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ABSTRACT |

Limifed tc a comsparison of one open school anl one
traditianal school, this study vas perfdrmed to empirically assess
the clatias of open classroos ptagcnents, Approxinmately 250 studénts
in grades 1 through 6§ of two elementary schools, one utilizing an
¢pen classrooa instructional program and the other a traditional
instructional program, comprised the sample in the two-year study
vhich focused on the, asgessment of the comparative sffects of the two
instructional programs upon three student sariables: (1) .
self~concept, (2) attitude toward scloel, and {3) achievesment of
basic skiils. Beasurement of these variables were accomplished by the
use of the Piers-flarris Self-Concept Scale and the Pictorial
Self-Concept Scale, the "Paces® Inventory, and the Stanford
Achievenment Test, Pretests on.the three variables were adainistered
in Bay and June of 1972; posttests vere administered ir HMay and June
of 1974. Analysis of covariance vds used to ~nalyze this dats. In

addition,: data related to teacher attitudes =od classroom eayironaent

and practices vas collected and analyzed. Results do not pra?i&e
support for any conclusive comprehensive stateuwents concerning the
relative eflectiveness of the open or traditional iastructional
progras. However, there was evidence to suggest that the open
classroon instructional progyamr effected positive changes in the
affective areas of self-concépt and attitude toward school. Students
in' both.instructional programs pérformed equally well in the. .
achiedenent of basic skills. (Author/RC) . ) .
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ABSTRACT

in recent years rhere has been widespread eriticism.of the rtaditionél

. mede of inatruction in Anerican public schools, Concurrently’ there have beth
- attempts to replace the traditional organization and {nstructional patterns with
alternatives, Perhaps the noat widely publfcized and implemented of these/alter~
natives is open clpssroon education. The proponents of this type of inngeative
 program say that open classrooq education will effect positive changes }ﬁ‘childrens‘
. self~concepes, attitudes towsxd school and cognitive learning, but* thefe claims
! have not been substantiasted by empirical reseavch evidemce. This study, linited
ro a comparisonsof one open school and one trz -"tiomal school, was performed to
enpirically asgsess the 'claime of open classroum proponents. //
Approximately 250 students in grades 1 through 6 of tgﬁ'elemenaary gchools,
one utilizing an open classroom instructional program and the ofher a trad {tional
{nstructional program, comprised the sample in the two-year st dy which focused on
the assessment of the comparative effects of the two instructfonal programs upon
three student varisbles; (1) self-concept, (2) attitude tow rd- school, and (3)
achievement of basic skills., Measurement of thase variables were accomplished by
the use  of the Plers-Harris Self-Concept Scale and the Pic orial Self-Concept Scale,
the "Faces" Inventory, and the Stanford Achievement Test./ Pretests on the three
variables werd administered in May and June of 1972; posrtasts were administered in
May and June of 1874, Analysis of cosarisnce was uased Yo analyze this data. In
addicion, data related to teacher attirudes and classrgen environment and practices
was collected and analyzed.
{

The results-of the study do not provide port for any conclusive
. comprehensive. statements conceraning thé relative effectiveness of tha open or.
. traditional instructional progrem. However, there was svidence to suggest that the
. open classroom instrugtional program effected positive chsnges in the affective areas
of self-concept and dctirude toward achool. Studénts in both instructional program
performed equally well {n the achlevement of basic skills. .
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION - 3

Background of the Stidy

Jumeg Helsh, wriring an introduction to & description of Pennsylvania’s
- Educational Quality Assessment progras, days thac "public schooling in America

the prowise and pover of formal schooling were rarely questioned.” {(Walsh, 1971,

The educarionsl literature is replete with the recent writinge of a growing number.
‘of authors, commissions, und committees which are sharply critical of the publie
educational system of this country. Thase attacks and criticisma Are LOO numerous

to ignore and, taken together, constitute an Indictment of traditionsl educational
practicea, ° '

For ingtance, the National Education Aasociation's Center for the Study
of Instruction, in its staff report entitled Schocls for the 70's snd peyond: A
Call to Actfon, criticizes the traditional “uniform enviromuent” of most claserocus
by saying that it "...ultimately bores learners by airing all instruction at a
nonexistent 'average' student." (Greealeaf, st.al., 1971, p. 49) John Holr sounds

the same chord by bluntly sayisg that “almost sll childfen ave bured in school.™
{Holt, 19'?0, p. 68)

.. . ‘Postuman and Welngartner condemm the {rrelevant and boring nature of the
“game" of aghgalin§ in & vather vnique way: ‘

The gamh is called “Let's Pretend,” and if its name were
chiseled into the fromt of every school building in America
we would ‘at Jeast have an houest snnsunceuent of what takes
place tuerve. The game 18 based on a 3eriee of prerenaes
which include: Let's pretend that you aré not what you ars
and that this gort of work wakes a difference tn your livesn;
let's pretend that vhat borss you is important, snd tha: the
wore you are bored, the more important it ia; lec's pretend.
that there are certain things gvesyone muat know, and that
‘both the. questions and snewers about them have-been fixed
for all time; iet's pretend that your inteilectual coupéténce
can be judged on the basis of how well you can play Let'se
Pretend. (Postman and Wefngarcner, 1969, p. 49) -

. X .

. Charles Silherﬁan, one of the most widely cited critics of traditional
American educatfon, says: | . . . .

1
1

+«.8chools discoyrage students from developing the capacity to

learn by and for'themselves; they make it impessible for a

youngster to take responsibility for his own education, for they

are gtructured ia\gsuch & way as to make students totally dependent

upos the teachers. 'Whatever rhetoric they may subscribe to, most

schools in practice define education as something teachers do te

or for students, not something students do to and for themaelvas,

vith a teacher's assistance. (Silberman, 1870, p. 185)

Sech criticlsme are legion and could be cited endlegsly. However, a
more importaut comcern is the queation of how the quality of American educhtion
can be improved. An often encountered answer to this question is that educational

historically has been shrouded in faith and optinmism, Until less thon a decade ago,

p. 1) However, as Welsh indicates, the gituarion has changed during the past decads.

e ————
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aystens should be less struitured ansd moce responsive to inéividyai diversisy. It
is said that schools should heve "less formally structured classrecms {n which

the student can develop wore or less unhindered by demands for conformizy.” (A@a:sé,
et al., 1371, p. 140) .

f A form of the “less structured classroom” which is receiving much attention

" at zhis time fn America; especially at the elementary level, s one that has

varioualy beep termed “British Infant School," "open education," “integrated day,”
“Leicestershire Plan,” and "informal classroos.” (Barth, 1971)

Advocates of this type of instructional organization believe that thair
programs will result id chfldren having more positive attitudes toward school.
Because children s personal interests largely determine the gctivities in which
they will be invelved, they should not perceive school as boring or irrelevant.
School ghould be an enjoyable, intereating place where ravarding and “fun”
oxperiences occur. Furcher; the wars and trusting environment of the open

classroom should assure that children will feel accepted, will not fear undue criticisn,

and will be-encouraged to attempt and to succeed {n activities they are capable of .
performing. School, then, should be perceived as a likeable piace, not lust a
tolerable place. (Rogers, 1969}

Opén education advecates also say that the children®s atrirude toward.
themsalves, thelr self-concept, is expected to become more positive for many of the
‘Bame reagons, The warm, supportive classroom environment is séen to be gspecislly
important {a rhis regard. Children should quickly learn that they are accepted for
what they sre, not criticized for being other than what they gtiould be. As they
succeed in self-initinted and self-divected activities, they gsin a feeling of
confidence. They see themselves as competent, seif-reliant, sutonomous individuala,
capable of making deciaions and exercising responsibilities. In this way, they
develop a realistic and positive gelf-concept, (Rathbone, ﬁ??l} T

In addition to these affeccive considerations, the effects of the apen
classroon may favorably influence cognitive achievements, Although there is little
emphasis upon rote memory and the leavner's ipterests to a great extent dictate

what is studied, the basic akills and lmowledge in reading, eriting, mathematica

and other subject areas are expected to be attained. (Rogers and Coe, 1971)

. The attractivericas of these claims, combined with the dissatisfaction with
traditionsl forms of imstruction as espoused by its many eritics, has led to the
rapid and widespread implementation of open classroom inatructionsl programs.

Frank Brunetti, analyzing school architectural trends in 43 states, reports that
more than 50 per cent of the 2,500 sthools built {n 1967, 1968 and 1969 were of

opett design. (Brunetti, 1971) The State of North Dsketa has implemented an ongoing
plan to retrain all of its clementary teachers in open methods. In Pennsylvania
alone, there are more than 40 open apace buildings either operating, under construc—
tion, or in the design phases. (Warmer, 1972) Hapy other schobls have adapted or
are adapting open education philosophy and programs to existing buildings with

- B *

minor or no renovatinns,

Hovevef:¢aﬂ~is often the. cage, this implementation -! open classroom—"
prograns has been carried out mainly as a result of 2 "handwagon” effect, with
litrle justification from resesrch. As ‘Lillfan Rat# says:

Reasone for such widespread interest, by now reaching proporticna
of a bandwagor are no doubt meny and varied...Certainly the peneral
digsatisfaction with sd-called traditionsl (i.e. formal)

- s
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- Thosas, 1972, 197) * .

» 7

schocling and the resulting resdiness to 'try anything'

may be working behind the greusdswell. Possibly s -long-
astanding Anglophilien contributes to Azerics’s reseptivicy
to British developménts ss well. Hotably, & body of evidence
that open Informsl education {s sffective fip not available,
ard 1s not cmong the dany causes of the spreading enthusiaas,
{x-ﬁt‘g; 1?72,; 9: 3) ’ B x . ’

Roland Barth, s leading sdvocate of open sducation 1s =ore specific when
ke writes that “Pespite the caes of information accumulating about open cfucation,
there i atill no rigorous ressarch concerning its affect upon the developuent of
rhildren’s thinking, attitudes snd behavior sa compared with the effects associated
with note traditional forms of education.” (Barth, 1971, pps 117-118) Walberg and
Theuag agree: Y,..There has een very little ressarch atd evaluation on open
education, aeide from testimonials by exponents avd roporters.” (Walberg and

-~

Thus, there 1s & defindte need for evidence generated from research and
evaluation o support or refute the claims of the proponents of open classroom

~education. If this instructional sirategy is truly a visble alternative to more

traditional forms of instruction, this viability should be estabiished by means of
objective, empirical evidence §exivai from gcientific reseacch.

The purpose of this study was to coupars the effects of gn opey ¢classrom
instructional program with the efgfeata of a traditional instructionsl program in two
eloientary schools in Manbeim Certral Sehocl Dietrict, Lancaster County, Pennsylvania
during the 1972~73 and 1973-74 sghool years, )
¢

N - yi
Statemeut of Oblectives

The nmajor a@jmciva‘of the study was to attémpt to answer the following

*

guestionsas

1. 1Is there a significant difference between the salf-concept
of childten involved in an oven classrocs instguctiongl
program and those invelved in a traditional pregram?

2. 1Is there a significant difference between the att%
tovard school of children involved in an open classroom
instructional program and those involved in a traditiomal
program? -

3. Is there a significant difference batwnen the level of

- achievemdit~in basic skills of children involved it an
open classroom {nstructional progrem and .thogse involved
in a traditisnal program? ;

4. Does teaching #n an cpen classroom cauge a chenge in teacker

attitudes townrd child-centered policien ﬂﬁd_& proctices 4w

education? : .

5. Hhat is‘thﬁ extent of the changes in-olagarvom emfimn::zentl
and practices remslting from continued experisnce with the
apen classroon? . .
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Belated Literaturs

although Lillimn Kate (1972) and Wslbirg and Thomss {1%73) accurately
<harasterized the overall ressarch sftuation in the srea of open edueation when they
weote of a4 lack of a cohereat Lidy of research evidencs supperting ite effectiverces,
the aumber of reporte in the literature concerning studies of the effe:tivencss of
open educatton has increased rapidly ag interest in the approsch Ray increased.
However, g strong theme of cautdon concerning the appropriateneas. of goeseralizabiiity
18 uxpresged in wpost of thess studies. Bocazae of the flexibility and fmprecisencss
of open educstion prograss and the “pilot™ nature of wany of the srudies, it is

mphasized that general statements about the effects of open edecation should sot
&Q ﬁﬁd@; i . - v *

Though the original impetum for the implezentatlon of open education in
Azer iva come from the British experience with infotmal prisary schools, iz doesn
nOT appepr that evitdence »f ¢idar cat superioricy in cognitive achievement &
available for ‘these schoola. Pouglep Pidgeon, after rvevieving relevant English
studies, gaye that "Direct gvidence of the efifciendy of the newv Biivdish primery
schoel, cespared with fhe move crsditional apptoich to prizary educatiow, is )
currently In short supply...” (Pidgeon, 197%, p. 31) Joseph Featheratone, being
wore- specific about the sape subject, says thet - -« . A - -
P * - = o
‘ - --0n meagurakle schievement inconwventional testa, children
in formal clgsnes do clightly better than children in ifnformal
clagses, Uniformly, the differences are glight. The greates
are in mechanienl ‘arittmetic, and the lesst In reading. .
. {Featherstone, 1972, p. 40) - - :

Feat'ierstone goes on Lo say that this difference can b ekplained by the. fact thaz
forpal classroom children have mors experienca in taking formal tests than those
in informal classrooms. Further, he veports thot thers is some eyidence to show that
the differences tend to Yiron out™ in Ister school years,
: . . H

The Canadian and Assrican studies reported in the titevature gencvally do
not indicate any heanfogful pattern of ressits, Some of che studies {adicate that
students in convejtional ‘or traditional schools do bBetter on standerdized achisvemens

-

tests than comparsble students 15 open situstions.
N .

Jack Sackett, for dmstavee, found that, conpared on the basis of the Towa
Tests of Basic Skills, children An an open space school achieved gignificantly lewer
than the comparison groups from hoth a sslf-contained school and a departmentalized
school., (Sackett, 1971} Moouie, L his study of approximstely 370 Canadian
children, found that when children frowm open plan aod (raditionsl elementary cldsses
" were compared on the basis of Cates~MacGinitie Reading Test scores during 7th grade,
the results indicated thit the spen school students attained lowér scores than the
students from the more traditional cdannes. Surprisingly, however, vhen the gmme
groups of students were tested 14 tonrha later, the differences were no leagoer
evident, (Moodie, 1971) McRae, in an almost ideatical study with another saspie
of 70 students yeporged very oiztilar findings, (HcRae, 1970) ’ ~
. - - T :

A R
A larger musboy of the studies concerning cognitiye achievement findicate
that there {a essentially no diffsrence in the achievement of traditional and ‘open
achool siudents. %ck&t et.al., reaport that & compavative atudy of achicvement
of 30 classrooms of studbents, 16 from open schools and 14 fresm traditional sohoolsz,
in gradés 1 through 5 resulted in no discernibie pattern of differences. Althougt
aeveral of the 16 differonce compariasons performed ueing results of Californis

. 4
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-Behbwietipnt Tests revealed significant differoncen botunes the groups, these coudd
a3t reastnably be destribed as progran cffecty. "Oierall, it waw coseluded That
stendardized achiovement vas unaffscted by the switch to open claseroos; it was
neither foproved nor yeta A (Yuckean, et.al., 1973, 5. @ :

Hore pomitively, Charles Efilough®s report of a thres-year longitudinal ,
study Indicates that students from gchoole with open progress scorad significanzly ™
hightr on togaitive achievement meamires than students fros traditfopal progran
achoole. Killough's evenly divided sample of approxivately 270 elezentary studenie

*re randenly selectsd and given a pretest apd yearly posttest for thrse vears, At
“the end of the second yoar, the open prograe studenta had glgnificantly higher mean
scores in aritisetic reaconing, srithsetic eonsopte, aritheetic cosputacicn, reading
conprebension sod vecabulary, Rillough reports that differences vere majatained
through che third year of ths atudy, (Eﬁidﬂgix, 1971) -

The vesults of those studies axc goncvhat contradfctory, but it appears
that open edesation prograne hevo not besy demonstrated to be oither clearly
inferfor or mperior to traditionsl ‘wducation programs in relstion te thelyr cffectn

spon childrens” cog: **ive achievesent. - Tha preasnt éituatiys is stemarized rather
concigely by Frank Stetz in his A.E.R.4, paADEY ¢

Tz date, very few large scale endesvors o aganss stodent
achievement in open education have been ccapleted. Studies
which have heen dome have not shown the incressed gaine sver
more traditionnl prograse wiich was hoped for. {Srecr, 1974)

Since the claims of the grsg}gﬁ&éﬁ of opsn aﬁm&iiaag epheaize vasulte .
in affeitive arean. a good nyumber of the studies in the lterature deal with thesd
typos . variables. . : ’ ) -

The self-concept of children is ong of the primary &fﬁfaatiéé veriablos
that open education advocates believe will be positigely affected by participation
in open {nstructional programs. s 4 good mmbar of the studien In the literature

have addressed the question of ohether imvolvenent in open education progeans results
in izproved pelf-concept.

>

Gne of the earlier reports in the literaturn concerns 4 cotparative study
of aelf~zoucept of elementary stuwdents im a traditional sobool and sn experimental,
apen sehool, Purkey, Sraves asd Zelluer adsinistered the Copperzmith Self-Estoem
Inventory Lo 414 expetimental pupila in gradea 3, 4, 5 avd & and 525 pupils in rhe
same grades in the dradicional scheol in order to iuvearigate two hypotheses:

1. -Puplls enrolled in the experizental pchoo! will evidence

greater pelf-cotecs thas pupilo enrolled in the comparisan
sehool.

(2. A8 grade level Lg%s:?éﬁseg; meagured differences in aalif-
2alect bietween the two groups of pipile will increase, :
~ {Purkay, Graves and Zelloer, 1970)

The firsr hypothesis was supported at the ,Q01 iovel of significance.
The second was alan supported, siace d{fferences begwesn the schosls at tpch prade
level were significant at the .01 level and the sagnifude of differances increaped
a5 the grade level increased., These results are quite encouraging, although thogr
validity {5 somcvhat weskened by the “sfatic group” nature of the desiga. Althaugh
‘the suthors uake a strong case for tne equivelency of e two 2chools in relarism

{
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T ¢ sonlreaiment variables, such malehing {2 genevelly suspect. )

Helogartner also finds sipport.for the contastion chat open education
programs will have a core positive effect upon ehifdren's self~concept than f
tradicfonal programs. In a couparigon of 216 clementary studenks, approximately
evenly divided betweon a traditicnsl psehool amd an open.-school, on the basis of - T
scoresyon the Self-Socal Symbol Taska and the Childven‘s Self-Socinl Constructs
Teat, he found thet durving the course of 2.year the open achool group had experienced
inareasge in adlf-estaen vhile the teadirional group showed a alight losa.

