No. Item Statement Cocfficient
NO. ; criiclient
26 The reading which I did as part of the project was

valuable to me. - 45

High scorers on this dimension are critical of the workshop's plamned activities
and favor those that "just happened"; they feel that the lectures, the contacts
with non-school personnel, and the assigned reading put too much emphasis on
dispensing information and not enough on exploring feelings,

Low scorers on this dimension value the lectures, reading, and contacts; they
feel these planned activities were as worthwhile as, and perhaps more valuable
than, those that "just happened,'" -and they do not feel there was an imbalance
between information-dispensing and feeling-exploring activities in the workshop's
program,

Cluster 4. Value of the Workshop's Emphasis on Reliability(p) = ,77
. Students' Problems, - :
Ttem : Factor
Vo, Item Statement Coefficient
44.(D) This project put too much emphasis upon the sexual
problems of students, .76
1(D) The material on human growth and development was valuable. 71
53 There was little emphasis on major evaluation in this project. .36
2 The material on human reproduction was valuable, ) .34

High scorers on this dimension are critical of the workshop's emphasis upon
students' sexual problems and the evaluation of family life education programs
designed to meet them; they value instead the workshop's materials on the
natural and normal processes of human growth, development, and reproduction.

Low scorers on this dimension approve of the workshop's emphasis on the sexual
problems of students and the evaluation of educational programs to help them;
they do not value so.highly the workshop's materials on human growth, develop-
ment, and reproduction., '

Clu%tef 5. Value of the Workshop's Small~Group . Reliability(D) = .77

T Activities.
Itenm\ ‘ Factor
'~ No. \\ S .. Item Statement Coefficient
31(D) Working together infsmall.grdupS'was important to me. - ~L79
17 (D) THQ sméil‘giouﬁiﬁéfk}seésioﬁs¢were helﬁful to me, .76
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Table 26 (continued)

Item ' Factor
No. Item Statement Coefficient
27 The role-playing which we did in the project was valuable
_to me, : , _ <54
34 Consultants who worked with teachers individually or in
small groups were helpful. 54
9 Consultants who themselves had participated in family life
education offered wvaluable advice on teaching sex .46
education,
38 Those sessions when participants were absolutely frank,
and even angry, were valuable. W43

High szorers on this dimension are warmly appreciative of the opportunities
the workshop afforded for such small-group activities as discussion, Lonsultlng,
role-playing., and sensitivity training.

Low scorers on this dimension did not find the small-group activities of the
workshop particularly wvaluable or helpful to them.

Cluster 6. Value of the Workshép's Emphasis on Reliability(D) = .56

_ Emotional Development and Preparation.
Item : : Factor
No. Item Statement Coefficient
13(D) This project increased my understanding of the
importance of emotional development of children, " .64
16 Visiting other projects similar to ours was worthwhile. -.61
54(D) This project did little to increase my awareness of the -
resource materials available for family life education, .54
.20 The actual tutoring or teaching which I did as part of
' this project was valuable. . o -.51
36 -The spec1al instructional materlals for family life
education were valuable. : : -.43
. 7 - .
41 The material on the teacher's emotional preparation for
family life education was valuable. : .37

High scorers on this dimension value highly th'e workshop's emphasis on the
emotional development of children and the emotional preparation of teachers; they
did not find the emphasis on spec1a1 instructional resources and materials
partlcularly valuable -tor them. _

O




Table 26 (continued)

Low scorers on this dimension did not find the workshop's emphasis on emotional
development and preparation especially worthwhile, but they value their

" increased familiarity with instructional resources and materials for family

E

life education.

Analysis of Sfudents' IQ and Family Life Knowledge Inventory

Analysis of the subject teachers' responses to the FLAI and the FLEQ was
designed to assess the impact that the winter, 1969, workshop had upon parti-
cipants' knowledge of and attitudes toward family lifec education. Regardless
of its effectiveness in achieving its objectives and certain desirable outcomes
with the teachers who participated in it, the workshop cannot be judged a
complete success as an in-service teacher training program unless the students
of these teachers in thie experimental group out-perform those of the teachers
in the control group. The instrument used to make this comparison was the
Family Life Knowledge Inventory (FLKI)., Standardized intelligence tests and
IQ scores were used to assess the initial comparability of the experimental and
control groups. Data were collected from fourteen classes of students of the
teachers in- the experimental group and four classes of students of the teachers
in the control group, all at the intermediate and secondary grade levels.®
Anulysis of these data was carried out in two ways, both of which are presented
here, 1In the first analysis, the individual student is taken as the experi-
mental unit; in the second, the class of students is taken as the experimental
unit,

The results of the first analysis, a test of the equality of the students
across experimental condition and school level, are presented in Table 27,
which reports the analysis of variance in their IQ scores. On the more impor-
tant first factor, experimental condition (C), the students were found to be
equal, On the second factor, school level (L), they were found to be signifi~
cantly different, Comparison of their mean IQ scores clearly reveals that the
intermediate school students in the sample have significantly higher IQ scores
than the secondary school students, Furthermore, there is a significant
interaction between the two factors, experimental condition and school level
(C x L), because, as subsequent analysis reveals, the secondary school control
group has a significantly higher mean IQ score than the secondary school ex-
perimental group, while the intermediate school experlmcntal and control groups
are not significantly different in mean IQ scores.

* By the spring of 1969, the controversy over the teaching of sex education had
reached a point where the teachers and administrators were convinced as a result
of community pressure that they no longer could cooperate in the conduct of the
investigation. The key factor here was that, by state law, the schools were
required to secure parental approval for the type of testing involved in the
study, and most school administrators were most reluctant to allow the investi-
gators to request such permission from the parents of each pupll tc be tested,

Q
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Table 27 .

Participating Student 1Q Scoxes

WINTER 1969

Bxperimental Condition

Control Ixperimental
» X 107.6 109.1
8 12,5 - | 13.5
N 119 - 450
School Level
Internediate ' High School
X - 115.4 100.8
8 14,0 12,5
N 511 258
Analysis of Varisnce Table
Source of Degrees of Sum . of Mean F
Variation Freedom Squares Squares
¢ 1 . 669.51 669.51 3,7
L 1 12060.92  12060.92  68.0
¢ XL 1 1299.06 - 1299.06 7.3
Error 565 - 100149.54 177.26 -
Total 568 114179.03

[;Fl,565(.99)_= 6.6% ]
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Since it is “known that intermediate school students in the sample have
higher mean IQ scores than the secondary school students, and also that there
is an interaction between experimental condition and school level that might
mask the main effects of the workshop's impact upon students of experimental
and control group teachers, the two groups of students must be separated for
further analysis. In order to complete the analysis as originally designed,
however, Table 28 veports the results of analysis of variance in scores on the
FLKI for the total sample of intermediate and secondary school students, These
results are surprising, in view of the finding of significant differences and
interactions in the analysis of variance in mean IQ scores of these comparison
groups. First, the main effect of experimental condition is easily significant,
as is that for school level. But it is the secondary school students in the
experimental group who have excelled in spite of their handicap of a signifi-
cantly lower mean IQ score. Furthermore, there is no significant interaction
betwveen experimental condition and school level in the variance in mean FLKI
scores. The logical interpretation of these findings would seem to be that
the main effects of the experimental treatment (their teachers' participation
in the winter, 1969, Family Life Education workshop) were so great that they
simply overwhelmed the differences in mean IQ scores between the comparison
groups of students, This explanation of the results shown in Table 28 is
plausible, even though IQ and FLKI scores in this sample reveal a statistical
association of only moderate strength, having a product-moment correlation
coefficient of .58,

As has been previously mentioned, the mean FLKI scores of intermediate
and secondary school students.were analyzed separately in order to eliminate
the effects of the interaction between experimental condition and school level.
Such separation made possible the addition of a third factor, sex. The
results of these separate analyses of variance in IQ and FLkI mean scores are
reported in Tables 29, 30, 31 and 32,

The equivalence of comparison groups of intermediate school students in
the sample was tested by analysis of variance in their mean IQ scores. The
results reported in Table 29 indicate that there were no significant differences
between levels of the two factors, experimental condition (C) and sex (S),
and that there were no interactions between these factors. These findings in-
dicate that, prior to undergoing instruction in Family Life Education, these
comparison groups of intermediate school students were initially equivalent.

The effect upon intermediate school students of instructjon in family life
education by teachers who had participated in the workshop held in winter, 1969,
was tested by analysis of variance in.the FLKI mean scores of comparison groups
of students in the sample. The results of this analysis are reported in
Table 30, which reveals what had been expected, i.e., that the only significant
differences were those between the experimental and control group students,

These findings indicate that the intermediate school students in the experimental
group (that is, those who had been instructed in family life education by teachers
" who had participated- inithe workshop) achieved significantly higher mean scores
on the FLKI than those in the control group—-— 4.8 points or approximately one
standard deviation higher, .

FullToxt Provided by ERIC. et T



Table 28

Lffect on Siwdent Ierfommince
Winter 1969

Family Life Knowledge Invenbory

Control ' Experimental
X 29.2 %2.9
S 5.1 4,4
N 119 550
School level
Internmediate High School
X %0.6 33.9
S 4.% 4.8
N 311 ' 258
Analysis of Variance Table
Source of Degrees of Sum  of VMean ¥
Variation Freedonm Squares . Squares
c - 1 2025.91 2025.91 99.1
L 1 1%41.,3%9 1341,%9 65.9
C XL 1 25.42 25.42 1.2
Error 565 11507.69 20,37 ——
Total 568 14900.41

[ Fl,565(.99) = 6-65 ]
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Table 2¢

Internediate Student 1Q Scores

-— A PSS AN XA

~

Winter 18G9

Expbrimnental Condition

Control Experimental'
X 114.3 , 115.5
S 12.3 14,2
N 28 283
Sex
Male Female
X 115.1 115.7
S 15.5 2.5
N 158 153
Aralysis of Variance Table
Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean F
Variation Freedom Squares Squares
C 1 2.03% 2.03 0.01
S 1 36,67 36.67 0.19
CX&g 1 3.02 %.02 0.13
Error 307 60,208,12 196.12 ——
Total 310 60,249,84



Yable 30
Lffect on Internediate students

Winter 19&9

Family Life knowledie Inventory
[ v

kxperimental Condition

Control Experimental
X 26.% . 21.1
S 6.0 4,1
N 28 ' 28%
Fale. Feﬁale
X %0.% 31.0
S 4.5 4,1
N 158 155
- Analysis of Variance Table
Source of Degrees of Sum  of VMean F
Variation Freedom Squares Squares
C 1 541.81 541.81 29.25
S 1 120,00 20.C0  1.08
CXS 1 2.15 2.15 0.15
Error 307 5686.85 18.52  —w-
Total 310 6250.81

[ ¥y 307(-99) = 6.63 ]

¥
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The initial equivalence of comparison groups of secondary school students
in the sample was alsc tested by analysis of variance in their 1Q mean scorces,
As the results reported in Table 31 indicate, the difference in IQ mean score
between experimental and control group studcnts is significant, while the
difference between males and frmales is not. And as earlier findings, previoisly
reported in Table 28, indicated, the secondary school students in the control
group had a significantly higher IQ mean score than those in the experimental
group. Taerefore, the two groups were not initially equivalent, the control
group students apparently having had an advantage over the experimental group
students prior to their having been instructed in family life education by
teachers who had participated in the winter, 1969, workshop.

Finally, the effect upon secondary school students of instruction in family
life education by teachers who had participated in the wintor, 1969, workshop
was tested by . aalysis of variance in the FLKI mean scores of comparison groups
of students in the sample. Once again, the results of this analysis, which
are reported in Table 32, are surprising and gratifying in view of previous
findings, These results indicate that, in spite of their initial handicap,

a significant deficit in IQ mean score, the secondary school students in the e¢x-
perimental group achieved a significantly higher FLKI mean score than those in
the control group, who had the advantage of signifirantly higher IQ mean scores.
In fact, the experimental group of secondary school students outscored the
control group by an impressive 5.9 points, over 1.2 standard deviations, on the
FLKI. '

Figures 4, 5, and 6 graphically represent the results of the analysis of
FLKI mean scores achieved by the various comparison groups of students in the
sample. These graphs indicate that, whenever initial inequalities may have
existed among these groups of students prior to their undergoing instruction
in family life education, especially those favoring control group students, the
experimental group students, at both intermediate and secondary levels, achieved
significantly highe mean scores on the FLKI after having been taught by tea-
chers who had participated in the in-service teacher training program in family
life education held in the winter of 1969. These findings, together with those
resulting from analysis of teachers' responses on the SKI, FLAI, and the FLEQ,
constitute the necessary and sufficient evidence of the conclusion that the
workshop was effective and completely successful.

O
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Table 31

hers)

Hirh School Student ID Scores

!
|

Winter 1969

Experimental Condition

Control Experimental
X . 105.5 98.2
o) 12.9 12.3%
N 91 166
Sex
Male Female
X 100.7 100.8
S 1..8 11.6
N 96 161
Analysis.of Variance Table
Source of Degrees of Sum  of liean ¥
Varjation Freedom Squares Squares
C 1 3662.45 3662.45 23.60
S 1 101.72 101.72 0.66
CXsS 1 409.07 409,07 2.64
Error 253 30271.87 .55.22 ———
Totval 256 43445,11

[ Py 55(.99) = 6.63 ]



Table 32

iizh School Students

Winter 1969

Control Lxperimental
X 30.1 36.0
S 4.8 4.7
N o1 166
Sex
. Male Female (.
R
X 32.6 34,7
S 5.5 '_ 4,3
N %6 161
Analysis of Variance Table
Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean P
Variation Freedom Squares Squares
C 1 1711.84 1711.84 76,07
S 1 . 17.66. "17.656 0.78
CXS 1 50.09 50.09 2.25%
Total 2556 7473 .04

[ Fl,253('99) = 6-65 ]
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Summary of the Eva]uation of the Winter, 1969, Workshop

Four major hypotheses were formulated and tested in order to evaluate the
in-service teacher training program in Family Life Education conducted in the
winter of 1969, In this summary, the acceptability of each of these hypothescs
is argued on the basis of the evidence yielded by analysis of the data obtained
on the teachers and studerts who served as subject for this evaluation.

The first major hypothesis states,

There are no significant differences on any of the demographic
variables assessed by the Demographic Questionnaire between and
among teachers in the eight coumparison groups.

Inspection of the demographic data reported in Tables 1 - 15 and the results of
analysis of these data reported in Table 1A - 15A, which compare teachers in
the experimental and control groups only, indicate that this hypothesis is
acceptable; i.e,, that there were no significant differences on demographic
variables such as personal background, academic and professional training, and
teaching experience between and among (1) teachers in the experimental group
and teachers in the control group, (2) rural teachers and urban teachers, and
(3) elementary school teachers and secondary school teachers.

The second major hypothesis states,

There are no significant differences between comparison groups of
teachers on pretest measures of (1) knowledge of family life and
human sexuality, taken by the Sex Knowledge Inventory, Form X -
Adults, and (2) personality characteristics, taken by the 14 scales
of the Omnibus Personality Inventory, Form Fy.

Results of analysis of pretest scores on these two dependent variables, which

are reported in Tables 16 and 17 and represerted in Figure 1, reveal that this
hypothesis is acceptable; i.e., that random assignment to experimental conditions
was effective in obtaining similar groups.

On the assumption that there would be no significant differences betwecn
comparison groups on background variables--demographic characteristics, per-
sonality characteristics, and knowledge of aspects of family life and human
sexuality, the third major hypothesis states,

There are statistically significant differences between the teachers
in the experimental group and teachers in the control group on post-

test measures of the two dependent variables specified in the second
hypothesis,

The findings yielded by analysis of subjects' post-test mean scores on the

14 scales of the OPI and on the SKI, which are reported in Tables 16 and 18 and
represented in Figure 2, indicate that this hypothesis is acceptable only after
substantial qualification. The multivariate analysis of variance in post-test
mean scores did not result in a finding of statistically significant differences
between levels of the independent variables on the post-test measures of the
dependent variables, and Table 16 reports no main effects or interactions pre-
sumably resulting from the subjects' assignment to the experimental conditions

ERIC
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or their classification by teaching assignment, The univariatc analysis of
variance in post-test mean scores on the OPL and the SKI, however, did result in
a finding of a statistically significant difference between the experimental
and control groups on (1) scale 10, Anxicty Level (AL), of the OPI and (2) on
the SKI. As Table 18 and Figure 2 indicate, the subjects in the experimental
group achieved significantly higher post-test scores on measures of these two
variables, #ost important to note, for the purposes of this evaluation, is the
finding that the teachers in the experimental group gained 5,2 points over
their pretest mean score on the SKI while the teachers in the control group
gained only 1.4 points, and also that, on the post-test, the teachers in the
experimental group scored an average of 6.9 points (1.4 standard deviations)
above the teachers in the control group. The presumption here is that this
significatn difference between experimental and control group teachers on post-
test measures of the two dependent variables specified by the hypothesis re-
sulted from the impact of the winter, 1969, workshop in Family Life Education
upon those subject teachers in the experimental group who participated in it,

The fourth major hypothesis states,

There are statistically significant differences between the mean
scores of students of the teachers in the experimental group and
those of students of the teachers in the control group on a measure
of their knowledge of family life and human sexuality taken by the
Family Life Knowledge Inventory, with the students of experimental
group teachers achieving significantly higher scores.

Results of analysis of variance in IQ mean scores of students in four comparison
groups, which are reported in Tables 27, 29, and 31, indicate that these groups
were not initially equivalent; i.e.,, that the intermediate school students had
significantly higher IQ mean scores than secondary school students, and that secon-
dary school students in the control group had significantly higher IQ mean

scores than those in the experimental group. Nevertheless, both combined and
separate analyses of variance in these students' scores on the FLKI, results of
which are reported in Tables 28, 30, and 32, revealed that, in spite of initial
inequalities among the comparison groups, both the intermediate and secondary
school students in the experimental group scored significantly higher on the

FLKI than those in the control group, and that the secondary school students in
the experimental group, though they were "handicapped" by lower IQ scores than
control group students, not only performed significantly better than they but
also better than the intermediate school students in the experimental group.

That is, the experimental group of intermediate school students scored 4.8 points,
approximately one standard deviation higher than the control group of inter~
mediate school students; and the experimental group of secondary school students
scored 5,9 points, approximately 1.2 standard deviations, higher than the con-
trol group of secondary school students. Again, the presumption here is that

the significant differences in performance on the FLKI between experimental

and control groups of students resulted from the impact of the winter, 1969,
workshop in Family Life Education on the teachers of the experimental group
students, which was so considerable as to completely overwhelm the initial in-
equalities in IQ mean scores of the four comparison groups of students., As
Figures 4, 5, and 6, graphically show, the results of analysis of students' scores
on the FIKI clearly support the acceptability of the fourth major hypothesis.




E

The degree to which the findings summarized here cvidence the acceptability
of the four major hypotheses is considered substantial enough to constitute the
necessary and sufficicent evidence required for the conclusion that this evalua-
tion reaches; namely, that the winter, 1969, workshop in Family Life Lducation
was effective in improving the professional competence of the teachers who
took part in it and increasing the knowledge of family life and human sexuality
of the students of those teachers, and that it was, therefore, completely
successful,

Further demonstrations of the validity of this conclusion are contained in
the findings yielded by analyses of teachers' responses to the TFamily Life
Attitude Inventory and to the Family Life Education Q-Sort. Results of these
analyses are reported in Tables 21 through 26 and represented in Figure 3; they
are summarized on pages 36-37 and 53-54. These findings indicate that, by
their own report and in their own view, the teachers who participated in the
in~-service teacher training program in family life education conducted in
winter, 1969, were enabled thereby to improve their professional competence;
i.e., to increase their teaching effectiveness by substantial changes (gains)
in their knowledge, understandings, attitudes, and skills related to Family
Life Education,

O
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THE SUMMER, 1969, WORKSHOP IN FAMILY LIFE EDUCATION

The in-service workshop in family life education conducted during
the summer of 1969 was organized and operated in a manner similar to that
described in the Introduction to this report. Certain changes in the
contents and emphases of the training activities, primarily from cognitive
to affective objectives, were made, as indicated in the program for the
workshop wiiich is appended hereto.

The Evaluation Design

The subjects for the evaluation of the summer 1969 workshop were
139 teachers, adwinistrators and nurseg from Contra Costa County schools.
They were randomly assigned to experimental and control conditions as
follows: 99 participants in tha workshop constituted the experimental
group; 40 non-participants constituted the centrol group. .

The independent variables in the evaluation design were (1) level
of school (elementary or secondary) and (2) experimental condition. The
independent variazble termed "type of community'' (urban or rural) used in
the design for evaluating previous workshops was dropped from the design
for evaluating this one because it did not prove to be a significant
source of variation in measures on the dependent variables.

The dependent variables in the evaluation design were (1) personality
characteristics, (2) attitudes toward human sexuality and family life
education, and (3) knowledge of human sexuality. ieasures on these
dependent variables were taken by pre-~ and post-testing according to the
design for the evaluation of previous workshoops.

Certain background vaviables derived from demographic data on the
subjects (oge, sex, marital status, vears of teaching experience, etc.)
were used to describe the subjects and assess the homogenicty of the
experimental and control groups.

In order to assess the impact of the workshop upon the students of
teachers who participated in it, the evaluation design also included aa
independent variable among students termed 'Ygrade level'' (elementary,
intermediate, sccondary} end a depondent variable termed "rating of the
family life education program.' Since it was not possible to select a
sample of students at the various grade levels for a control group, the
ratings of the experimental group of students could not be subjected to
planned comparison and analysis. Instead, the student evaluations of
their family life education program were summarized in descriptive tables.

225
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Hypotheses

For the purposes of evaluating the summer 1969 workshop, the following
hypotheses were tested:

1. There are no significant differences between the experimental
and control groups on any of the demographic variables assessed
by the Demographic Questionnaire. (Differences between elementary
and secondary school groups on these demographic variables were
not tested for significance since none had proved significant in
evaluations of previous workshops.)

2. There are no significant differences between levels of the inde-
pendent variables on post~test measures of three dependent
variables (1) personality characteristics measured by the Omnibus
Personality Inventory; (2) attitudes toward human sexuality and
family life education measured by the Family Life Attitude and
Knowledge Inventory; and (3) knowledge of human sexuality measured
also by the Family Life Attitude and Knowledge Inventory.