{Beiogarener,  1572) ) ‘ ’ .
¥ilmon, Stuckey sod Langevin conducted & study which further supports the

sffect {veness of opon oducation programs. They ~ 104 grade 5 and 6 pupils .

is twp open schonle with 59 grade 5 and 6 papil 't .2 tradirional schools on the

s bawis of a nocantic differeatial guestionnaire wity the folloving six concepts:
booke, learning, teacker, X, school, and school iast year. The résults of their
snalysis led thex to conciude that "the rvesults generally confirm the claimg that
pepils in open plan schools have better attitudes toward achool and toward . i g

themselves.™  (Wilson, Jtuckey end Langevin, 1922, p. UMD

Otber studies {nventigating the relstionship of open education and pupil
gelf-consept have not heen as supportive of the elaing for open oducation as thoge
cited zbove. Kohler, (1973} on the basis of the Sear's Self-Concept Iaventory,
renpared 126 children from 9 to 12 years old from those open ochools with that of
156 children 1n the same age groups from threw traditional mchoolas, He slso
sttempted to rslate the degres of op.nness of the schools, se weasure] by the
¥alberg~-Thosss scale deseribed earlfer harein, to the variable of gself-concapt. )
#is firdingn fndicated thet there wae mo difference batwesn the gelf~conceps of

" studébts i the tws types of schoole on the total score or any of the five subacale
scaves.  Further, ke found 20 sign{ficant corralation betusen degree of opennens and
self —sencept - .

k1

Bued{ and West also report finding wo difference between the -self-copcept
of oper and traditlonsl growpe. AfCer exsmining the results of the Sordon's How I
See Mynelf Sesle ¥or children from the two achools, they concluded that “the ides - r
that arudents in 4o spen envirewent school weuld be higher in gé¢if~concept.’. . .wan - .
rot Mlemosarratad " (Rued aud Vest, 1972, p. 10) They strongly emphasize, hovever, a
the limitacione of their study, the primary ome being & geapie size of 27,7

The improvensst of chfldrens” attirude toward school is also & najor
sffective obiestive of apen education advorates, aince enjoyrent in school and the
lesrnfog situation is asssood to be the primary motivational factor which influences
clementary chilres. logically, given the conparative freedon of cholce and leck
of obtrusive structuse in open programas, it would appear the children®s atticudes
tovard ackhoul ahpuld be posftively affected by iovolvesent in open {nstructional

propcams. The erudies in the litevaturc lend support to this {nprossion.

The atudy reported by ¥Wildon, Stuckey and Langevin, degoribed in dezail
sarlisy . (ndicates that the exporimental, opes school children responded to the
senant ic differential concept “achool™ more ponitively than the svaditional students.

. Az the authors say, “In sll cases, the attitude of the opsn plan pupils was more
positive than the constrols. School is mere active, potent, and likeable.” (Wilson,
Sruckey and Lavgevin, 1972, o. 117) The atudy by Tockzman, et.sl., also described
efrifer, reported siniisr findinge concerning artitude voward achool., The '
comparisons mode batween opsn asd traditional tupfls {ndicated that, an measured by

- the School Sentiment Index, the open classroos students had more peaitive attitudes

G
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roward schoel. This difference was noted in both the primary and intermediate gradea.
(Inﬁlmﬁ}l, &C y-ﬁls; 3&9?3} : " (‘ M

A study performed  in Ontario, Csneda also supports the contention that
there 18- & gtrong relationship bstween open progrsme and positive attitudes toward
schiool, {Haitom County Board of Education, 1969) Observational techniques and.

. adainiatration of questionnaires in both ap open and & traditional school led ko
the conclusion that the attitude toward school of the open school students wes\more
positive than that of the traditionsl school astudents, Intereatisgly, it was also
veported that scheol attendsnce was bigher in the open achool group. This was geen
as an unobtrusive reflection of & more positive attitude toward schopl,

~ b

As has been stated, tha literature concarning the sffects on childiren of
open education programs does not provide conclusive evidence concecrning either its
success or failure. However <two rather ‘strong impressions emerge from a review
of guch literature, * Firat, it appears renable to say at this point in time £hat ]
there i{s little evidence to indicate that there ara sariously négative effects which )
can be attributed to open-instructiomal programs. Given the relative recenty of
the implementation of wost open programs, this situation isg encouraging.

' The second strong impression gained from a raview of the literature on open
education ia thdt there is a definite mee. "°r more studies in this area. Overall,
the literatrure indicates that a determination of the comparative effectiveness of.
open education programs has not hden made and there is &n often-stated desire for
more regearch to make such a determination possible. ) -




CHAPTER I
PROGEDURES -

Inciuded in this chapter are six sectiona. The first section describes
the characteristine of the sample involved in the study. The second conaiders the
design of the study. The third major géction describes the instructional programs
‘used 'in the comparison and experimental schools, with emphdsis upon the open
-clagsrodm program. The next gection presents descriptions of the instruments used .
in the study, with reliab{lity and validity information emphasized. Finally,
procedures ntilized in data gathering and statistical gnalysis are presejted {n the
last two sections of the chapter, S

Sample

The study was conducted in HManheim Central:School District,.Lancsster
County, Pennaylvania, and -{involved two gimilar elementary schools. Sporting Hill
Flementary Sthool was the experimental sphool, Having been remodeled during th

: of 1972 to facilitate the implementation of an open clessroom instructional ifoérgm‘
White Qak Elementary School was the comparison/school. The twe achools, in‘Zerms
of physical plant, are very similar since bot were built from the same et of
archMtectural plans approximately 20 years agg. Bothi schools have ‘six regular ., -
teachers, one teacher's aide and approximatel¥ 150 students in grades 1 to 6. Both
serve rural vopulations living on farws or iy very mmall towns.

: A major dissimilarity batween the pwo schools in the study which should
be pointed out is that during the 1972-73 yesr Sporting Hill, the open cldssroom
achool, 'had six student teschers in the fall semester’and suother six in the gpring
semester from Millersville, State College. During the 1973-74 year, Sporting Hill
had .four student teachers in the first gemester and two during the second. White

0sak, o%,th;_ather hand, did not have any student teachers during either of thege
3‘9-81'8 .- 4 - . .

Desizn \\ " X
= The design-used in the study was & modification of the Nonequiv&yé;}
Control Group Design as deseribed by Stanley and Cagipbell. - (1966, pp. 47-50)
Because of" the usual administrative constraints, neither random assigment of
students to-treatments nor random agsigoment of school to treatment was possible,
g However, except far the designed opemness of the experimental school,
the two schools are quite similar in terms of phyaical piant, number of grades,
classes’ per grade and experience of teachers. Because both are neighborhoed schools
drawing pypils from very similar types of families and residentdial areas, it is
believed that there was no inherent bag in terns of aocioeconomic status pr abilicy
level of sternts. Thus, except for the type of imstructional program, the
experimental ‘and comparison stydents were felt to be equivalent, Accordingly, the
statistical unit of measurement used wag the individusl student scores. The design
. of the analysis'used in the §E§E§\§aq5§ally nay be pictured as follows, where O
and

is observations Or measurements X'is experimental treatments,
. , . ,
¢ . Schools May 1872 May 1974
Sporting Hill 0 X , 0
Hhite Oak LY Q -0

¥ ' ~ -
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Treatments -

M Y

i

Comparison Treatment, The comparison ¢{restment was basically a typical self-
contgined classroom type of \instructional program with designated time periods for
the normal subject mattey areas. . ’

Experimen..l Treatwent. The experimental treatment was an open, classroon -
instructionsl program Hased ¢n a model designed and implemented by the personnel
of the Educational Development Center at Millergville State College, Millbrasville,
Pennsylvania. This metiiod of open classroom instructidn emphasizes the following

couponents (as describeq in the brochure distributedfby Millersville State College):

a. Team Teaching . :
Team teaching is planning, working and evaluating together in
order to vrovide the best possi@ie.iearning experience for
youngsters, Planning and evaluating are the key factors of
team teaching., Without these elewents, team teaching cannot
function effectively. ‘Teachers must freely communicate
with each member of the team, Teams should be designed so that
the strengths aund interest of each team member are-used to_ their
greatest potential,

L4

(3

b. iIndividualization
Individualization means ¥eaching a child at his present level of
achievewent, It can wmean instruction to a large group, instruction
to a small roup, asnd in some instapces a one-to-one-situation.
Individualized instruction mesns humanizing, persvnalizing, and
caring for each child as a human being. It means recognizing and -
bullding on each child's capabilities and limitations, It means
meking each child feel he {s important and has something to
contribute, ] T

¢. Norgradedness , B

Nongradedness eliminstes the traditional labels of lst grade, 2nd’

grade, etc. Children move thtoug@gthe various basic skillsg without

the constraints of grade levels. . ach :hild can move at his ovm rate
without the constant fear of failure. This is made possible through
revised grouping procedures. Multiaged groups are developed at the
primary and intermediste levels. This type of grouping aliows for
interaction between children of different ages and'abilitieg—— -
interaction that knocks down the barriers that normally separate our
children—~barriers that allow a child to get scme perspective of his
growth and development in relation to other -people. '

-

]
¢
Eg

d. Continuous Progress ‘
This system of curricular organization places a child in a level
that reflects his educational development through a sequence of
learning skills. Each child's placemdnt is détetmined through the
use of diagnostic tests and instrumenta, and controlled by a
record keeping syatem, The major emphasis of such a syscem 18 - /
flexibdility. ' : —

e. Unified Media . /
Unified mediz 1s an integral part of the program in vhich

instructional and other gervices related to print, noamprint;:
' auiiﬁ~visual media, manipulative devices, and "hands on"

9 ! . .
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activities and materials are administequ in a single, unified
program, / )

-~

A fypical learning day wae as follows,

7:50 -°'8:15 Opening Exercises . 2

~

s The opening exercises of the school day ugually find all the children
in their home base. At this time lunch count 1s taken, beginning exercises are
conducted, the daily schedule is discussed and special activities are arranged.

. Occasionally, when a child or group of children have completed a major .preject s

they wish to share with the other children, the complete unit {primary or intermediate)

‘will come together to observe. Generally, though, this time of day is used as a sort °

of launching pad from which the day's activities flow,

>

8:15 - 9:45 Language Arts . .

~

+

Dur ing this time block, such areas as spelling, creative writing, speaking,-
dramatics, English and reading are covered. Within each unit the group Is determined
ty evaluation of the child's progress and may, and often does, cut across grade levels
(1, 2," 3 for the primary unit and 4, 5, 6 for the intermediate), Here children might
be taught by large group instruction for a new skill, small group instruction for a -
raview of a previously taught skill, or by themsélves on individually-prescribed )
tasks. During this block of time, chilgren work and progress at theilr own rates.

The child.is constantly being reevaluated in all the language arts areas and
reassigned to different groups and teachers depending on his progress. The major
emphasis at all times is upon individualization of instruction bgsed on each(:
child's unique set of abilities and needs. T ‘ .

9:45 ~ 10:45 Math

Again, the children's groupings and assignments to teachers are based :
upon their level of achievement rather than upon age or grade level. The beginning
of class will find the teacher, and children making plans for math that day. Problems
are exchanged for later solutions. 'There might be instruction to the whole group on
a new concept. Times may be posted for small group meetings. And, those childrem
who are capable of working on their own are allowed to go their own way.

-

11:00 - 12:00 Lungp
The lunch hour is-an integral part of the day, in that it allows time for ]
children to romp freely, exercise with games organized and decided upon by the
children and teachet, and pursue interests initiated in the classroom that the children
might otherwise not firld time for during the regular school day. ) )
. . /

12:00 - 2:15 Social Studies andgicience o .

The social studies-science block of time in the afternoon provides a great
many‘%ppoftunities for the children and teacher to .discuss, develop and explore the
tremendous variety of interests of the children., Learning centers, work packets,
committee work and individual research work are a few facets of the.learning process
that csn be seen here. '

.

Large groups are gathered for instruction in a concept new to most of the

‘cldldren. Small groups are organized for review work, setting new courses, for

evaluation of progress, etc. And, as always, the individual child can be seen

10
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v pursuing his or her own interests at his or her own rate of speed. The teacher,
in this setting, becomes a consultant, a heiper, a guide, a diagnostician-~facilitator
of learning. . ) . ~«\\ : -
- / ‘ \ t
. A key element- in the Sporting Hill Elementary School instructional program
is the system of individyal contracts betweelt teachter amd child. This system, used,
in varying degreés in all the subject areas, 1s se:n as a major way of indfvidualizing

ingtruction and a;lowing the learner to initiate, guide and be regponsible for his or
her own activities., |, ) .
’ ;

Under the cgkt:act system, children confer individually with their teachers
and agree to master within a given petiod of time a certain gkill or perform a certain
amount of work, suchis preparing and giving a report, urnderstanding a scientific
concept, solving 2 certain number of math problems, or read a book. Each of the
six .regular teachers/ in the ‘sciiool are responsible for workilg out contxacts with
approximately 25 children.. Rach teacher is responsible to make certain that each

"child covers certai subject areas such as reading, math and science. These contracts,
depending upon the /nature of the child, vary in complexity and time and cn be as

" short as two or three hours or!as long as two weeks. Within certain 1limits,
determined by the /teacher's assessment of the child's need, the individual learner
can decide the type of contract he or she will enter into, thus exefcising some
influence gver his or her own activities,

T ‘ ‘ ' ‘ |

\ . - hd ;T

\Self-Concqgg. Assessment of the comparative effects of the imstructional pro- ) .
grams upon the self-concept of children was accomplished by the administration of ° '
the Pictorial Self-Concept Scale (grades 1 through 4) and the Piers-Harris Children's I

" Self-Concept Scale (grades 5 and 6). Both instituments were based upon the theoretical ®
definition of seif-concept proposed by Jersild. (1952) . ’ .

N
. Instrumentstion

The Pictorial Self-Concept Scale developed by Bolea, Felker and-Barnes
. (1971) copsists of 50 cartocn-like picture cardg {(Appendix A-1), The subjects sort
the cards into one of three piles (distinguished by three larger, differently
colored background sheets), according to whether the figure designated by a star is
like him, sometimes 1ike him, or not like him at all. Cards on which the central
figure is a female are used with girls and cavds on which the central figure is a
male -are used ‘with boys. A split-half reliability of .85 with 1,813 subjects is
. reported by the developers, In addition, they cite six studies which provide
evidence of the validity of the instrument, one of which'is a correlation between
scores on their instrument and the Piers-Harris instrument (r = .42, N= 63
elementary pupils,’significant at less than .01 level),
The Piers~Harris Children's Self~Concept Scale (Appendix A-2) was found
to evidence internal consistency reliability, both split~helf and a K-R 21, of .90
with two separate administrations to 6th grade piupils and one administration to 3rd
grade pupils, Test-retest reliability after four months for pupiI® in grades 3, 5
and' 6 was reported to be .71 or higher. Five studies which support the validity of
the instrument are reported in the test manual. (Piers and Harris, 1969)

. In addition to these'two instruments, two of the items on the parent

. questionnaire administered in May of 1974 (Appendix D-2) to the parents of the open

. classroom school asked for the parents’ perception of their child's gelf-concept.
The responses to these items were used in the assessment of this variable,

Attitude Toward School. Assessment of the comparative effects of the programs

.

¥
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toward school,

questionnaires, thus providing further evidence for determining its effectiveness.

&

-

upon .the children's attitudes, toward school was accomplished by the administration
of the "Faces" test (Appepdix A-3), ah attitude inventory developed by personnel
in the Division of Research of the Pennsylvania Department of Education and
Millersville State College to evaluate the 1971 and 1972 “Summer Happenings."
(Anttonen, 1972)

. Based on a-factor analysis of findings gathered with a longer form of the
instrument during the 197! "Summer Happening" by George Brehman, Division of
Research, Bureau of Information Systems, PDE, the "Faces" instrument yields a total
score and scores on three factors: (1) attitude toward school climate, (2) attitude
toward independent study and ?3) attitude toward school learning. ‘(Brehman, 1972)
Anzlysis of the instrument based on the June 1972 pretest of 256 students shows an
internal consisténcy reliability (coefficient alpha) of .82 for the total score,
&nalysis for ‘the same sample shows coefficient alpha reliabilities for the factors
of: (1) attitude toward school climate~~,80, (2) attitude toward independent study
=~+62 and (3) attitude.toward school learning--.,66. Both total scores and factor
scores are included in the statistical analysis. o :

A
3

In addition to the "Faces" instrument, two other neasires of attitude
toward school were used. The first of these was a record of days, of attendapce,
with the expectation that more positive attitudes toward school would be reflected
in a lower rate of abseiice. ' h :

In addition, during January 1973 the students at Sportiag Hill School
and their parents were requested to complete questionnaires (Appendix D~1) with

" queriles concerning their feelings_about the open classroom school, Further, a

second parent questionnaire (Appendix D-2) was administered during May of 1974.
Thé responses to these questionnaires ware seen as being reflectiyg of attitude

>

Academic Achievement. The Stanford Achievement Test battery was uged to
assess the comparative attaimment. of basic skills, Split~half reliabilities for
the subtests included in the battery for grades 1 through 6 are all .71 or higher
with most of them being above ,85. ‘

-
-

Teacher attitudes., Teacher attitudes were measured by Lindgren and Patton's
"Opinionnaire on Attitudes Toward Education." (Shaw and Wright, 1967) Essentially,
the instrument méasures teacher attitudes toward the desirability of using
authoriter%pn methods and the desirability of subject-matter-centeredness versus
learner or child-centeredness. A corrected aplit-half reliability of .82 has been

regorted for the questionnaire (Appendix A-4), along with four studies supporting
its validity. .

- \ ! ~N

' The najor reason for the use ofathis instrument was to attempt to discover
any change in teacher attitudes which might be produced as a result of their -
involvement in the program. It would appear that their perception of the value

and success of the innovative program would be reflected in their responses to the

Classroom environment and ractices, Assessment of this area was accomplished
through use of an observation rating scale (Appendix A-5) developed by the
Educational Development Center, Inc., Newton, Magsachusetts. (Walberg and Thomas,
1972) Originally created for use as a research tool, the instrument has shown that
it can reliably discriminate between "traditfonal" and "open" classrooms- )

The most appropriate use of the instrument, according to its degelopers,
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is as a survey instrument in a school system which is beginning to experiment with
open education, It is auggested that the instrumsnt be used to gather baseline
data against which future data collected with the instrument can be coupared. This
suggestion was adhered to and in this way the changes in clessroom practices and
enviromment in both schools wure assessed. : Y

A further use of the inatrument was to determine if there wag a difference
in the degree of "cpenness" between the classroom envircmment and practices of the
open clagsroom school and those of the traditional school.-

Data Gathering Procedures

Pretests on the "Faces" inventory and the self-concept instruments were
administered during the latter part of May and the first wetk of Jun# 1972, The
“Faces" inventory was administered in late May by district persomsiel for their oun
evaluation purpdses, so rather than duplicate the testing, the results cf their
administration were used in this study.

The self-concept instrument for grades L through 4 (Pictorial Self-
Concept Scale) was' administered to all the pupils in the study by the principal
investigator. 1In all cases, adminiatration tosk place in the normel classroom
erviromment uith the regular classroom teacher assisting the principal investigator.

The self-concept 1pstrument for grades 5 and 6 (Piers-Haxris Self-Concept
Scale) was administered to their classes by the regular claesroom teachers. The pre~

. test administration of both these instruments took place during the morning of June 5,

1972 in the comparison school and the morning of June 6 in tha expendmental achcol.

The teacher attitude opiJ!Lnnairea were given at the time of the self- .

concept testing to the principals of the two schools in stamped, addredsed envelopes
for distribution to the teachers who completed and mailed them to the investigator.

The IQ scores on the Otis~Lennon Mental Ability which were used as the
covariate in the achievement segment of the analysis for grades 2 through 6 were
available in the district files. In cases where more than one score was available,
the score received on the most recent administration was used.

The posttest administration of the "Faces" inventory and the two self-

" concept instruments followed essentially the same procedures as those used during

pretesting. The only major difference was that formal written directions for
administration and sample items were prepared and used with the "Faces" inventory,
which were adminigtered by the individual classroom teachers. These were administered
during the week of May 20~24, 1974. Thé two self-concept instruments were
administered in the same manner by the game people who had done the pretesting, with
the experimental school tested during the morning of May 22, 1974 the comparison
school during the morning of May 23, 1974. .

Once again, the teacher attitude queationnaires were‘given to the two
principals for distribution and were later completed and mailed by the individual
teachers to the investigator.

’ P | . .

The Stanford Achievement Test was administered by the individual classroom
teachers during. the week of May 6-10, 1974. They were asked to adhere to the
suggestions given in the manual of administration directions prepared by the test
published. All the teachers involved in the study had prior experience in the
administration of achievement tesgt batteries.
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. - The classroom observation data used to ssoess the comparative degree of
openness of the two instructional programe was collected at periodic intervals
throughout the two gchool years. During the firat year, the first observation was
performed approximatelyw month after the start of the schodl year and the remaining
five at approximately six-week Intervals thereafter., During the second year, eight
gets of observations were performed at approximately equal intervals. Thus for each
classroom in the two schools, there was & series of 14 observatichs.

I

|

I

|

|

} 'Although the bpenness of the Spbrting Hill building did net allow the

| . ¢lear cut delineation of classroom groups that was provided by the gelf-contained
| classroom arrangement of the White Ouk building, it was possible during each of the '
f 14 observation days to observe each teacher in the experimental school interacting
]

|

K

' with a class-sized group, It was in t type of situation tlat the observation
rating scales were completed. - . .

*

. . : 3
s The attendance data used as a measure of -attitude toward school were secured
, . from the district’'s official attendance registers for the 1971-72 and the 1973~74
. school years. The parent aad pupil questionnaire data were taken from questionnaires g
. administered by district personnel during January 1973 and May 1974, ..

. The basic statistical method used to compare the firet year regults of the
- two programs was analysis of covariance, For the "Feces" inventory of attitude
toward school and the two self-concept instruments, the scores on the pretests
administered in June 1972 were used was coggziétea of the scores on the same instruments
administered as posttests in May 1974, Sfnce it was not possible to admir’ster the
Stanford Achievement Test in June of 1972, IQ scores on the Otis-Lennon Mental Abildiey
Test were used as a covariate on the scores of the Stanford Achievement Tests
adoinistered in May of 1974, Otis~Lennon IQ scoree for nearly all the students in
i the sample were available in the districts files. The days of gttendance data used
|

as covariate and criterion were gecured from the district's dfficial attendance*
registers, ) * - . :

Ed

In order to increasa the accu?hcy~of the covariance anai?hes performegd, a
technique suggested by Andrew Porter (1971 ph. 17-20) was utilized. This technique
in Porter's words, "substitutes an estimated true score covariable for the observed
#allibly measured covariable and then employs classical ANCOVA proceduresg.”" (Portcr,
F. 17) Essentially, the procedure requires that individual covariate gcores be

adjusted on the basis of the .reliability of the cpvariate instirument by use of .the - Lo
following formula! . - .

»

‘. K
. -
A .

Tyy = X4 + pee(Xgq - X 4) ‘ .
1) 3 T Pxeliiy T A
where A - , .
Ti3 is the "true ascore" . . -

Eij 15 the mean of the covariate

]

-

Pyx 18 reliability of the covariate

Eij)is an observed score ‘

-




l -
+ -

, | , ¢
] The following example will 11lustrate thé use of the technique, If the
rellability of a covariate {s .90, the group mean {g 100 end*a pupil received an
observed acore of 85 on the covariate, then his "true gcore” would be derived as
follows: . }
£ ! N - L. +
A ) .
Tij‘f 100 + .90 (85 - 100)
Tij = 100 + .90 (~15)
= A v =
Tij = 100 - 13,5 - -
A
Tgy = 86.5 o\

The effect-of this procedure iz to bring the extreme scores in a group -
‘closer to the mean of the group,. thereby reducing the variabilicy of the group's
scores, Consequently, it is more difficult to obtain a spurious significant
difference when the covariance analysis ia performed. 1In this study, all covariate
scores, with the exception of days of attendance, where the adjustment was not

relevant, were adjusted by the uge of the above deseribed procedure.

Where -possible, the andlyses of covariance were performed in factorial
degigns using experimental treatment and grade. level as the factors involved, There
were geveral reasons for this, the najor one being econemy., With subscale as well as
total scores being apalyzed, the number of gepsrate anslyses would have been well -
over 100 had individual subscale by grade level analyses been performed. Further,
had this large number of independent comparisons been performed, it is posaibléﬁth&c
several would have been signifisant By chance alcne, thus complicating interpretation
of results. In addition, the information gained concerning grade level differences,
although secondary to the primary comparison involved in the treatment factor, i.e,,
open clagsroom program vs. traditiomal progranm, g felt to be of value. Finally, it
is possible, by using €his design, to assess the statistdcal significance of the
interaction of grade level and treatment program, further information felt to be of
value, - . i

The self-concept segment of the statistical analysis was performed by using
8 2 x 2 factorial for grades 5 and 6. Sinece there was no pretest available for grade
1, a simple analysis of variance was uged to conpare the posttests of the two groups

- at that level.

The analysis for thegrades 1-4 copsisted only of a.total score comparison
between the two treatments since the Pictorial Self~Concept Scale yields only a single,
“overall gcore. The analysis for grades 5 and 6§ included comparison of six subscale .
gscores ag well as a.total score, 4
) The attitude toward schodl segment of the statigtical analysis involved the
comparison of two measures, the primary cne being the "Faces" inventory. The analysis
of this instrument was performed using a 2 x 4 factorial design with grades 3 to 6
included. -

= 2

a

Again, there was no pretest data for grade 1, g0 a simple ANOVA on the
poattests was performed at that grade level. The grade 2 analysis was completed with

- “a one-way analysis of covariance. For some reason, possibly a testing anomaly or a

lack of understanding on the studentg' part, the internal consistency reliability of

- 15
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~—-=-== "~ 5@ Lhat the administration of the instrument could not validly be used as a
covariate. Thue, data obtained in a May 1973 testing with the "Faces” inventory

was uped as a ¢ovariate in the anlysis of this grade's data.

; The analysis of the "Faces” instrument for all grades involved comparisons
of three subscale scores and & total score.

The second measure which wss involved in the attitude toward schoo' segment
of the statistical analysis was days of attendance. Here again, grade 1 was .aalyzed
separately via a one-way analysis of covarisnce. Since only one-year data were

. available for this grade and two~year date were available for the other five grades,
it was felt that it should be analyzed irdepeddently of that for the other grades,

which were analyzed in twn factorisls, a 2 x 2 for grades 2 and 3 and 4 2 x 3 for
gradag 4-6.

o

In the academic achievement segment of the data analyais, factorisl analyses

4 were not performed. Becaus: rade level scores on the Stanford Achievement Tests
were used as criterion measu.es but were not available for use as the covariate,
IQ sedres were used. This resulted in 2 aituation where the ‘covariate IQ scores
for all six grades were expressed on an identical scale, but the eriterion grade
level scores were expressed on 4 different scale for each of the six grades. - This
meant that different grade levels could not be included in & factorial analysiz of
‘covariance without a transformation of either the 1Q or grade level scores td aliow

for an accurate computation of the corrélation between the covariate and’criterion
meagures. . ,
‘ - |

' Such a transformation was felt to be impractical, so the achievement data,
with the exception of lst grade, wag snalyzed on a grade<by-grade basis with
analysis of covariance, Because IQ scores were not available for the 1st grade
pupils in the study, the 1st grade anslysis consisted of ailmple analyses of variance
of the scores on the Stanford Achievement Tests.

In 1st grade, the results on thy six subscaleg of the Primary I Bastery
were analyzed, in 2nd and 3rd grades the resvlts of the seven subscales in the
Primary II Battery weére analyzed, in 4th grade the results of rhe elght subscalesn
in the Intermediate I Partial Battery were'analyzed and in 5th ahd 6th™grades the
results of the seven subscales in the Intermediate II Partial Battery were compared.

Problems caused by a resignation and transfer of teachers required that
some adjustments be made in the original plan for the analysis of the teacher
uttitudinal data. During the first year of the study, both the sxperimental and
comparison schools lost one teacher. During the second year of the study, the
experimental school lost another and the ccmparison school lost two more, 80 that
at the end of the second year of ths study, the experimental achool ad four of the
six original teschers while the comparison school had only three of six. Because of-
this sfituation, it was felt best to limit the statistical analysis to that teacher
sttitudinal data gathered during the first year of the study. This dafa iacluded
pretests coapleted in June 1972 and first-year posttests completed in May 1973,

. i
@

This firat-year data were analyzed in two ways, First, an analysis of
variance vas performed on the experimental teachers' scores from pre+ to post- to
determine if there had been a change in their attitudes during the course of the
year. Second, an analysis of covariance was performed to compare the attitudes of

the teacaers in the experimental school with those of the teachers in the compariscn |
school, )

16
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l - the "Faces" tnventory obtained in the 1972 pretest with these groups was ungatisfactory




Teacher  attitudinal data gethered at the end of the second yeai of the
atudy was used for basic#lly descriptive purposes, -

The classroom. observation data wqs snalyzed in two vays. First, a -
repeated messures snalysis of variasnce was performed on the results for each of the
scthools separately in order to determine if the degree of coennenss of their
ingtryctional programs changed during the course 'of the study. Second, the means
of the 14 observations for each of -the individunl classrooms wer: computed and
used {n an analysis of variance to determine if there was a gignificant difference
in the degree of openness of the instyuctional prograns of the two sthocls.

N




BESULTS

The format of this chapter is arranged so that the topics of discussion
are in the same order as the questions to be addreassd in the study are listed on
page 3. Because of the large nusher of separate analyses performed, the
analysis of variance and covariance source tables are not included in the text.
They are showm in Appendixz B, ’ : .

A, Self-Concept
1. Grade 1 ) . -« ’
Table 1 shows the sumary information for tite May 1974 administration of the
Pictorial Self-Concept Scale. As the F-ratio included fn the tadle indicates,
- the analysis of varisnce revesléd no difference between the lwo groups.

: TABLE 1 B -
- SUMMARY D48%A FOR I’ICTQRI;MJ 2,
’ . SELP-CONCEPT SCALE “
* GRADE 1 -
] .GFEH‘ B
. : Classroon ) Traditional -
: - School School .
e S
fumber of Subfects 17 ' 24
Hean . B 62,52 : €3.22
Standard Deviation , ) © 53,80 6.36

F-Ratio . . . 0.13 -

2, Grades Z-4

x »
. B
N
) B
. . «
» s
¢

TABLE 2
SUMMARY DATA FOR PICTORIAL SELF-CONCEPT SCALE R
’ GRADES 2-4 ’ _— i ’ n\
3 Ruamber " Pratest ‘ + . Posttest “Adjuated
~ of Pretest Standard Posttest = Standard Posttest
Grade __ Subjects Mean Deviastion _ Mesn Devintion  Hesn
S OPEN CLASSROOH SCHOUL ’ T
2 g 58.72 9.67 " 64.41 6,74 . 63.64
3 14 63,63 . 479 65.30 10.45 65.23
4 21 67.02 5.32 /r 61.61 12,06 62.02
T&QI{IGM SCHOOL ’ I3

2 18 59.63 6.15 63.32 11.50 62.69
3 i6 - 65.68 6.30 . 54.46 11.99 64.67
4 22 . 67.77 2.34 66,00 4,15 (6.52
- " R - g

P-Teat ) B F~Ratio

Tredtment (Open va, Traditional) 0.16

Grade (2 vs. 3 ve, &) ) " D.11

. Treatment x Grade 0.83 >
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A

Taﬁ?« 2 tncludes the pusmary information for fhe pre- znd posibesr
- administrations of the.Pietorial Self-Concepl Scale and the Fovatios
senerated by the analyais, of covariance, R

A8 15 ::widen;, the analysis showed no aignificant éisiwss&;e bretween the

open classroom and tredittonal tveatument groups or emeng Zud, 3ud and Stk

grades, and no significant mtﬁaﬁt ign %@t&tgm t:smen: and grade 1&?%’63;
¥, Gradew S aod B

TABLE 3

SEEE.&K? DATA YOR TOTAL SCOURE OF PIEAS-HARRIS Sﬁh?z{fﬁ SCEFT g%i
. GRADES Y36
" Bumber . - Pratese . Pogrtess Adunted *
of Pretest, . Standard Postiess  Standard Porkrent,
< firade  Subjects  Mean Baviation - Mean T Dgviation  Mean
. "OFEN_CLASSROOM s&m o \ )
5 18 ’ 56.28 11,79 | 7 £1.44 12.37 &2.73 -
6 23 58.96 10,25 61.12 8§.59¢ 59.4%
) TRADITIORAL SCHODL - -
3 23 57.3% 10.63 58.57 10... 57.94. -
6 23 54.28 12,94 53:,?2 o 13.74. 55.00
? . ] -
. P~Teat F«Ration )
Treatment (Open ve. Trad{tional) 5.05% 3
Grade {3 vs. 6) 2.69 .
Treatzent x Grade L

*Sigaif mam’: beyord .05 laval | .
- - * +
Table 3 infludes the summary information of the getal score “for the pre-
and posttests administrations of the Piera-Harris Self-Concept Secale.