3. There are no significant differences between scores of the experi-
mental group on the pre-test and on two successive post-test
measures of two dependent variables (1) attitude toward human
sexuality and family life education and (2) knowledge of human
sexuality, assessed by the Family Life Attitude and Knowledge
Inventory.

4. There are no significant differences between and among levels of
the independent variables (1) level of school and (2) experimental
condition on post-test measures of the dependent variable termed
personality characteristiecs and measured by the Gordon Personality
Inventory.

5. There are no significant differences between and among levels of
the indepcndent variables assigned to students (1) grade level and
(2) experimental condition on a measure of the dependent variable
termed rating of family life education program and assessed by
the Student Evaluation of the Family Life Education Program.
(As previously mentioned, it was not possible to test this hypo-
thesis because a sample of students for a control group could not
be selectad.)

Rejection of the last four major hypotheses and acceptance of the first
would have implied that the significent differences between the experimental
and control groups on measures of the dependent variables are attributable
%o the impact of the in-service training that subjects in the experimental
group had received from their participation in the summer 1969 workshop in
family life education.
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The Evaluation Ifistruments and Procedures

Most of the instruments used in taking measures on the dependent
variables of the evaluation design were used in evaluating previous work-
shops and are described in the Introduction to this report. Included among
these instruments were the Omnibus Personality Inventery, the Demographic
Questionnaire, and the Family Life Education Q-Sort. In addition to these,
three new instruments were used to take measures on the dependent variables:
the Family Life Attitude and Knowledge Inventory, the Gordon Personality
Inventory, and the Student Evaluation of the Family Life Education Program.

The Family Life Attitude and Knowledge Inventory, which was adapted
from the University of Kansas Medical Center Inventory constructed by
Dr. J. D. Weichmann, elicits information on a few demographic variables
(age, sex, marital status, years of education beyond high school, degrees
held, undergraduate major, and college or university training in family
life education) and takes measures by three tests: (1) Proficiency
Estimation, (2) Survey of Opinion on Sexual Issues, and (3) Test of Sexual
Knowledge,

The Proficiency Estimation Sheet asks for an indication of the degree
of adequacy in which the respondent feels prepared to deal with problems
in particular arecas of family life education, an indication of the extent
to which the respendent would feel at ease in trying to help persons in
several groups or types with sexual concerns and problems, and an indication
of how well prepared the respordent feels in several areas of family life
education. The rating scales for these three variables provide four
Likert-type response categories on a continuum from 'very little" to 'very
much”. (Since the reliability of the rating scales for these three variables
could not be adequately assessed, the measures taken with them were not
subjected to analysis.)

The Survey of Opinion on Sexual Issues consists of 64 items, four items
for each of 16 scales that assess opinion on as many controversial topics
and issues in the matters of human sexuality and family life education. The
16 scales are designated. in the language of the items, as follows:

1. Masculine-Feminine Roles 9. Pre-Marital Sexual Relations

2. Sex Drives 10. Extra-Marital Sexual Relutions
3. Masturbation 11. Sexual Activity for the Elderly
4, tlarital Sexual Adjustment 12. lUomosexuality

5. TFrigidity 13. Pornogrphy

6. Sex Techniques 14, Sexual Offenses Against Children
7. Artificial lnsemination 15. Sex Education

8. Abortion 16. Contraceptive Information

Eacthh item provides a Likert—type continuum of response categories marking
five degrees of intensitv of agreement or disagreement; i.e., "strongly
agree," "agree," "undecided,'" "disagree," "strongly disagree''. The scoring
of responses 1n these categorics 1s reversed on one-half of the items; i.e.,
on two of the four items for cach scale.
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The Test of Sexual Knowledge consists of 82 items which are statements
about matters of human sexuality that are asserted as facts known from the
results of empirical research or as opinicn firmly established on the
authority of experts. Each item calls for a "true-false' response to the
statement it asserts. The respondents score is the total number of correct
responses.

The Gordon Personality Inventory and the Gordon Personality Profile
are two separate instrunents constructed to be used in conjuction as omne
single instrument. The combined instrument, dcsignated here the Gordon
Personality Inventory, consists of 36 forced-choice items which measure
personality traits on cight scales designated and defined as follows:

1. Cautiosness (C). Individuals who are highly cautious, who
consider matters very carefully befcre making decisions, and
do not like to take chances or run risks, score high on this
scale. Those who are impulsive, act on the spur of the woment,
make hurried or snap decisions, enjoy taking chances, and seek
excitement, score low on this Scale.

2. Original Thinking (0). High-scoring individuals like to work
on difficult problems, are intellectually curious, enjoy
thought-provoking questions and discussions, and like to think
about new ideas. Low scoring individnals dislike working on
difficult or ¢omplicated problems, do not care about acquiring
knowledge, and are not interested in thought-provoking questions
or discussions.

3. Personal Relations (P). High scores are made by those individuals
who have great faith and trust in people, and are tolerent,
patient and understa.ding. Low scores reflect a lack of trust
or confidence in people, and a tendency to be critical of others
and to become annoyed or irritated by what others do.

4. Vigor (V). High scores on this Scale characterize individuals
who are vigorous and encergetic, who like to work and move rapidly,
and who are able to accomplish more than the average person.
Low scores-:arc associated with low vitality or energy level,
a preference for setting a slow pace, and a tendency to tire
easily and be below average in terms of sheer output or productivity.

5. Ascendancy (A). Those individuals who are verbally ascendant, who
adopt an active role in the group, who are self-assured and assertive
in relationships with others, and who tend to make independent de-
cisions, score high on this Scale. Those who play a passive role
in the group, who listen rather than talk, who lack self-cenfidence,
who let others take the lead, and who tead to be overly dependent
on others for advice, normally moke low scores.




229

6. Responsibility (R). Individuals who are able to stick to any
job assigned them, who are persevering and determined, aad who
can be relied on, score high on this Scale. 1Individuals who
are unable to stick to tasks that do not interest them, and
who tend to be flighty or irresponsible, usually make low scores.

7. Emotional Stahility (E). High scores on this Scale are generally
made by individuals who are well-balanced, emotionally stable,
and relatively free from anxieties and nervous tension. Low
scores are associated with excessive anxiety, hypersensitivity,
nervousness, and low frustration tolerance. Generally, a very
low score reflects poor emotional talance.

8. Sociability (8). High Scores are made by individuals who like
to be with and work with people, and who are gregarious and
sociable. Low scores reflect a lack of gregariousness, a
genaral restriction in social contacts, and, in the cxtrene,
an actual avoidance of social relationships.

The first four scales described above are measured by 18 items on the
Gordon Personality Inventory; the second four, oy 18 items on the Gordon
Personality Profile. About half of the subjects tested with these instru-
ments were randomly selected to respoad to the GPI; the other half were
asked to respond to the GPP., The mean score on each of the eight scales
was taken to represent the total group of subjects. The justificatioen for
this procedure lies in the fianding, in this and previous evaluations, that
the groups are homogenecus in measures of personality characteristics
assessed by the Omnibus Personality Inventory. That is, no signficant
differences betwecen and among levels of the independent variables (level
of school and experimental condition) have been found in measures of
personality characteristics mssessed by the OPI.

The Student Fvaluation of the Yamily Life Education Program consists
of 10 itens which ask the student to assess the impact of his teacher's
instruction and its outcones, Each item provides a Likert~type continuum
of response categories, from "completely successful” to "unsuccessful" or
from "very helpful' to "Not helpfu' at all". The questionnaire is thus
a self-report of the student's judgmeut of his teacher's effectiveaess in
a course or a unit of family life education.

The 99 subjects who participated in the summer 1969 workshop were
pretested at the beginning of the workshop with the Demographic Question-—
naire, the Ownibus Personality Inventory, and the Fawily Life Attitude and
Knowledge Inventory. At the conclusion of the workshop, they were posttested
with the Gordon Personality Inventoiy, the Family Life Attitude and Knowledge
Inventory, uand the Fanilv Life Education Q-Sort. At the end of almost one
full school year (two semesters) of teaching iamily life education, they
were again posttested, in the spring of 1970, with the Fawmily Life Attitude
and Knowledge Inventory.
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The 40 subjects in the control group were tested at the beginning of
the Fall Semester in September, 1969, with the Demographic Questionnaire,
the Omnibus Personality Inventory, the Gordon Personality Inventory, and
the Family Life Attitude and Knowledge Inventory. The assumption was made
that had the subjects in the control group been pretested on the dependent
variables of the evaluation design at the beginning of the workshop in
the summer of 1969, their scores would not have been significantly different
from those of the subjects in the experimental group who participated in the
workshop. The justification for this assumption lies in the findings of
the evaluations of three previous workshops, in which there were nho signifi-
cant differences between and among levels of the independent variables on
pre-test measures of the dependent levels and the effects of random sampllng
were validated.

At the end of the Spring Semester, in June, 1970, 335 students of
teachers who had participated in the summer 1969 workshop were asked to
respond to the Student Evaluation of the Family Life Education Program.
0f the total sample of students in the experimental group, 160 were in
the elementary (5th and 6th) grades; 99 were in the intermediate (7th and
8th) grades; and 76 were in secondary (l11lth and 12th) grades. It was not
possible to select a sample of students of teachers of family life education
who had not participated in the workshop at any time to form a control group
to compare with the experimental group of students

The Subjects

Tables 1 through 15 following Teport the data obtained from responses
to the Demographic Questionnaire. These data indicate the personal back-
ground, academic and professional training, and teaching experience of the
subjects in the experimental and control groups. (These data are dichoto-
mized into experimental and control groups only because further analysis
of differences due to the other independent variable, level of school, did
not yield significant findings in previous evaluations.)

Analysis of the Demographic Data

Tables 1 through 15 also report the results of Chi-square tests of
the equality of the probability distributions of 15 demographic variables
between the experimental and control groups. These tests of homogeniety,
cantrolled at the .05 level of probability of a Type I error, reveal that
none of the differences in demographic characteristics shown in Tables 1-15
are statistically significant. Trom this result, it follows that any diff=
erences between the experimental and control groups in post-test measures
on the dependent variables are not attributable to a priori dlfferenCLs in.
their demographic characteristics.
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Table 1. Age.

Age Span
21 ~. 30 31 - 40 41 - 50 51 - 60+ Total

Group VRN S S TR B SR N T
Experimental 28 . 29 32 32 30 29 9 10 99
Control 128 15 38 11 26 3 8 _40
Total 39 28 47 35 41 27 12 9 139
x2 = .689 Not significant. X3 £.95) = 7.815
Table 2. Sex.

| Male | Female Total

Group LA ¥z ' .
Experimental 16 40 24 60 | 40
Control 21 21 78 79 , ' S99
Total 37 27 102 73 | 139
x? = 2.873 . Not significant. X2 (.95) = 3.841
Table 3. Marital Status. ‘

Separated T
DPivorced
Married Single " Widowed Total

Group /RS T SR T SR 3
Experimental 75 74 18 18 7 g 99
Control. 33 82 5 13 2 5 _40
Total 106 78 23 16 9 6 139

x%'= 1.302 Not significant. xg‘(.95) = 5.991

O
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Table 4. Number of Children

None One Two Three Fourt Total
Group [ 2N S S R SR SRS S S SR
Experimental 21 21 18 138 33 34 16 16 11 11 99
Control 7 18 9 22 14 35 6 15 4 10 _40
Total 28 20 27 19 47 34 22 16 15 11 139
vX% = ,476 Not significant Xz (.95) = 9.488
Table 5. Number of Years of Teaching Experience
| 0 -5 5 - 10 10 - 15 15 - 20 20+ Total
erowp  #_ z 4 % £ . 4z b % &
Experimental 12 12 37 38 30 30 14 15 6 5 99
Control 6 15 8 20 12 30 10 25 4 10 _40
Total 18 13 45 33 42 30 264 18 10 6 139
X2 = 3.642 Mot significant xi (.95) = 9.488
Table 6. Number of Years of District Service
0-5 5-10 10 -15 15 - 20 20+ 7.::Total
Group VIR S SR SR SUN SR S SEN SR SENE
Experimental 24 24 48 47 18 19 6 6 3 4 99
Control 1 o2 15 38 9 2 3 8 2 5 4o
Total 35 25 63 44 27 20 9 7 5 4 139

X2 = 2,472 Mot significant Xz (.95) = 9.488
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Table 7. Type of Undergraduate College Attended.

Public Private Church Total

/S B T S SR
Experimental 71 72 21 21 7 7 99
Control 32 80 6 15 2 5 4
Total 103 74 27. 19 9 7 139

X2 = 1.667 Not significant X5 (.95) = 5.991

Table 8., Number of Graduate Units Earned.

15 30 45 60 60+ Total

Grow 4 % £ % 4 L b %z b n
Exl.aerimental 11 11 43 44 - 21 21 15'_ 15 9 9 99
Control 6 35 13 33 10 25 6 15 5 12 40
Total 17 13 56 40 31 22 21 15 14 10 139

X2 = .607 Not significant xi (.95) = 9.488

Table 9. Type of Experience in Family Life Education.

Course Indep. Community
Work Reading Programs Other None Total
Grow £z % 4z £ L & % &
Experimental 21 21 37 38 2 2 24 24 15 15 99
Control 0 25 16 4 4 10 6 15 4 10 _40

Total - 31 22 53 39 6 5 30 21 19 13 139

%2 = 4.876 Not signficant. XZ (.95) = 9.488
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Table 10. Previous In-Service Training in Family Life Education.

Number of In-Service Workshops Attended

None One Twot  Total

Grouwp P S N SR N S B
Experimental 64 65 29 28 7 7 99
Control 29 75 &8 20 2 5 40
Total 93 68 37 25 9 7 139

X2 = 2.366 Not significant xg (.95) = 5.991

Table 11. Religious Affiliation.

Protestant  Catholic Jewish None Total
Group LN SR S S S SR S SR
Experimental 55 56 23 28 7 7 9 9 99
Control 20 73 6 15 2 5 3 8 4
Total 84 59 34 25 9 7 12 9 139

X% = 5.433 Not significant. xg (.95) = 7.815

Table 12. Home Life Experience.

Unhappy Poor Good Excellent  Total

Grovp [ SR S S B S S SR

Experimental 5 5 11 11 61 62 22 22 99

Control 4 10 5 12 23 58 8 20 40

Total 9 7 16 13 84 59 30 21 139
X2 = 1.334 Not significant. Xg (.95) = 7.815
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Table 13. Childhood Community Setting.

‘Rural Urban Suburban Other Total

Group T S S S SR S SN S
Experimental 33 33 35 36 27 27 4 4 99
Control 12 30 17 4 9 2 2 5 40
Total 45 32 52 38 36 25 6 5 139

X% = .864 Not significant x% (.95) = 7.815

Table 14. Childhood Socio-Economic Status.

Group Y I S S N SR
Experimental 9 9 75 76 15 15 99
Control 2 5 %0 15 8 1 4
Total 11 7 105 76 23 17 139

x? = .745 Not signficant X3 (.95) = 5.991

Table 15. Race.

Group [ tn s
Experimental 95 96 ‘4 4 99
Control 98 & o2 _49
Total 134 96 5 6 139

= 3.841

N
~
L]
o)
L
S
1

X2 = 2,76 Not significant X
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Analysis of Scores on the Omnibus Personality Inventory

In the evaluation of previous workshops, the Omnibus Personality
Inventory has been used as a pre-test and post-test to measure changes in
subjects' personality characteristics. Since no statistically significant
differences in mean scores on any of the OPI's 14 scales were found at any
of the levels of the independent variables, it was concluded that either
the impact of the workshop training experience was not affecting changes
in participants' personality characteristics or the OPI was not a reliable
measure of such short-term changes. Consequently, in the evaluation of the
summer 1969 workshep, the OPI was used only as a test of the equality cof
the mean scale scores of the experimental and control groups and of the
homogeniety of the total population of subjects regarding this one opera-

tional definition of the dependent variable termed personality characteristics.

Multivariate analysis of variance in the subjects' mean scores on the
14 scales of the OPI was used to test for significant differences between
the scores of the comparison groups. Table 16 reports the results of this
test. The findings reveal that there are no significant differences in the
mean scale scores of the comparison groups due either to the main effects
of the independent variables (level of school and experimental condition)
or to *he interactions between them. This finding supports the null hy-
pothesis that there were no statistically significant differences in per-
sonality characteristics between subjects in the experimental and control
groups associated with participation in the summer 1969 workshop.

A more detailed univariate analysis of variance was perfoirmed on the
subjects' mean scale scores on the OPI to test for significant dif erences
between the experimental and control groups' personality characteristics.
The results of this test are reported in Table 17. They indicate further
the homogeniety of t'e two comparisor groups on this measure of personality
characteristics. No significant differences between subjects in the experi-
mental and control groups were found in their mean scores on any of the 14
scales of the OPI.

From these and previously reported findings, it follows that anyv dif-
ferences between the experimental and control groups found in measures of
the other two dependent variables of the evaluation design (attitudes toward
human sexuality and family life education and knowledge of human sexuality)
cannot be attributed to differences in their demographic or personality
characteristics. Such differences, it must be concluded, are attributable
to the effects of the workshop training experience.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Table 16. Multivariate Analysis of Variance Test of the Equality of the
Mean Scale Scores on the Omnipus Personality Inventory

Source of Variation F ~ Ratioca Probability

Level of School .8684 .4832

Experimental Condition 1.2496 .1218

Level X Condition . 6442 .5694

Since no multivariate F-Ratio exceeds FlA ll0(.95) = 1.7816, no difference
]

between or among the levels of the independent variables is statistically
significant at or below the .05 level of probability of a Type 1 error.

Table 17. Univariate Analvsis of Variance Test of Equality of the
Mean ycale Scores on the Cunibus Personality Inventory,
Compared at the Levels of the Experimental Condition

Experimental Control
(N = 92) (X = 36)
Univariate
No. Name Mean S.D. Mean S.D. F - Ratio
1 TI 26.3 7.2 25.8 7.1 1.3825
2 TO 18.5 4.1 13.9 5.3 .8761
3 ES 14.7 4.3 13.8 5.6 1.2764
4 Co 15.3 5.2 14.9 5.4 .7889
5 Au 29.1 7.4 27.8 7.9 1.8648
6 RO 14.4 5.1 14.7 5.6 1.1123
7 SE 25.2 5.8 24.4 6.2 1.4825
8 IE 24.9 8.1 27.2 10.7 1.6572
9 PI 42.8 7.8 37.5 9.3 4.2125
10 AL 15.3 2.8 14.4 3.4 2,8640
11 An 26.5 4,7 24.8 5.1 2.7468
12 PO 12.3 5.3 13.6 5.7 .9116
13 MNF 26.9 4.8 24.3 4.2 2.3466
14 RB 14,2 4.6 13.8 4.1 1.7138

Since no univariate F-Ratio exceeds Fl 127(.995) = 8.1876, no difference
3

between experimental and control subjects on auy mean scale score is
statistically significant at or below the .005 level of probability of
a Type I error. (The probability of error was controlled at this level
for cach test of each variable in order that the probability of error
for the total of 14 tests on as many variables would be controlled at
or near the .05 level chosen for the wmultivariate test.)



238

Analysis of Responses to the Family Life Education Q-Sort

The Family Life Education Q-Sort was administered to the subjects in
the experimental group at the conclusion of their participation in the
summer 1969 workshop in order to assess the impact of the training experi-
ence by inference from their evaluation of it. Table 18 reports the means
and standard deviations of their responses to the 56 items of the FLEQ.
For ease of interpretation, these items and item scores have been grouped
and reported in five categories, as follows: (1) the value of the workshop
curriculum, (2) the value of the workshop instructional procedures, (3) the
value of the workshop otrganization and operation, (4) changes in the parti-
cipants' knowledge and understandings of family life education, and (5) changes
in the participants' attitudes toward family life education. Within each of
these five categories, the items are arranged in order by mean score, with
items having the lowest means, and therefore reflecting the highest valuations,
being listed first in this order. An item with a mean score from 1.00 to 3.00
is one with which participants expressed firm-to-strong agreement. An item
with a mean score from 5.00 to 7.00 is one with which they expressed firm-to-
strong disagreement. And an item with a mean score between 3.00 and 5.00 is
one about which they were more or less undecided or disinclined to commit
themselves one way or another. Items listed firsc within each categoryv are
those which received the participants' most favorable responses; those listed
.last are those which received their least favorable or most unfavorable
responses.



Table 18. Means and Standard Deviations of Responses

to the Family Life Education Q-Sort

Category 1. Value of the Workshop's Curriculum

Item
No.

18.

39,
33.

19.
21,
52.

31.
31.
38.
35.
56.
34,

17.

Item Statement

The material on teacher self-image was valuable.

The material on the teacher's emotional preparation
wvas valuable,

The material on the communication problems of
children was wvaluable.

The material on high-risk communication was valuable.

The material on attitudinal listening was wvaluable.
The material on teaching moral values was valuable.

The material on value conflicts in family life
education was valuable,

The material on the psychology of the family
was valuable. '

The material on racism in the family and school
was valuable,

The material on teaching methods for family life
education was valuable.

The material on family life education programs for
community and school was valuable.

The special instructional materials for family life
education were valuable.

The material on curriculum developments for family
life education was valuable.

The material on human growth and development
was valuable, :

The material on human reporduction was valuable.

Mean

1.82

1.96

2.42
2.68
2.74

2.91

2.97

3.12

3.28

3.29

3.34

3.55

3.61

3.68

4.24

1.14
1.26

1.33
1.42
1.47

1.53
1.38
1.56
1.44
1.37
1.56
1.31
1.38

1.41

1.32

239
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Table 18, (Continued)

Category 2. Value of the Workshop's Instructional Procedures

Item
No. Item Statement Mean S.D.
20. The lectures in the project were valuable to me. 1.86 1.08

16. The small-group sessions on self-understanding
were helpful to me. 1.94 1.18

32. Consultants who worked with teachers individually :
or in small groups were helpful to me. 2.12 1.42

15. Practicing teaching skills in micro-labs was

worthwhile. 2.24 1.32
25. The role-playing that we did in the project was

valuable to me. 2.42 '1.70
22, The discussion following formal presentations

was valuable to ne. 2.49 1.56
29. VWorking together in small groups was important to me. 2.61 1.48

24, The reading which I did as part of the project was

valuable to me. 2.87 1.58
28. Being together in one large group for activities

was important to me. 4,14 1.37
27. Doing the assigned written work was worthwhile. 4,76  1.59
30. Working by myself was important to me. ‘5,25 1.19

23. The films, records, tapes, etc. used in the project
were valuable to ne. 5.65 1.58

26. The replaying of activities through video or audio .
tapes was valuable to me. 6.15 1.33
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Table 18. (Continued)

Category 3. Value of the Workshop's Organization and Operation

Item
No. Item Statement Mean S.D.