The resulls ofethe total score fhalysis show that the treatoent cefipasison,
open classroom prograg va, traditional progesm, there ves & difference
favoring the open clasegoss progran ﬁi‘ich was statistically significant
bevond the .05 legvel. ither the intoraction nor ‘grade level a:gals'gss
" showed” significanmt &iifermage i ) ] “

Examination of the pre- snd posttost means fedicateé that the two traditisnal
sroups received espentisily the osme nean 3007g8 on the pre~ amd postEfsg
aduinidtyations while the two open classroos groups, particularly the St
grade group, showed 2 positive gain over ttm tun-year poricd botween tﬁﬂ
pre- ard posttest adminfstracions. -

Tabies & through 9 list im: tisa aixz mbazgiaa of the Piers-Bsiris %zf»
Concépt Scale the summary infamti&a of the pre~ and matzesst
ad&iﬁistra:iong,

L
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TABLE~Y
SUMHARY DATA POR “BEHAVIOR" SURSCALE OF PIERS-HARHIS SELY-CONCEPT SCALE
y ) GRADES 5%
) Numbar : . catest Posttest Adjusted
of Pratest  Standard Posttest  Standard Posttest
Grade  Subjects Hosn Devistion  Msan Deviation Hean
< _ OPEH_CLASSEOGH SCHOOL S ,
. ¥ 18 13.28 2.97 15.61 2.48 16.54
E r= 15.64 2.60 - 15.20 2.60 15.01
‘ TRADITICHAL SCHOOL
) % s S 15.43 . 2,33 . 15.48 2.63 15.3%
& 25 AL 6% T 23,25 .0 14.80 1.06 15.08
. P ‘
F~Test . F-Ratio
Treatment (Open vs. Tradiciopal) 1.13
Crade (5 va. 6) 3,22
Treatment x Grade 1.36
‘ ) TABLE 5
‘SUMMARY DAIA FOR "INIPLLECTUAL AND SCHOOL STATUS™
SUBSCALE OF PIERS-BARRIS. SELP-CONCEPT SCALE
. GRADES 5-6 N
' ] Fumber - - Pretest . Posttest adjusted
. of - Freteat  Standard Posttest Standard Posttest
Grade  Subjects Mesn Deviation Hean Davistion Hean
- - QPEN _CLASSROGH SCHOOL
5 18 +10.83 3.40 13.06 31.56 13.67
é N 23 H;QZ 2*89 - - 12.?2 3{-67 o 12.?36
7 TRADITIONAL SCHOOL
5 X 11.09 2.98 12.35 - 3.27 12,82
& 25 1{;.3& 2.98 10.04 §.23 10.465
?—Te&ﬁ-»- ’ F~Ratio -
Treatment (Upan va. Tfaéitisnsi) A
] Grade {5 vs. &) 4.55%
PR  Treabtsent x Orade 0.79
*sSignif icant boyond .0% :level -
. 2




< TABLE 6 ‘
SIMMAPY DATA ROR “PHYSICAL APPEARANCE AND ATTRIBUTES™
SUBSCALE OF PIERS-HARRIS SELF-CONCEPT SCALE

GRADES 5-—8
Kumber Pretest - , Pogttest Adjusted
of Pretoegt Standard - Posttest '~ Standard Posttest
~ Grade Subiects Heass Neviation Mean Devigtion - Mean
) ) OPEN CLASSROOM SCHOOL
5 18 - 5.50 , 1.92 8.3% 2,85 8.30
& 25 6.92 1.98 8,12 2.67 7.78
. ) TRADITIONAL SCHOGL , \
8 23 6.30 2.23 7.44 2.68 . 1.46 .
i: 25 5.68 2.97 - 5.80 3.7 .. 6.19
F~Test ' F=-Ratio )
* -Treatment (Open vs. Traditional) 4.58%
Grade (5 ve. 6) 2.54
Trea*men' x Grade 0.44.
*S$ignificant beyond .05 level
—
‘ TABLE 7
. SIMMARY DATA FOR MANXIETY" SUBSCALE
~ OF PIERS-HARRIS SELF-CONCEPFT 32CALD
) ‘ GRADES 5-H i A
S 4 . % N
Number , Pratest . Posttest Adjusted
- of Pretest Standard Pogtrast Standard - Posttest
o Grade  Subjects  Mean Deyiation  Mean Deviation ' Mean
OFEN CLASSROOH SCHOOL . B . .
S i8 8.78 1.26 9.50 2,36 ©8.64 r?
6 W25 9,64 1,63 10.08 1.87 9.68 -
TRADITIONAL SCHOOL e b
5 23 8.91 2.07 B8.87 2.36 8.93 -
5 25 8.60 . 2,00 8.48 2.55 8.73 .
F-Test . F~Ratio '
Treatment {(Open va, Tr&di ional) 3.77
Grade {5 vas., 6) LT 0.03
Treatment x Orade " 0.07 *
F'S - H
N
/
2L rFa
<8 :




’ TABLE 8
SUMMARY DATA FOR "PGPULARITY" SUBSCALE
OF PIERS-HARRIS SELF-CONCEPT SCALE

GRADES 5-6
Number, Pretest Posttest Adjusted
of Pretest Standard Polttest Standard Posttest
Grade Subjects ‘ Mean Devintion Mean Deviation Mean
OPEN CLASSROCM SCHOOL
5 18 } 6.72 2.56° - 8,11 3.56 8.47
6 25 8.32 2.46 8.44 2.06 7.92
TRADITIONAL SCHOOL
5 23 7.30 1,92 8.09 3.07 8.13
6 25 6.96 3.02 ' 6,60 3.54 6.83
‘F~Test ) F-Rstio
Treatment (Open vs. Traditional) 1.50
Grade (5 vs. 6) 2.43
’ Treatéént x Grade 0.40
. - TABLE 9 ° . . 8
SUMMARY DATA FOR "HAPPINESS AND SATISFACTION" )
SUBSCALE OF PIERS~HARRIS SELP-CONCEPT SCALE
GRADES 5-6
Number Pretest . - Posttest’ Adjunted
. of Pretest . Standard Posttest Standard Posttest
GCrade Subjects Mean Deviation _ Mean Deviation Mean
’ 'OPEH CLASSROOM SCEONL
5 18 7.11 T 1,02 7.06 T 2,10 7.24
6 25 ) 7.48 1.01 7.88 1.27 7.76
“"TRADITIONAL SCHOOL -
5 23 7.83 1.19 7.52 1.59 7.12
6 25 ) 6.88 . 1.88 65.88 2,35 7.24
7 F~Test . F-Ratio
Treatment (Open vs. Traditional) 0.93
Grade {5 vs. 6) - ~ 0.98
Treatment X Grade 0.39
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Examination of the results of the subscale analyses indicate that there was
a sigznificant treatment difference on two subscales, "Inteliectual and
School Status' and "Physical Appearance and Attributes," and both favored
the open classrocam program. - Further, the grade level difference on the
"Intellectual and School Status" was significant, with the grade § groups
scoring higher than the grade 6 groups.

The responses to the two items on the May 1974, parent questionnafre
concerning aspects of self-~concept were essentially noncommital, since
the majority of parents used the '"undecided” category. In response to
the statement, 'My child's self-image (how he feels about himself) has.
improved because of the ‘open classroom' school,”" 51 per cent of the
parents said they were "endecided,” while 38 per cent said "yes' and
11 per cent said "no." 1In response to the statement, '"Because of the
‘open classroom’ school, I notice that my child has more self-control,
now than before," 49 per cent of the perents, said they were "undecided”
. while 27 per cent said "yes" and 24 pev cent said '"no."

B. Attitude Toward School ) . L —— .

1. Faces Inventory .
1 a." Grade 1 ) ;
Table 10 presenta the summary information for the May 1974 admin&st;ation
of the "Faces" inventory in grade 1. LT
» L i
TABLE 10 .
SUMHARY DATA FOR ANALYSIS OF "FACES'" INVENTORY R |
. GRADE 1- ’
' i »
""School "Independent ""'School .
Learning'' Study" - Climate" |
" Total Score "Subsgcale Subscale Subscale
Open ~ Open " Open ' (pen
Clasg~ Tradi- Class- Tradi- Class- Tradi- Class- Tradi-
room tional room tional room tdonal room tional
School _ School. - School  School School chool School  School .
Number of 19 25 19 25 19- 25 19 25
Subjects .
. Mean ' 44,78 48.00 - 18.53 17.20 9.95 12,60 16.84 18.20
Standard 7.04 5.90 5.47 3.45 2.32 1.73 2.77 2.31 .
Deviation s
F~Ratio 2.70 0.97 18.88%* 314,

Ot the four analyses completed, only one showed:-a statistically
significant difference. The difference, on the "Independent Study"
gubscale, favored the t:aditional program students.
e
b. Grade 2 , (/
_Table 11 ghows the summary information for the pre- and posttest
adninistration of the "Faces" inventory and the F-ratios produced in

|

|

|

1
**Significunt beyond .01 level o -~ ) i g
the analysis of covariance,
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) TABLE 11
SUMMARY DATA FOR ANALYSIS OF "“FACES" INVENTORY
GRADE 2
"School "Independent “School
. Learning" . Study" Climate"
. —~ Total Score - Subscale Subscale Subscale
Open Open - Open _ Open
Class- Tradi- Class- Tradi- Class~ Tradi- Class- Tradi-
room tional room tional - room tional room tional
School  School _School School School _School  School  School
Number of 15 20 15 20 15 20. 15 20
Subjects . " ) i
Pretest 46,93 45.95 17.00 16.15 10,87 10.75 18.67 18.90
Mean
Standard . - ‘
Deviation .
Posttest 41+, 53 47.30 15.13 16.40 10.33, 12.25 16.07 18.15
Mean '
Posttest 3.96 6.89 2.36 4,54 1,72 2.10 1.28 2.64
3 Standard :
Deviation
Adjusted 41.50 47.33 | 14.96 16.53 10,31 - 12.27 16.11 18.12
Posgﬁést - ’ ' P
Mearn
F-Ratio 8,51%* 1,51 9.02%% 7.36%
i . .
:Significant beyond .05 level . ;
j/81gnificant beyond ", 01 level
¢ Three of the four analyses performed at this grade level .resulted in
significant differences’ favoring the traditional group. Only the:

""School Learning" subscale analysis showed no significant difference -~
between the two groupa, T ,

e
" Grades 3-6 ’ ) . - )
- Tables 12 through 15 present the summary information for the total ¢
score and three subscales of the "Faces" inventory in grades 3-6.

= w
For none of these four analyses does the trestment comparison result
in a significarnt difference between the open classroom program and
the traditional program. There is, however, a significant grade level -
différence showmr in thre: of thé four aunalyses. o
- €

2

-

Examination of the adjusted means of the groups involved suggests that
the major r'eason for this difference is the relatively low adjusted
. means of the grade 3 group in ‘the traditional school. Further, it geems
‘ appareat that the relatively low adjusted means for this group were a
result of the rather dramatic decrease in the mean score from pre- to
post~ of this group. For example, the mean of the total score dropped
from 50.41 to 40.71 which was almost a full 10-point decline on a
scale with a possible range of 60 and a.standard deviation of
approximately 6, While any attempt to explain this situation is
specusative, the possibility of a ‘spuriously high pretest score

24
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: TABLE 12 (
' SUMMARY DATA FOR TOTAL SCORE OF "FACES" INVENTORY
, : _ GRADES 3-6 ‘
Number Pretest ' v *  Posttest Adjusted .
of | Pretest  Standard Posttest  Standard = Posttest -
Grade Subjects Mean Deviation __ Mean Deviation Mean
. - OPEN _CLASSROOM SCHOOL .
3 14 44,50 5.57 - 40,93 6.55 40,39
4 20 41.45 4.76 40.25 4.63 41.67
S5/ .19 46.05 5.17 41,47 ~ 6.01 39.93
6 23 41.52 4,98 - 39.87 7.03 41.25
TRADITIONAL SCHOOL
3 17, 50.41 6,16 40,71 7.07 36.36
4 23 41,17 5.81 40.48 3.55 42,07 .
5 23 43.96- 5.38 41,70 5.54 41,50
6 - 24 . 42,46 3.83 - 42,04 6.19 42.81
. : P .
F~Test F-Ratio
Treatment (Open vs. Traditional) 0.02
Grade (3 vs. 4 vs. 5 va, 6) 3.58%
Treatment x Grade ! 2,42 )
*Significant beyond .05 level : X
TABLE 13 2
- SUMMARY DATA FOR "SCHOOL LEARNING" SUBSCALE
.. : OF "FACES" INVENTORY
GRADES 3-6
o Number Pretest Posttest Adjusted
of . Prutest Standard Postteat Standard- Posttest
Grade Subjects Mean Deviation Mean Deviation Mean
] ' : OPEH _CLASSROOM SCHOOL . ’
3 14 16.71 3.56 13,93 3.15 12.32
4 20 11.90 . 2,29 11.85 2.76 12.89
5 19 14,74 2.96 11.68 - 2,77 11.16
6 23 11.74 2,24 11.61 3.14 12.74
: . TRADITIONAL SCHOOL
3 17 17.94 3.87 C13.12 3.41 10.83
4 23 12,83 2,86 11.26 1.91 11,79
5 23 13,30 2.79 11.96 2,46 12.23
6 24 {]3.33 2,10 12,92 3. 13.17
F~Test . F-Ratio .
Treatment (Open vg. Traditional) 0.51
Grade {3 vs, 4 va. 5 vs. .6) 2.39 - .
Treatment ‘x Grade © 241 '
r * -
- 25
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TABLE 14
SUMMARY*DATA FOR "INDEPENDENT STUDY" SUBSCALE
’ OF "FACES" INVENTORY

. ) GRADES 3~-6 "
Number Pretest . Posttest Adjusted
#  of , Pretest Standard Posgttest Standard Posttest
Grade Subiects:  Mean Deviation Mean Deviation Mean
OPEN CLASSROOM SCHOOL v
3 14 10,43 - 1.74 10.57 2.14 11.42
4 20 12,40 1,39 11.40 2.46 11.28
5 19 11.95 1.31 12,21 2.23. 12,31
6 23 12.00 1.17 * 12,59 1.80 12.46
TRADITIONAL SCHOOL .
3 17 13,35 0.93 11.47 2.15 10.88
4 23 12,17 1.27 12,91 1.81 12,90
5 23 12.39 1.31 12,61 1.83 12,49
6 24 12,04 1.12 J2.75 1.98 12.81
F-Test F-Ratio .

*

A

Treatment (Open vs. Traditional) 1.51
Grade (3 vs. 4 va., 5 vs. 6)
Treatment x Grade 1.84

**Significant beyond .01 level

TABLE 15 ‘
SUMMARY DATA FOR "“SCHOOL CLIMATE" SUBSGALE
OF "FACES" INVENTORY

GRADES 3-6 . .
Number Pretest Posttest Adjusted
of Pretest Standard Posttest Standard Posttest
Grade Subiects Mean Deviation: Mean Deviation - Mean
. OPEN CLASSR( O9M SCHOOL
3 14 17.79 1.42 -~ 16.43 2.79 d5.81
4 20 17.10 1.59 17.00 1.89 16.81
5 19 v 19.21 1.23 17.58 2.09 16.08
6 23 17.91 1.76 15.87 3.11 15,18
K . TRADITIONAL_SCHOOL .
3 17 18.88 1.50 16.12 2.71 14.83
4 23 16.04 1,97 16.30 2,01 16.77
5 23 18.00 1:62 17.13 2,42 16.38
6 24 16.96 1.57 16.38 2.65 16.28
. F-Teat ‘ . F-Ratio
. Treatment (Open vg. Traditional) 0.06
. Grade (3 vs. 4 vs. § vs, 6} 2,78%

4 Treatment x Grade . 1.30

*Significant beyond .05 level
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for this group is difficult to discount, especially since the actual
. pesttest score for the group is approximately the same as the other
seven groups in the analysis.

2. Days of Attendance
a. fGrade 1’ - . -
Table 16 shows that there was no significant difference between the days
of attendance\of the two grade 1 groups. :

-

< AN

! S TABLE 16 ]
SUMMARY DATA FOR DAYS OF ATTENDANCE
® GRADE 1 - '
Open : .
Classrcom Traditional
' . i School ' School
Number of Subjects 13 . 19
. ~ Pretest Mean - 173.15 173.79
5’:53 Pretest Standard Deviation 4.02. . 3.08
*" "7 Posttest Mean 178.04 177.45
Bosttest Standard Deviation . 2.02 . ‘ 2.05
-Adjusted Posttest Mean - . 178.06 177.43 )
F-Ratio R 0.69 - 7

5

b. éradés 2 and 3 .
o Table 17 shows that for, grades 2 and 3 tb-re was no' significant

y B difference betieen the days of attendance: of the open program and
= N traditional groups, none between the grades, and no significant °
. interaction between the treatment and grade factors. -
) . TABLE 17 : 7 )
SUMMARY DATA FOR DAYS OF ATTENDANCE '
GRADES 2-3
Number . Pretest Posttest Adjusted
of Pretest ° Standard - Posttest Standard Posttest
Grade Subiects Mean Deviation. Mean Deviation Mean
. OPEN CLASSROOM SCHOOL
2 12 177.17 2.54 178.07 1.61 177 .92
3 "13 174.46 2.87 177.92 2.06 177 .92
TRADITIONAL SCHOOL .
. 2 19 172,05 7.49 177.24 2.78 177.38
3 17 175.09 4,20 177.91 2.36 177.88
: F-Test - 4 F-Ratio .
Treatment (Open vs. Traditional) 0.18
Grade (2 vs. 3) 0.00
: Treatment x Grade 0.18

c. Grades 4-6

Table 18 presents the summary information for the days of attendance
analysis in grades - -6,

27
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; _ TABLE 18
. SUMMARY DATA FOR DAYS OF ATTENDANCE -

£z GRADES 4-6
Number i Pretest 3 Posttest Adjusced
of .Pretest Standard Posttest Standard Posttest
Grade __ Subjects  Mean Deviation  Mean - féviation  Mean
- OPEN CLASSROOM SCHOOL
4 - 21 169.64 9.38 178.17 ‘ 1.67 178.83
N 5. 18 174,31 4.62 @ 177.56 2.33 177.17 .
6 </ 23 : 174.76 5.97. 178.24 1.81 178,24
TRADITIONAL SCHOOL-
4 24 172.04 6.04 175.94 3.84 176.11
5 24 173.40 7.96 176.71 5.00 17€.60
6 25 173.96 5.74 177:50 2.22 177.28 /
F-Test F~Ratio . .
Treatment . (Open vs. Traditional) 6.61%
Grade (4 vs.’5 va..6) 0.57 .
Treatment x Grade 1.7 - . .
*Significant beyond .05 level -
. ¥
The analysis of covarlance indicates that there was a significant
difference between the two groups in th days of school attendance.
This difference, significant beyond the .05 level, favored the open
classroom program.
Y N .
3. Parent and Pupil Questionnaires -
a. First-Year Results * :
Tables 19 and 20 give responses to gelected questions from a.parent
questionnaire and a pupil questionnaire designed by district versonnel
and administered during January 1973 to the parents and pupii. of the
open classroom school. (Only those items which address a general feeling
or attitude toward school are included in these tables; the complete
questionnaires are shown in Appendix D.)
TABLE 19
. - RESPONSES TO SELECTED ITEMS FROM

SPORTING HILL PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE#

Did -your child ever comment that he did not want to attend school before this year?

Yes 37.6 per cent ° No 62.4 per cent
Did your child ever comment that he did not want to attend scheol this school yeaxr?
Yes 16.1 per cent No 83.9 per cent
v - " et e
My child seems to like this school and enjoys the progrém.
Yea 96.6 per cent ' No 9.0 per ceat

No Response 2.4 per cent

*Tabulation based upon 122 returned questionnaires.

-y - -
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) TABLE 20
RESPONSES TO SELECTED, ITEHS FROM
. SPORTING HILL PUPIL QUESTIONNAIRE* :

]

How do you compare Sporting Hill School this year to last year's school?
t . 88 per cent a. This year is more interesting
3 per cent b, This year is less interestgng
a _8 per cent c, Tt is the same
L d. No response

. How often did you feel ag though you did 't want to come to school last year?

1

26 per cent' a. Never 13 per cent & Always
41 per cent b. Sometimes, 1 per cent e, No response

19 pex cent - c., Often i

How often did you feel as though you didn't want. to come to school this year?

-

. ) I
70 per cent a. Never 5. per cent c¢. Often N %
-t 20 _per cent b. Sometimes 5 per cent d. Always

i
|
A . - |
{ - *The tabulation of responses was based upon completed questionnaires from 133 pupils . 1
in grades 1 through 6, |

1

|

. The tabulation of the items in the two tables indicate that 88 per cent
of the pupils in the open classroom school find the school more interest-ing than
their school of the previous year. The responses of the -parents reinforce this, as
96.6 per-cent of the parents indicate that their childrén like the school and enjoy .
the program. ’

Further, both the parent and pupil responses to the iéems concerning '
: , desire to attend school indicate that the children's feelings toward attend-

ing school improved after the introduction of the open classroom program in
their school, & - b8 .

The percentage of parents who said their children did not want,to attend
- .gchool declined from 37.6 per cént for past yea%s to 16,1 per cent in the

first year of the program, a drop of 21.5 per cent.

The pupil responsges indicate this change in feeling even more strongly. The
.percentage of children who indicated they never felt 1ike not attending *
school {ncreased from 27 per cent to 70 per cent. The percentage of
children who often or always felt that they did not want to attend scheol
decredsed from 32 per cent to 10 per cent,
) b. Second-Year Results “ - )
’ Table 21 shows the responses of parents of pupils in the open classroom -
: school to selected items of a questionnaire adninigtered near the end of
the 1973-74 school year. (TE; complete questionnaire is shown in Appendix D.)




TABLE 21
-RESPONSES T0 1974 PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE*

I'm glad that my child is attending the "open classroom™ schocl.
Yes 66 per cent Undecided 24 per cent No 10 per cent . -

I feel that my child is getting mdfe attention in school now, 5
Yes 69 per cent Undecided 21: per cent No 10 per cent .

My child seems to like school more now. K
Yes 75 per cent - Undecided 15 per cent No 10 per cent .

M& child says more positive and nice things about achoul and his teachers than before.
Yes 359 per_ tent Undecided 27 per cent No 14 per cent

My child seems more enthusiastic about school and learning now.
. Yes 77 per cent Undecided 12 per cent No 11 per cent

*Seventy per cent (67 of 96) of the families with a child.or children at Sporting
Hill returned a questionnaire. i .
These responses indicate that the parents of the children in the open
classroom school believe that their children perceive school in & more
N pogitive way than they did prior to the inception of the open program. ot
Seventy-five per cent of the parents said that their children "1like
school more now," 59 per cent indicated that their chiid "says more
positive and nice things about school and his teacher than before,"”
a..d 77 per cent believed that their child “geems more enthusiastic
~about school and learning..." Sixty~six per cent of the parents were
"glad" that their child was attending thé open school and about the
same number, 69 per cent, felt that their child was receiving more
attention in the open schodl than had been the case prior to the
inception of the open program.

. It is interesting to note that relatively few parents werefdefiniteiy
negative in their responses to the items concerning the open classroom
program. For .example, only 10 per cent of the parents indicated that
they were not pleased by the fact that their child was attending the
open tlassroom school. About the 'same percentage of parents were
definitely negative in their responses to the other items presented in
‘the table.

c. Academgé Achievement { &, .
Tables 22 through 27 summarize the results of the administration and covariance

analysis of the various subscales of the Stanford Achievement Test in grades 1 _
through 6.

Of the 44 separate analyses performed, only 6 produced statiastically significant
differences. Of these six, three favored the open classroom group and three
favored the traditional group. The open classroom group scored significaﬁtiy
better than the traditional group on the Science and Social Studies Concepts
subscale in grade 3, the Word Meaning subscale in grade 6, and on the Arithmetic
Applications subscale in grade 6, The traditional group scored significantly
better than the open school group on the Arithmetic Computation and the
Arithmetic Application subscale in grade 4 and significdntly better on the
Language gubscale in grade 5, ’

s . w30
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D. Teacher Att itué-es

Tables 28 and 29 summarize the analyses performed using the data from the 1972
pretest scores and the 1973 _osttest gcores on the "Opinionnaire on Attitudes
Toward Education." "(As indicated previcusly, because of the loss of subjects
this segment of the analysis was limited to first-year data.)

-

" TABLE 28 )
EXPERIMENTAL TEACHER ATTITUDES*.
Nuaber .. . "
of .o Mean Standard
Subjects - Score Deviation F-Ratio
1) ] .
" Pretest 5 206 10.86. .
' . 1.29
Posttest ©5 212 . 4.64 ’

f

%One of the six teachers in the experimental school left‘during the’1972-73 school
year. Therefgre, only the scores of the five remaining teachers were included in
* this analysis. ' :

r

' . -7
¢

. . TABLE 29 ,
£ SUMMARY DATA FOR COMPARISON OF .
. RESULTS OF TEACHER ATTITUDE ANALYSIS#*
Opea Ciassroom Traditional
Teschers Teachers
Number of subjects , 5 . 5
. Pretest Mean ’ 206.00 203.6
. Pretest Standard Deviation 10.86 8.93
. Pesttest Mean 212.00 ) ) 208.6 .
- Posttest Standard Deviation 4,64 6.91
Adjusted Postiest Mean" 211.83 ’ 208.77
P-Ratio . : 0.62 " s3

' *Both the open classroom and traditional schools had a teacher resign during the

.~ . 1972-73 school year. Thus, this comparison was made using.the scores of the five
remaining teachers in each.school. -t

) -
N

-

As Table 28 shows, there was no statiatically significant difference between the N
mean pretest score and the mean 1973 posttest score of the experimental teachers,
Further, a-t-test (t = .69) comparing the 1972 pretest mean aud the 1974 posttest
mean of the four experimental teachers involved in both years of the study

showed this difference to be nonsignificant. .

”,

Table 29 sumuarizes the results of the cBvariance comparing the attitude scdres
of ‘the open classroom teachers and the traditional teachers in the study.
Agdin, there waa no.gignificant difference between the two groups. *

T . - Y

E. Clagsroom Observations o \ ’

Table 30 presents the mean~§bservation scores for the series of the 14 observations
conducted in €ach of the classrooms in the two schools during the course of the
study. The accompanying graph ias a visual represeatation of the same data.’

. S
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. TABLE 30
- . SUMMARY OF CLASSROOM OBSERVATION DATA
Obaervation i Traditional e Open Classroom
Number School ) School
1 98 157 .
2 140 128 -
3 116 154
4 131. 148
5 140 . . 141
6 142 : . 162
-7 , 132 e
8 - 128 161 .
9 : © 130 N 165
10 , 139 J™O160 0 - :
11 - 145 - 162
12 142 - 149
13 136 169
14 138 - 167
Overall Mean 131 157
F-Ratio for .Repeated ’ 8.93%* 30.63%* -
Measures ANOVA . °

*%Significant beyond ,01 level

As is evident, both instrpctional programs experienced changes in theif degree

of openness during the course of the study. The repeated measures analyses of

variance performed on\the observational data (F-ratios are shown in Table 30)
' ‘ show that these chanzgp were statistically significant in both schools.

The series of means and the graph indicate that the instructional programs in
both schools became more open over the course of the study, .with much of this
change occurring during the first year of the study. The observations for the
second year indicate that both programs were relatively stable in their degree
of openness during the second year.

William Donny, who performed the series of observations in both schools, describes
them in the following way ’
Observations cf the experimental and control schools throughout the
study ‘indicated that the schools varied from observation to
observation in their degree of methodological openness of convention-
ality. \
The experimental school chose to launch its new program during the +
first days of school with enthusiastic efforts to operate successfully
the rather free, fluid, individualized open processes., Added to the
pressures of this ambitious beginning was the constant flow of visitors .
that were hosted, and the considerable number of after school work

hours needed to sustain this new demanding multiprocess educatiopal
method. During intervals when new learning stations and procedurss

weére being installed, the open school faculty reverted at-times to — -
simpler large group conventional methods and were rated accordingly.
Large variations in degree of openness occurred from period to period

ERIC . % 46 -
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. during the first "year although an overall increase did occur.,

Perhaps due tc publicity released about the experimental school as well
as the physical proximity -of the two, the control school increasingly"
adopted techniques of openness during most of the first year, but within
the framework of their established practices. The result was a fairly
congistent trend to greater openness with time but leveling off toward
the end of the first year., The differences between the two groups

i would have been greater if the conventional school had not changed -
markedly in degree of openness contrary to what is expected of a true
control, -

.As a result of these trends the position of the two schools
became at times very gimilar with regard to openness as measured
by the observation instrument. However, near the end of the first
year, while the control schoel turned back to a more conventional
educational prbvcess, the experimental school appeared to have found
the degree of openness suited to its needs and began to operate
the new program with confidence and aplomb. Observations carried
out in the succeeding year tended- to clarify further this situation.
" These observations indicated that the open school retained its status
with regard to degree of openness, while the conventional school .
raintained a relatively more conventicnal methodological position.

The above described movement of the comparison school toward openness and the =
fluctuation in the degree of openness-of the experimental school mean that, :

. not surprisingly, the ideal comparison between strictly and continually

delineated "traditional” and "open" instructional programs was not possible.

It suggests that the absence of any consistent difference between the stidents

of the two schools might be at least.partially explained as resultiag from

the fact that the two instructional programs were not really very different.

However, although the difference between the two programs was -not as great

as might have been desired, that difference was significant.

An anlysis of variance comparing the two schools on the basis of the means
of the 14 observations for individual classrooms produced an F-ratis of
63.43 which is significant beyond the .01 level. (ANOVA source table is
shown in Appendix B.) So, even though the varying differences “etween' the
two instructional programs might have diluted any differential effect which
instruction program "openness" might have exerted upon students, the fact
remains that the two programs were rated as being significantly different
on the instrument which quantified this variable. Because of this, it does
not seem probable that the absence of student differcnces between the two
schools can be totally attributed to program similarity, . R

\’s




CHAPTER IV /

R DISCUSSION, SUMMARY, AND RECOMMERDATIONS

As stated in Chapter I, the purpose of this study was to gather evidence
related to five basic questions. The first section of this chapter restates these
questions and briefly discusses the findings and conclusions which relate to them.
The gecond section of the chapter is a general summary of the study apd the third
gsection presents recommendations for future research.

Discussion of Findings .(.

Question 1: 1Is tHere a significant difference between the self-concept of children
involved in an open classroom instructional program and thgse iavolved
in & traditional program? .

The results of the self-concept segment of the study are gsomewhat mixed.
The aralyges of the Pictorial Self-Concept Scale for grades 1-4 indicate no resl
differences between the scores of the students of the tyo programs.

The analyses of the Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale for grades
5 and 6, on the other hand, resulted in'significant differences favoring the open
clagsroom students on total score and on the "Intellectual and School Status" and
"Physical Appearance and Attributes” subscales. Thus, there is some evidence to
suggest that, at least for the students in the intermediate grades, involvement
in the open classroom program resulted in a positive change in self-concept.

An alternative explanation for this difference favoring the open classroom
students which must be considered is that it was the result of tegcher differences.
Since there was only one teacher per grade for each treatment, it is not possible to

totally eliminate this alternative explanation. However, the fact that the study was

conducted over a two-year period weakens somewhat the argument for this explanation
‘of the difference,\since the students involved were exposed to more than one teacher
during the study. Further, an examination of the pre~ and posttest means of the
groups in the three analyses which resulted in significant differences favoring the
open classroom program shows that while the two traditional groups and the two open
classroom groups scored at a“out the same level on the pretest administrationm, the
traditional groups remained at the seme level while the open classroom groups showed
a pogitive gain over the two years.

»

Thus, it appears reasonable tc tentatively conclude that the open classroom

treatment exercised a positive, differential effect upon the grade 5 and 6 students
in the area of’ gself-concept. -

Question 2: Is there a significant difference between the attitudes toward school

of children involved in an open classroom instructional program and -

those involved in a traditionsl program?

'

The evidence relating to this queétisn'is also somewhat mixed. The analyses

performed with the "Faces" inventory data show that in grade 1, the traditional
students scored significantly higher on the "Independent Study" gubscale than the

higher on the total score and on the "Independent Study” and "School Climate"
subscales than the open clagsroom students, but that in the other analywses for these
grades and in all th> analyses for grades 3-6 there were no significant treatment
differences favorihggeither the opén clasaroom pr the traditional students.
&
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The da?s of attendance analyses for grade 1 and grades 2-3 showed no
significant difference between the two programs. However, the analysis fot grades
4-6 resulted in a significant difference favoring the open classroom treatment.

‘The data collected with the pupil and parent questionnaires at the open
classroom school indicates an improvement in attitude toward school after the
implementation of the open classroom program. A large majority (88 per cent) of ’
the students felt that the open program was more interesting than the previous one
and a large number of students (42 per cent) indicated a positive change in their
desire to attend school. The responses of parents on their questionnaires reinforced
these student .responses. .

Overall, then, the results of the attitude toward school segment of the
students do not provide a clesr-cut answer to question number two. However, there
does appear to be sufficient evidence to suggest that the open classroom program
positively influenced the attitudes toward school of the children involved.

Questidn Is there a significant difference between the level of achievement in
1L( basic skills of children involved in an open classroom instructional .
program and those involved in a traditional instructional program?

The data collected with the Stanford Achievement Tests indicates ratherr
clearly that there was no difference between the two instructional programs in
relation to their effect upon student achievement of basic skilla. Only six of the
44 separate analyses performed resulted in statistically significant differences.

Of these six, three favored the traditional group and three favored the open classroom
group. So, it appears that the answer to the basic skills question is ' 'no.

Question 4: Does teaching in an open classroom cause a change in teacher attitudes
toward child-centered policies and practices in education?

The results of the analysis of the teacher attitude opinionnaire indicate
that no significant change in the attitudes of the open classroom teachers occurred
during thé course of the study. This finding 4s encouraging, since it indicates;
that actual, prolonged experience with open classroom procedures did not change the
positive attitudes the teachers held toward the value of policies and_practices
which arz basic components of the open education philospphy.

Question 5: What are the extent of the changes in classroom enviromment and practices '
which result from continued experience with the open classroom? »

1 Analysis of the classroom observation data indicates that there were
statistically significant ¢hanges in the claesroom environment{;nd practices during
the course of the study, particulsrly durirg the first year. 2 observation rating
scale results, teachers' comments, and observer's reactions indicate that, as would
be expected during the first year of a rather significant changeover, there were
fluctuations in practices as the open classroom teachers searched for the most
appropriate and successful mcde of operation. The second~yeat observation data
indicate that a relatively atable mode of operation was arrived at and maintained.
Overall, the degree of openness increased from the beginning of the study to the
end, indicating an apparent satisfaction with the success of the open classroom
program.

Summarx' : : "4

Because of the relatively limited scope of the study and the lack o. any
obserrvable strong differentizl effects, the results of the study do not provide any

é
e
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conclusive or readily generalizable information about the relative effectiveness of
apen classroom or traditional instructional programs, Nevertheless, the results are
encouraging from geveral standpoints,

First of all, there are indications that in the affective areas of self-
concept and attitude toward school the open clasaroom program did exert a positive
effect upon the students involved. This finding lends tentative support to the
claims of the proponents of open education who believe that their msde of instruction
will have its more significant effects in this area

- A

Also, the level of achievement of basic skills of the students in the open
program was essentially the same as that of those in the traditional program, Since
there generally is more overt emphasis placed upon such attainment in traditional
" instructional programs than in open programs, this finding is revealing.

. Finally, the observation and questionnaire data indicate that the open
program is now running smoothly, that it is well accepted by students- and parents
and that the teachers have retained their initial enthusiasm for the program after
continued experience with it. This is encouraging since it indicates that the
program has probably passed through the "bandwagon" phase, beyond which so many ’
innovative programs have not proceeded,

Overall then, it appears thdt the study described hereir, while not pro-
viding conclusive evidence concerning the relative effectiveness of the open or
traditional fnstructional programs, indicates that the open classroom prugram was
successfully imp}bmented and achieved scme positive results.

Recommendations for Future Research ~

The experience gained in this study indicates .nat there are three
primary needs which can be met by future research and evaluation in the area of
open classroom education, .

1. There is a need for longitudinal studies in which the long term
effects of exposure t. open classroom education prégrams can be
asfessed. The pupil characteristics which open education proponents
hogé to affect do not appear to be ones which can be significantly
altered over a short period of time. Such attributes as salf-concept,
attitude toward learning and level of cognitive functioning )
theoretically are formed over a period of years and to expect a
change in such fundamental characteristics in one or two years 1is
probably unrealistic. Studies which measure these varisbles over
several years should provide a more sound evaluation of open
education than the typical one-or-two-year studyv.

&

2. There is also a strong need for more wide-ranging, large-scale
- evaluations of the effects of open education. The flexibility

inherent in open educational instructional programs makes
generalizability of results from a specific classroom or school a
very tenuous venture. However, while it 1g understandable that open
programs will differ from one locale to another, it does not appear
unreasonable to expect.that fundamental common components will be
present in almost all open programs. Results of gtudies which
include several schools with varied open programs would appear
tg be more gensralizable, since the components common to open
programs would be more rzasonable causes of results than the host
of specific characteristics which might affect the results of one

[y
v
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program. —~ .
- . « &

3. There is a need for evaluastica which focus on variables which are not
normally assessed in program comparison studies. The proponents of
open education believe that the major impact of their programs will
be reflected in changes in such areas as childrens' creativity,
motivation, self-directedness, socilal awareness, and higher-order
¢ognitive learning, However, for reasons such as nonexistence of
instruments and conetraints upon time and money, these variables
wre often-not included in major program comparison studies., If open
clagsroom education is to be thoroughly evaluated, studies
incorporating these variablaes will be necessary. -

-
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Sample Items from Pictorial Self-oncept Scale
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w APPENDIX A-2
The Piers-Harris Children’s Self-Concapt Scale =~

Here are a set of statements. Some of them are true of you and so you will
circle the yes. Some arxp not true of you and so you will circle the no.
Answer every question n if some are hard to decids, but do not circle
both yes -and no. Remember, circle the yss if the statement is generally
like. you, or circle the no if the statement is cansrally not like you.
There are no right or wrong answers. Only you can tell is how you feel -
about yourself, so we hope you will rark the way you really feel insids.