36. Those sessions when participants were absolutely
frank, and even angry, were valuable. 2.21 1.36

8. Consultants who themselves had participated in
family life education offered valuable advice on ,
teaching this subject. 2.42 1.28

9. Developing teaching skills and techniques for
teaching family life education was a valuable part
of this project. 2.64 ]VSS

37. The activities which "just happened" were of more
value than those that were planned. 4.46 1,53

40. Too often in the project, I was just listening or

watching, rather than actively doing something. 4.67 1.63
48. Development c¢f curricula for'family life education

was not sufficiently covered in this project. 4,94 1.61
44, Project instructors covered the material too quickly. 5.23 1,34

6. I learned more from my fellow participants than I did
from the leaders and other experts who spoke to us. 5.35 1.31

3. The Project was too ''middle class" in its philosophy
and operation. 5.41 1,55

45. The leaders put too much emphasis on dispensing
information and not enough on getting us to cxplore
our feelings. 5.85 ..1.21

41. A better project would have resulted if the partici-
pants had made more of the decisions abouts its

day-to~day operations. 5.88 1.42

55. A better project would have resulted if the partici-
pants had had a bigger part in planning it. 5.96 1.22

42. This project put teco much emphasis upon the sexual
problems of students. 6.08 1,15

43, This project's format should be changed. 6.13 1.23
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Table 18, (Continued)

Category 4. Changes in Participants' Knowledme and Understandings
of Family Life Education

Item
No. Item Statement Mean S.D.

7. This project increased my knowledge of interpersonal
communication and social relations. : 1.82 1.03

12. This project increased my understanding of the
importance of the emotional development of children. 1.94 1.24

4, This project increased my knowledge of family life :
education and its position in the schools. 2.09 1.26

49. 1 learned very little from the project about the
effects of a home environment upon a student's
sexual conduct, : 5.16 1.28

46, I learned very little from the project about instruc-
tional methods and materials for family life education. 5.45 1.40

53. This project did little to increase my awareness of
the resource materials available for family life
education. ‘ 5.67 1.55

47. This project contributed little to my awareness of the
problems that confront the youthof today. 5.92  1.35
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Table 18. (Continued)

Category 5. Changes in the Participants' Attitudes
Toward Family Life Education

Item
No. Item Statement Mean S.D.

5. This project convinced me that students should
have more knowledge about family relations than
they obtain in the home. 1.81 1.09

50. This project made me more aware of the moral
an . ethical aspects of teaching family life
education. 1.94 1.16

10. This project has led me to feel that students
need more individual attention on problems
concerning sexual maturity. 2.18 1.31

11. I am more self-confident in teaching family life
education as a result of this project. 2.24 1,51

54. As - result of this project I am better qualified
to teach family life education that I was before. 2,46  1.78

13. This project convincad me that sutdents should
have a biological and psychological understanding
of themselves, 2.55 1.27

14, As a result of this project I intend to become
more familiar with my students' famiiy life
background and attitudes regarding sexual behavior. 3.26 1.68




Examination of Table 18 reveals that thz participants in the summer
1969 workshop, in assessing it curriculum, judged most valuable those
materials dealing with the teacher's self-image and emotional preparation
for teaching family life educawlon. They also valued highly the materials
on the communication problems of children, and in connection with these,
the materials on high-risk communication and attitudinal listening.

In assessing the workshop's instructional procedures, the participants
valued most highly the lectures and the small-group sessions on self-
understanding. They found especially helpful the consultants who worked
with teaching individually or in small groups. They valued highly the
practicing of teaching skills in micro-~labs and the role-playing that they
did. And they found t e discussions following formal presentations to
be of value -to them.

In assessing the workshop's organization and operation, the partici-
pants wcre must appreciative of those sessions of the workshop in which
they and their colleagues were absolutely frank, and even angry, in
offering their views regarding fanily life education. They valued very
highly the contributions of consultants who themselves had participated
in family life education and so were able to offer helpful advice. They
found the emphasis upon developing particular teaching skills and techniques
for family life cducation to be a wrothwhile part of the workshop activites.
Furthermore, they declined all of the cvportunities that the Q-sort afforded
them to register critical views of its organization and operation; they
tended to disagree strongly with negative statements describing the workshop
as faulty in its planning and conduc..

Table 18 further indicates that the participants in the summer 1969
workshop felt that they had been markedly influenced by their experience.
They note, in particular, increases in their knowledge about inter-personal
communication and social relations and in thair understanding of the
importance of the emotional development of children. They also acknowledge
that the workshop increased their knowledge of family life education and
its position in the schools. They felt that they had gained subs:tantial
knowledge about the problems that confront the youth of today and about
instructional methods and materials and other resources available for
family life educatiun in che schools.

Ir assessing the learning outcomes of their participation in the
workshop, the participants note also their achievement of its afflective,
as well as cognitive, objectives. ' They acknowledge changes in their
attitudes toward family life education, particularly in their conviction
that students need nore knowledge about family relations than they can
obtain in the home, as well as rmore individual attention to their problems
concening scxual maturity. Thev remark also their heightened awareness
of the moral and ethical aspects of tcaching family Jife education in the
schools. They express greater self-confidence in themselves and their
qualifications to teach fam.ly life education as a result of their
participation in the workshop.
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From the simple comparison of item mean scores in five categories of
the FLEQ oresented in Table 13, it may be concluded that the participants
in the summer 1969 workshop regarded its objectives, procedures, materials
and outcomes with high favor and judged it an effective and beneficial
in-service training experience.

Although Table 18 reveals substantial information about the value
that participants in the workshop set upon their experience, further
information can be gained from the participants responses to the FLEQ
by analyzing patterns or.groupings of individual items in clusters.
Therefore, the FLEQ data were subjected to cluster analysis and the
results of this analysis are reported in Table 19. For the purposes of
interpretation, the six clusters found in the participants' responses to
the FLEQ have been designated by the folloving descriptive terms, based
upon the language and logic of the items which define each cluster:

Cluster 1 Value of Workshop Activities and Materials Concerned

with Interpersonal Communication and Relations.

Cluster 2 ~ Value of Workshop Activities and Materials Concerned
with the Teacher of Family Life Education

Cluster 3 - Value of Workshop Activities and Materials Concerned
with the Curriculum and Instruction Resources in
Family Life Education.

Cluster 4 - Value of Workshop Activities and Materials Concerned
with the Role of the Schooi and the Teacher in
Family Life Education.

Cluster 5 - Value of Workshop Activities and Materials Concerned
with the Goals and Objectives of Family Life Education.

Cluster 6 - Value of General Features of the Workshop's Program
and Procedures.

The particular meanings of a high score and a low score on each of these
clusters are expliined in Table 19, in which the clusters are defined and
described. In general, however, a high score on any cluster indicates
agreement with those defining item statements (identified by a "D" follow-
ing the item number) which have positive factor cocfficients and disagreement
with those which have negative factor coeificients. ¥For cluster scores for
an hdividual subject are simply weighted sums of his scores on the items
that define each cluster, the weights being the factor coefficients. The
relisbility of a score on each cluster, based on the reliaoility of the
defining items in the cluster, i~ also indicated for each cluster described
in Table 19.




Table 19. Clusters Found Arong Participants' Responses
to the Family Life Education Q-Sort

Cluster 1. Value of Workshop Activities and Mateirials Concerned
with Interpersonal Communications and Relations.

Item Factor
No, Item Statement Coeff.

33(D) The material on the cowmunication problems of children

was valuable. .81
19(D) The material on high-risk communication was valuable. .78
21(D) The material on attitudinal listening was valuable. .75

7(D) This project increased my knowledge about interpersonal

tormunication and social relations. .67
36 Those sessions when participants were absolutely frank,

and even angry, we.e valuable. .61
32 Consultants who worked with teachers individually or in

small groups were helpful, .57
45 The leaders put too much emphasis on dispensing informa-

tion and not ernough on getting us to expore our feelings. -.48

High scorers on this dimension judged the activities and materials concerned
with interpersonal communications and relations to have been valuable. Low
scorers were less appreciative of these activities and materials and critical
of the emphasis on informational objectives.

Reliability coefficient (D) = .87
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Table 19 (Continued)

Cluster 2. Value of the Workshop Activities and Materials Concerned
with the Teacher of Family Life Education.

Item Factor

No. Item Statement Coeff.

16(D) The small-group sessions on self-understanding were

helpful to me. .79
39(D) The material on the teacher's emotional preparation

was valuable. : .72
18(D) The material on teacher self-image was valuable. 67
25 The role playing which we did in the project was

valuable, .62
11 I am more self-confident in teaching family life

education as a result of this project. + 54

High scorers on this dimension judged the activities and materials concerned
with the teacher's self-understanding and self-image to have been valuable
and to have had a beneficial effect on their self-confidence. Low scorers
on this dimension set a lesser value on these activities and mater:ials and
were skeptical about the beneficial cutcome of them.

Reliability coefficient (D) = ,82
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Table 19. (Continued) —

Cluster 3. Value of Workshop Activities and Materials Concerned with the
Curriculum and Instructional Resources for Family Life Education.

Iten ' Factor
ho. Item Statement Epeff.
-. 'D) Practicing teaching skills in micro-labs was worthwhile. .76

35(D) The material on teaching methods for family life

education was valuable. B |
9 Developing teaching skills and techniques for teaching

family life education was a major part of this project. .63
46 I learned very little from the project about instructional

methods and materials for family life education. -.56
53 This project did little to increase my awareness of the

resource mater..ls available for family life education. -.51

34(D) The special instructional materials for family life

education were vuluable. _ 46
17 The material on curriculum developments for family life
education was valuable. 43

High scorers on this dimension set a high value on the workshop activities
and materials concerned with curriculum and instructional resources for
family life education; they acknowledred increased awareness of these
resources as a result of their participation. Low scorers on this diemmsion
did not value these activities and materials so highly and felt they learned
little about instructiocnal methods and materils availoble for teaching
family life education.

Reliability coefficient (D) = .78
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Table 19. (Continued)

Cluster 4. Value of Workshop Activities and Materials Concerned with the
Role of the School and the Teacher in Family LIfe Education.

Item . ' Factor
No. Item Statement Coeff,

5(D) This project convinced me that students should have
more knowledge about family rclations than is obtained
in the home. .73

10(D) This project has led me to feel that students need
: more individual attention on problems concerning

sexual maturity. .69
47 This project contributed little to my awareness of the
problems that coenfront the youth of today. -.57

4(D) This project increased my knowledge of family life

education and its position in the schools. .53
50 This project made me more awzre of the moral and

ethical aspects of teaching family life educaton. 47
56 The material on family life education programs for

community and school was valuable. _ A4

High scorers on this dimension felt that the school and the teacher have a
definite pedagogical, moral and eth cal responsibility to offer inmstruction
and guidance © family life education. Low scorers were skecptical about
the need for family life education in the schools and doubted the value of
such programs. They did not feel that the workshop contributed to their
awareness of the problems that confront the youth of today.

Reliability coecfficient (D) = .74
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Table 19. {Continued)

Cluster 3. Value of Workshop Activities and Materials Concerned with the
Goals and Objectives of Family Life Education

Item Factor
No. Item Statement Coeff.
52(D) The material on teaching moral values was wvaluable. .75

31(D) The material on value conflicts in family life
education was valuable. 71

20 The lectures in the project were valuable to me. " .66

12(D) This project increased my understanding of the
o

importance of the emotional development of children. .62
8 Consultants who themselves had participeted in

family life education offered valuable advice on

teaching this subject. <57
13 This project convinced me that students should have

a biological and psychological self-understanding. .54
48 Development of curricula for family life education

was not sufficiently covered in this project, -.48
42 This project put too much emphasis upon the sexual

problems of students. .43

High scorers on this dimeusion judged that materials on the affective goals
of family life education had increased their uaderstanding of the importance
of the ciwtional development of children. Low scorers on this dimcnsion
felt that the project put toe much emphasis on sexusl and emotional problems
of youth and did not adrquately cover curriculum development for family

life education.

Reliability coefficient (D) = .71
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Table 19, {(Continued)

Cluster 6 . Value of General Features of the Workshop's Program
Item Factor
No. Item Statement Coeff,
43(D) This project's format should be changed. .68
37(D) The activities which "just happened" were of more
value than those that were planned. .63
40 Too often in the project I was just listening or
watching, rather than actively doing something. .59
6 I learned more from my fellow participants than
I did from the lecaders and other experts who
spoke to us. .51
3 The project was too ''middle-class' in its philosophy
and operation, A7
41 As a result of this project I am better qualified to
teach family life education than I was before. -4

High scorers on this dimension were critical of the workshop's program and
did not feel it offered them much to improve their qualifications to teach
family life education, Low scorers disagreed with such negative criticism
of the workshop and felt that It had helped them enhance their qualifica-
tions to teach family life education.

Reliability coefficient (D) = .64 .
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Analysis of Scores on the Gordon Personality Inventory

In order to assess the impact of the summer 1969 workshop upon certain
personality traits associated with individual behavior in groups, the Gordon
Personality Inventory (GPI) was admiristered to the experimental proup in
August, at the conclusion of the workshop, and to the control group in
September, at the beginning of the Fall Semester. In analyzing and interpret-
ing the results of this testing, the assumption was made that, had these same
subjects been pre-tested on these personality traits, no significant differences
would have been found among the mean scale scores of the comparison groups.
The justification for this assumption lay in the findings that resulted from
analysis of scores on the Omnibus Personality Inventéry (OPI); i.e., there
were no significant differences between the comparison groups on any of the

OPI's 14 scales, from which it was concluded that the experimental and control
 group subjects were homogeneous on this particular measure of personality
characteristics.

Multivariate analysis of variance in mean scores on the eight scales of
the GPI was used to test for significant differences in personality traits
between the comparison groups. Table 20 reports the results of this test.

It indicates that no significant differences among mean scale scores were
found to be due to levels of the first independent variable, elementary and
secondary school subjects. It alsc indicates, however, that there are signi-
ficant differences on one or more scales of the GPI between the mean scores

of the experimental and control groups. Finally, it indicates that there are
no significant differences in GPI scores due to interactions between and among
levels of the two independent variables.

A more detailed univariate analysis of variance was performed on the
subjects' mean scale scores on the GPI in order to test for significant
differences between experimental and control group subjects on single
personality traits. The results of this analysis are reported in Table 21.
They indicate that there are significant differences between subjects in
the two comprison groups on measures of only two personality traits, those
termed "PersonaliRelations' (P) and “Ascendancy" (A). Subjects in the
experimental group, who achieved the higher mean scores on these two scales,
thus demonstrated that they are "more tolerant, patient and understanding
and have greater faith and trust in people' and also that they are 'more
verbally ascendant, adopt more active roles in a group, are more self-assured
and assertive in relationships with others, and tend to make more independent
judgments" than subjects in the control group.

If the assumption is made that no significant differences in these
personality traits would have becen found by pre-~testing experimental and
control group subjects, and if this assumption is valid, then it may be
coencluded from analysis and interpretation of their post—test scores on
the GPI that the summer 1969 workshop in family life education influenced
the development of two personality traits, personal relatiors and ascendancy,
in the experimental group subjects who participated in it. This conclusion
accords well with the intent and objectives of several of the small-group
training activities conducted in the workshop, which would thus appear to
have been successfully achieved.
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Table 20. Multivariate Analysis of Variance Test of Equality of
Mean Scale Scores on the Gordon Personality Inventory

Sqﬁrce of Variation F - Ratio : Probability
Level of School 7624 ' .5286
Experimental'Condition 2.0847 L0424
Level X Condition 1.5645 | .1480

A multivariate F-Ratio equal to or exceeding Fg 22(.95) = 2,0254 is
significant at or below the .05 level of probabi}ity of a Type I error.

Table 21. Univariate Analysis of Variance Test of Equality of
Mean Scale Scores on the Gordon Personality Inventory
Compared Between [xperimental and Control Groups

Scale Experimental Control

No. Name Mean S.D. Mean 5.D. F-Ratio
1 (0 22.83  6.51 22.96  6.64 .7624
2 (0) 25.56 5.864 23 .85 6.10 3.1536
3 (P) 26.85 6.03 23.92 6.22 8.4117
4 (V) 23.32 6.18 24.76 5.94 2.0642
5 (A) 26.24 5.75 23.48  6.05 7.9855
6 (R 24.50 5.24 25.27 5.36 1.6667
7 (E) 23.48  6.32 24 .55 6.19 1.9846
g (S) 25.36  6.12 23.98  6.42 4.1298

A univariate F-Ratio equal to or exceeding F1‘133(.995) = 7.8765 is
significant at or below the .005 level of proﬁability of a Type I error.

\
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Analysis of Scores on the Family Life Attitude and Knowledge Inventory

In order to assess the impact of the summer 1969 workshop upon the
participants' attitudes toward and knowledge of human sexuality and family
life education, the Family Life Attitude and Knowledge Inventory (FLAKI)
was administered to the subjects in the experimental group as a pre~test
on the first day of the workshop, as a post—test on the last day of the
workshop, and as a follow-up post~test in May, 1970, after they had taught
a course or unit of family life education for two semesters. The results
of this testing are reported in Table 22, which indicates, for each test
administration, the experimental group's mean score and standard deviation
on the sixteen scales of Part II and on the test in Part III of the FLAKI.
(The sixteen scales of Part II measure various attitudes toward matters of
human sexuality and family life education that are controversial in American
life and thought; the test in Part III measures knowledge of fact and expert
scientific opinion in these matters.) '

In order to take account of intercorrelations between and among the
seventeen variables on vwhich the FLAKI takes measures, multivariate and
-“step~down univariate analysis of variance was performed to test the null
hypotheses of equality of mean scores. The results of these analyses are
indicated in Table 22. Examination of this table reveals that, between
the pre~test and the first post-test with the FLAKI, the subjects in the
experimental group achieved statistically significant gains in their mean
scores on six .of the sixteen scales of Part 1I; i.e., on scales numbered
and designated (1) asculine-Feminine Roles, (2) Sex Drives, (3) ilasturba-
tion, (12) Homosexuality, (15) Sex Education, and (16) Contraceptive
Information; and also in their mean score on the test in Part IIT. Turther
examination of this table reveals that, betwzen the first and second post-
tests with the FLAKI, the subjects in the experimental group did not achieve
statistically significant gains in their mean scores on any of the sixteen !
scales in Part II, but did achieve a statistically sxgnlflcant gain in their
mean score on the test in Part III.

(.Y

These findings can be interpreted to mean that their participation in
the summer 1969 workshop had the effect of changing significantly certain
of the attitudes toward human sexuality and family life education held by
the subjects in the experimental group while, at the same.time, increasing
their knowledge of these matters. Furthermore, their experience of teach-
ing a course or unit of family life education for two semesters did not
significantly change their attitudes toward, though it did increase their
knowledge of, these matters. To state this interpretation in another way,
it can be said that the subjects in the experimental group responded to
the workshop training activities by liberalizing their attitudes toward and
also increasing their knowledge of certain matters of human sexuality and
family life education; and that they responded to their experience of teach-
ing a course or unit of family life education for two semesters by maintain-
ing their liberalized attitudes while increasing further their knowledge,
- periaps through the necessity of preparing materials for instruction in
particular matters of fact and expert scientific opinion regarding human
sexuality and .family life education.
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Table 22. Mean Scores and Standard Deviations of Experimental Group Subjects
on Successive Administrations of the Family Life Attitude and
Knowledge Inventory, Parts II and III, in Summer, 1969, and Spring,

1970,
First Second
Pre-Test Post-Test Post-Test
Scale (N = 97) (N = 91) (N = 83)
No. Name Mean 5.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
1 MFR 13.86 3.92 15,95% 3.14 16.21 3.04
2 SD 14.12 3.42 16.46% 3.27 16.63 3.16
3 Mas 13.44 4.16 15.76% 3.42 16.08 3.23
4 MSA 15.34 3.33 15.81 3.18 15.87 3.21
5 Frig 15.08 3.41 15.62 3.06 15.92 3.11
& ST 14,84 3,86 15.26 3.45 15.40 3.34
7 Al 14.72 3.66 14.97 3.54 14.66 3.72
8 Ab 15.75 3.08 16.14 2.84 16.75° 2,68
9 PSR 13.16 4.22 13.52 3.88 13.641 3.75
10 ESR  13.48 3.91 13.67 3.84 13.53 4.18
11 SAE 16.20 - 2.72 16.34 2.65 16,22 2.79
12 Hom 14.18 3.82 16.24% 2.87 17.48 2.92
13 Porn 13:.:02 3.29 13.11 3.58 13.23 3.71
14 SOAC 13.46 4.14 15.83 3.76 ; 14.09 3.56
15 SE 15.21 3.36 17.84% 2.55 18.22 2.63
16 61 - 15.50 3.44 - 17.67% 2.62 17.98 2.77
17 SK 65.90 8.25 72.64% 6.46 75,86% 6.12

*These gains in mean score over previous test administration were found,
by multivariate and step-down univariate analysis of variance tests of
equality of mean score vectors, to be statistically significant at or
below the .05 level of probability of a Type I error. .




In the multivariate analysis of variance tests of equality of mean
score vectors achieved in each of the three administrations of the FLAKI
to the subjects in the experimental group, three sources of variation
were anilyzed: (1) level of school (elerentary or secondary), (2) experi-
mental condition (previous workshop training in family life education or
no previous workshup training); and (3) interaction between and among
levels of the first two factors. The results of these analyses are reported
in Tables 23, 24 and 25. Examination of these three tables reveals that
no signficant differences in mean score vectors were found between or among
any levels of any factors (potential sources of variation) when tests of
the null hypotheses of equality of wmean score vectors were controlled at
the .05 level of probability of a Type I error. Of particular interest is
the finding that there were no significant differences between the mean
score vectors of participants who had taken part in the training activities
of previous workshops in family life education and those of participauts
who had not.