1. My zlassmates make fun of ms -

e e s s s s v s s s e s s ¥YeB NO
2. 1 am & happy person . . . . e s s 2 s s s s 5 s e s a s eo'¥yEB NO
3. It is hard forme tomake fr onds . . &+ ¢« « 4 o ¢ ¢ o o o « YEB NO
4, T amoften sad o & & ¢ & ¢ ¢ ¢ 2 2+ o o o ¢ s s s s s s s s s YO8 NO
S. JTamemart . . . . 4 0 i s s et o s s e s s s e e 2 e e s . YEBNO
Bl T AM BHY v ¢ o'+ o ¢ o o ¢ o o o o s o o s o s s s s s s s o YO8 IO
7.%‘1[ get nervous when the teacher callsonme . . . . « s « « - Y28 no
B. My looks bother M . o« s « o ¢ ¢ s ¢ 2 ¢ s s s s s 2 s s o » YO8 1O
%: When I grow up, I will bs an important psrson . e o o o « ¥68 O
10. I get worried when we have tests in school ¢« « + ¢ ¢ ¢« « « o YOE DO
12, T amunpopulaY o ¢ ¢ o o ¢ o ¢ s o ¢ s 0 s ¢ o e 0o s ¢ s s YEBTO
12, T amwell bohaved in sohool . ¢ 4 ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ =« ¢ s ¢ o » YO8 1O
13. It is usually my fault when scmething goes wrong « . . « « . Y88 no
14, I cause trouble tomy family . + o v = « ¢ ¢ s ¢ o ¢ + + » o YOB IO
15, 1 am BETONGT ¢ « ¢ « ¢ ¢ o ¢ o 5 o o o o o s o s o - s s s ¢ Y6 NO -
16 T have good 1de@s o o ¢ « ¢ o ¢ o o o o s o s o o o s o « o Y28 00
17, I am an important membar of my family . ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢ » « YEE NO
18, T usually want My OWN WAY . ¢ ¢ s « ¢ o s o o o s s o s « o Y€ DO
19. I am good at making thinge withmy hands . . « « + « « « « . Y8B RO
20, T givo upeaslly o« . o 4 ¢ 4 ¢ o1 6 o 0o ¢ ¢ 6 s 0 s s s s o o YO8 MO
21, T amgood inmy school work . . ¢« v ¢« ¢ ¢ v ¢ & o ¢ o ¢« « « YO8 IO
22. I domany bad things . « ¢« 4 ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ 2 ¢ ¢« o o 6 ¢ ¢« + o Y88 O
23, T can draw Wwoll . ¢ 2 ¢ 5 ¢ o 6 6 1 6 s s s s s s b s e s e ¥EE O
24, YT am good inmuBiC « ¢ ¢ ¢ 4 4 o 5 4 6 c 6 s 6 s 0 s s s s o YOB NO
25, T bohave badly &t hot® o ¢ & ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ o ¢ o s s s s o « YBBE DO
26. I am slow in finishing my school work . . . ¢« 2« ¢ ¢ o s« + « Y88 NO
27, I am an important momber of my clasa . . + . .« 4 + ¢ ¢ o « Y38 DO
28, 1 AN NBIVOUB o o o » o o o o o o o ¢ o 4 s s s s o o o s o o YBB NO
29, T have pretty o928 ¢ o ¢ o ¢« ¢ 4 o s o o s s ¢ a s o s o 3 » Y98 O
30, I can give a’'good report in front of the clase . . . . . » . yes no
31, Inschool I ama dream®@? . « + « ¢ ¢ o o o o ¢« o ¢ s o v o o YO8 1O
32, I pick on my brother(s) and sister{s}) . .. .« .. ¢« « « « Y8&8 0O
33, My friends llhemy ddeas . . . . . . ¢ . o ¢ c o o ¢ . s s 4, YO8 O
34. Ioftan?&tintot!ouble...i...........u..YﬁBnO
835. T amobadiont at home . . ¢ & ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o ¢ o o = ¢ YOB IO
3657 L am JUCKY « ¢ 4 o o 4 o Ne o o o o s s o 6 c n e s s e o s VOB DO
397, Iworryalot .. .. . .., s o s 2 s + e s e+t s e s v » ¥OB NO
38. Bymntsexmc’ttoomuchcfm..-......:....-3733“9
39, I liko being the MBY T @ « « v o & « ¢ o o o o o s o o o o YO8 NO
40, I feel loft out of thinga . . ¢« ¢ v ¢ ¢ ¢ v ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o « « Y8B 1O

i
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APPEﬁbIX A~2 (Continued)

4]1.
42.
43.
44.
45,
46,
47.
48.
49,
50.
51.
52.
53.
S4.
55.
56.
57.
S8.
53.
60.
61.
62.
63.

.64,

65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
71.
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
77.
78.

78.
80.

thavenicehair. s e w4

I often volunteer in school . . . .
I wish I were different . . . . . .
I sleepwell at night . . . . . « &

I hﬂte BChOO]. LI Ll ] ] L] L] . ] '. L]

I am among the last to be ochosen for

Iemsickalot . « o ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ @
I am often mean to other pscple . .
My classmates in school think I have
have many friends . . . .
am cheerful .. ... . .
am dumb about most things
am gond looking . . . .
have lots of pep . . . &
get into a lot of fights
am popular with oys . .
reople pick onme . . . .
My family is-disappointed in me
I have a pleasant face . . . . .

ot
e« ® 8 & ® 8 8 » @

When I try to maks something, evory'thinq

x® ® e ® 4 e s s o .

games

good ideas

s & 8 8 ® & o s 3 =
® 8 3 ® 8 8 ® ° s s
® & & 8 8 v ® ® e ® @

* e 8 B e & s

e & ® 0 e ® o ©w 9 e

ITampicked on at hom® « « o ¢ « ¢ ¢ o & o o
I am a leader in games and sporte . . . ...
Iamclumn}'.......-........c
In gamee and sports, I watch instead of play

am easy to get along with . . . .
lose my temper easily .. . . . .
am popular with girls .. .. . .
amagood.reader « ¢ ¢ o . e . o4 .

haveagoodfiqure.......a
am often afraid . . . ¢« ¢ ¢ v . .

can bo trusted + ¢« « ¢ ¢ % . e .
am different from other people . .
think bad thoughts . . . . . . . .
eIy easily o ¢ ¢ & s ¢ ¢ o o ¢ o 4
am a good PBYBON . o ¢ o o ¢ o 2«

Lo B B o B e e e I s B B B S I e I IR B I ot ]
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am always dropping or brsaking things

s 8 & 8 e *

a8

forget what T learn . « ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o &

would rather wori: alone than with a qroup.
lihe m}" brotlwr QBiltar) e 4 & ¢ o o o o o

. s & 8 a4 e

® & s s & s e ® " s e s e s e s~ a3 e s & & 8 s s ® 8 e s o

® & & ® 8 ® 8 8 & e & 3 N = ® * 8 8 o »

[ o]
O » = & 3 & 8 8 & » ©o 8 s 8 3 ° @ s e s

N

® @ ® & & & & & 8 & S S & e " 5 5 5 » =
2 e & ® A & & 8 e e 8 8 8 © 82 © s s s

wrong

.
® ¥ ® & 3 e e 8 S 8 5 N ® " ° e ° ®
- s & e & ®

a ® 3 e_®» ® ® 0 ® ® s
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APPENDIX A-3
UPACES" Inventory
Kame

School

Date

Ve

1. This is how I feel when I come to schoo!l.

2. 1_feel like this when the teacher tells me to do something all by myself

without any help,

o o
e

- 85: 1 feel like this when I work alone.

6.

52




‘Appendix A-3 (Continued)

\&

" 7. 1 feel like this about going to susser scheol.

53
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.i\ppendix A-3 (Continued)

14. 1 feel. this way about reading 2 book by myself.




" ~,

- . APPENDIX A-4

OPINICNNAIRE ON ATTITUDES TOWARD EDUCATION

-

Below are a number of statements about which' teachers may have differ-
ent opinions. Please indicate what your opinion of each astatement is by
circling the appropriate number affer each statement.,

* o

Qv QO b
K < 9o =23
2, 4 3 b 3

[-]

§ s 8 ¢ & &8
ok B 8 8 B3
he < 8 B &A

&
1. Boys and girls who are delinquent are, when all )
- 1s said and done, basically goode +. + v « « + . . . 1

~
b S
I
v

2. 1f boys and girls are to do an adequate job of .
learning in school, their needs for love must -
be met * : L] L] L] L] L) . r L] .' L] L] L] * L] L] L] > . . » . & 1 2 3 4 5

3. It is appropriate for teachers to require gn addi~
tional assignment from a pupil who misbshaves in
. clas B » L] L] * L] » L] [] L] L] > » * [ ] * * ." L] > L] - > * 1 - 2 3 4 5

4. How a student feels sbout what he learns iz as
important as what he learng « . + « « « & & « o+ « « 1 23 4 5

3. The way to handle a pupil who tells lies is to
threaten';o puniBh hi‘n et o o o e @ e & o 2 @ s . l 2 3 4 5
6. The high, school pupil who is not interested in >
having dates should be commended. . . + « & & o & o 1 2 3 4 5

S

- 7. Education has failed unless it has helped boys and

girls to understand and to express their own
feelings and experiences. + « « « « o o o o« 4« o« o o 1 2 3 4 5

8. You should tell a child who masturbates that it
leads to ruined health. « « & + o v o o o o o o « o 1 2 3 4 5

9. The classroon experiencés that are the most
helpful to boys and ‘girls are the ones wherein
they can express themselves creatively. . . . . . . 1 2° 3 4 5

10. All children should be encouraged to aim at the ) R
highest academic goals. . . . . . v v v v v v s o . 1 2 3 4 5

13

1ll. The child who bites his nails should be shamed. . . 1 2 3 4 5

lé. Children outgrow early emotional experienceb as ;
they do shoes and ¢lothes « « « « ¢ « o o o ¢ o o » 1 2 3 4 5

-

13. What boys and girls' become as adults is more .
closely related to the experiences they have
with each other than it is to mastexry of -
specific subject matter. « + « ¢ ¢ & o s 0 s . . 1 2 3 4 5

62
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o
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W H 9 o hLa
ad 2 85 B &E

14. It 1s more important for students to lesrn to work
together.cooperatively than it is for theam to '
learn how to compete. . . . , . . . . . . N | 2 3 4 5

15. Some pupils are just naturally stubborn ... ., ... 1 2 3 4 S

16. Students should be permitted to disagree with
theteachet...-;......:.g.....

" 17. It is better for a girl.to be shy and timid o
than "boy crazy". . . . .. ../, ... .. N | 2 3 4 5

18. Boys and girls should learn that most of 11fe's
problems have several possible solutions and not
just Oné "COIIECt"'OD.B. ® & o & o o 4 0+ o+ 6 6 e & o 1 2 .3 6 s

19. The first signs of delinquency in g pupil should
be received by a tightening of discipline and
mre restriCtim [ . [ . [ [ . . o@o . ] [ [ [ L] 1 2 3 4 5

20. The newer methods of education tend to standardige .
children's behavior . . . . . . .. .. .. .... 1 2 3 4 5

21, Most boys- and girls who ptescné'nxtraaa“cales of
"problem behavior" are doing the bast they can to
get along with other people . . . e S | 2 3

22. : An activity to be educationally vaiuable should .
train reasoning and memory in gemersl . ; . . , . . 1 2 3 4 5

-

23. 1t is more important for a child to have faith
in hipself than it is for him to be obedient. . . . 1 2 3 4 5

5 . : :
24. Being.grouped according to ability damages the ) - .
. self-confidence of many boys and gizls, . . . ... 71 2 3 4 5
25. Criticism of children by teachers is more a
o . effective for obtaining the desized behavior {

than criticism of children by others of their
own age L] L . L] * L * . L] L] L] & L] L] L] L ] L] » * * L ] L] 1 2 3 4 5

26. All questions a student asgks should be
recognized and considered . , . T S | 2 3 4 5

27. The pupil who isn't making good grades ahould .
be told to study harder . . ., ., , . ... ... T | 2 3 4 5

28. Children should not be permitted to talk ' .
without the permission of thae teacher . . . . I | 2 3 4 S




" Appendix A-4 (Continued)

29.

31.

32,

33.

3.

35,

‘36.

37.

38.

- 39.

600

41,

42.

43.

44,

A student who will not do his work should be
helped in avery way posaible. , . , + « . « ¢« « «

Boys and girls in the elementary achool should

. be promoted regardless of whather they have

completed the work for their grade ormot . . . . .

The teacher should lower grades for mieconduct
inclaBS.-----....‘...-..-.....

. A téacher should permit a great deal of latitude

in the way he permits boys and girls to address him.

It is a good idea to tell a pipil that he can
succeed in any type of work if he works hard. . . .

Students will tolerate errors and even occasional
injustices in a teacher who, they feel, likes
and undera t ands the‘ » Ll * L) * [ ] * L] L) . ” L) L) L] L) [ ]

A teacher should accept the deficizzcles and short-
comings of a student, &8 well as his good points. .

Each time a pupil lies his punishment should be
increased L) LX3 L] L] L) L) L] » . . . L) L] - . L) L) L) L) . .

Boys and girls can leamn proper discipline only
if they are given sufficient freedom. . . . . . . .

1f a teacher keeps achool conditions exactly the
same and gives all pupils an equal opportunity
to respond, he haB done all he cando . « « + « « &

If 'a child comstantly performs for attention, the
teacher ahoul@ see to it that he gets no attention.

Dighonesty is a more serious personality charactezr-
igtic than unsocialness . . ¢« ¢« « « s & ¢ &+ ¢ ¢ o &

A great deal of misbehavior problem behavior
regults from fear and guilt . . . + . « ¢« .+ ¢ ¢ . .

%
The, teacher's first responsibility in all cases
of misconduct is to locate and punish the offender.

It is better for boys and girls to talk about the
things that bother them than to try to forget them.

Most pupils need some of the natural meannees
takenoutofthem.........--.....-

57
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45, It is more important for boys and girls to be liked
and accepted by thelr friende than it is for them
to get along with their teachers. « « « ¢« « o o o » 1. 2 3 4 5

\
46, Teachers should answer children's questions about
sex frankly and, if poesible, without gagw of - d ‘
embarrasament L] LR .' L4 L] + L] L] ‘. L ] L ] o L] L] - L] L] - L] 1 2 3 4 5

47. When a pupil cbeys all the rules of the school, one
L can be sure he is developing moral character. . . . 1 2 3 4 5

48. When. a teacher is told something in confidence by ’
a child, he should keep the matter just as confi- y
dential as though it were entrusted to him by an
adult .« v oL L e s e s e s e T e e ] 2 3 4 5

49. Since a person memorizes best during childhood,
that period should be regarded as a tims to atore .
up facts for later use. + « » + + « 4 ¢« 4 o o e .. 1 23 4 5

50. Students should play a very active part in formu-
lating the rulee for the classroom and the school. 1 2 34 5

r




APPENDIX A-5 -
iD
1.
2. )
3. ’ B
OBSERVATION RATING SCALE
e
w
/ T8
39
: %
l¢ Texts and materials are supplied in class sets
so that all children may have their ownm. 1

2. Each child has a space for his peraonal storage
and the major part of the classroom is orgenized
for common use. ’

3. Materials are kept out of the way until’ they
are distributed of used under the teacher's
direction. -~ S

4. Hany different activities gd on simultaneously,

5. Children are expected to # their own work
without getting h=lp from other children.

6. Manipulative materials are supplied in great
diversity and range, with little replication.

7. Day is divided in large blocks of time
within which children, with the teacher's help,
determine their@oyn routine.

8. Children work individually and in small groups
at various activities,

9. Bookes are supplied in diversity and profusion
(including reference, children's literature).

10. Children are not supposed to move about the
- room without asking permission.

11.” Desks are arranged so ‘that every child can sea
the blackboqqd or teacher from his degk,

12. The enviromment includes materials developed
by the teacher,

.
School -

Clsaszoom

Teacher

(Obsgerver

weak
infrequent

N

.moderate

(¥ ]

occasional

{

-

strong
&  frequent
evidence
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Appendixy A-5 (Continued)

&
e 8
g 2
84 o 4
LI &
13, Comxon environmental materials are provided, 1 2
14. Children may voluntariiy make use of other
areas of the building apnd school yard as part of
their school time. 1 2
" 15. The programr includes use of tha neighborhood, 1 2
16. Children use “boéﬁé" written by their class~
- mates as part of zheir reading and Eefe:ance
materials. . i 2
17. Teacher prefera that childrex mot talk when' *
they are supposed“to be wnrking. \ 1 2
[y ) | 3
18. Children voluntarily gruup and reﬁruup
themselves. ) . 1 2
19. ' The environient includes materials developed
or gupplied by the children. 1 2
20. Teacher plans and schedules the childrem's
activities through the day. .1 2
21. " Teacher makes sure ehildren’use materials
only as instructed. i : 1 2
22, Teacher groups children for lessons directed .
at specific needs. 1 2
23. " Children work directly with msnipulative '
materials, . -1 2
24, Materials are readily accessible to children. 1 Z
25. Teacher promotes a purposeful atmosphere by
expecting and enabling children to use time
productively and to value their work and learning. , 1 2
26. Teacher uses test results to group children
for reading and/or math. 1 2
27. Children expect the teacher to correct all
their work. 1 2

»
28. Teacher bages her instruction on each
individual child and his interaction with
materials and equipment, 1 2

b

) 60
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Appendix A-5 {Cont tnued)

2
EZ
g
E
29. Teacher gives children teats 1o find cut wvhat
they . know, 1
30. The emotional climate is warm snd accepting. i
3, The vork children do 1s divided intd subjest .
matter areas. ‘ !
32. The teacher’s lessons and assigmsents sre
"given to the class as a whole. . < i

33. To obrain disgnostic information, the tescher
closely observes the specific work or coneszn of a
thild and agks immediate, experience~baged questions. 1

34, - Teacher basas Jrr instruction on mrxieulm

guides or text books for the grade level she
teaches. 1

© 35. Teacher keeps notes amd ﬁi‘*té& individual-
histpries. of sach child’'s iutelimmi, smotional, -
physical deveiog%ent.

kY

36, Teather has chﬁd:;n for & period of just ona
YR&T . i

o

37. The class a;aemteﬂ within clear guideiinen
mde explicit. i

8. Teac&er m&es care of de&i:{ag witt donflicta
and disruptive behavior without fovolving the group. 1

-

39, Children's sctivities, pmﬁucta’ and ideag ars
refiected aburdantly abour the clazsromm. 1-

40. The teacher {s in charge. 7 H
41. Before suggesting any extension o redirection
of sctivity, teacher gives diagnostic sitention to
the particdlar child and his parcicular geﬂvityg 1

62. The children spontanecusly look at and ﬁi;gs:ﬁgﬁ
each other's work. 7 H

43, Teacher uses tests m svaluste children and rats

them in comparigon to their pesrs. = i
44. Teacher unes the assistence of someanc in a .
supportive, advisory zapacity. i
) .
. p -
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et 4
N

&
L+
i:;j
83
: 1
&%, Teachst tries 1o keep sll children within ber
sight 40 that ahe <an Zake eurs they ave d@i&g what
they sre supposed to do. i
46. Teachor has heipfol coliesgues with whon abe
discasaes s,ss@i::ﬁg i
&7. Teacher ﬁﬁu?& a coliectien of esch ohild's work
for uge {n evaluating his dg#&iapasﬁti i
4B, Yesther views wvalustion sg -informatisn fo
‘guide her {nstruction and provisforfag fo. the
clazez som. ‘ 1
4%,  Atasdemic achéeveggn: in the *ssg%g*‘g top
§rigt§£? for the children. i
5@; ihglérsﬁ-sre ﬁé%?i? iﬁ?§§§§§ in vhat thay are
dotag ) 1

x
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fnfreqiant

Wik
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modarate
peesniorsl

oo

wtrong
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T ARALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR
PICTORIAL SELF-CONCEPT SCALE

Vi GRADE 1
g - -
Source %5 - S [ ¥
Treatoent 4,91 w 1 1l 0.13 -
Brrox - 1669.50 37.¢8 39
TOTAL 1476,41 e 40
ARALYSIS OF COVARIAKCE FOR
PICTORIAL SELF-CONCHEPT SCALE
GRADES 2-4
- : - ‘
&5 HMs DF z
I//ﬁﬁi‘:—% A ¥
a - } ,
Treatmedt ! 15.94 15,94 1 0.16
Grad 22.88 11.44 2 0.11
Tr ont x Grade j6%9.69 84.85 2 0.82
- Hithin 9466, 69 101.77 93
- TOTAL 9763.20 48
- ARALYSIS OF COVARIANGE FOR
TOTAL SCORE O PYERS~HARRIS CHILODREN'S SELP-COHCEPT m
™ GRADES 5-6
Source S5 o553 j11 4 F
£
Trearment 480,06 4EG.06 1 6,.07%
Grade 212,55 212.58 1 2.6%9
Treatment ¥ Grade .38 0.33 1 0.00
Hithin : 6807. 06 79.15 86
TOTAL 00,00 49
&1
w}sg

v

1

+ S .