These findings can be interpreted to mean that all of the subjects in
the experimental group, regardless of the level of school at which they
taught or the fact of their having or not having previous workshop training
in family life education, began their participation in the summer 1969
workshop with equivalent mean score vectors on the FLAKI, which is a measure
of their attitudes toward and knowledge of matters of human sexuality and
family life education. Furthermore, they demonstrated a similar equivalence
at the conclusion of their participation in the workshop and once again upon
completion of a school year of teaching a course or unit in family life
education. From this interpretation it would follow that the impact of the
summer 1969 workshop upon subjects in the experimental group was not signi-
ficantly differentiated by differences in their teaching levels or in their
previous workshop training in family life education.

Since no significant differences among mean score vectors were found by
multivariate analysis of variance tests of equality performed on mean scores
from each of the three administrations of the FLAKI, no further univariate
analysis of variance was performed to test for ithe equality of mean scores
on individual scales of this instrument.
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Table 23. Multivariate Analvsis Bf Variance Test of Ecuality of Mean Scores
on the Pis-Test of the Family Life Attitude and Knowledge Inventory
Administered to the Experimental Group (N = 97)

Probability
Source of Variation F-Ratio Less Than
Level of School .8755 L4262
Experimental Condition 1.6846 .1685
Level X Condition 1.1108 L2476

Since no multivariate F-ratio exceed Fiy 79 (.95) = 1.8046, no differences
in mean score vectors between or among any levels of the sources of variation
are significant at or below the .05 level of probability of a Type I error.

Teble 24, Multivariate Analysis of Variance Test of Eaquality of Mean Scores
on the First Post-Test of the Family Life Attitude and Knowledge
Inventory Administered to the Experimental Group (N = 91)

Probability
Source of Variation F~-Ratio Less Than
Level of Schoc™ .5466 .6895
Experimental Condition a 1.2245 - .2076
Level X Condition .8218 .4682

Since no multivariate F-ratio exceeds F17 7 (.95) = 1.8125; no diffcrences
in mean score vectors between or among an¥ ievels of the sources of variation
are significant at or below the ,05 level of probability of a Type I error.

Table 25. DMultivaciate Analysis of Variance Test of Fauality of Mean Scores
on_the Sccond Post-lest of the Family Life Attitude and Knowledge
Inventscy Administered to the Experimental Group (N = 83)

Probability
Source of Variation F-Ratio _Less Than
Level of School 4854 .7285
Experimental Conditicn .8266 3624
Level X Condition .7128 4067

Since no multivariate F-ratio exceeds F17 ¢ (.95) = 1.8258, no differences
in mean score’ vectors between or among any levels of the sources of variation
are significant at or below the .05 level of probability of a Type I error.




For the purposes of comparison, the FLAKI was administered to the
subjects in the control group at the beginning of the fall semester in
September, 1969. In analyzing and interpreting the results of this
testing, and particularly in comparing the mean scores of the experimental
and control groups, the assumption was made that, had the subjects in the
control .group been pre-tested on the FLAKI, their mean score véctors would
not have differed significantly from those of the subjects in the experi~
mental group. The justification for this assumption lies in the findings
of homogeniety of the distribution of scores on the demographic and
personality variables measured on the subjects in the two comparison
groups. (See Tables 1 - 15, 16 and 17, and 20 and 21, and also the
interpretations of these tables.) Therefore, the control group's mean
score vector was compared with the experimental group's mean score vector
on the first post-test of the FLAKI in August, 1969,

Multivariate and step-down univariate analyses of variance were
performed to test the null hypotheses of equality of mean score vectors
of the experimental and control groups. The results of these tests are
reported in Tables 26 and 27. Examination of Table 26 reveals that,
although no significant difference between mean score vectors was found
to be due to the difference between levels of school at which the subjects
taught (elementary or secondary), a significant difference between mean
score vectors was found to be due to the difference in experimental con-
dition (participation or ron=-participation in the summer 1969 workshop in
family life education). No significant difference between mean score
vectors was found to be due to interaction between or among levels of the
two factors, or potential sources of variation.

Step—dovm univariate analysis of variance was performed to test the
null hypotheses of equality of the experimental and control groups' m2an
scores on individual scales of the FLAKI. Examination of the results of
these tests, reported in Table 27, reveals that the subjects in the
experimental group achieved significantly higher mean scores on certain
scales than did subjects in the control group: namely on the scales of
Part II numbered and designated (1) Masculine-Feminine Roles, (2) Sex
Drives, (15) Sex Education, and (16) Contraceptive Information, and also
on the test of sex knowledge in Part 1II.

These findings can be interpreted as indicating that participation
in the summer 1969 workshop's training activities had the effect of changing
experimental~groun subjects' attitudes toward masculine-feminine roles, sex
drives, sex educztion, and contraceptive information, causing them to take
more liberal views of thesc matters than they might have if they had not
participated in these activities. Furthermore, thei: participation in the
workshop also caused them to increase their knowledge of matters of fact
and expert scilentific opinion regarding buman sexuality and family life
- education significantly more than they migat have had they nol been
enrolled in the workshop. From this interpretation it follows that the
summer 1969 workshop had a significant influence uponr certain attitudes
toward and specific knowledpge of humun sexuality and family life education
demonstrated by its participants in their responses to the FLAKI.
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Table 26. Multivariate Analysis of Variance Test of Equality of Mean Scores
on the Post-Test of the Family Life Attitude and Knowledge
Inventory Administered to Experimental and Control Groups (N = 131)

Probability
Sources of Variation F-Ratio Less Than
Level of School
(Elementary or Secondary) 9267 .3878
Erperimental Condition
(Participant or Non-Participant) 2.1642 .0356
Level X Condition 1.4381 Jd212

Since only the multivariate F-ratio of variation due to experimental condition
(participation or non-participation in the summer 1969 workshop in family life
education) exceeds Fyy7 131 (.95) = 1.7633, only this difference between and
among mean score vectors of the experimental and control groups is statisti-
cally significant at or below the .05 level of probability of a Type I error.
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- Table 27. Mean Scores and Standard Deviations of Experimental and Control
' Groups on the Post-Test of the Family Life Attitude and Knowle ‘ge
Inventory (Parts II and III), August-September, 1969 (N = 131)

Experimental Group Control Group
Scale (N = 91) (N = 40)

No. Name Méan S.D. Mean S.D.
* 1 MFR 15.95 3.14 13.58 3.71
x 2 SD 16.46 3.27 13.83 3.63

3 Mas ‘ 15.76 3.42 14.32 3.84
4 MSA 15.81 3.18 15.57 3.9?
5 Frig 15.62 3.06 14.77 3.22
6 ST 15.26 3.45 14 .64 4.28
7 AI 14.97 3.54 13.86 4.16
8 Ab 16.14 2.84 15.22 3.34
9 PSR 13.52 3.88 13.94 4.23

10 ESR 13.67 3.84 13.25 4,19

11 SAE 16.34 2.65 . 15.63 3.21

12 Hom 16.24 . 2.87 14.82 4,22

13 Porn 13.11 3.58 13.48 3.45

14 SOAC 13.83 3.76 14.24 3.39
% 15 SE ’ 17.84 2.55 15.18 3.04
* 16 CI 17.67 2.62 14.66 3.30
* 17 SK 72.64 6.46 64 .55 7.25

.* Therdifferences in mean scores reported for the experimental and control
groups on these variables were found, by step-down univariate analysis of

variance tests of the equality of mean score vectors, to be statistically

significant at or below the .0o level of probability of a Type 1 error.
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In the original design for the evaluation of the summer 1969 workshop,
It was planned to assess the impact of the workshops training activities
upon the students of teachers vho participated in them by administering
the Family Life Knowledge Inventory to a randomly selected sample of classes
of students of teachers in both the experimental and control groups and
to analyze and interpret the results of this testing as in the evaluation
of the previous (winter 1969) workshop. It was not pessible for the project
director and the evaluation team to carry cut this original intent, however,
so an alternate plan was formulated. According to this altermate plan, a
new, especially constructed instrument, the Student Evaluation of the Family
Life Education Program (SEFLEP), was to have been administered to a randomly
selected sample of classes of students of teachers in both the experimental
and control groups. And in June, 1970, this instrument, t, the SEFLEP, was
administered to a sample of classes of teachers jn the experimental croun.
At that time, however, it was not possible to administer the instrument to
a sample of classes of teachers in the control group. For this reason, the
responses ‘to the SEFLEP made by students of teachers in the experimental
group nave not been subjectad to the planned analysis and comparigon; instead,
they have been summarized in Table 28.

The students' responses to the SEFLEP were scored on a scale of numbers
from one to four that were assigned to the four defined points in the con-
tinuun of Likert-type response categories provided for each item in the
instruzent. For items one through five, the four response categories on
the continuum were defined and evaluated as follows: a) ‘''completely successful"
(4 points), b) "somewhat successful' (3 points), c¢) 'not very successful
(2 points), and d) '"unsuccessful' (1 point). For items ®mix through ten, the
four response categories on the continuum were defined and evaluated as follows:
a) "very helpful" (4 points), b) “scmewhat helpful™ (3 points), c¢) "not very
helpful" (2 points), and d) 'not helpful at all" (1 point). Table 28 reports
the mean responses to each of the ten items of the SEFLEP for each of the
three grade levels into which the students of the experimental group teachers
were divided: elemen-ary (grades 5 and 6), intermediate (grades 7 and 8), and
secondary (grades 1l and 12).

Examination of Table 28 reveals that, in general, the students of teachers
in the experimental group valued their experience in a course or unit of family
life education quite highly. The average of the mcan responses to each item
of the SEFLEP for ecach of the three grade levels is dightly above three points,
indicating that the students of experimental group teachers at all levels
rated. their course or unit in family life education as a little more than
'somewnat successfil" or "somewhat helpful' in every regard considered overall.
At all tiree grade levels, the students rated their teacher's instructional
metiods and materials a little more favorably than they rated the specified
learning outsomes of their participation in the course or unit of family life
education. At each grade level, however, tihiere are variations in the order
in which items in these two classes were ranked by mean response. In general,
these variations appear to be a function of the age and disposition of the
students, rather than of the effectiveness of the teachers or the helpfulness
of their instruction. For example, students in the elewe.tary and intermediate
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grades rate very highly their teacher's success in demonstratirg knowledge
of the various topics of family life education and in.selecting interesting
materials and methods of instruction; whereas students in high school rate
more highly their teacher's success in giving direction and guidance for
class discussion of topies in family life education and in handling poten-~
tially embarrassing topics with tact and without nervousness. Students in
the elementary grades rated their course or unit of family life education
very helpful in making it easier for them to discuss personal problems and
family life topics with their parents and otier adults; wvhereas stud=nts

in the intermediate and secondary grades rated tneir course or unit as not
very helpful in attaining this outcome. And studeiats in the intermediate
and secondary grades rated their course or unit very helpful in improving
their understanding of the opposite sex and the ways it which they grow,
develop and function; whereas students in the elementary grades rated their
course or unit as not very helpful in acquiring this understanding.

Within the limits cf the reliability and validity with which a question-
naire like the SEFLEP can asscss the impact of the summer 1969 workshop upon
the students of teachers who participated in it, the students'responses to
this instrument indicate that the workshop was generally successful in helping
the teachers in the experimental group to develop professional attitudes,
understandings and skills that enabled them to provide interesting and effec~
tive instruction in family life education for their students.
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Table 28. Mean Responses of Students of Experimental Group Teachers to the
Student Evaluation of the Family Life Education Program (N = 335)

Grade Level

Item 5-6 7-8 11-12
No. Item Statement (N=160) (N=99) (N=76)
1 How successful was your teacher in demon-
strating knowledge of the various topics 3.44 3.66 2.87
in your unit or course?
2 How euccessful was your teacher in select~
ing interesting materials and using e”fec- 3.72 3.53 2.91

tive methods for teaching your unit or course?

3 How successful was your teacher in handling
possibly embarrassing topics without nervous- 2.67 2,71 3.38
ness and with tact? ’

4 How successful was your teacher in helping
members of your class to talk openly about 2,86 2.54 3.15
possibly embarrassing topics?

5 How successful was your teacher in giving
direction and guidance for class discussion 3.25 3.22 3.53
of Famiiy Life subjects?

6 How helpful was your unit or course in en-

abling you to understand yourself, your 3.28 3.41 3.45
friends, your family, and other adults?

7 How helpful was your unit or course in clear-
ing up any cnfusion you may have had about
family life subjects before you began to 2.70 2.98 2.74
study them in school?

8 How helpful was your unit or course in im-
proving your understanding of the opposite
sex and the ways in witich they grow, develop, 2.92 3.20 3.67
and function?

9 How helpful was your unit or course in en~
abling you to overcome any embarrassment you
may have fclt whenever films, lectures, or 3.33 2.62 3.26
discussions on human reproduction and sexual
development were presented?

10 How helpful was your unit or course in making
it ecasier for you to discuss personal problems
and family life topics with your parents and 3.46 . 2,85 2.32

: other adults?
ERIC




264

Summary of Evaluation

In order to assess the effectiveness of the summer 1969 workshop in
family life education, four hypotheses concerning the achievement of its
objectives were formulated and tested. In this summary and conclusion of
the evaluation, each of these hypotheses will be reviewed and its accept-
ability explained on the basis of the evidence of findings previously-
pre-ented.

The first major hypothesis states:

There are no significant differences between and among subjects

in the comparison groups on any of the demographic characteris-

tics assessed by the Demogrphic Questionnaire due to differences
in the independent variables (1) level of school (elementary or

secondary) and (2) experimental condition (participation or non-
participation in the summer 1969 workshop).

Examination of the demographic data assessed by the Demographic Questionnaire
and reported and analyzed in Tables 1 - 15 reveals that this hypothesis is
completely acceptable insofar as it was tested. That is, there were no
significant differences in such demographic cnaracteristics as personal
‘background, academic and professional training, and teaching experience
between subjects in the experimental group and subjects in the contrel
group. No further comparisons between and among groups of subjects were
made to test the first hypothesis because, of the two independent variables
in the evaluation design, only the secorl, experimental condition, was
regarded as an important potential source of variation in demographic charac-
teristics assessed for the purpeses of this evaluation.

The second major hypothesis states:

There are no significant differences between and among subjects
in the compariscn groups on a post-test measure of the dependent
variables (1) personality characteristics, (2) attitudes toward
human sexuality and family life education, and (3) kncwledge of
buman sexuality, due to differences in the assigned independent
variables (1) level of school (elementary or secondary) and

(2) experimental condition (participation or non-participarion in
the summer 1969 workshop in family life education).

Examination of Tables 16 and 17, which report the results of multivariate
and step-down univariate analysis cof variance tests of the equality of
mean score vectors of experimental and control group subjects on the
Omnibus Personality Inventory (OPI), reveals that there were no sienifi-
cant differences between and among these subjects on this measure of
personality characteristics. The acceptability of this part of the
second major hypothesis was taken as the basis for concluding that random
assignment to experimental conditions was effective in obtaining groups
of subjects who were similar in the personality characteristics assessed
by the OPI.
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Examination of Tables 20 and 21, which report the results of multivariate
and step-down univariate analysis of variance tests of the equality of mean
score vectors of experimental and countrol group subjects on the Gordon Person-
ality Inventory (GPI), reveals that there were significunt differences between
and among subjects on two scales of the GPI; i.e., those that assess two
personality traits termed "Personal Relations" and "Ascendancy'. Therefore,
this part of the second major hypothesis is rejected in favor of the alter-
native hypothesis that subjects in the experimental group, who participated
in the suwmer 1969 workshop, are "more tolerant, patient and understanding
and have greater faitn and trust in people’ and also are "more verbally
ascendant, adopt more active roles in a group, are more self-assured and
assertive in relationsnips with otiiers, and tend to make more independent
judgments' than subjects in the control group, presumably because of their
participation in the workshop's training activities. This concusion implies
that the summer 1969 workshop was effective in acnieving one of its most
important training objectives: to enhance participants' dispositions and
skills in interpersonal relations and communications.

Examination of Tables 26 and 27, which report the results of multi-
variate and step-down univariate analysis of variance tests of the equality
of mean score vectors on the post-test of the Family Life Attitude and
Knowledge Inventory (FLAKI) administered to experimental and control group
subjects, reveals that there were significant differences between and among
subjects, both in certain attitudes toward human sexuality and family life
education and in specific knowledge of matters of fact and expert scientific
opinion regarding human sexuality. Therefore this part of the second major
hypothesis is rejected in favor of the alternative hypothesis that subjects
in the experimental group demonstrate significantly more open and tolerant
attitudes toward such controversial matters of human sexuality and family
life education as "masculine~-feminine roles,' "sex drives," "sex education,'
and "contraceptive information," and they also demonstrate significantly
greater knowledge of specific matters of fact and expert scientific opinion
regarding human sexuality. This conclusion, too, implies that the summer
1969 workshop was effective in achieving another of its objectives: to
clarify and modify participants' attitudes toward matters of hum=n sexuality
and family life education that are or may be viewed as controversial in
American life and thougnt, and to increase their knowledge of specific
matters of fact and expert scientific opinion regarding human sexuality.
This couclusion is further supported by the results of testing the third
major hypothesis. ’

The third major hypothesis states:

There are no significant differences between and among subjects

in the experimental group in the pre~test and successive post-test
measures of the dependent variables (1) personality characteristics,
(2) attitudes toward human sexuality and family life education, and
(3) knowledge of human sexuality, Jue te differences in the assigned
independent variables (1) level of school (elemcntary or secondary)
and (2) experimental condition (previous training in family life
education workshops or no previous training).




Examination of Tables 20 - 25, which report the results of multivariate
and step-down univariate analysis of variance tests of the equality of
mean score vectors of experimental group subjects on the pre-test and
two successive post-~tests of the Gordon Personality Inventory (GPI) and
the Family Life Attitude and Knowledge Inventory (FLAKI), reveal that
there were no significant differences between and among subjects in the
experimental group on measures of the dependent variables due to differ-
ences in the assigned independent variables, (1) level of school {(elemen~-
tary or secondary) and (2) experimental condition {previous workshop
training or no previous workshop training). The complete acceptability
of this third major hypothesis is taken as support for the conclusion
that the subjects in the experimental group were homogeneous in respect
tu the dependent variables of the evaluation study at the beginning of
their participation in the summer 1969 workshop and they continued to
demonstrate this homogeniety at the conclusion of their workshop training
and again at the completion of two semesters' of teaching a course or
unit in family life education. This conclusion implies that the effects
. of participation in the training aétivities of the summer 1969 workshop
were equal in their impact upon experimental group subjects; i.e., that
they were not differentiated by differences between them in level of
school {elementary or secondary) or in experimental condition (previous
workshop training or no previous workshop training). This conclusion
is important to the interpretation of the resuits of testing the fourth
major hypothesis, which also support the positive assessment of the
effectiveness of the summer 1969 workshop.

The fourth major hypothesis states:

There are no significant differences between mean score vectors

of experimental group subjects on the pre-test and two successive
post-test measures of the dependent variables (1) uttitudes

towvard human sexuality and family life education a.ad (2) knowledge
of human sexuality due to their participation in the experimental
treatment (the summer 1%A9 workshop) or their subsequent experience
of teaching family life education.

Examination of Table 22, which indicates the result of multivariate and
step—-doun univariate analysis of variance tests of tihie equality of the
experimental group subjects' mean score vectors on the pre-test and two
successive post-test administrations of the Family Life Attitude and
Knowledge Inventory (FLAKI), reveals that there were significant differ-~
ences between the mean scores achieved by experimental group subjects on
the pre-test and the first post~test administration of the FLAKI, but

that there were no significant differences between the mean scores achieved
by these subjects on the first and second post~test administrations of the
FLAKI., The partial unacceptability of the fourth major hypothesis led to
the rejection of this hypothesis in favor of a modified alternative: between
the pre-test and the first post-test administration of the FLAKI, subjects
in the experimental group achieved statistically significant gains in their
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mean scores on six of the sixteen scales of Part II; i.e., on scales measuring
attitudes toward 'masculine-feminine roles,'" "sex drives," "masturbation,"
"homosexuality," 'sex education,'" and 'contraceptive information'; and also

in their mean score on the test in Part IT1I; ie, a measure of their knowledge
of matters of fact and expert scientific opinion regarding human sexuality..
However, between the first and second post-test administrations of the FLAKI,
these same subjects did not achieve any statistically significant gains in
their mean scores on the scales of Part 1II, but they did achieve a significant
gain in their mean score on the test in Part III. These findings and the
conclusions reached therefrom imply that the subjects in the experimental
group responded to the training activities of the workshop by modifying and
liberalizing their attitudes tovard and also increasing their knowledge of
certain matters of human sexuality and family life education; and that they
responded to their experience of teaching a course or unit of family life
education for two semesters by maintaining their liberalized attitudes toward
while again increasing their knowledge of these same matters of human sexuality
and family life education. Or, stated in other terms, the results of testing
the fourth major hypothesis imply that the summer 1969 workshop was effective
in achieving another of its training objectives: to enhance participants'
attitudes toward maters of human sexuality and family life education by
modifying them so that they will be more tolerant and flexible under the
stress of controversy regarding them, better informed by knowledge of fact

and expert scientific opinion, and therefore more stable and powerful in

the service of teaching family life education.

A fifth major hypothesis was formulated to be tested by the evaluation
study; it statcd:

There are no significant differences between the students of
experimental group teachers and the students of control group
teachers in t%eir responses to the Student Evaluation of the
Family Life rducation Program.

The expectation was that this hypothesis would be rejected in favor of an
alternative hypothesis stating that the students of experimental group
teachers would evaluate their experience in the family life education
program more favorably than the students of control group trachers. It
was not possible, however, to test this hypothesis, because the '"political
climate" of the schools at the time of the planned testing of students
was such that no sample of classes of students of control zroup teachers
could be selected. Examination of Table 28, wnich summarizes the responses
made by students of experimental group teachers to the Student Evaluation
of the Family Life Education Program, reveals that these students rated
their experience favorably, valuing the instructional methods and materials
of their teachers slightly higher than the learning outcomes of such
instruction, The favorable responses of the students of experimental
- group teachers can be interpreted as some support for the conclusion that
the summer 1969 workshop provided training opportunities that helped the-
teachers who participated in it to acquirc professional attitudes, under-
standings and skills that enabled them to offer their students intercsting
and effective instruction in family life -education.
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Further evidencc of the effectiveness of the summer 1969 workshop is
contained in Tables 18 and 19, which report the resvlts of analysis of
the experimental group teachers' responses to the Family Life Education
Q-Sort. These results indicate that, in their own view and by their own
report, as these are reflected in their FLEQ-Sort responses, the teachers
who participated in the summer 1969 workshop regarded their experience as
highly beneficial. In rating the workshop's objectives, organization,
operation, and program, they remarked particular learning outcomes—increasss
in professional competence--that were affected by their participation in
its training activities. From their responses to the FLEQ-Sort, it would
appear, once again, that the summer 1969 workshop was unusually effective
and successful in enabling its participants to achieve gains in their
professional attitudes, understandings and skills for teaching family
life education,

The findings summarized here are considered necessary and sufficient
evidence for the conclusion that this evaluation reaches; namely, that the
summer 1969 workshop in family life education was successful in that it
achieved its training objectives to a noteworthy degree in every particular
that this attempt to assess its effectiveness was able to judge within the
framework of its evaluation design and the limits that practical consider-
ations put upon the implementation of certain aspects of that design.
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PART V

THE COMMUNICATION SKILLS WORKSHOP




The Cormunications Skills Workshop, Fall Semester, 1970-71

In the Fall Semester of 1970-71, the Contra Costa County Family Life
Education Project sponsored a Communications Skills Workshop for the
entire staffs of two high schools in the County: Miramonte High School
and Pacifica High School. The objectives of this ineservice teacher
training workshop may be summarily described as followss

1. To stimulate freer comminicatlons among colleagues as they
learn to give and take feedback, to listen for the full
message being sent, and to send more congruent mossages.

2+ To encourage the development of trust in each otheor and
the recognition of the value of honest confrontation as a
replacement for the uncomfortable but common faculty
rooa "gossip." .

3. To increase openness in communications among administrators,
teachers, and counselors concerning spocific current prob-
lems in the school.

Lk, To encourage greater self-acceptance and acceptance of
peers and students.

5. To increase effectiveness in the classroom through develop=
ing techniques for stimulating and responding to student
evaluations of teachor instruction and interaction.

The program of the workshop began with a Jjoint meeting of the staffs
of the two expoerimental high schools and the instructional staff of the
workshop on September 16, 1970. At this dinner meeting, the 105 volunteer
participants were given an outline of the objectives and program of the
project, were introduced to the project director, his instructional staff,
and the small-group leaders, heard the first lecture on "transactional
analysis," and took the pre=training test battery used in the evaluation
of the workshop's effectiveness,

Following the opening mesting, the participants were divided into
ten small groups of approximately ten parsons-eache. The assignment of
participants to small groups was made by the small-group loaders, who did
not know the participants and who made the assignments on the basis of
* the participants' scores on the pre-~training tests, In the scheduling of
smallegroup meetings, first consideration was given to the participants?
preferences for the four available evenings of the week. Alter cons?! srae
tion of the participants! convenience, the group leaders attempted to <
balance the membership of the groups as much as possible considering the
school, sex and age of the particiuanta.

>
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The four major activities of the workshop!s program overlapped each
other chronologically, with slight variations in sequence for each of the
small groups., The four majJor activities werei

1. In September and October, 1970, three lectures on "transactiional
analysis™ were presented. (Tnis theoretical framewcrk for the
workshop's activities was developed by Dr. Eric Berne, M. D,
and provides a simple construct for conceptualizing the intere
actions anong persons by describing what cccurs in personal
"transactions™ when each of three "ego-states" are oremtingi
the internalj~sd "parent," the stillefunctioning inner "child,"
end the "adult" ego-state,)

2. On the weckend of October 30 - November 1, 1970, eighty=eight
of the participants attended a waekend retreat at St. Francis
Retreat of San Juan Bautista liission. The program for the
retreat included lectures, small= and large-group meetings for
various training exercises, and an evaluation session. (A more
detalled description of the program is included in the Appendix
to this report.)

3. From mid-October through January, 1971, each small group met
for ten sessions, including two at the weekend retreat. The
original plan for the workshop's program projected weexly
evening meatings; hovever, because of conflicting school
activities, holidays, and two intervening joint meetings
(the large-group communications sessions described below),
the small~group meetings were actually held oi-weekly.

Lk, During this same psriod, from mid~October through January, 1971,
each small group met with one or two other small groups three
times, including once at the woekend retreat, to learn and
practice coumunications skills, with emphasis on classroom
interactions. In late January, the final meetings of the
worksuop were held in the two experimental high schools, At
this final session, the local trainers, who had recsived ine
tensive training in the facilitatlon of small-group corrunie
cations by a2 member of the instructional staff, met with their
fellow participants in their respective schools,

™8 BEvailuation Désign

The original evaluztion desizn followed the "pree and post-tast with
control group" paradigme It projected testing of both faculty and students
in the two oexperimental high schools, Miramonte and Pacifica, and in a
control high school, Cauzolirda. Because the administrator of the control
. school was not able to securs the cooperation of his entire faculty, it was
not possible for the evaluation team to pre-test or post-test the faculty
or to pre~test the students of Campolinda. Thorefors, the original evalua=
tion design could nct be carried out and alternative designs had to be
planned ex post facto,
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In the original evaluation design, the three independeént variables weres

l. Experimental treatment (participation or non=participation in the
workshop). i

2, School's socio=economic status (Miramonte serves a high SES popula-
tionj Pacifica, a low 3ES populatisnjy and Cempolinda a medium SES
population, about half-way betwecn Miramonte and Pacificsa).

3. Subject’s occupational status (faculty or student),
The three dependent variables in this evaluation design werei

1., Interpsrsonal values wrofile, as zssessed by Loonard V., Gordon's
*Survey of Intorpersonal Values" and measured on both faculiy and
students in both experimental and control. high schools,

2, Personal growth characteristiecs, as assessed by Michael G.
Blansfield and Gordon L. Iippitt's "Personal Growth Inventory"
and measured on the faculty of both experimental and control
high schools,

3o Opinion of thes workshop's impact, as assessed by an evaluative
questionnaire cdministered to both faculty and students in the
experimental high schools,

In the original evaluation design, three major hypotheses were formulated
for testing in order to assess the etfectivoness of the workshop on the 'asis
of statistical analysis of data gathered on the first two dependent variables.
These threo major hypotheses were:

1. There will bo a statistically significant difference (Mgain") between
the pre~test and post-test interpersional wvalues profiles of both
facult; and students in the experimental high schools, but there
will be no stetistically significant difference between the pree-test
and postie=test interpersonal values profiles of the faculty and
students in the control high schoole.

2, There will be a statistically significant difference ("gain™) between
the pro-test and postetest personal growth characteristics of the
faculty in the experimental high schools, but there will be no
statistically significant difference between ths pre-test and poste
test personal growth charazcteristics of the faculty in the control
high school.

3+ There will be statistically significant diffarences between the
interpersonal valuss nrofiles of the faculty and thore of the
stuvdents on both ths pre-itsst and tho post-test in both the experie
mental and ths eontral hich schools; but whereas these differonces
will diminish in the exnorimental schools, they will rem:in con=
stant in the control school.
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As previously explained, it was not possible for the evaluation tean
to pre-test and post-test faculty and students in ths control high school
on the dependent varliables spscifisd in these three major hypotheses; and
therefore, it was not possible to evaluate the workshop's effectiveness
by testing these hypotheses, Instead, three alternative hypotheses were
formulated for testing, even though it would not bes possible to infer
conclusions regarding the workshop's effectivensss from the results of
testing theme The three major hypotheses tested in order at least to
assess the kind of effect the workshop had had upon faculty and students
in the experimontal high schools were:

1, There will be a statistically significant difference bstween the
pro=test and post-test interpersonal values profiles of both the
faculty and the students in the two experimental high schools,

2+ Thers will be a statistically significant difference bztween the
pre=test and the post-tast personal growth characteristics of
the faculty in the two experiwmental high schools,

3« There will be a statistically significant difference between the
interpersonal values vrofiles of the faculty and those of the
students in both & the experimental high schools on both the
pre=-test and the pos t—test, but this differonce will diminish
and the faculty and student profiles will become more nearly
congruent on the post-test,

The Evaluation Imstruments and Procedures

Measures on the first dependent variable of the evalvation study,
interpersonal values profils, wsre taken by pre~ and post-test adminis-
trations of Leonard V. Gordon's "Survey of Interpsrsonzl Valuss.® This
instrument purports to measure basic motivational patterns of interpersonal
reletionships on six scales found by factor analysis to discririnats
meaningful dimenisions of interpsrsonal values. It consists of thirty
forced-choice items balanced as much as poissible for social desirabvility.
Each item requires the resvindant to choose one statement of an inter=-
personzl value most important to him and one statoment of an intsrpersonal
value least important to him from t! -es such statoments, L-2n response to
each item is scored on one or mors of the six scalus which are dosignated,
defined and summarily described below. (In the following dascrintions,
oach of the six scales of Gordon®s “Survey of Interpersonal Valuess® (3IV)
is compared with comparable scales on other instruments wath which it has
been found to be significantly corrslated, such as Cuildford's “iuman
Interests,” (GHI), Wdwards "Personal Preference Schedule," (EPPS), Gerdon's
"Personal Inventory," (GPI), Gordon's "Personal Profile," (GPP), and
Schutz's “Personal Needs Assessment," (FIRO-B).
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1. Support (S): Being treated with undsrstanding, receiving
encouragenent from other people, being treated with kind-
ness and consideration. (Cfe. GHI "Sympathatic Savironment";
EPPS, "lNeed for Succorance%; GPL and GPP, ¥Original Thinking,"
"Wigor,® "Ascendance," and "Responsibility™. )

2. Conformity (C): Doing what 1s soclally correct, following
regulations closely, doing what is accepted and proper,
being a conformist, (Cf. GHJ, "Culturi Conformity"; GPI
and GPP, "Cautiosness" and "RosponsibilityY; FIRO-B,
"Moderate, " wanting to initiate interaction, to be in-
cluded and to give and take affection.) This scals does
not overlap Indecrondence, defined below,

3¢ Recoanition (R): Being looked up to and admired, baing
considered important, attracting favorable notice, achieving
recomnition, (Cf. CHI, "leed for Attentiocn"; EPPS, "leed
for Achlovement and Succorance; GPI and GPP, "Emotional
Stability™; FIRO-B, "Need to Control Others's )

L, Independence (I): Having the right to do whatever one
vants to do, being free to make one's own decisions, being
able to do things in one's own way. (GHI, "Resistance to
Restriction™; EPPS, '"Neod for Autonomy"; GPFP, "Sociability*;
FIRO~B, "Need not to interact with others or act close and
personal, whether initiated by self or by others.")

5. Benavolence (B): Doing things for other penple, sharing
with others, helping the unfortunate, being genercus.
{Cf. TPPS, "Msed for lurturance”; GPI, "Personzl Relations".

6+ Leadershin (L)$ Being in charge of othor »eople, having
authority over others, baeing in & position of leoadership
or powere (Cfe TrPS, f"Need for Dominance"; GPI and GFPP,
"Original Thinting," "ipor,™ and “Ascendancy",)

In his anual for the 3IV, Gordon refers to conflicts that may arise
from the presence of "stronp, incorpatible values within tho individual
o o o Which may affoct his effieiont and personal adjustzent.® . Extrenmely
high or low scores on any of the six scales of the SIV roflect strong
affect concemning that nsed or trait wilch may be a source of intra- and
interepersonal conflict, rarticularly if it correlates significantly with
extreme scorss on Mincomdatible® nzoeds or traitse Thera2lors, extrenely
high or low scores rust be intercrsted in rolation to other scale scores
comprising the interpersonal valuss sroifile,

Measures on the second dspendent variable of the evaluation study,
personal growth charactoristies, wsre taken Ly pre- and post-tast admin- -
istrations of the "Porsonal Crowth Inventory® (FGI) dpveloped by lichrel
G. Blansfield and Gordon L. Linpitte This instrument, which 15 used
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extensively by the Natlonal Training lLabo.ratorlss, is intended to serve

not sc much as a test Instrument but ratrer as an "instrument for learning,.n
Nevertheless, it is believed to provide neasuremsnt scales appropriate to
the objectives of the Communications Skills Workshope Ths PGIL consists of
twenty-one scales, cach one a continuvm on which ten equi=distant points,
numbered zero toc nino, are distinguisheds Respondants are asked to indicate
their present assessment and {helr future aspiration on each scale, thus
rating themselves on their sctual personal characteristies and thelr pro-
Jected growth charactorictics. The twenty~one scales are designated and
defined in polar terms as followst

1, Self-Understandingt Don't know self - Know self a great deal,
2. ‘Self-istecm: Very low - Very Lighe
3. Courage to Fail: Very low - Very high,
b, Giving Love: I am a cold fish ~ I am exceptionally warm and
affoctionzte,.
5. Accepting Loves Mak:s me uneasy = I value all I can get.
6. Opennoss: I rovezl little of ryself = I raveal much of uyself,
7. Feace of Mind: I am restless and dissalisfied = I am at pseace
with nyself,
8. Tendency to Trust Others: Quite suspicious - Very trusting.
9. Level of Aspiration: Quite low = Gxtremcly highe
10. Physical mnergys I tire easily and quickly - I ai vital
and resiliante. :
1l. Versatility:; I can do only a few things well - I ecan do many
things wall.
12. Innovativenesst I like to keep the status quo - I am excep-
tionally creative and inventive.
13. GCxpressing Anpgers I oxnoress it openly = I repress it
. consistantly.
14, Receiving Hostility: It immobilizes me = It stimulates ne.
15, Clarity in 3xpressing iy Thoughts: Quite Vagus - Exceptionally
clear,
16. Ability to Listen in an Alert and Understanding Wayt Very
low = Very highe i
17, Reactions to Comnents about or Svalvations of My Bebauviors
I ignore them -~ I taks them very seriously. .
13, Tolerance of Difforences in Qtherst Vory low - Vory high.
1S5, Intsrsst in Leuraingt Relatively doraant - Very ective.
20, Indapindencot Very littls - A great deal.
21, Vision of tha Future: Think mainly of the present - Oftan try
to envision and plen for tha future. . -

Measures on the third dspendent variabls of the ovaluation study,
opinion covncerning the imiaet of ths Cosmunlcation Skills Workshop on
the 1ife and work of staff and pupils in the exoorimontal schools, were
obtained by means of a qusstionnaire emstricted by the evaluation team.
Actually, two very similar juestionnalres wsre used, one for staff and
one for students, The "Faculty Gusstionnaire" conlains 15 items; the
"Studant Questlonnaire,” 12 itans, On both questionnaires, each iten
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describes a change in the morale, emotional climate, or intarpersmal
relacions among faculty and students ir the schsol and requires the ree-
spondant to indicate his impression of the amount of such change in one

of three response categories: 1) A lctle 2) Somwe 3) A Little or none,
The two questionnaires were distributed and collected about twn weeks after
the final useting of the worksiwp. The responses of both faculty and
stwients were anonymous; being identifisd only by the name of the school,

A copy of each of the Instruments used in the evaluation study. the
Gordon * urvey of Intorparsonal Values,"” ths Blansfisld and Idppitt 2
"Personal Growth Inventory," the "Faculty Quostionnaire,% and the "Student
Questionnairs,! ars included in the Appendix to this report.

The Powulation 3tudised in tho Twvaluztion

The subjzcts of the evaluation study wera ths faculty and students
of two exyparimental high schools, Miraminte and Pacifica, and the students
of the control high school, Campolinda, ' :

Table 1, following, presents data descrihing the school affiliation
and job classificaticn of participants in the worlishop. TFrom this table,
it will be seen that 807 of the stalif of «ha two axperimontal high schools
vere cnrclled in the worikshnp; 74% of the staff of Miramsnte 2ni1 8%% of
the staff ol Pacifica. It will also be szcn that 767 of the sta®f of the
two experiaental nigh scheols comrslatad the workshop: 707 of the staff of
Miramonte and 83% of the staff of Pacifica.

Table 2, following, presonts biodata on the 100 participants who com-
pleted the vorkshop. (llote that the figures reperted in this table indicate
percentages as well as numbors,) :

Table 3, followiny, presonts the nwabers of studonts in the experi-
mental and control groups who were tested with the Gorden "Survey of
Interporsonal Values.” 7These students were o ranles zaple draun fron
all grades, nine throagh itwelve, of the twe exporimental high schools,
Yiramonte and lMacifica, and the control higih sclicel, Cawmelinda. inte,
however, tinat the sanple oif students tested at the control high schnol,
Campolinda, were not pre~iested with the IV,

O
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Table l. luab2r and ?hveontagn of Workahsys Tarticipants in Tach Schonl

and in Tach Job Classifiz~otion,

Enrollad Nrorned Comnletad
Miranmonte High Schonl L Z kA Z bl A
Administrators (4) 4 100 0 4 100
Counselors (1) 4 100 1 3 75
Teachers (55) 43 78 2 ¢ 75
Other Staff (2) 2 22 o _ 2 _22
Total (72) 53 74 3 4 R0 70
Pacifiza High Schcol
‘Administrators (1) 4 100 0 4 109
Counselors (4) . 3 75 0 3 75
Teachers (42) 39 92 3 36 86
Other Siaff (9) _6 10 0 - 6 _70
Total (5¢) 52 88 3 5 40 e3
Both Schoocls
Administxators (8) 3] 100 0 -8 100
Counselors (&) 7 87 1l 6 75
Teachers : (97) 82 85 ‘5 77 80
Other Staff (18) 3 47 0 - il __A_:}_
Total . (131) 105 80. . © 4 agx 75

*One counselor, not a member of the stall at cither scehool, anrelicl in
and complieted the worksiop, Lringing the total of parcticipants Wo
completed the workshop to 100,




Table 2.

Biodata on Particinants o Covnleted tha Workghon

_o

ERIC
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and ovaer

Classification

Adminictrator
Counselor
Taacher

Nther Staff

gﬂuébtien

Less than PA

BA .

BA plus 30 - 100 units
MR

Vears of Profassional Dunerisnce

—

(

~

-

Oy

1 15
15 - 20
21 and cwerx

J = QA

Marital Status

Single o o Cod
Harrxied .
Diveorced or Widoved

|

# and %

56
a4

27
29.
34
1o

!

75
14

fee)

N W
~N Gt~

ol
o

16
74
10
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Table 3. Numbers of Studentg in thn Exnerimental and Control Schools
Testxl with the Gordon %unrvayv of Tnsernaragrnal Valneg,"

Miramonte High School 66 60

Pacifica High School ' 59 : 30

! Campolinda High School _n '_8_}_
rotal ' T azs 171

Analysis of Tnternersonal Waluas Profiles

Gordon's "Survey of Interpersonal Values" (SIV) was administered
as a pr9—+ort and A post~test to the faculty and a marmple of the students
"in the two experimental. high schools, Miramont~ and Pacifica, and as a »
post~test to a sample oft the atudants in tha contrnl high school, Campolinda.
7he results of teating the subjzcts in the c"hnri“ontal qrouw4~3 ravorted
in Table 4, which indicates the “intermersonal values profiles™ (maan score
vectors on the SIV) and the etandard doviantions in thoce scoves for sach

experimental groun at .each test administration. In Table 4, sach of the
eight interpersmnal valuaes profiles is identifiad hy a three~dicit namberx

in which the Sfirst Qiqit ide ntLFLes the leval of the first factor (test

adiministration: 1 ~ pre-test; 2 - rost-test); the socond digqit ident: ifies
the leovel of the second.fuctor (schonl: L - Miraronte; 2 - Pacifion); and
the third digit identifies the level of the thisd fa tor (status: 1 - faculty:
2 «~ students). .
Differences haotween ~and anong the "internereonnal values profiles”

(mean. score vectors on the 5I¥) reported in Tabla 4 were tested for

statistical Piqni“icmrre hy multivariate 2nalvsis of wariance. This
analvsis was parformed on the CDC 6400 courmter at the University of
Califernina at Rerkelev Computor Certer, using tha CALIV Procram of uni-
variate and multivariate analvsis of variance, covariance and regression,
which wae adapted from ths NUSIOL Progran “r*thn hy Ny, Jaremy 2, Finn
of the Denmartmant of Biucational Pavelhology, State Univeraity of Now York
at Buffalo. The »asults of thogs comparisons are renorted in mahles . B
through 17, o . '

[]{B:f
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The first major hypothesis of the evaluation study concerns the "gains"
in "interpersonal values profiles" (mean score vectors on the SIV) achieved
by the workshop participants in the two experimental groups between the pre-
test and the post-test, Therefore, the first comparison of the profiles
repcrted in Table 4 is hetween the four pre-~test and the four post-test mean
score vectors; i.e.,, hetween vectors 111, 112, 121 and 122 compared with
vectors 211, 212, 221, and 222, The results of the over-all comparison of
pre~test and post=test profiles is reported in Table 5, below.

Table 5. Analvsis of Variance Table for the Comparison of All Pre-Test and
Post~Test Mean Score Vectors on the S1V.

Scale Univariate F-=Ratio Prohahility Less Than
Support .01 <9949
Conformity l.68 « 1960
Recognition »01 « 9927
Independence 3.06 . 0809
Benevolence «80 «3728
Leadership .61 .4351

Multivariate Test of FEquality of Mean Score Vectors:
Fg,382 = 9116, with a probability less than 248064,

Table 5 indicates that none of the differences betwecen the four pre-test
and the four post-test "interpersonal values prcfiles" is statistically
significant at or beyond the .05 lavel of probabillity of a Type I error,
the level at which the test of this hypothesis was contrclled.

The second comparison of the profiles repcrted in Table 4 is between
the two faculty pre~-test mean score vectors and the two faculty post-test
mean score vectorss i.e., between vectors 111 and 121 compared with 211 and
221, rThe results of this comrarison are reported in Table 6, halow.

- Table 6, BAnzlv-is of Variance Table for the Comnarison of Faculty Prue=Test
and Pogt-Test Mean Score Vectors on the S1IV,

Scale Univarjate F=Ratico Probability less than
Support : 25 .6180
Conformity R .08 . 7766
Recoqgnition .18 5679
Independence 2.78 .0972
Benevolence .91 «3424
Leadership .02 : «3939

Muliivariate Test of Equalily of Mean Score Vectors:
F6,173 m ,7865, with a probability less than ,5817,
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Table 6 indicates that the difference betwecn the faculty pre-test and
post-test mean score vectors on the SIV is not statistically significant at
or beyond the .05 level of probability of a Type 1 error, the level at which
the test of this nyrothesis was contrelied.