ANALYSIS OF COVARIANEE FOR "ANXIETY"
SUBSCALE OF PIEKS-HARRIS SELF-CONCEPT SCALE

GRADES 5-6
4 — S
R ]
Source ss ‘' MS . DF F
Treatment 15,19 15.19 1 * 3,77
Grade 0.13 0.13 = 1 '0.03
Treamment X Grade 0.29 0.29 1 ¢.07
Wichin' 346.51 4,03 86 -
™
TOTAL 362.12 ) 89
ANALYSIS OF,COVQRIANCE FOR “"POPULARITY"
SUBSCALE OF PIERS~HARRIS SELF-CONCEPT SCALE
* GRADES. 5~6 Lt
R L“ ) ’\ =
Source ( 'Ss : MS DF \ F
Treatment 11.50 1L.50 1 1.50
Grade ) 18.67 18.67 1 2.43
Treatment x Grade 3.07 3.07 1 .40
Within 658.78 7.67 86
TOTAL 693.02 ‘ 89
ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR "HAPPINESS
\\g AND SATISFACTION" SUBSCALE OF PIERS~HARRIS SELF-CONCEPT SCALE
GRADES 5~6
Source . s8 Hs " bF ¥
Treatment 2.19 , 2,19 1 0.93
Grade 2.29 . 2.29 ! 0.98
Treatment x Grade 0.92 0.92 : 1 0.39
Within . 201,37 2.34 86
TOTAL 206,77 89
)
64 :

YL
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- ANALYSIS OF COVA&%ANCE FOR
"BEHAVIOR" SUBSCALE OF PIERS-HARRIS CHILDREN'S SELF-CONCEPT SCALE

GRADES 5-6
Source ' ss s _ D? F
) .

Treatment 6.43 6.43 1 1.13
Grade’ - 18'32 18032 l 3022
Within 489. 52 5.69 86’

TOTAL 564.99 89

-
ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR "INTELLECTUAL AND SCHOOL STATUS"
SUBSCALE OF PIERS-HARRIS CHILDREN'S SELF-CONGEPT SCALE |
. GRADES 5-6 - .
Source . 88 7HS . DF F
g Lo .

Treatment 47,96 . 47.96 1 4.44%
Grade 53.45 © 53,45 ‘ 1 4.,95%
Treatment x Grade " 8.35 8.55 1 0.79
Within / 928,84 10.80 . 86

TOTAL 1038.80 89

o / ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR "PHYSICAL APPEARANGE
[ AND ATTRIBUTES" 'SUBSCALE OF PIERS-HARRIS CHILDREN'S SELF~CONCEPT SCALE
GRADES 5-6
3
Source S8 M5 . D¥ F
3

Treatmint 32.06 32.06 1 4.58%
Crade 17.74 17.%4 1 2.54
Treatrfent x Grade 3,09 3.09 1 0.44
Withi 601.62 7.00 86

TOTAL 654,51 89

£ - ——,
7
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ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR
"TOTAL SCORE OF "FACES" INVENTORY
y GRADE 1’ s
Source SS MS DF - F
¢
Treatment 111.28 111,28 2.70
Error 1729.16 41.17 42 .
- TOTAL 1840.44 43
- ! |
) . ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR "SCHOOL"
) LEARNING" SUBSCALE OF "FACES" INVENTORY
' GRADE 1 f
Source SS MS DF F
I
Treatment 18.99 18.99 1 0.97
Error 824.74 19,64 - 42
TOTAL 843.73 43
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR
"INDEPENDENT STUDY" SUBSCALE OF “FACES" INVENTORY
GRADE 1 ;
Source \\\ 58 M8 . DF - F
Treatwment 75.96 75.96 1 18.88%*
Error 168.95 4.02 42 .
TOTAL 244,91 42
66
73
\




ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR
"SCHOOL CLIMATE" SUBSCALE OF "FACES" INVENTORY

~ GRADE 1

Source ) SS MS . DF F
Treatment 19.91 : 19,91 1 3.14
“Brror 266.53 , 6.35 52

TOTAL 286.44 * 43

!
7 ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR TOTAL e
\ SCORE OF "FACES" INVENTORY .
GRADE 2

Soufce - S8 MS Dy F
Treatment 286.63 286.63 1 8,51%*
Errer 1077.97 . 33,69 32

TOTAL 1364.60 33 -

./
ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR "SCHOOL '
LEARNIRG" SUBSCALE OF "FACES'™ INVENTORY
) .GRADE 2

Source " s MS N DF F
Treatment 20.73 . 20,73 1 1.51
Error 7 440.06 13.75 32

TOTAL 460,79 . i3

67
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ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR “INDEPENDENT
STUDY" SUBSCALE OF "FACES" INVENTORY )
* GRADE 2 ’
Source S§ MS DF F
of s
£
Treatment 32.67° 32,67 1 9.02%% .
Error 115,94 3.62 32
TOTAL 168.61 33
b
ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR "“SCHOOL CLIMATE"
SUBSCALE OF “FACES" INVENTORY
GRADE 2
Source 88 MS DF F
Treatment 34.31 ' 34.31 1 ) 7.36%
Error 149.18 4,66 32
TOTAL 183.49 ) 33
ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR TOTAL
SCORE OF "PACES" INVENTORY
B GRADES 3-6
|3 —
Source : 55 : MS DF F
Treatment 0.44 0.44 1l 0.02
Grade 250,25 83.42 ’ 3 3.57%
Treatment x Grade 169.75 56.58 3 2.42
Within 3599.88 23,38 ) 154
TOTAL 4020.32 161
Y 68
TS




ANALYSTIS OF CCTARTANCE FOR ''SCHOOL
LEARNING" SUBSCALE OF "FACES" INVENTORY

GRADES 3-6

_Source S8

.

Treatment - . 2,94 2.9 1
Grade 41,52 13.84 ’ 3
Treatment X Grade o 82,04 14,01 . 3
Within - 892,90 5.79 154

TOTAL 979.40 | T 161

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR "INDEPENDENT STUDY"
SUBSCALE OF "FACES" INVENTORY

. GRADES 3-~6
— = = =
Source SS MS pr' f F
Treatment 5.73 v 5.73 1. 1.51
Grade E 4,46 14.82 3 3,91%%
Treatment x Grade 20.88 6.96 3 1.84
Within ’ 583,23 3.79 154
"\T0TAL 654.30 ° : » 161
L o YA
© ANALYSIS OF COVALIANCE FOR "STBO0L CLIMATEY
SUBSCALE OF "PACES" INVENTORY
GRADES 3~6
3
Source - 8§ MS JF F
Treatment .33 0.33 1 0.06
Crade 43,38 14 .46 3 2.78%
Treatment X Grade 20.35 6.78 3 1.30
Within 800. 66 5.20 154
TOTAL 864.72 161
69
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L 3
N .
ANALYSTS OF COVARIANCE ’ -
. FOR DAYS OF ATTENDANCE
.Souch ‘ SS ) 3 . DF . F
Treatment 3.01 3.01 .1 0.69
Error 127.08 4.38 29
TOTAL 130.09 30
2 -
ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR DAYS OF ATTENDANCE
GRADES 2-3
Source : ss . MS = DF F
Treatment 1.00 ]300 i 0.18
Grade . o.oo 0.00 - ¥ 1 0.00 =
. Treatment x Grade i1.00 - - 1,00 1 0.18
Within - 304,00 5.42 56
TOTAL 306.00 59
/z’
. ‘ {
ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR DAYS OF ATTENDANCE
GRADES 4-6
¥
Source S8 MS DF F
Treatment 52.00 i 52.00 1. 6,61%
Grade ' ) 9,00 © 4,50 2 0.57
Treatment x Grade 31.00 15,50 2 1.97
Within 1007.00 7.87 28\
R : TOTAL 1099.00 133 ’\
70
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ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR "WORD READING"
SUBSCALE OF STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST

GRADE 1
Source §S MS DF F
Treatment 1.21 1.21 1 ) 3.36
Frror 15,15 .36 . 42
TOTAL 16.36 43
- ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR "PARAGRAI’H{ MEANING"
SUBSCALE OF STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST
) GRADE 1 ' ;
- ; ,
Source. _ ss MS - DF F
. Treatment ) ) .73 0.73 - 1 1.69
Error . 18,21 /0.103 42 .
’ TOTAL 18.91 43 .
LY
%
\ R
.
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR "VOCABULARY"
SUBSCALE OF STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST
GRADE 1
Source L1 M3 ’ DF . F
Ao
Treatment 0.36 0.36 1 0,92 0
Error 16.30 T 0.38- 42
TOTAL '16.66 43
71




ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR "SPELLING"
SUBSCALE OF STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST

73

- GRADE 1
Source SS MS _DF F
Treatment 1.73 1.73 1 2.98
Error 24.38 - 0.58 42
TOTAL 26.11 ' 43
. "~ ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: JFOR "WORD STUDY SKILLS" _
SUBSCALE OF STANFORD ACHIEVEMZNT TEST
GRADE 1
- »r
Source SS MS i DF .F
Treaiment . 8‘.81 8.81 1 3.63
Ercor ;_) = 102,02 2,43 42
TOTAL 110.83 43 ‘
* ANALYSTS OF VARIANCE FOR “ARITHMETIC" B
SUBSCALE OF STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST
"GRADE 1 .
r” N
Source 88 MS DF F
) .
- Treatment 0.73 .73 1 1,56
Erroc 19.75 0.47 42
i
TOTAL 20.{;8 43
1
72 ¢




*

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR "WORD MEANING"
SUBSCALE OF STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST

GRADE 2
Source SS MS DF %\ ¥
Ts
Treatment 0.22 0.22 1 0.53
Error 15.65 0.42 37
TOTAI. 15,87 " 38
ANALYSIS_OF COVARTANCE FOR '"PARAGRAPH MEANING"
. SUBSCALE OF STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST
) GRADE 2
g
Soursse sS MS "DF F
"Treatment 0.00 0.00 1 0.00
Error 23.37 0.63 37
. A
TOTAL 23.37 38 -
. !
ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR "SCiENCE‘AND SOCIAL éTUDIES CONCEPTS"
, SUBSCALE OF STANFORD ACHIEVEMEN? TEST
GRADE 2°
Source Ss MS o DF F
Treatment 0.00 0.00 1 0.00
Error 16.49 0.45 37
TOTAL 16.49 kE
T 73
&30 .




ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR "SPELLING"
. SUBSCALE OF STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST

GRADE 2
>
Source SS MS DF
Treatment 0.06 0.06 1 0.09
Error 23.3%6 0.63 37
TOTAL 23.42 38 '
/ -
ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR "WORD STUPY SKILLS"
SUBSCALE -OF -STANFORD ACHIRVEMENT TEST ~ -
GRADE 2 - .
/
Source sS MS / DF F
Treatment 0.78 0.78 1 '0.51
Error 56,56 1.53 37
TOTAL 57.34 38
ANALYSIS OF.COVARIANCE FOR “'" ANGUAGE"
SUBSCALE OF STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST
GRADE 2
Sou% - éf ‘ MS DF F.
Treatment 1.20 1.20 1 2.42
Error = 18.36 0.50 B 37
TOTAD 19.56 . g
74

81 «»




. N ; . = I
£ ‘ ARALTSIS OF COVARIARCE FOR “ANITHMETIC COMPUTATION™
SUBSCALE 9F STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST
. GRADE 2
‘g — p— o
Source - 88 w3 ' ¥ ¥
- Treatment 0.5 0.57 1 .42
Error 10,26 0.28 37
oA, 10.83 38
o T A
et 77 j - -
ANALYSTS OF COVARIANCE FOR “ARITHMETIC CONCEPTS® e
SUBSCALE OF STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST.
GRADE 2 o
Source 33 us DF ¥
Treataent . .45 0,45 o .91
Error - 18.07 Q.49 3
TOTAL 18.52 18

.




SURSCALE OF STAHFORD

>

> COVARIABCE FOR "WORD MEANLING
ACRIEVENENRT TEST

CRADE 3

It L 5% P By ¥
Ttearzant G613 231 H RN T ¥
Lrros &1 37 L A3

Thial 3 43 33

AHALYBIS OF CUTARIARCE FOR “FARACRARS HEANTNDY
SURSCALE oP ﬁi&?ﬁ?‘a@ ACHITVERENT TEST
GRADE 3

LSource %5 BS oF ¥
Treatment i, 95 H

‘Ereor

.97

FLLEALS 3,55 i
AHALYSIS 7 COVARIANTE PO CICIERDE AND SOCIAL STUDIES CONCEFPT:
SUBSCALEY OF STANFCRD ACHTEVEHENT TEST
GRADE 1

S5 TE 5% 308 OF ¥
Treslaant L. 52 A X Th— B0k
Toeoy 2 I k¥

HeTal .56 3%

Ll

I T




R
'

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR "SPELLING
SUBSCALE OF STANVORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST

GRADE 3
Loufce 55 N5 pF F
Treatment .35% 3,35 i 3.2%
Erro: 8. 1% 1.21 32
THTAL 18,14 ix
ANALVEXS OF COVARIANGE FOR VKOBD STUDY S2ILLs”
SUESCALE OF STANPORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST
GEADE 3 d
Soqrce 55 ¥5 nr ¥
freatmeny i.98 1.98 i .15
Efror 39,17 1.85 42
ToTaLl &3 1% 33 -
ANALYSIS OF COVARIARCE FOB "LAMGHADE"™
SUBSCALE OF STANYORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST
CHADE 3 4
Seurte RS % 0o F
Treatsany 173 i.23 i Y
Eryag 17,72 5.5% iz
TOTAL 18 95 LR
1




ARALYSIS OF COVARIANCE POR "ARITHMETIC COMPUTATIONY
SUBSCALE OF STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST
- GRADE 3
Source 55 HS oF F
4
Trzatment .00 G.90 1 8.00
Error . 12,61 0.40 32 )
TOTAL 12,47 33
ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR "ARITHMETYIC CONCERTS™
SUBRSCALE OF STANYORD ACHIEVERENT TESY
. GRADE 3
Source 55 ‘ M5 1'3;* F
Troatment 1.80 1.80 1 1.51
Ervor 34,20 0.94 32
TOTAL 32,00 i3
)
B




ARALYSIS OF COVARIARCE FOR "WORD MEANINMGY

SPYSCALE OF STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST
- GRADE 4
Source 7 85 ME nF 3
~ i &
Treatment a1} .11 i g. 05
Error 106,21 .41 4B
TOTAL 106 32 44
. .
v ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR "PARAGRAPHM MEANING
- ) SUBSCALE (OF STANEGRD ACHIBVENEHT TEST
. GRADE &
I . B
SruLree 58 w OF 3
- .
Treatment ¥.&7 341 i 3.8%
Error 9%, 54 1.9% R
TOTAL 163 .21 g
ANALYSIS QF OOVARIARCE ¥OR “SPELLIE
SUBSCALE OF STANPOAL ACBIEWIHEWN" TEST
- GEADE 4
Soufae 35 Wi nE ¥
TEeatHEns .37 §.37 H . 123
frroy 13% 3s R Y aff
- rTaL 137 2% G




ANALYSIS 0F COVARTANCE FOR “WORD STUDY SKILLS™

b7 SUBSCALE OF STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST
GHADE &
Source 85 M5 oF F
&
Treatuent 4,45 f.4% H 1 &%
Eryor 115.40 140 48
TOTAL 119.85 4%
ANALYSIZ OF COVARIARCE FOR “LANGUAGE™
SraLe OF STANFORD ACHIZVEMERT TEST
{RADE 4 é:
IS0 2 3% ¥ o¥ ¥
Treatment - 1. 87 i BT i 1.18
Eypox is . oh 1.5% 28
vl 1%, 1 . 4%
ANALYELS OF LVAZIANCE ¥OB TARITHMETIC COMPIIATION”
SIRSTALE OF STAHYGRD ACRIBVEMENT TRIY
CRARE 4 ¥
Y 55 ®L Oy 14
Tragtmert * &5 7.BE i
Frrof 2§03 %4 -
- 10IAL 1L H% EA
e - - a -