The third comparison of "interpersonal values profiles” reported in
Table 4 is between the two student pre-test and the two student post-test
mean score vectorsy) i.e., between vactors 112 and 122 compared with vectors
212 and 222, The results of this comparison are reported in Table 7, below.

Table 7. BAnalvsis of Variance Tahle for the Connarison of Student Pre=Test
and Post-Test Mecan Score Vectors on the SIV.

Scale Univariate F-Ratio Probahility Less Than
Support .28 . «59€5
Conformity 2.14 1446
Recoqgnition « 20 6552
Independence .58 «4485
Benevolence A1 .7424
Leadership 1,78 «1841

Multivariate rest of Equality of Mean Score Vectors:
F6,208 = ,7312, with a probarility less than ,6250.

Table 7 indicates that the differenca between the student pre-test and
post-test mean scove vectors cn the SIV is not statistizally significant a’.
or beyond the .05 level ol probability of a Tyre I error, the level at which
the test of this hypothesis was controlled.

Further comparisons between pre-test and post-~test "interperscnal
values profiles" ware made to find statistically significant differcnces,
or "gains," for onz or the other of the two exrerimentzl hich schools, or
for either faculty or studente within these schools. 1In all of these
comparisons, anv one statisticallv aignificant difference, or "gain",
wvas found, That between the pre=-test and nost-~test orofiles of the students
at Pacifica High School. The results of this comparison are reported in

Table 8, bzlow:

Z, 2

« Apalysis of Vaxiance Tahle f-ox the Comparison of Pre-Test and

Post-Teat Mean Sacoxe Vechore on the SIV for Students of Pacifica
Iii :.!i liﬁig m ]

Scale Univariste F-Ratio Probabllitv Less Than
Support 7.55 .0074
Conformity «39 «5333

. Recognition .78 + 3807
Independence «38 « 5407
*Benevolence 53 _ 4672
Leadership . 8.27 ' +0051

Hultivariate Test of Equality of Mean Score Vectorss
[:R\!: FG,BZ = 2,269, with a probability less than 0454,
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Table 8 indicates that the difference between the pre-test and post-test
"interpersonal values profiles" of the students at Pacifica High School is
statistically significant beyond the .05 lcvel of probability of a Type I
erroxr, the level at which the test for this hypothesis was controlled. It
indicates further that this difference is due to differences between these
students' mean scores on two scales, Support and Leadership, which were
statistically significant beyond the .0l level of probability of a Type L
exror, the level at which this sub<hypothesis test was controlled. From
this result, it {ollows that the decrease of 2.76 in their mean score on
the Support scale and the increase of 3,17 in their mean score on the
Leadership scale account for the "gain" achieved by Pacifica High School
students hetween the pre-test and the post—-test with the SIV. This "gain"
can be interpreted to reflect a change in thase students' "interpevsonal
values prcfile® from a preference for (in the terms by which Gordon defines
the Support and Leadership scales) "being treated with understanding,
receiving encouragement from other people, being treated with kindness and
consideration" to a preference for "being in charge of other p:ople, having
anthority over others, being in a position of leadership and power." Since
neither the pre-~test mean score nor the post-test mean score on these two
scales was an extreme score (that is, above the 75th percentila or below
the 25th percentile in the table of national norms for high school students!
mean scores on the SIV), which would have indicated the possibility of
inter- or intra-perzsonal conflicts between the values assessad by these two
scales, it is not possible to say how meaningful this statistically signifie
cant difference between these students' pre-test and post-test profiles
actually is.

Implicit ia the first major hypothesis of the evaluation study is the
assumption that, because the two experimental schools, Miramonte High School
and Pacifica High School, serve school populations which differ significantly
in socio~econcmic status (Miranoute, high 8ES; Pacifica, low SES), it is
reasonable to expect a significant difference in the "gain® achieved by the
faculty and students of the two schools. That is, it is reasonable to expect
that the Communications Skills Workshop might have had a differential effect
upon the faculty and ctudents of the tyo experimental schonls that would he
observable in a comparison of theiy pre~test and post-test "interpersonal
values profiles™ and attributable to the difference in theiy socio=-economic
status. Therefore, appropriate comparisons were made hatween the eight
nean score vectors on the SIV renported in Tahle 4 to look for statistically
significart difforences hetween achools: i.a., between the faculty and
students of Miramonte and the fuculty and students of racifica. The results
of this over-all comparison between schools (vectors 111, 1123 211 and 212
compared with vectors 121, 122; 221 and 222) are reported in Table 9, following,
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Table 9, Analvsis of Variance Table for the Comnarison of Miramonte Faculty
and Studenty Meal Score Vecrors with Pacifica Faculty and Stuwlents
Maan Scora Vectors on the 8TV,

¥
Scale - Univariate ’~Ratio Probability Less Than
Support 21,70 ' . 0001
Conformity 27.92 a . 0001
Recognition 34 . e5022
Indepandence 1.06 + 3046
Benavolence : 8,53 . 0038
Leadership 4,86 , 0282 -
Multivariate Test of Bquality of Msan Score Vectors: .

F6,382 = 8,6785, with a probability less than ,0C01,

Talble 9 indicates that, on both the pre-test and the post-~test, there
are statistically significant differences between the "intexperzonal values
profiles” of faculty and students at Miramonte and those of faculty and
studénts at Paclfica at or heyond the 05 level of probahility of a Type I
error, the level at which the test of. this hypcthesis was controlled. These
differences are seen, in Table 9, to be due to differences beiween these
aroups' mean scores on “three scales, Support, Confammity, and Benevolence,
vhich are statistically significant beyond the .01 level off probability of
a Type I error, the level at which the tests of these sub~hypotheses were
controliled,
N =
v More specific two-way comparisons;of "interpersonal values profiles®
were made in order to find more specifically meaningful differences between
the mcan score vectors of Miramonte ficulty and students and those of
Pacifica féculty and students. These comparisons revealed that the difference
between the two experimental high schools was due to differerces in the
pzofiles of the students, not to differences between the profiles of the
faculty., That is, no statistically significant diffcrences were found,
either on the nre-test or on the nost-iest, hetwneen the "inlterpsvsonal
values profiles" of the faculiy at Miramonta and ithose of the Ffacultv at
Pacifica. Between the profiles of Miramonte studants and those of Pacifica
students, however, statistieally sionificant differencas weve found in
comparing bhoth pre~test and post~test mean score vectors,

Table 10, following, reports the resulis of comparing the pre-test
ean score vectors of ifiramonte Hgh School students with those of Pacifica
High School students; i.e., vectors 112 and 172,

‘\)
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Table 10. Analysis of Variance Tahle for the CompXinon of Miramente and
Pacifica Stoadents' Pra-Test Mesrn Score Vectors on the SIV,

Scale Univariate FP-Ratio ~ T'rohabilitv Less!Than
Support " 3,27 0731
Conformity ' 15.80 .0002
Recognition ' .59 4428
Independence 1l.11 « 2936
Benevolencsa 9,27 . 0029
Leadership .33 «5GY6

" Multivariate Test of Eq ality of Mean Score Vectors:
P6,118 = 4,4137; with a probability less than .0005.

Tabla 10 indicates that the pre-test "interpersonal valuer profile"
of Miramonte students is significantly different from that of Pacifica
students well beyond the .05 level of probability of a Type I error, the
level at which this test was ceontrolled, It indicates further that this
difference is Jue to differences bPLween mean scores on two ‘schles,
Conformity and Benevolence, which are statistically significant well
bayond the «01 level of probability of a Type I error, the level at which
the tests of these sub-hypotheses were controlled.

Table 11, below, reports the results of comparing the post~test mean
scorg vectors of A Lramonte High S<hool stqdcnt with those of Pacifica
High School students; i.e. of comparing vecltors 212 and 227,

Tabhle 11, Analvsis of Variance Tahle for the Comparison of Mire nonte and
‘Pacifica Students' rost-Test Hean Score Vectors on the SIV.

Scale Univariate F-Ratio ‘ Prohability Less Than
Support 16.39 . 0001
Conformity 7.97 _ .0054
Recognition .01 - 5832
Indevendence W36 .5511

" Renevolence 19,42 «0001
Leadership 17.62 0001

Multivariate Test of Equality of Mean Scure Vectors:
F6.llu n 7.8789, with a probability less than .0001,

Tabléyll indicates that the.poﬁtntest "inteépersonal values profile®

of Miramonte students is also significanily different {from that of Pacifica

students well beyond the .05 level of probability of a Type I error, the
level at which the test of this hynothesis was controlled. It indicates
further that this difference is dus to the differences between mean scores
on four scales, Support, Conformity,Benevolence and Leadership, which are

gtatistically significant well beyond the .0l leval of a Type 1 error, the

level at which these tests oifl: sub-hypotheses were controlled.

C
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From the results reported in PTahbles 10 and 11, it follows thét, priox
to the Communications Skills Workshop, the studenty at Miramonte High
School differed from those at Pacifica in their “"interpersonal wvalues" in
that (in the language in which the IV saales are designated and defined)
their mean score on the Conformitvy scale is 4.03 points lower, indicating
a lower preference for "doing what is soclally correct, followinyg regula-
tions closely, doing what is accepted and proper, being a conformist," and
their mean score on the Bencvolence scale is 2,96 points higher, indicating
a greater preference for "doing thingn for other people, sharing with others,
helping the unfortunate, and heing generous.” Prom these results it follows
also that, subsmeauent to the Communications Skills wOrkshop, the students
.at Miramonte differed even more widely from those at Pacifica in their
"interpersonal values." The Miramonte students' mean score on the Conformity
scale is now 6.20 points lower and Lhcll dmean score on the Benavolence scale
is now 3.00 points hxgher than the Pracifica students’ nean scores, Further-
more, the Miramonte students' mean score on the Support scale is now 5,22
points higher, indicating their greater preference for "being btreated with
wnderstanding, receiving encourageunent from other people, beiny treated with
understanding, kindness and conslderation,” and theéir mean score on the
Leadership scale is now 2.66 points lower, indicating their lower preference
for "heing in charge of others, having auvthority over others, heing in a
position of leadership and power." These resulits can be interpreted to
mean that the impact of the Communications Skills ¥orkshop upon the students
in the two exparimental high schools was dlffelonticl and that it tended to
increase the differences between the two student populations, in the direc-
tions in which they were already significantly different., -As will be seen
shortly, the increased diflfercnce between the two experimental groups of
students . is related to changes in the relationships between the "“interper-—
sonal values" of faculty and those of students between the pre-test. and the
post=test of the SIV, particularly in Miramonte High School. v g

The third hypothesis of the evaluation study, regardinag the anngrusnce
of faculty and student "interpersonal values profiles" within the experimental
high schools,; assumes that one effect of the faculty's parLLc1patJun in the
Comuaunicaticonsg Skills Workshop coulid be improved coumunicaltions between
faculty and students, such that the differences batwaen thvlr respective

rofiles would be diminished and greater congruence between them be evident
in a eoupariscon of the post=test mean score vectors., To test this hypothesis,
appropriate compacisons were made hetween the eight mean score vectors
reportad in Tahle 4 in orxder to look for statistically significant differ-
ences between faculty and student profiles within the exverimental high
schiools, The results of the over—all comparison of profiles of experimental
school faculty with those of eruorlmcntal school students are reported in
Table 12, followlng.

Sy
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Table 12. nnalusis of Yarianda M™ihla far +he Nomnarann »f Faanltyr and
Studant Maan Sanre VYaclors on the Pro. and Posi-Test ov the SIV,

Scale Univariate P--Ratio . Probability Lm,sg Than
Support ' 3.19 0750
Conformity ' 771 : .0053
Recognition 3.42 . 0651
Independence 8,35 »0041
Banevolence ’ 1,61 ' C,2055
Leadership .63 4284

Multivariate Test of Equality of Mean Score Vectors:
PG ygy = 3+1843, with a probability.of less than .0047,
’ .

Table 12 indlcates tha’, in both the pra-test and the post-~test,
there was a statistically significant difference between the
Yinterpersonal values profiles" of faculty and those of studen%ts in the
two axnerimental high schools, and that this difference is due to differ-
ences betveen their mean scores on two scales, Couformity and Indencndernce,
which are gtatistically significant beyond tha .01 level of prohability of
a Type I error, the level at which the testg of these sub-hynotheses wvere
controlled, "

More gnecific two-way comparisons of faculty and student profiles
wvare mada in order to f£ind more specifilcally meaningful differences
hotween them and test the hvpothesis that these differsnces diminished
on the most-test. Thasa comnarisons revealed that the differences batween
faculty and stadent profiles were due to differences in only one of the
experimental high schools: Miramonte. Yo sgtatistically significant
differencss ware found between the faculty profiles and the student pro-
files in Pacifica High School, neither on the pre-~t2st nor on the post-test.
The resvlts of comparing the pre-test profiles of faculty and students at’
HMiramont HWigh School are reported in Table 13, halow, -

mahle 13, Analveis of Variance Table for thoy Comvarison of Mivramonte
Taculty and Student Mean Score Vectors on the Prea-Test of STV,

Scale " Univariate FP=Ratio Probabilitv Less Than
sSupport : .49 : ! .A869
Conformity : 7.97 . 0056
Recognition 3.82 .0530
Independence 5.51 .0206
Benevolence 5.03 ] : L0268
Leadership . .01 . 9105

Multivariate Test of Fquality of Mean Score Veactors:
F6,119 = 2,3466, with a probability less than .,0354,

Q
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Tahle 13 indlcates that, on ithe pre=lest of the 8TV, the Aifferance
between the "intermersonal values prdfiles" of Hivemonte Faonlty and
students was statistically significant beyond the .05 level of probability
of a Tvpe I ercor, the level at which tha test of this hypotheasis was
controlled, It also indicates that tlhis difference was duc mainly to
the difference betveen faculty and student mean scores on the Confornity
scale, which was statistically significant beyond the .01 level of prob-
ability of a Type I errcr, the level at which the test of this hypothesis
vas caontrdlled, '

Takle 14, helow, rencrts the results of comparing the nost—test
profiles of Miraunonte faculty and studentsy i.,e., vectors 211 and 212,

Table 14, Analveis of Variance Table for the Compariscn of Miramonte :
Faculiy and Students' MNean Score Vectors on {he Pust~Test SIV.

gpale Univariete P=Ratio Probahility Less Than
Support . G4 « 4245
Conformity ) _ 9.25 . 0031
Recognition ' 10 . 07532
Indcpendence .97 .3266
Benevolence ) 1,47 «2279
Leadership . e 25 . ) . 6187

Multivariate Test of Eguality of Mean Score Vectors:
Fg,g0 = 1.79€2, with a probability less than ,10&8,

Table 14 indicates that, on the nost-test of the 51V, the difference
between the "interpersonal values profiles” of Miramonte faculty and students
was not statistically significant at or beyond the .05 level of probability
of a Type I'error, the level at which the test of this hyrothesis was cone
trolled. It indicates further that the only difference between the two

profiles that was statistically significant at the ,01 level of probability
of z.fyne [ error was that hatween mean scores on the Conformity scale,

Thie difforenca was even greater on t e post-test than it was on tha pre-test,
the differance on the'postmtest being 3.53 roints; that on the prea~test,

3,02 noints. From this result, it £follows thut the difference hetwaen the
‘Mirzmonte faculty's “interpersonal values profiles" and those of the Hiva-
monte students did, in fact, diminish betwveen the pre-test and the post—test,
.particularly on the Conformity, Independence and Benevolence scales. But
this finding cannot be interpreted to mean that all of the basis for intar=
personal conflict hetween faculty and students due to differencas in their
internersonal values, particularlvy the rreferences for heing conformist,

were elimninated by the teachers' participation in the Commnunications Skills
Workshop. FEven the profiles of Miramonte faculty and students are more
nearly congruent on the post~test than they were on the pre-test, their

mean scores on the Conformity scale were even farther apart on the post-test.
That is, the Miramonte studants'! mean score on the Conformity scale, which
was already éxtremaly low on the pre-test (by national norms for high school
students), was even lower on the post~test and differed even more greatly
from the faculty's nean score on this scale.
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Earlier in this vanort of the evaluation staiv, ik wag ranorted fhat
statistically siaonificant differences were found hatwean the "intorpersenal
values profiles” of the students in Miramonte Hdigh Sclhicol and those of the
students in Pacifice Yigh School, hoth on fhe pre¥test and on the pnst-test
off the §IV. The SIV was administered as a nost-test not ouly to a samnle
of students in the two experimental high schocls bhut also to a sample of
students at: Campolinda, the control high school. The results ¢f this testing
are reporiaed in Tahle 15, following, which presents the mean scores and
standaxd deviations of students in the two exzperimental high school and in
the control. high school, : '

Table 15. Mean Scares and Standard Deviations of Students in Two Lxperimental
and .One Control Grouns on the Post~Tagt of the 21V,

Scale Miramonté s Pacifica HS Caapolinda HS
(N = 60) 8= 30) L= 81)

Mean 5eDo Maan S.D. HMean 3.0,

Support 19.58 3,63 14,80 5.08°  18.58 4.55

Conformity 6417 4,43 12,37 - 6.07 9.31 5,07

Recognition . 11.55 4,83 1C.30 4,51 104,32 4,56

Independencs 21.35 5.72 231.33 6,75 - 20.58 5.69

- Benevolence 18.47 5,75 15,47  3.86 20,28 5,02
Leade'éhip | 12.07 5,83 15.73 4.62 11,10 4.82

The "interpersonal values profile" of ecach of the experimental nigh
schools was compared with that of the control high schooel to look for
statistically significant differe

ncag in the. Interperxconal values of the

three groups of studenta, Tha vesults aof comparing the profile of iiirvamonte
students with that of Campolinda students on the post-tast of tha IV are

reported in Tahble 16, below.

Table 1€, Analvsis of Variance Table for tha Comparison of Miramonte and
Camwolinda Students' doan Seora Vecltors on tlie Post-Test of STV,

Scale IInivariste P-Ratin Prohahili v T,eas Than
-
Support . ' " 8.36, , » 0244
Coniormity o 23.38 _ <0001
Recognition { 2.75 0990
Independence 1.27 « 2609
" Benevolence .40 «5304
Leadership W12 . 7314

Multivariate Test of Equality of Mean Score Vectors:
Q F6,163 = 5,4009, with a probability less than .0001,.
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The results of comparing the Yintermersonal values profile® of
Paciiiva Hiohb Schwold students whih thai. of Caspolinda Bigh Scheol stndents
on the postete:si. i the 3IV are-reporied in Teble 17, Lelow,

Table 17. Analyvsis of Variance Table for the Comnarison of Pacitica and
Campolinda Students’ Hean Score Vectors on the Post-Tesh of SIV.

Scale Univariate F-hatio Probabhilitv Tass Than
Support . 16.39 : . 0001,
Conformity 7497 L0054
Recognition - <04 <9832
Independence : « 36 5511
RBenevolence 19,52 - . . Q001
Leadership . 17.62 : ' .0001 -

Multivariate Test of Equality of Mean Score Vectors:
Pe o163 © 7.8789, with a probability less than ,0001,
14 .

Tahles 16 and 17 indicate that both the Miramonte and the Pacifica
iMi.gh School stuadents' “interpersonal values profiles? dififer significantly
from the Campolinda Figh School ‘students' profile on the post-test of the
S1V, hevond the .05 level of rrobability of a Tvpe I eorror, the level at
which the test of thiz hypothesis was controlled. IYnspection of Table 16
reveals that the differonce between the Miramonte students' profile and
the Campolinda students' profiile is due entirely to the differcnce hetween
“their mean scores on the Conformlty scale, vhich is statistically signifi~
cant boyond the .0L level of orchability of a Type I orror, the level at
vhich the tests of these sub-hvpotheses vere controlled. Inspaection of
Table 17 reves: .s that the difference between the Pacifica students' profille
and the Campolinda students! vrofiles 1y due to differcnces between theix
mean scores on four of the =ix scales, Support, Conforaity, Benevolence and
Leadership, all of which ars statistically significant heyond the .81 level
of prehability of of Tyne I error, the level at wnhich the tests of these
sub=hynetheges ware controllsd. Turthermore, comparison of Table 17 with
Table 9 reveals that the Pacifica students' profile on the post-test of
_the SIV differs fiom the Campolinda students' profile in the ‘same way and
almost to the same extent as it differs from the iMivamonte students' protile
on the same test; namely, in the mean scgres on the Support, Conformity,
Benevolence and Leadership scales. Since the Miramonte students' protile
did not change significantlv betwsen the pre~test and the post-test of the
STV, and whereas the Pacifica students® profile did change sigrificantly
between the two test administrations, particularly in the mean scores on
the Support and Leadership scales, il ampears that the principal impact of
the Cerrwinications Skills workshop upon ‘studenis in the two experimental
high schools was to effect a significant change in the interpersonal values
of Pacifica students in the dimenaicns that Gordon designates and defines
as Support and Teadership. That 1s, ona effect of the Pacifica faculty's
particiration in the workshop ssems to he a decrease in their students'
preierence for “Support" and an increase in their prefevence for “"Leadexrship."

=
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Analysils of Personal Growth Profiles

Blansfield and Lippittfs "Personal Growth Inventory" was administered
as a pre-test and) as a post-test to the faculty of the two experimental
high schools, Miramonte and racifica, to assess changes in their attitudes
associated with their participatbn in the Communications Skills Workshop.
The results of this testing are reported in Table 18, below, which indi-
cates the mean score and standard deviation for the experimental group of
faculty on each of the scales of the "Personal Growth Inventory," (PGI).
Table 18, Mean Scores and Standard Dewviations foxr the Experimental Group

of Taculty on the Pre~Test and the Post-Test of the PGL.

Scale : ' Pre-Test " Post~Test

‘ Mean SeD, Mcan SeD,
l, Self-Understanding 6,00 1.24 7.07 1.07
2. Self-Egtecem 5.86 1.36 « 6.62 l.28
3. Courage to Fail - 4,93 1.83 5.75 ° 1.54
4, Giving Love _ 6.05 1.63 6.93 1l.24
€. RAccepting T.ove 6.08 1.6 6.74 1.23
6, Onenness .30 1,97 6.12 1.58
7. Peace of Mind 5.64 1.62 6.29 . 1.50
-8, Tendency to Trust Others 5.91 1,70 6.56 1.32
¢. Lavel of. Aspiration T 6.40 1.53 6.97 o 26
10, Physical Enerqgy ' 6.33 1.66 6.75 1.50
1. Versatility 6.06 Lods . 6.60 1.28
12, Imncvativeness 5.68 1.51 6.23 1.30
13. Expressing Anger 5,05 . 1.91 5,22 1.70
14. Receiving Hostility ° : 4.62 - 1.56 ' 5.23 1.46
15, Clarity in Expressing Thoughts 5.35 1.61. - " 6,01 1.53

16, Nbility to Listen in an Alert ‘
and Understanding Way - 5.93 1.67 6.60 © 1,33

17, Reactions to Commugnts About or :

. Evaluations of My Behavior : 6.33 1,37 6.63 1.31
18.: Tolerance of Differences in Others 6.25 1.46 6.92 1.15
19, Interest in Learning ‘ G.83 ~ 1.67 G.86 1.32
20. Independence : 6.38 1,31 .7.25 l.21

21, Vision of the Future 6,32 - 1.64 6.93 1.39

The second major hypothesis of the cvaluation study concerng the expected
"gain” in the mean scores of the experimental group of faculty Lotvween the
pre~test and the post-test of the PGI. Therefore, the pre-test and post-test
personal growth profiles (mean score vectors) were compared to look for
statistically signifisant changes, ox “gains," over-all and on: particular
scales. The results of this comparison are reported in Table 19, follgwing.
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Tahle 19. Analvsis of Variance Table for the Commaricon cof the Experimental
Group's Pre-Tezt and Pont-Test Mean Scorce Vectors on the DPGI.

Univariate Probability
Scale F-Ratis Less Than
l. Self Understanding ' 30.32 . 0001
2. Self-Esgteenm 14,08 0003
3. Courage to Fail 9,84 «0020
4., Giving Love : 15.09 .0002
5. Accepting Love 8.42 0042 '

6. Openness 8.65 .0037
7. Peace of Mind 7.26 .0078
8. Tendency to Trust Others 7.69 . 0062
9. Level of Aspiration 6,92 . 0093
10. Physical Energy 2.9€ .0870
1l. Versatility 6.77 .0101
12, Innovativeness 6,47 .011¢2
13. =&xpressing Anger «35 5573
14, Receiving ilostility 7.14 . 0083
15, Clarity in Fxpressing'Thoughts 7.74 . 0060

16. Ability to Listen in an Alert
.and Understanding Way 8,13 ' « 0049

17. Reactions to Coxments About or
" Evaluations of #y Behavidr 2,06 «1527
18. Tolerance of Differences ir Others 10.3¢9 .00156
19, Intcrast in Learning 4,50 .0333
20. Indepzndence 4,23 .0411
21. Vision of the Future 6.86 . 0096

13

Multivariafe Tegt for Equality of Mean Score Vectors:
F21,158 = 2.,2785, with a probability less than 40022,

Table 19 indicates that the difference botween the pre~test and the
post=test "personal growth profiles" (mean score vectors on the PGI) is
statistically significant beyond the .05 level of probability of a Tyne X
error, the level at which the test for this hypothesis was controlled.

It indicates further that this difference ia dus to dififcrences between
the mean scores on five scales wh .ch arae statisztically significant beyond
the .0025 level of probability of a Type I crror, the level at which the
tests of these sub~hypotheses were controlled. The five scales on which
the significant "gains" were achieved, listed in descending order, are:

l, Self-Understanding

4, Giving Love

2. Self-Esteem
18, Toleranze!of Differences in Others
3. Courage to Fail

6. Openness




The significant “gains" -achicvaed on these five scales are particularly
relevant tc the obijectives of the Communications Skills Workshiop which
were summarily stated in tHe first'section of this cvaluation repoxrt,

Although the sccond major hypothesis of the evaluation study does
not anticipate a significant difference between the "gains" achieved
by the faculty of one experimental high scliool compared with those
achieved by the faculty of the other, the pre-test and pcst~test “personal
qrowth profiles" (mean score vectors on the PGI) of the faculties of the
two schools, Miramonte and Pacifica, were crmpared to look for gsuch a
difference, Tle mean scores and standard deviations for the two experi-
mental groups of faculty on the preétest oﬁ'the PGI are reported in
Table 20, below. '
Table 20. Mean Scoraes and Standard Deviations of Miramonte and Pacifica

Facultyv on the Pre-~Test of the PGI.
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' Miramonte -Pigifiéy
Scale -
Moan S, Mean S.D,
1. 8elf-Undexstanding 6.05 1.21 G, 13 lﬁ30
2. Self-Estee 5.75 1.32 .00 1.41
3. Courage to PFail 4,97 . 1,83 4,39 l.84
4., Giving Love 5.90 1.58 6,26 1.6
%. Accepting JLove 6.13 1,51 6.02 1,75
6. Cpenness : 4488 1.98 5,85 1.85
7. DPeace of Mind 5.42 .76 5.54 1.37
8. Tendsney to Trust Others 5.73 1.74 6,13 1.64
9, Levael of Aspiration 6.13 1.5¢9 6.74 1.4
10. Physical Energy G.13 1.67 6,60  1.62 .
11. vVersatil?ty : 6.02 1.40 . 6.11 1.54
12, Innovativeness _ 5.53 146 5y BT - 1.57
13. Expressing Anger 4,82 1,87 5.36 1.80
14. Receiving Hostility 4,33 1.64 4,98 1.38
15, Clarity 1n Expressing Thoughts 5.17 i.61 5.57 1.6)
16. ability to Listen in an Alert
“and Understanding Way 6.08 1.43 5.74 1.%4
17. Reactions to Comments About or
Evaluations of My Behavior G. 40 1.42 6.2 1.33
1B. Tolerance of Differences in Others 6.18 1.50 6.36 1.41
19, Interest in Learning 6.82 1.1 6.85 . Ll.47
20. Independence . 6.48 .36 6,26 1,81
6.4 1867

v

21, Vision of the Puture 6,23 1.67

The nrean scores and standard deviations for the two experimental groups

- of faculty on the‘postwtest of the PGY are veported in Table 21, following.
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mable 21, Mean Scorves and Standard Deviations of Miramonts and Facifica
TFacultv on ths Post~Test of the 1’GL.

Miramonte Pacifica
Scale HMean 5.0, ME#An SaD.
1. Self-Understanding 6.86 .97 7.20 1.14
2, Self~Esteen 6.38 1.11 6.86 - 1.40
3. Courage to Fail / 5.49 1.43 6.03 1.63
4, Giving Love ‘ N €.70 1.27 7.17 1.18
5. nAccepting Love : g 6.57 1.32 © 6491 1,23
6, Openness 5,49 1.56 6.78 1,33
7. Peace of Mind 6.24 1.38 6.33 1.64
8. Tendency to Trust Others 6.5 1,30 6.61 1.36
9, Tevel of Lepiration 6,68 1.20 7.28 1.26
10, Physical Dnargy 6.30 1.45 7.22 1.42
11, Versatility G.43 1.04 6.78 1.48
12. Innovativeness . 6,03 1.28 6,44 J.30
13, Expressging Anger 4,83 1.54 5.61 - 1.79
14, Receiviny Hostility 4,78 1.46 5,69 1.33
15, Clarity in Exgressing Thoughts 6.05 1.29 5.97 1.76
- 16, Ability to didsten in an Rlert ‘

and Understanding day 6.65 1,18 6.56 1,48

17. Reactions to Comments About or
"Bvaluations of My Behaviox 6.54 « 99 6.72 1.58
18, Tolerance of Differences in Others 6.70 .00 7.14 1.27
.19, Interest in Learning _ 7.08 1.23 7.42 1.18
20, Indepaundence . 6,68 1.03 . 1.06 1.55
21, Vision of the TFuture . _ 6.73 1.37 7 L4 1.40

The results of comparing the "personal growth profiles! (mean score
vectore on the PGI) reported in Table 20; i.e., the pre-test Profiles,
arve reported in Table 22, following.
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Table 22. Anz2lvecis of Variance Table for the Comparicson of the Mcan Score
Vectors of Miramonte and Pacifiica PFacultvy on +he Pre-1ast of PGI,

_Univariate Probability
Scale ‘ __F-Ratio Less Than
1. Self-Understanding .10 «7505
2. ¢Self-Esteen .89 .3488
3. Courate to Fail .04 .8387
4. Giving Love l.26 : «2652
5., Accepting Love 213 «7234
,, 6. Openness ' . 6.68 .0112
- 7. Peace of Mind ’ 2.77 . 0989
8. Tendency to Trust Others 1.43 « 2346
9. Level of aspiration ' 4.31 . 0403
10. VPhysical Energy 2.07 «1535
le Verxgatility ' ‘ <10 ' «7529
12. Innovativeness 1.34 « 2505
13. ©D¥pregsing Anger _ 2,18 . 1432
14, Peceiving Hostility _ 4.€8 - .0328
15, Clarity in Expressing Thoughts 1.69 .1961
16. nAbility to Listen in an Alert o’

and Undexrstanding Way . 1,08 ©3009

17. Reactions to Comments About or ' .
EBvaluations of My Behaviox .29 «5910
18, Tolerance of Differences_in Others «39 «5320
19, Intaerest in Learning .02 .9939
20. Independence ‘ «49 ~ . 4857
"21. vision of the Future . .36 5500

At Multivariate Test »f Equality of Mean Score V/i:ctors:

F21,85 = 11,4648, with a probability less than .1128,

Table 22 indicates that the difference between the Miramonte profile
and the Pacifica profile on the pre-~test of the PGY was not statistically
significant at or beyond the .05 level of probability of a Type I error,
the level at which the test of this hypothesis was controlled. It indi-
cates further that none of the differences hetween the Miramonte and
racifica mean scores on any of the scaleg of the PGY were statistically
glignificant at or bheyond the .0025 level of probability of a Type I error,
the level at which the tests of the sub-hypotheseg were controlled,

L .

The results of comparing the "personal growth profiles" (mean score
vectors on the PGI) reported in Table 21; Jd.e., the post-test profiles,
are reported in Table 23, following. )




» Comparison of the Mean Score

Taple 23, Analysis of Varl an tha
ifica Paculty on the Nost-Test of PGI,

e
Vactors of “iramont

(D [+
£33
2 e
jon
2l
)

Univariate Probability
Scale - F-Ratio Less Than

l. Self-Understanding 2,78 .1001
2. SBeli-Bstcem 2,67 «1060C
3. Courage to Fail : 2.28 _ +1352
4. Giving Love " 2461 «1105
5. Accepting Love 1.36 . 2470
6., Openness 14.45 . 0004
7. Peace of Mind . .06 - + 3002
8. Tendency to Trust Others .10 75851
9. Level of Aspiration 4,38 0401
10. DPhysical Lnecrgy 7.59 0073
11, Vversatility 1.34 ' .2510
12, Irnovativeness 1.92 +1708
13. Expressing Anger 3,52 «0516
14. Receiving Hostility — 779 . 0068
15, Clavity in B%presolng Thouqhts 05 .8214
16. .Ability to Listen in an Alert

’ and Understanding Way « 09 «7674
17. Reactions to Comments Lbout or )

Bvaluations of My Uchaviox _ «35 .5564

18. Tolerance of Differcnces in Others 2.67 1062
18, Interest in Learning l.41 o .2391°
20, Indepaendence C 1.53 « 2189
2. Vision of the Puture . l.€0 .2102

Multivariate Test of the Equailty of Mearn ‘jcore Vectors:
Fa1,51 = 1.2878, with a- probability less tuzn ,2276.

Table 23 indicates that the difference between the Miramonte profile
and the racifica profile on the Post~test of the PGI was not statistically
significant at or beyond the .05 level of probability of a Type I error,
the level at which the test of this hypothesis was controlled. It indi-
cates further that oniy ore of the differences between the Miramonte and
Pacifica mean scores on the post-test of ths I'GI, ths difference on the
"opennegs® scale, was statistically significant at or beyond the 0025
- level of probability of a Type I eorror, the level at which the tests of
these sub~hypotheses were controlled.

From these findings, it follows that the “gains" achieved bLy the
experimental group of faculty between the pre=test and the post-test of
the PCI were the same for both the Miramonte and the Pacifica faculty,
even though it would appear from the fact that they achieved the higher
mean scores reported in Tables 20 and 21 that the Pacifica faculty had
achieved the greater gains on the majority of the scales. In fact, only
the Pacifica faculty's greater "gain" on the "Openness" scale is signifi-
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concerning the analysig of "rersonal growth profiles™ (mean score
vectors on the PGI), therefore, wo conclude that the imvact of the
Communications Skille Workshop upon the personal growth of its partici-
pants, insofar ag it can be asuessed by "gains" in mean sceres on the
scales of the PGX, was undifferentiated in its effect upon the Miramonte
and Pacifica facultics. :

hralvais of Facultv and Student Responses to the Bvaluative (Questionnaire

In order to assess the impact of the Communications Skills Workshop

npon the 1ife and work of faculty and studonts in the two experimental

hioh schools, Miramonte and Pacifica., one evaluaiive questionnaire was
administerced to the faculty and another to a sample of the students in
cach of these schools after the completion of the workshop, The rosponses
oft the faculiy to thelr evaluative questionnaire are reported in Table

24, £ollowings and the Xesponses of the students to their evaluative
guesticnnaircre are reported in Table 25, also following, These tables.

298

indicate the number and proportion of responses in each of the three response

categories: 1) A lot. 2) Some. 3) A little ‘or none,

O
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Table 24, Resmonses to the Dvaluative Ouestionnaire Made by the Faculty
of Miramonte and Pacifica iligh Schools.

Itom :

No, Item Statement

1. It seems to me that the morale of both faculty and students in
my schocl has improved in the last few months,

2,  The atmostphere of my school now seems to me to be more alive
and encouraging than it did earlier in the year, .

3. I and my colleaques scem to be making our teaching more relevant
to our students than it used to be.

4, My interest in the school and in my teachlng has increAsed owver
the past few months,

5, I andmy colleagues on the faculty are more open and responsive
to students than we were last semester,

6. It seems to me that Y and my colleagues are more tolerant of
differences among students than we were earlier in the vear.

T I think that T am cowming across to my students mora clearly now
than I did last semester,

8, My colleagues and I are more inclined t trugst students than we
wvere cay  in the year-

9. It seems to me that ¥ and vy colleagues express our razal fealings

more openly now than we used to last semester,

lo. My colleagques and I listen more_understandingly to the students
in my school thar we did last semester.

11, My colleagues and I are more interested in individual students
' and their special interests than we were earlier in the year,

12, The students in wmy school seeir to feel freer about apnroaching
me and my colleagues on the faculty than they did last semaster.

13, It seems to me that I and my colleagues on the faculty arc
communicating mora openly and relating to one another morxe
directly and honestly than we did earlier in the year.

\
14. I feel freer about approaching my coclleagues on the faculty and
discugsing things with them than X did eariier in the vyear.

15, I think that the communicaticns gkills workshop in which my
- colleagues and I pasiticipatsed last semescer has contributed
Lo Lhe cvltanues in jay s0houl Lhat 1 olkve noled dbove,
o '

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Table 24, (Continued)

Miramonte (N=40) Pacifica (N=25)

. Little Little
A lot. Some. or Nome. A lot. Some. or Hone,
ki m kA £ ki & A L L z 2%
3 2.5 © 20 50.0 17" 47.5 2 8. 11 44.0 12 48.0
4 10.0 20 50.0 16 40,0 2 8.0 13 5240 10 40.0
4 10.0 24 60.0 12 30.0 3 .12.0 15 60.0 7 28,0
6 15.0 21 52.5  13. 32.5 4 16,0 12 48.0 ° "9 36,0
6 15.0 27 67.5 717.5 6 24.0 14 56,0 5 .20,0
5 12.5 24 60,0 11 27.5 6 24.0 11 44.0 8 32.0;
5 12,5 23 57.5 12 30.0 1 4.0 20 aa;o 12 8.0
1 2.5 24 60.0 15 77.5 1 4.0 14 56.0 10 40.0
8  20.0 22 55,0 10 .25.0 7 '28.0 10 40.0 8 32.0
2 5.0 26 65.0 12 30.0 4 16.0 16 64.0 5 20,0
6 15.0 24 ° 60,0 10 25,0 1 4.0 17 68.0 7 - 28.0
5 12.5 22 55.C 13 32,5 3 12.0 14 56.0 8 32,0
7 17.5 25 57.5 8  20.0 4  16.0 13 52.0 g 32,0

f - '
8 20.0 22 55.0 10 25.0 6 24.0 9 36.0 10 40,0




Table 25, Rasnonsaes to the Pvaluative Ouastionnaire Made by Students of

2.
3.
4,
5.
6.
7.

B.

10,
11,

12,

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. Miramontn and Pacifica Hioh Scheols.

Ttem Stataement

it seems to me that the morale of bhoth students and faculty in
ny school has improve? in the last few months.

The atmosphere of my school now seems more alive and encouraging
to me than it did earlier in the year.

The teachers in my school are making the things we study more.
ralevant to me.now than they used to.

My interest in schcol and in my clasees has increased over the
past few months.

The faculty at my scbool seem to be more open and recPansive
o the students than they were last senester.

-

It seems to me that the faculty at my school are more tolerant

of differences among students than they ware carlier in the year.

My teachers come across to me more clearly now than they used
to last semester,

The facuvlty at my school seem more inclined te truct me and
other students than they did earlier in the year. :

Tt seems to me that the faculty at ny school exnress thelr real
feelings more openly now thail they did last gsenmester.

Hy teachers now listen to me and other stwients in a mora
understanding way than they did last semester, ’

My teachers seem to be ore intoerested in me and my special

interests than they were earliexr in the year.

T feel freer abcut approaching the faculty at my egchool than
I did last semester.

301
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Tahle 25, {(Continued)

iramonte (N=74) Pacifica (N=25)
Little _ Little
B _lot. Some, or_nonz. A iot. Some. or_rone.
L.z Lz E L3 ot L
2 2.6 30 40.0 42 57.4 | 2 8.0 9 36.0 14 56.0
9 12.0 24 32.4 41 55.6 5  20.0 8 32,0 12 48,0
11 14.8 40 54.0 23 3l1.2 1 4.0 13 52,0 11 44.0
15 20.0 32 43.2 27 35.8 6 24,0 12 48,0 7 | 28.0
3 4.0 33 44.6 38 51.4 IR R 11 44.0 13 52.0
3 4.0 29 38.6 42 57.4 €  24.0 10 40,0 a8 36,0
6 8.0 34 45.5 34 45.5 - 4 16,0 14 56.0 7 28,0
8 10.8 36 35.2 40 54,0 2 8.0 12 .48.0 ~ 11 44.0
S 12.0- 34 45.6 31 42.4 7 28.0 10 40,0 a 32,0
5 6.8 0 40.0 3% 53.2 1 4.0 18 72.0 6 24,0
6 8.0 27 3648 ’41 55,2 5 20,0 2 36,0 11 44.0
13 17.6 '_33 44,6 28 37.8° 5 20.0 11 44,0 9  36.0
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Table 24 indicates that, 4in the view of the Miramonte faculty, the
most prominent changes attributable to their participation in the Communi-
cations Skills Workshop were those described by Facully Questionnaire items
S5, 13, 9, 11 and 14. Over 75% of the Miramonte faculty noted a lot or Some
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change of these kinds and indicated hy their responses to item 15 that their

participation in the yorkshop contributed a lot or some to these changas in
thais school, The itom statements that describe the most: prominent changes
they noted are as follows:
5. T and my colle@gues on the faculty are nore open and
regponsive to students than we wexre last semaster,

13, It seems to me that I and ny colleaguas on the faculty _
are communicating more openly and relating to one another
more honestly and directly than we did earlier in the yzax.

9. It seems {0 me that I and my colleaguaes express our real
feelings more openly now than we used to last semestex,

1l. My colleagues and ¥ _are more intercsted in individual
students and their special 1n»er93L& than we were
earlier in the year.

14, I feecl f£raer about approaching mv colleagues in the
faculty and dxbcussing things with them than T 4id
eariier in the year,

The item statements that describe the features of their sthonl that
the Miramonte faculty believed were least influenced by thelr warticipa-
tion in the vworkchop are as follows:

' {
1, Tt seemg to me that the morale of both faeulty ang
students in my school has improved in the last few months.

2. The atmosphere of my school now scams to me to he more
alive and cnecouraging than it did earlier in the yeaw,

. My colleagies and ¥ are more inclined to tiust students
"than we were carliexr in the year.

Tabhle 24 alao indicatez that the faculty aL Pacifica took a slightly
diffexrent view of the most prominent changes in their school attributable
to their participation in the workshep. Over 907% of them noted a lot or
some changa as that described by itam 7, and 00Y of. thewm noted a lot or

these most prominent changes in their school are as follows:

7. I think that I am coming across to my students more
clearly now than I did last semester.

O
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;some change described by items 5 and 10, The item statements that described



5, I and my colleagues on the faculty axe more open and
responsive to students than we were last semester,

10, My colleagues and I listen more understandingly to the
students in my schonl *han we did lust semester,

The item statements tbat dezcribe the features of their school that
the Pacifica Ffaculty felt were least affected v their pariticipation in
the workshop are asg follows:

1. Xt seems to me that the norale of hoth faculty and
students in my school has improved in the last few months.

14, X feel freerx about approaching my colleagues on the
faculty and discussing things with them than L did
earlier in the year,

8., My colleagues and I are more inclined to trust students
than we were earlier in the vear,

2. The atrmosphere of my school now seems to me to ke more
alive and encouraging than it did earlier in the vear,

Note that items 1, 2 and 8 also described the features of their school
that the Mirzmeonte faculty felt were least affected hy their varticipation
in the wvorkshop. tote, too, that item 14 describes one of the least
changed featwres of Paclfica and one of the most prominently changed
features of Miramonte.

Table 25 indicateg that the =ztudents at Miramonte High School noted
prominent changes in the features of thelr school desecribed by items 3,
4 and 12. The item statements describing these changes noted by about
65% to 707 of the students are as #ollows:

3.  The teachers in my school are making the things we study
more relevant to mce now than they used to.

ncroased

i-l-

4, My interest in school and in wy classes has
over thes past few months.