HY

B 1




ARALYSIS OF COVARIATE FOR “ARITHMETIC COHCEPTS"
SUBSCALE OF STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TeST

GRADE 4
Source SS HS oF Fi
Treatment 2.70 2..0 i 1.97
Ereor 635,80 .37 7 48
TOTAL 68,50 49
ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR “ARITHMETIC APBRLICATIONS"
SUBRCALE OF STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST
GRADE 4
Source 53 oY DF F
Treatment R, 8% §.8%9 i 9. 4052
Error 45.40 8. 9% 48 :
ToYal 54,29 49

P




ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE POR “WORD HEANIHGY
SUBSCALE OF STANFORD ACHIBVEMEWT TEST

CRADE 5
Source ss HE oy F
Treatmeft 0.12 13 i G.14
Error ° 44,27 V860 &%
TOTAL 46,39 ' 40
i3 7 . 3
) ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE IUR “PARAGRAZHA MEAMING™
- SUBSCALZ OF STANFORD ACHIRVEMENT VTEST
GRADE 5
o -
3puyie 58 HS DF % ¥ - !
—— — e
Tecadnent . &, 284 .28 i 8.30
fryay . 45,57 2,93 &%
TOTAL 45,85 56 |
}
ANALYSIS OF COVARIAKCE FOR “SPELLING”
SUBSCALE GF STANPORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST
GRADR 5 ;
Souyes % HE ¥ ¥ 1
—a i
. Tieatoent 338 338 1 g
¢ Frrot 89,25 E ) 43 |
;
Titat 23,43 40 |
. , S |
= T O - it S B ]
]
|
~ i #1'3 \
o y s




¥ AMALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR “LANGUAGE"
SUBSCALE OF STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST
GRADE 5
. Source 85 Hs DF ) F
Treatment 5.25 5.25 1 5.62%
Error - i 45.77 G.93 49
TOTAL 51.02 50
ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR "ARITHMETIC COMPUTATION"
SUBSCALE OF STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST
i : CRADE 5
\ ) | ,
X 3 1 . a .
\\ -
,_r‘)gcm roe - 55 HS DF 13
Fa \ pa e . _
\ ,,,,,
Trearment ) G.47 0,47 1 - .66
Erray B 34,73 o 4s :
-s‘\ -
\ TOTAL 35,19 a 50
A
<
Y T “
&
ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE ¥OB “ARITHMETIC APPLICATIONS™
SUBSCALE OF STANFORD ACHISVEMENT TEST
CRADE 5
S — ey
Raurce 5% Ha bF ¥
Treacment 43 G.%7 1 .58
Freoy i3 i3.81 449
- - HAYH ol I8 50
. T

2 -




ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR 'ARITHMETIC CONCEPTS"

SUBSCALE OF STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST

g

X GRADE 5
; \
: i
Source S5 HS bF F
Treatment : 0.46 © 0,46 1 0.86
Error 26,36 0.54 49
YoraL 26.36 50
P ’ -
g“;
3
1




ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR “WORD HEANING"
SUBSCALE OF STANFORD, ACHIEVEMENT TEST
- . GRADE 6 -
Source s$ M5 , DF S
Treatment 7.93 7.93 b 5.55%%
Error 15.78 1.43 )
: TOTAL 83.71 54
. N
{ Ny
ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR "PARAGRAPH HEANING"
SUBSCALE OF STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST
. GRADE 6
Source ‘ 35 "5 oF . F
Treatment 0,50 2,50 1 0.35"
Ervor 76,58 1.44 53
TOTAL 77.08 54
. ANALYSIS OF TOVARIANCE FOR "SPELLING®
SUBSCALE OF STANFORD ACRIEVEMENT TEST
RADE 6
Seurce 58 HS 133 g
Trestment .98 98 i
Errer : 133,20 231 53 539
~  TOTAL £ 34 54
T




" ANALYSIS.OF COVARIANCE FOR “LANGUAGE"
SUBSCALFS.OF STANFORD ACHRIEVEMENT TEST

GRADE 5
Source 5% HS DF N
Trearment 1,75 1.75 H 1.3
Eyror - 50, 06 .13 X)
TOTAL 63.81 54 .
- ;f'
ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE PR YARITHNETIC compuTaTIoN”
SUBSCALE OF STANPORD ACHIPVEMENT TEST
CRADE &
¢
Source 88 Hi DF¥ F
. AN
Treatoint (.40 0,40 H ) 0.32
grror V- 66 . 27 1.2% 33
I0TAL 66. 47 54
< ANALYSIS OF COVARIARCE FOR ARITHMETIC CONCESTS - '
- SUBTCALE OF STANFORD ACRIEVERENT TEST
CHADE %
¢ g 85 A 33 ¥
Treatzent i3, 05 3 5 i £ 00
Error ‘ 5. ,?ifi P %3
1
IDTAL e, 06 T
Ere

N




- ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR “ARITHMETIC APPLICATIONS"
' SUBSCALE OF STANFORD ACHIRVEMENT TEST
. GRADE &
Source i88 MS DF ¥
Treatment 16.43 1&.43 . 1 8.524%
Error 102.25 1.93 ‘ 53 «
TOTAL 118,65 : 54
Ve
¥
i‘if&k -
o
\‘\
: ¥
#
2%
£ S . -




ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR PRE- AND POSTTEST
SCORES OF EXPERIMENTAL TEACHERS ON
"OPINIOHRAIRE*On ATTITUDES TOWARD RDUCATION"

Source _ 55 MS . DF F
o
tween 90.00 90.00 1 1.29
Edror ; 558,00 69.75 8
TOTAL 648,00 g
- ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR TEACHER .

SCORES ON "OFINIONNAIRE OF ATTLTUDES TOWARD EDUCATION™

ax

Sourcs ) 55 M3 . » DF ¥
Between 23.19 23.1Q * 1 0.62
Eryor 261,84 37.41 i

-

REPEATED MEASURES ANALYSIS oF
VARIANCE FOR OPEN CLASSROCH SCHOOL CBESERVATION DATA

*

S@urﬁgw §3 M5 UF F

Subiecta 1,261 252 280 5
£ < Treatnent . 10,788 29 04 13 30.63%%

{Mhservarions’
Errar 1,761 23,09 a%
TOTAL 13,8140 4% -
%8

. b 20 ;




REPEATED MEARURIS ANALTSIS OF

VARTANCE FOR CONPARISSH SUBCOL CLASSROOR MBSREVATION Data

Source §% 5 aF ¥
Subjects 3,038 E2F e
Treatsent 12,308 CFYG s 3t & s
{Obaervat fons?
Errov S 4 0 19n .42 %%
TOTAL <F,315 23
- f . )
& AMALYSIS OF VARIAMLE o
- iﬁ.‘:&ﬁﬁ&&ﬁé »:z%sawmﬁz% DATA
Source 55 M GF ¥
Retveen 193078 £9543.18 . B3 L3R
Exvor 387 5% ER L in
ToTaL 2E%8. 34 i1
2
ity
a3
A%
. t ) ’ ’

T . T

T

n
| "




“rades S oaml o~

Tiera-Harria Totsl Score

Tiera-Harris "Behavior” 5ha ale
fiers-Harris “Intellectual 1ns
T heel Sratus” Subscale
tiers=Harris "Physical Aprearssos
and Attributes” Subacal.
“iers-Harvris TArmietv” Sutacasls
Piera-Harris "Popularice” Subsca.s
Pierg-Harris THapriness and Satisfaoos
Subscale
= ATt w2 Toward Schocl
i “Faces' Imnventury - Trade [
Faces  lInventorvy Total Sceore
Faces Inventorv "Schorl Learning
Subscsle
Faces” Imventors TInderendent
Srudv’ Subscale
Faces" Inventory T5chol Tlimsix

~3ces’ Imventery - <rades i-%
“Yares” Inventery Total Scere
YFaces Inventory TSobanl learnivg
Sabscale

Xl =
Yaces JIoventory Ljerendrnt
Segdy’ Subscale
Fares Irventory W ohoo D Titrmats
- t
Syuha 3l

Tanvs ot Attemdaro s
rais

Trades 23 + TV
rales &, T oang o+
=oAL hieveren®
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

wrrd Meaning

Faragrapch Meaning

srdence ami soo{a, nfusies Lmceple
spelling

word Ttgdy Akills

g o

'
-




TR auaRe
Arithoett. Jomputar o R
Stitheet i Toncepr

Tide s
word Meaning .
Saragraph Meaning -
Sotepre ®DS Soods, Tt e Toepts -
Seelling -
“ord Study Vet lls
Tanguage
Srithmetic Josputat i
Aritheet . Joncepts
1ade
w-rd Meaning d
Firagraph Meoaning o
srelling e
word Srade Shills b
Lansuage B
Arithmetic Japutilio-
Arithoet ic Joncepts :
Aritheet i Aprlicaticons ~
- rade 5
word Meaning )
Paragrard Meaning L oe
srelling S
language o
Arithmetic Conputaticr R
Arithmetic Concepts 0
Arithretic Applications B
S Jrade b
word Meaning SN
Paragraph Meaning LoD
spelling h
language LB
Aritheoetic Computaticn AR
Arithmetic Concepts B
Arithmetic Applications N
Teacher Ati{tudes
SJrinfonngire on Attitudes Toward Fducation g

*All correlations reported here are between pre- and post-
administrations of the same {nstrument, except for those 1o
the Academic Achlevement section, The correlations report-
ed here are between scores on the Otis-Lennon Mental
Abilittes Test and scores on the variosus subscales of the
stanferd Achievement Test,

<1

e 4
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SO ONSES D PAREN. ANT PUPID OQUESTI NNATMY

vt i HE1U Scheol - ansare 3971
Pereol Sewp omae o per Concept Fraluatis
Part.odparts - 100 parents returned the guestionnaic
N Yy Fuid seemed toe adiust o the cew Topen rogiac

2.5 per cent a.  Immedtately
.o per cent b, After the first wees
12.3 per cent . Craduallw

d. Never

o 0td o veur child ever compent that he did pet want te attend
~cheol before thisg vear®

i'.b per cent a. Yes 62,4 per cent b, No

[
“

Oid ovour child evey comment that he did net want to attend
school this achool vear”

it.l per cent a. Yea 83.9 per cent b. Na
ib.1 per cent

. Are vou pleased with the "open' program?

85.3 per cent a. Yes
11.9 per cent b. Ne
2.8 per cent <¢. No Response

S. Doovou feel the program is realistic’

831.5% per cent a. VYea
9.1 per cent b, No

™y

‘.4 _per cent ¢, No Response

& Mv child seems to like this schoel and enfoys the progran,

9¢.6 per cent a. Yes
.9 per cent b. Neo
2.5 per cent ¢. No Response

Would vou suggest having some of the activities of this s heol
incorperated inte other schools of this district?

72.b per cent a. Yes
11.0 per cent b, No
i6.4 per cent c¢. No Regponse

<
ra

ERIC NN
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ERIC
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o

131,

AFPERDIX O
oot frred

en vwr Vi3 2 weemm ot s et the peap -oall ’ * - “
ot g v T

Ba b per cent a Ve

E 1 per cent *. %o

7.3 prrocent Ho Ky nponae
¥ 5 t oy much {ﬂgjrpfﬁ;jt‘ﬂt time to b om0t - L L., f HEEEES SR
t ovohorl hindet o obid'y acades . progress”

£ 2.1 pgr cent  a. Yen
t1.4 per cept b, %o
Ib.S per cent < He Remponge

> vowr Child's intereat at heart by the fea sers as 1 1. vait
-t the Toapen” prowrsn et Sporting HillC

‘6.7 per cent a, Yes
.0 per cent b, XNo
18.3 per cent «¢. HNo Reaponsar

Md vou obtaln satisfaction from the Progress Repor! srecodure
used te report the progress of vorr child”

5.6 per cent 8. Yes
17.1 per cent b, No

.3 per cent . MNe¢ Response

My child likes the following things about Sporting Wil
{(Recorded are the number of instances the general topte wax
ment {oned,)

44 a. "Movin-§-Groovia"

30 ¢ The informal atmoaphere of the schoal and atat! memhers
29 . Teachers!

24 <. Evervthing!:

19 ¢. To be given the responsibility of doing independent work
16 t. Ccarpet!

11l g, Individualized f{nstruction

11 h. Learning stations

2 1. Doilng contractsg {n various sublects

My child dfslikes Sporting Hill because of the following reascns:

a. Lack of {ndividual desks

b. Having tubs to kxeep belongings In
. Student teachers leaving

d. Bus problemsg

¢. HMr. Balmer leaving

I‘w!wi&*li‘lw
n

Lul)

-




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

APPENDIX |
{ront {nged}

Picise feel tree t- make anv other .ocmmenls ihout {he W
Progtam as vou have sgen In thip vear at Sporting Hil!

o a A wonderful program’

. The program provides a better opportunity for ac 13
adjustment and opportunity to amsume respons!® 1467 1e

A Individun]l differences a1» accepted.

5 4. The aetatf works hard,

¢ The informal atwoaphere {a looked upon aw a1 nega) toe

characteristic. =
vt Betrer discipline {n neeaded.

%

Would vou be williag to make vour thought s publ{ 4t e,
“open' program”

4. A Yes

52 b, No

35 <. Mo Reaponae

b0 In faver of the program

12 Net in favor of the program
4l No Reaponse

& Not gure at thig time.

94

101
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AFFENDIF D
{cont tnued:

chees e et ing HETD Sebocl - Sunusey 1900
sptl Beaponas to Oper Cor-ept Fvaluation
Parr iofy et e - 113 pupile in Traden l-n

>

. Mo d wong wmpaies Soarting HYpG

SIS A

Soheewd tF $y jear o

A8 per cent. a.  Thin year {4 core f{rteres? ing
1 per cent b, This vear in lass inferenf ing

B per cent «. It ta the same
_l per cent 4 Na respranse

«. How otten did you feel aw though v didn’t want ¢
» hoel this vear?

26 per cent a. Mever
41 per cent b. Sometimes
19 per cent c¢. Often
13 per cent 4. Alwavs
1 per cent e. Ho response

P How often did you Ieel aw though vou di4n't wapt to crme t-

~~honl this year?

10 per cunt a. Hever

<0 per ceat b. Sometimen
L2 per cent <. Often

S per cent d. Alwaye

4. Do woy enjoy the freedom of this e hool?

97 per cent a. Yen Jopex cent b 0N
% Do owou want this achoc] to continue am it {a now?
97 per cent a. Yen 3 per cent b o

b.. Do oyvou think other schoole in this school distric. sho:! . be

this schonl?

77 per cent a. Yes
20 per cent b, MNo
3 per cent c. Ho response

7. 1 like this school becguse:

(Recorded are the number of {nstances the genersl topic way

ment {oned . )

b8 a. '"Movin-and-Groovin

Jive




CYPERDIY
front fnued

-
»
I

The fresdom T move o 0 ates 1 $fva

k HE
ah o The teschers are o«
1} 4 Carpet!

i e Dning rontracta In vaciois aublests and tre {re: a8
af time after the cunfraclth are completet.

37 0f Individuglized faatruction and £~ he ghle r - wore ¢
ane's own apeed.

P In dof{ng gchool work it etill 1. fun.

18 h Math (indfvidualized and contracted,

1% 1. BReading - Language Arte {fndividualized gnd . oners red,

is t. Having =many audio-visual meteriasla svaflabls ¢ yne

*, 1 dislike thin school because:
tRec orded arse the nusber of laatances the general t 1 wan mentioned

)

Nothing (Efther the word “nothing™ wan wrisrter
there wag to TEAPONAE, )

[N
few

43 b Do not like carrving rhe tubs, and the tubs are nof
substant ial.
pit} Sometines too nolay

. Would like to have own denk
Bus problema
Teachers leaving

. Dislike gcience

. Teachers lesving room. (ALl related 2o the hesd teacher
being called our.)

AP PR
oM Y By

49 Mgke any other guggestion or comsment sbout this achool vou wish
{Recorded are the nusber of instances the general Zopfc vas
ment {oned )

a. “Hovin-and-Groovin' should be longer.

“. Have more recegnes or have longer Treceasen.
Favorable comments about teachers or staff memhers
d. We Iike {t! or We love it!

Would like to have betrter tubs

Like the carpet

Wosld like to have own deaks

Like Thursday's early dismiasai

Like contracts

Wish thevy could ear in the haii .

™

.

»

(OO PN T R Y

- "R

FEs
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, NESFOCHSES T RIESTIOMBAITE ADMINISTERED [0 Farsx -
OF SPORTIHG HILY  YUDEMTS IH MAY 173744

H T3 piad frat ozy child {a strerding rhe VopeEn Clasgroes wov

Ve BB 6T pmy cent Undecided 21 .BR per .ent A L1 S
. Toleel thart wy child (s ogerting more o fention fn schonl onow

“en  RE Bh oer cent Vrdeo tded 20 %0 per cent oAl 4l oger ent
i My ihild sesma to lihe school more noow,

Tes QLU 3M per cent Under tdedd 15,38 zer cept e 32T o aeret
< Mv o ohild sevs mors positive and nice things sbout achool snd Pia te g et

saan Wefore.

fre S5B.71 per cent Urdec tded 26,98 per cent oo ls In oper e

Do Mv ohiid seems more enttualastic abmut achool and Jearning now

Yen 16 % per rent Urder idead 12,50 per cont Ho 13.% per  ent

B My ochild'e self -image (how he fesrln about hinself? fham Inproves beiague o
the “apen classtoon” achoel
Yes 18.10 per rent Undec fded  50.7% per cent N 11,1l per cent

~dt

Because of the "open clagsroon” school, 1 sotice tnat oy ~hi{ld has mors
aetf-«contre]l than befaore.

Yea 26,98 per cert dndec ided  4%.2] per cent S 2381 per cent

269,70 per cent (67, of 96) of the familfens with a child or children ar Sparting
Hill returned a quentionnaire.
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