12, X fcol froovw aboulb approaching the faculty at wmy school
than I did last semaster,

T itom statewsnts describing the foaturos 'of their school that the
MJramont studentg vagarded as having been changed least during the period
of the workshop are as follows: » :

6, Tt geems to we that the faculty aL my school arxe more
tolerant of differences among students than they wexe
earlier in the year.

\
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.did previous to the vworkshop, and. tha
n
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1. It seens bto me that the morale of both students and
faculty: in ny school has improved in the last few months.

2. The atmosphere of my school now seems more alive and
encoUraging to me than it did earlier in the vear,

According to Table 25, the studentg at Prcifica High School noted
most prominently changes in the features of their school described by .
items 10, 4 and 7. The item statements describing these cnanaes, notead
by over 70% of the students sampled are as follows:

10. My teachers now listen to me and other students in a more
umderstanding way than they 4id last semester.

4. My interest in school and in my classes has increased
over the past few months.

12, I feel fresr about approaching the faculfv at my school
hap I did last semegter.

The item statements describing the features of their school that the
Pacifica students regarded as having been least changed during the periocd
of the workshop are as follows ‘

l. It seens to pe thalt the morale of both studenits and
foculty in wny school has improved in the last few months,

2. The atmosohere of my school now seemns more alive and
encouraging to me than it did earlier in the vearn,

5. The faculty at my school scernt to be nore open and
Yy 3
responsive to the students than they were last semester,

Note that both the faculty and students of Miramonte feel that the
faculty members became more approachable during the period of the workshop,
and that the moralc and atmosphere of the school, which they regarded has
having already been quite congenial, were changed onlv a little or nona
during this pariod.

Note, tco, that hoth tha faculiy and students of Pacifica feel that
the teachers are coming acrqss wors claarly to thelr students than they

the teachers listen more undei~

standingly to thelr students than th éid prior to their participation
in the workshop. Again, both faculty and students agres in noting that

“the morale and atmosphere of thelr school were affected onlv a little or

not at all by the faculty's particivation in the workshop, wvrobably because
they were already rsasonably high 9n the view of both grouns,

O
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Finally, sote that the stodents at hoth Miranonte and Pacifice
indicated that their interaest in school and in their classes had increased
over the peried ©f the workshop. From this it would ccem that, in both
of the cxperimental high schools, faculty particiration in the Comraunica-
ticns Skills Woxlichop had a dacirable effect unen their teaching and
their students® attitudes toward school and learaing.

Summary

In order to assess the effectiveness of the Communications Skills
Workshop, three major hypotheses concerning the achievement of its
objectives were formulated and tgsted, In this summary and conclusion
of the evaluation study, each of these hypotheses will be restated and
its acceptability argued on the basis of the evidence presented in the
findings of the study.

The first major hypothesis states:

There will be a statistically significant difference between
the pre-test and the post—test interpersonal values profiles
of both the faculty and the students in the two experimental
high schools.

Examination of the "interpersonal values'prdfiles" (mean score
vectors on tha "Survey of Interpersonal Values," or SIV) reported in
Table 4 and analyzed in Tables 5 through 8 reveals that this hypothesis

- is not acceptable in its entirety, or even Zor the most part. Table 5

indicates that none of the differences between the four pre-test and

the four post-test mean score vectors on the SIV compared over-all is
statistically significant, Table 6 indicates that none of the differ-
ences hetween the two faculty pre-test and the two faculty post-test
mean score vectors on the SIV is statistically significant. Table 7
indicates that none of the differences between the two student pre-

tast and the two student post-test mean score vectors con the SIV is
statistically significant, Table 8, however, indicates that the
difference betwecen the pre-test and post-test mean score vectors of

the students at Pacifica High Schcol is statistically significant,

It indicates further that this difference is due to differences between
these students’ mean scores on two scales of the 5IV, "Support' and
"Leadership,” which wvere statistically significant. This "gain" was
interpreted to signify a change in these students' "interpersonal

values profiles” from a preference for (in the terms by which Gordon
defines the "Support" and "Leazdership® scales) "being treated with .
kindness and consideration, bheinyg treated with understanding, receiving
encouragament from other people®™ to a preference for “being in charge

of other people, having authority over others, being in a position of
leadership and power." Since neither the pre-~test nor the post-~test
mean scores on these two scales was an extreme score (that is, above

the 75th mercentile ox below the 25th percentile in the table of
national norms for high school students' mean scores on the 51V), which
would have indicated the possibility of inter- or intra-personal conflict
between thase two values or among the six values assessed in the profile,
;* was not possible to interpret further the "gain" evidenced by analysis

R\f: these scores. /
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The second major hypothesis of the evaluation study states:

There will ba a statistically significant difference between
the pre-test and the post-test "personal growth characteristics"
of the faculty in the two experimental high schools.

Examination of the "personal growth profiles” {mean score vectoss
on the "Personal Growth Inventory," or PGI) reported in Table 18 and
analyzed in Tables 19 reveals that this hypothesgis is centirely accept-
able as stated, Table 19 indicates that the difference between the
pre=test and the post-test "personal growth profiles" of the faculty
of the two experimentul high schools {(their mean score vectors on the
PGI) is statistically significant. It also indicates that this difference
is due to differences between the mean scores on five scales of the PGI
which are also statistically significant:

1. Self-Understanding

4, Giving Love

2, Scli-Esteen .
18. Tolerance of Differences in Others
3., Courage to Fail

6. Orenness

The significant "gains" achieved by the expecrimental group of faculty on
-these five scales (listed above in descending order of magnitude) are

" particularly relevant %o the objectives of the Communications Skills
Workshop which are summarized in the first section of the evaluation study.

The third major hypothesis of the evaluation study states:

There will ba a statistically significant differcnce between
the "interpersonal values profiles" of the faculty and those
of the students in both of the experimental high schools on
both the pre-test and the post-test, but this difference will
diminish and the faculty and student profiles will become more
" nearly congruent on the post-test.

Examination of the pre-test and post-test "interpersonal values
profiles" (mean score vectors on the SIV) of faculty and students that
are reported in Table 4 and znalyzed in Tables 12 through 14 reveals
that this hypothesis is acceptable only with certain qualifications.
Table 12 indicates that, on both the pre-test and the post-test, there
was a statistically significant difference between the “interpersonal
profiles® of the faculty and those of the students in the two experi-
mental high schools. Yt indicates further that this difference is due
to differences between their respective mean scores on two scales of the
SIV: “Conformity" and "Independence," More specific two-way comparisons
of faculty and student profiles, wade in order to find more specifically
meaningful differences between them and to test the hypothesis that these
differencaes diminished on the post-test, revealed that the differences
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between faculty and student profiles were due to differences in only one
of the two experimental high schools: Miramonte. No statistically signi-
ficant differences were found between .the profiles of faculty and students
at Pacifica High School, neither on the pre-test nor on the post-test.
Table 13 indicates that, on the pre-test of the SIV, the difference
between the "interpersonal values profiiles®™ of Miramonte faculty and
Miramonte students was statistically significant, and that this difference
wag due nainly to the difference between faculty and student mean scores
on the “"Confornity" scale of the SIV. Table 14 1ndicatcs that, on the
post-test of the SIV; the difference betwecen the "interpersonal values
profiles" of the Miramonte faculty and the Miramonte students was not

- statistically significant, although thz difference between faculty and

" student mean scores on the “Conformity' scale remained statistically
significant. (In fact, the difference bhetween Ffaculty and student mean
scoxes on the "Conformlty" scale was greater on the post-tiest than on the
pLe-cost )

The third hypothesis assunes that one effect of the faculty's partici-
pation in the Communications Skills tforkshop could be improved communications
between faculty and students, such that the differences hetween their
respective “interpersonal values profiles” would he diminished and. greater
congruence between them would be evident in a comparison of the post-test
ma2an score vectors on the SIV. Although it was found that the difference
between Miramonte faculty and students' profiles on the pre-test did, in
fact, diminish to insignificance on the post—te st, this finding was not
interpreted to pean that all of the bagis for interpersonal conflict bhetwaen
faculty and students in Miramonte High School had been elimin ted by the
faculty's participation in the workshop, Even though the profiles of Mira-
monte faculty and students are more ncarly congruent on the post—test than
they were con the pre-test, their mean scores on the Conformity scale were
even further apart on the post-test than they were on the pre~test. Indeed,
the Miramonte students® mean score on the “Confowrmity" scale, which was
already extremely low on the pre=test (below the 25th percentile on the
national norms for high school students' mean scores on the SIV), it was
even lower on the post-test and differed even more greatly from the aculty's
mean ‘score, which did not change significantly. But It was not possible to
interpret further the impact of the Miremonte faculty's psrticipation in
the workshop upon the "non-conformist' values of Miramonte stuvdents.

In order to assess further the impact of the Cormmnications Skills:
Workshop upon the life and work of faculty and. students in the two experi-~
mental high schools, a fifteen-item evaluative questionnaire was administered
to the faculty and a twelve-item evaluative questionnaire was administared
to a sample of students in each of the two schools after the completion of
the workshop. Examination of regpons s to these evaluative questionnaires
reported in Tahle 24 (faculty) and Table 25 (students) reveals that the
impact was con51derablc. Both the faculty and the students of Miramonte
High School felt that the faculty members becames more approachable during
the period of the workshop and that the morale and atmogphere of the school,
which they apparently regarded as having been alvecady quite congenial, were
changed only a litLle or not at all, Both the faculty and students of
Pacifica High SChOOL ‘agreed in their feeling that LhL teachers were coming -
1cross more clnarly to their students than they did previous to the work-

[: l(?p' and that the teachers listencd more undorutandlnqu to theiyr students

Hﬂﬁwﬁﬂm they did prior to their partxcxpation in the workshop. Finally, the
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students at both Miramonte and pacifica High Schools indicated by their
resporises to the evaLuative guestionnaire that their interest in school
and in their class had increasad over the period of their teachers!
participation in the workshop. ’

Conclusion
PSS A

From the £indings summarized akove, the evaluation study reaches the
following conclusions regarding the cffectiveness of the Commnications
Skills vorkshop:

1, Assesgments of the workshop's effect:iveness attempted by
pre- and post-testing ewperimental group faculty and
students with Cordon's “Survey of interpersonzl Values”
did not revcal statistieally significant "gains" in the
dependent variable termed “interpersonal values” attri-~
butable to faculity participation in the workshop.
Bither the workchop exper 1cnce did not make a measurable
impact upon participants' "interpersonal values,” as
these are operationally dcfined by scores on tha SIV,
or the SIV docs not take rcliable and valid measures of
. changes in “interpersonal values" attained ovexr the short
period oI four nonths.

2, As:easmentv of the workshop's efinr iveness attempted by

pre- and post-testing exvperimental ¢roup faculty with
Blansficld- uhﬂ Lippett's "Pergonal Grouth 1nvbntory"
revealed statistically significant “gaing” the depen=

“dent vaoriable termed “porsonal growth charactcrl stics"
attributable to faculty participation in the workshop.

" 3. The attribution of significint "gains® on either of the,
first two dependant variables fa ulty participation
in the worksbon must remain eﬁtl rely conjectural because
ne evidence in suppoxrt of & more sab tantlal argument
could be gathered by pre—~ and post-teésting a control
group of faculty and students as had been planead in the
criginal research design €£or the evaluation study.

4, Assesswments of the workshopn's effectiveness alttempted by
ex post facto administration of an evaluative guestion-
naire to experimental group faculty and another to a
" sample oc experimental group students revealed that, in
both of the axperimental hiygh schools, Yiramonte and

anlflca, faculty participation in the workshop had a
irablo effect upon their teaching and upon their
etuJentﬂ ‘attitudes towaxrd learning in school, an effect
to vhich both teachers and students could and did testify
with a considerable degree-of agreement betwesen and among
them., '

Aruitoxt provided by Eric
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PART VI
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The Overall Findings

ESEA Title III Project Number 5134, a three~year grant, entitled,
"County-wide Direction to Family Life Education, 1968-69--1970-71," centered
on inservice education to better prepare teachers in the elementary and
secondar, schools of Contra Costa County, California, to offer instruction in
Family Life Education with an emphasis on healthy sexuality.

The Setting. The $146,387.90 grant was administered by the Contra Costa Cou.ty
Department of Education and the inservice educational activities it sponsored
were offered to teachers who were employees of separate and autonomous school
districts which locked to the County for special consultative and supplementary
services.

Project Number 5134, was instituted at what turned out to be the most
inopportune time to promote the teaching of ser education in the public
schools. The years 1968-69--1970-71 were a time of tremendous turmnil over
the issue of sex education at national, state, and local levels, threatening
the very existence of the project from day-to-day and serving as a constant
threat to the informal relationshi» %etween the County and the independent
school districts on whose coopefation the Project depended.

Five separate and specially planned Family Life Education Workshops,
similar in overall purpose, but with differing emphases in content and
organization, were offered in the spring and summer of 1968, winter cnd
summer of 1969, and fall of 1970 for 404 teachers. The 30 hours of
instruction yielded two semester units of college credit.

The Sample. A total of 515 teachers and 1,110 students were the subjects in

this evaluation study of the Project, as shown in Table 1. The evaluation
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research was designed and conducted by a team of research specialists from
the University of California, Berkeley.
Table I

Number of Subjects

Number of Teachers ‘ Number of Students

Program Total Experimental Control Total Experimental Control
I (Sp '68) 114 70 44

II (Su '68)} 80 80 | .0

ITI (W '69)| 77 50 " 27 569 450 119
IV (Su '69)| 139 99 40 | 335 335 0
vV (F '70) 105 105 0 206 | 125 81
Total 515 404 111 1,110 910 200

The original thrust of the investigation was a replication study using
different groups of subjects with each training program. Within certain limits
of the political realities surrounding the teaching of Family Life Education,
this was done in the first four programs. Based on the_results of the
evaluation of these workshops, the fifth program was different as was the
evaluation design. |
Assumptidns. A major assumption of the investigation was that teacher train-
ing does have an impact;i.e:, teachers.gg_chaﬁge, that these changes can be
adequately‘measured by pre and posttesting the teachers and their students,
and that these changes are most apparent in the knowledge and skill domains,
but also may occur in the attitude and personality domaiﬁs. Thus a basic
guestion to which the study éddresses itself is: Does teacher training train

teachers?
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Methodology. Fourteen instruments were used in the evaluation study and

appear in a separate volume, The Appendices. Seven were developed by the

evaluation team and first used in a Ph.D, study.* These include the
Demographic Questionnaire, the Family Life Attitude Inventory, Family Life
Education Q Sort, Family Life Knowledge Inventory (grades 5~6, 7-8, 10-12),
Student Evaluation of the Family Life Education Program, the Family Life
Evaluation Teacher and Student Questionnaires. Seven were standardized
instruments as follows:

McHugh Sex Knowledge Inventory

Omnibus Personality Inventory

Mooney Problems Check List

Weichmann Family Life Attitude and Knowledge Inventory

Gordon Personality Inventory (1nclud1ng the Gordon

Personality Profile)
Gordon Survey of Interpersonal. Values
Blansfield and Lippett Personal Growth Inventory
The statistical design was multivariate analysis of variance for which

the CALIF program was used, an adaptation of the NYBMUL. The data gathered
by the Family Life Education Q Sort were analyzed by the computer programs in
the BCTRY system.
Findings. There were five sets of hypotheses in the original evaluation design
at the time the Project was conceived (pl1-13). However, as soon as the Project
became operational, it became evident that separate sets of hypotheses had to
be formulated and tested for each of the five programs (p 15-17, 106, 151-152,
226, and 273).

One set of dependent variables was the dimension of personality characteristics.

We wondered if the special training in Famil& Life Education with an emphasis

on healthy sexuality would bring about significant changes in the personality

*#McCarn, Jerry. In—-Service Teacher Training: An Evaluation. Unpﬁblished'
Ph.D. Dissertation, University of California, Berkeley, 1969.
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1

characteristics of the teachers. The answer was 'No," whether measured by the
Omnibus Personality Inventory (p 103, 149, and 264), the Gordon Personality
Inventcry (including the Gordon Personality Profile (p 306), or the Gordon Survey
of Interpersonal Values (p 307). The one exceptior to this finding was with the
Personal Growth Inventory wherein the experimental group of teachers (those in
the special training program) achieved statistically significant gains on eight
of the 21 scales. This occurred in the fifth training program, perhaps because
it was extended over a six-month period whereas the training in the other four
programs was over a two-to-three-month period.

Another set of depende :t variables was the dimension of attitude. We
wondered if the special training would bring about a change in the teachers'
attitudes toward Family Life Education with an emphasis on healthy sexuality
as a school subject which they would be expected to teach. The answer was
'"Yes," whether measured by the Family Life Education Q Sort (p 104, 149), the
Family Life Attitude Inventory (p 104 and 149), the Weichmann Family Life
Attitude and Knowledge Inventorj (p 266), or the Family Life Education Teacher
Questionnaire (p 267).

A third set of dependent variables was the dimension of knowledge. We
wondered if the special training would bring about an increase in the teacher's
knowledge and understanding of Family Life Education with an emphasis on
healthy sexuality as a school subject which they would be expected to teach.

We speculated that an increase was likely to occur even though the chief purpose
for the special workshops was attitudinal rather than knowledge changes. But
we knew the teachers would be exposed to EEEé new knowledge in the workshops

and that they would Be learning content when they prepared to teach units of
courses in Family Life Education. The answer was ''Yes." There were
statistically significant gains in knowledge and understandings as measured by

McHugh's Sex Knowledge Inventory (p 103, 149, 221), and the Weichmann Family

O
E[{L(jLife Attitude and Knowledge Inventory (p 265).

Text Provided by ERI
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To summarize, changes were hypothesized in three groups of variables --
knowledge, attitude, personality. In two of them -- knowledge and attitude,
statistically significant changes were found, in the other, personality
characteristics, none were found. The latter we interpret to mean that either
no changes cccurred in the personality characteristics of the teachers or those
changes that did occur could not be measured by the standardized, hard data,
instruments the evaluation team chose to use.

The research design included four independent variables. These were

experimental condition (the teacher given the special training vs. those not
trained), urban~rural (teachers from schools in Contra Costa County serving

rural or urban communities), and elementary-secondary (teachers instructing

students in grades K-6 or 7-12). The fourth independent variable hypothesized
was with regard to students -- did their knowledge and understénding of sex
education increase as a result of the instruction they received from the
teachers who had participated in the FLE Workshops?

One finding was that there were no statistically significant differences
between urban and rural teachers in the first two programs (spring and summer,
1968 (p 103 and 149). Consequently this wariable was not tested in the three
subsequent programs. It had been assuméd that secondary school teachers who
were more subject matter conscious to be different from elementary school teachers
who tradiﬁionally are more student-centered. The evaluation team sought to
measure.this difference on four occasions (programs I, II, III, énd IV). The
finding was no'statisticélly significant differences between elementary and
secondary school teachers before or as a result of the special training eacﬁ
received. Since the only measured variation among elementary and secondary
school téachers was their'participation in the special training workshops, the
conclusion was that the spécial training in sex education accounted for the

)

‘ E T(jeasured difference.
Prane o] o :



316

Having arrived at this finding after four training programs, the evaluation
team speculated that there might be different results if the traihing were
more intensive and extended over a longer period of time. Hence the format of
the fifth program was changed to include training over six months rather than
a two-to-three-month period, and the teachers involved represented the staff
and students of two high schools (the experimental group) and the staff and
students of another comparable high school (the control groups). While the
E and C condition was maintained for the school staffs, it was lost when the
time came to test the C students because the school administration simply
decided at the last minute not to cooperate. However, even though unable to
obtain comparable data from the C student group, the responses from the E
students overwhelmingly substantiated the finding that they were aware of
changes in their school, their teachers, and themselves as a result of tie
staff's participation in the special training workshop (p 309). Also, without
a control group of faculty, again because of last minute unwillingness to
cooperate, there was overwhelming evidence from an analysis of the evaluation
questionnaires that the trained group of teachers perceived changes in their
school, their colleagues, themselves, and their students which they, the
teachers, were able to attribute directly to their participation in the
Family Life Education Workshcp (p 309).

Undoubtedly, the most significant single finding on the impact of the

special training workshops came from the evaluation of program III (Winter '69)

whera statistically significant gains were found among C and E students, in

favor of knowledge gained by the E students. The ,reatest gain was by E

students whose I.Q.'s were one standard deviation below the mean I1.Q. for the

C students (p 221).
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Implications. Research evaluation of curricular experiences based solely on

analysis of strictly hard data poses grave difficulties for the investigator
who conducts a study of the impact of a training program. One obstacle has
to do with finding appropriate standardized instruments designed to measure
short-term but nevertheless important and deep changes. Having finally found
some apparently appropriate instruments, another difficulty is the inability to
complete the study as planned because of the politics of the subject matter or
the school district. To this obstacle, in the teaching of a controversial
subject like sex education in autonomous and independent school settings, must
be addéd the increasing present-day rebeliion of both teachers and students to
any form of standardized testing.

From the experience of evaluating Project Number 5134 over a three~year
period, the investigators suggest that, from a methodological point-of-view,

there is a '"new'" way to go. This "new" way is the use of experts in college

or university research as consultants to groups of elementary and secondary

school teachers so that the teachers can carry out their own research and

evaluation activities and thus themselves measure the results of their own

inservice training and its impact on themselves and their students.

There is an obvious larger implication here~-"el-hi'" teachers themselves
need to have training in research methods so they can evaluate the results of
teacher education on themselves, their colleagues, their schools, and their
students performance. As long as school staffs see university or college
researchers as outsiders, they will continue to be reluctant to serve as

willing subjects and continue to resist the use of their students as subjects.
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This is but another reason* why teacher education needs to be carried on in the
public schools so that college and university faculties and local elementary

and secondary school faculties are seen as collaborators and collegues working

together for a common cause.

*For other reasons see James C. Stone, Teachers for the Disadvantaged, Chap. 6,
S. F. Jassey-Bass, 1969; Committee forEcononie Development, Report #33,
Resources for Urban Schools, Chap. 3; and B. O. Smith (editor) Teachers for

the Real World, Wash., D.C.: American Assoc. of Colleges for Teacher Education,

1969.
Q .
ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI




