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ABSTRACT

This study has attempted to identi y the longitudinal impact of
a summer pirdr,immodel desighed to*enh nce central city junior high
school ybaths! sell- concept, attitude oward school, participation in
scnool, acaciemic achievement, and soci,elization/maturation. The study
has also examined the effats vis-a-viis.an arbitrarily selected- group
of leadership prone central city students. )rt range effects of a
aescriptive niture have been investigated relative to all participat
'youth and teachers. A 'description has been included of the,programl
background, history, inputs, changes over the years,' problems, and'
recommendations.

,Jhree sets of expertmgntal/contr groups were included in th
study, plus participating teachers. 0 'set of groups, completed t o years
in the program in 1972 and another completed one year. These two ets of,
experimental/control groups were randomly selected from lists of t enty-
eight,ESEA central city junior high schools. A third set of groups,
completing its third year in the project in 1972, was arbitrarily Chosen
to participate butyrandomly assigned to experimental and control groups.

',instruments pre-tested for reriability and.vplidity. were used to,
measure self-concept and attitude toward school, and Iowa Basic Skills
scores were employed to rasure academic achievement. The researchers'

1developed, but were unable to pre-test, the instruments for participation
in scnool, and sodialization/maturation. Measurement was administered in
December 1,970, 1971, and 1972 to capture effects carried over from, the
summer program. One Way Analysis of Variance test's were applied,-on the
"after only" 19i0 and 1971 data; and Analysis of Covariance tests were used
relative to the December 1971 ("before") and December '1972 ("after") data
for the sets of randomly selected groups.

After completing two years in the program,'randomly/selected youth .,
revealed significant improvements in scrcialization/matufation, i.e., their
ability to take care of themselves, t9 git.along bets r with others, manners,

,(1/A(
and personal cleanliness/neatness. They, alio serve in significantly more
school leadership position's than control youth. There was no significant \
improvement in self-concept, attitude toward scol participation in school,
and academic achievement. Compared with the ndomly serected.youth, leader -
ship prone students achieved significant ns in self-Concept, participation

.in'school, and language usage.

Subjective data indicates tha articipatiRg youth experienced .short
range benefits in terms of spor anship, sports skills, academic areas such
as math and reading, respecting others, and sharing the responsibilities of
commnity 'living. Participating teachers increased their:understanding of
youth and learned tew teaching methodologies.

The results'indicate th't a much broader nmpact could be achieved if
the open classroom methodology were implemellte0 year around in public schools.



CHAPTER

INTRODUCTION :

A. The Research Problem.

In recent years tne."open classroom" teaching methodology has been perceived
'by educators as an effective,answer to the challenge of motivating the central
city student to want to learn. Much of the research evaluating the results of
this metnodology relates to innovations app lied i the regular school setting,
for example "free" or "open" schools or demonstration projects tested in public or
private schools. This research, on the other hand, focuses on the long range
effeCOveness'of a.01-ogram operatedilduring the summer with 'foilow-up'activities
during the school year.

J.
t 1

The researchproblem,, 0 attempt to deterMine the longitudinal impact of
a program model Pesigned to enhances the self, concept, academic achievement, parti-

..

cipatie school, attitude toward schEiol, and socialization4waturation randomly
'selected joniop:hi.jh schooF,central city youth: The study endOnpasses an inveti-
,ga0on of 'thee carry -oyer effects of two years of participatIon.in Pl'oject Summer
Prep. Our principal research question is, what are the effects on students of two .

summer programs and to what degree are these effects sustained throughout the
school year?

,

Other questionS.under consideration from-a,more descriptive, less formal
viewpoint are: 1) How 'JO the randomly selected students fare compared. wiAh central
'city studentt arbitrarily selected into the program,based'on leadership potential,
but randomly assigned to experimental' and control groups? 2) Now do participating
teachers benefit i n terms 'of learning new teathing.techniques? 3) What descriptive,.
self reports of program benefits do the,Participants offer? 4) What do the program
inputs consist of, and what changes occurred over :the .years?

8'. The Program Description
,

1. Background 1967-1971
.

our4ng the Spring of 1966 the Black community 2nd the Milwaukee Public Schools'
were atod'ds with one another: ,The was in the process of filipg.a sphool

....----. desegregation lawsuit against MilwaUkee Schools. There were 'chain-ins, arrests,
1 and marches. Some teachers and many parents believed that little learning or teaching

AINIPcould take place in an atmosphere of chaos.

.

In addition, students who attended Milwaukee ESEA'Schools, those schools that
quality for Federal aid under the,Elementary and Secondary Education Act), and which
are principally located in the central city, were more than two grades behind students'
in non-ESEA Milwaukee Public Schools. Students attending Milwaukee ESEA high schools
were almost three times as likelvto drop out before receiving a diploma as-were'

1students in nomoESEA high schools. Those inner city high school students who did
graduate from high school in some instances had only the equivalent of a tenth grade
education. Rec6rds at the University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee indicatedthat.even
those in-the top half of their senior high school class tended to achieve poorly in

(j
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comparison with the.top half of other Milwaukee public high schools.

tialefecutty members at-the Campion-Js uit High Schoo!1 in
Prairie du Chien, Wisconsin, as 1n many other e'cl-loolS in the nation and the state,

' were duesfioerngtheir role concerning the pressing challenges of urban education.
Through the coopen;qon of Campion?Higtf School and the_Center for Community leadership
Development (CCLD) 'a'` the,ynivertity of Wisconsin-Exten's4on, Summer Prep brought
togetner the education need's of Mlwaukeeis centrel.-city students and a high school
faculty's desire4tio be more relevahtrto'urban'edudation. In addition, ampion and0
CCLD worked :n clos'e cOnsuitation win the MilwaukeePublic School System. Allof the
parties concerned were interested in improving the academic levels of central ,city.
scnools, while attempting to develop a.bodel for "turning on central city school age

Platniny for .Sumner PREP began in 1.967A/hen ten Milwaufcee centre.] city youth
were chosen to attend Campion the following July. However, i,ttwas found that none
of the ten could pass the tiff High School Entrance Exam, a failure that or
had depressing implications: .Rather than lose faith in the students and Assume the
studentt "couldn't make it was suggested that special efforts be organized before
tne'youth reached high school,age -- specifically the students'who would participate
in Summer PREP for three ipnsecutive summers, with follow-up contacts during 'the
regular school year. In June, 1968 the Milwauket,School Board of Directors officially.
'approved tneprojeEt.

.flie first summer, Jesuits were recruited who contributed their services it
teachers and counselors. Campion provided its beautiful facilities near the Mississ-,
ippi'River. Teachers and counselors of public 'and private school% in Milwaukee
indicated names of sixth grade youth whom they thought would benefit from the program.
No tests or specific academic quantizations were set and the result was a mixture
of backgrounds and abilities. SiXty-four studentsere enrolled in 1968. The programran four. weeks. Mornings were devoted to academi,t work with courses in arithmetic,
English, reading,:Afro-American History, dramatics,, and all., Positive encouraging
experiences 'were emphasi'zed since,a major aim was to,improve each youth'saelf-concepte
The. afternoon program was devoted; to instruction4r4 participation in sports and
.recreation. Both team and Indiv1,dual competition were stressed: Field trips and
evening camp -outs were provided. 'There as a very encouraging response on the'part of
the PREPsters, and all but.five returned n )969.

. . ,

Summer.1970 saw Summer PREP cOmplete.its .ird year., including the first full
,cycle-program which involved first,.'second,:and third year PREPsters. From July 7 to
August 4,'approximatelj, 105 youth, '21 teachers,prid 15 couriseloi-s Participated. Fot
the first tine, Campion staff included eight teachers from Milwaukee central city,
schools. Jesuit novices anti Rriestsand junior or'seniot college students made up
the remainder of tne Staff.

.

.

. .

On July'15, 1971, 115 eager young men, from Milwaukee arrived at Campion. For
many'of the.youth, this was theirjargest'Vehture away'from homes in the ci.ty. Others
naepent'previous summers at Campion: 40 were'ere for their second summer, 10for
their third and last summer, and.for 65 it was a; totally new experience. A few.days
earlier, tne staff had gatAered for a brief orientation. There were two program coor-
dinators, 21 teachers -- 10 fromCampion faculty and 11 from:Mirwaukee schools -- and
14 teacher-aides from Midwestern 4IniverS4ties and,seminarieSe

*
., .

'
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2. the5.7 Program

Project Summer PREP concluded the'fifth summer of its Campion High School
phase in July 1972. Ninety-two randolAy selected sixth and seventh grade, d
thirty-.two arbitrarily chosen-eighth grade youth fFom Milwaukee central cit public
and community schools participatein the four, week program in Prairie du Chien,
Wisconsin, together with a staff o(f 48 teachers and counselor- aides.' The goals of
the program'focusedOn both youth and teachers. For youth, Summer PREP aspired to
improye self-concept, basic academic/skills, attitude toward school, Rartcipation
in scnooi, and the .strengthening of non-delinquent values -- ire., a sense of respect
ana responSibility for the persons and property of others '(socia-itization/maturation).
For teacierg-THU-goalS called for an increased understanding of central city Youth
and tne development of teaching techniques to motivate and guide students.

P .Summer PREP i6 a project in which youth participate for'three consecutive
years beginning with the summer program for sixth grade-"graduates."* After the
summer phase an equal-TT, important component was follow-up activities. Each teacher
was_assigned a nOmber'of,PREPsters to dontact during the school.year. This contact
involved iscussing-with parents their sons' progress in school and ways of improving
the summer program. Teachers students, end parents also planned informal, social
contacts FUTthe fyture. By working with these young men and their families for
triYee years together with aidirig o spread new, effective teaching methods throughout
central city schools, Summer PREP's ultimate goal was to assist in the development of
productive, responsible c-i--tizens.

Thq mechanics of the summer phase of the project theOretically operated within
the framework of the "open classroom" approach. Students chose educational activities
that tof.res9onded to their own abilities and preferences. There were minimal restric=
tions. There were-few formal-classes, no. pre-set curriculum content, and no pre-
determined performance requirements.. Instead, students were encouraged to,exercise
therr fipedom'and responsibility in choosing their educationalactvities. 'Teachers
Served Ws friends, counselors, 'and guides in he.direction'of the strlentr interests,

Tne daily,program at Campion was planned to facilitate the objectives through
seven kinds of actlyitiesf academic (readIng, math);. recreation (skill and leadership
developmerq in athletics with competition between wing communities); psychological '
counseling and: guidance6. school, know -how (study skills, test-raking);_fine arts
(participation in music, (art; drama); and continued evaluation, and reinforcement for
teachers/

a
oThe program's basic thrust.in ale area of citizenship development-fotused on

the "wing community." Theoretically, this aspect of -the program addressedNitself to.
following questions: What kind of program inputs would facilitate a positive

effect on the individual's concept'of himself-as a member'of his commVniep? How'could
the young men be assisted to become aware of their responsSitilities to the' larger civic
society? Now could they be encouraged to live In peaceovith respect -for the persons
and property of others? The answer seemed to lie in 'the.direction of,...ipiciiing the
yOuth in a communitydifelp whiah they opuldsee thelleeds. of t'he comunity, discuss
them in a responsible manner, and make decisions° in proaption of the Common good. To'

' operationalize this wing, community:Condtp, each of the four floors of the dormitory.
,

resegrch `focuses on tw8 yew's' participei4on.

4
.
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in.whicn students and staff resided were divided into two wings with abut twenty
students and frve adults per wing. Every wing was to funain as,autonomously as
'possible in determining its OwiLlivingstyle,_academic.projects, regulations's. con-, -

tributians to'the larger community, and as'sstance to its own memliers.
.

.

.

.

.

lo acquaint new staff and reorient riturning teachers to the mldffied Open.
Education teaching'metnodoLogies adopted.for the program, and to sensitive, staff
Menbertto die\Reeds,attitudes, and beliefs of others, a three-phase cirintatio--

,

program was provided. In Phase I, all interested Milwaukee Public School teachers,
teacner aides, private scnool tea6hrs and interested community persons were invited/ ,

to part.ic:p.44ein an Open Education Workshop on a credit or norvcredit basi. Approxi-.'.
irately sevieqp persons, including persons who desired position's with Sumber PUP,
enrollee. .

$
.

From anong those who successfully completed this workshop, a committee
selected several individuals who appeared to have requisite'qualifications,'and.
invited them to join the Summer PREP staff.

. .

Phase II of the orientation was held during April and May. Irl addition to
attending "sensitization" sessions, staff members, whose number theo'included former.
PREPsters who fo the first time in the history of the'projedt were added to the,
staff as ,DormitoiWRecreational Aides, participated in strategy sessions to make .-

preliminary plans for the Campion ph e. ...-
-. 4

.

. ,

Phase III of the staff orientation took place at Campion prior to tllie ar riva l
of Ine PREPsters. While the primary purpose at this point waf to continue discussion
of various aspects of the program, especially in relation to Campion, and to-acquaint
the Milwaukee staff with the Jesuit staff who had joined the program, this phase of
the orientation was designed to finalize the curricula features of the project.:

..
.

's . ,

In the five years of its dynamic history, Summer PRO has exBertienced signi'r,
ficani changes in terms of the basic rationale of the project and praCtical imple-
mentation. The overall orientation has changed draMttically since 1968 from an

1

eMpnasis on remedial academic work within a conventionally structured classroom,
setting to an orientation in 1970 of principally turning the youth onto education -

per se, within the "opeh classroom" setting. The mai goal ineese'years(1970-71) . .

was of a motivation' nature' making 1.qarning seem in resting and fun.- Basicills
#

training was secondary and left to ele,.PREPsters' decision. lo fact there were very .

Jeri restrictions on anyone's behavior and no discrete classrooms.
. *

In Fhe summer of 1972 a modified open classroom approach was developed, which,
as implemented, brought basic skills training and motivation together as primary goal
thrusts. There also appeared to be -- at least to this relearcher -- more pragmatic
emphasis on leadership training. The program methodologies tightened up and certain
regtriCtons on PREPsters' behavior were added, including mandatory Class attendance.

The toTposition of the staff has changed greatly since 1968. Until 1970 the
program sta.and Campion administration were almost exclusively white and Jesuit.
Black input was active and assertive in the planning phases but \Nes limited in terms
of actual implementation. In the summer of 1970, a small group Cf Milwaukee Public
School teachers -- Black'-and white -- participated for the first time. By 1972
leadership was Black, and teaching and counseling staff was fifty per cent Bla6.
Th.is change was reflected not only in the summer4program's:day-*-day leadership,
but also in pre-program planning al-id post-program 6ollow-4' in which Black teachers
gssumed a predominant role.

7 "



4,4

A third significant change related to the youth target .population. Originally,.
youth manifestingleadership traits -- as determined by high school administrators --

'were selected to participate. The idea was to concentrate the program's. effectivenss.
on -YoUtli:whoWere most likely to benefit. In 1971 the focus changed to a general
population of "central city youth" who were randomly selected into the program. The
implications here are: 1) that the programrs relatiyk effectiveness applies broadly
to central city junior high school males, thereby offering a2eneralizable model;
and 2) that.the mandomly selected target population's greater variety in talents,,

,

sills, and attributs presents more of a challenge in terms of the staff's work with
tne youth. In future years the project will undoubtedly experience further changes'
as administratOrs and staff respond to the need for developing More effective ways o
reaching tne central city student.

C. The Study Hypothe;es

1. Main Hypothesis

That randomly selected central city junior high school youtiVwho participate
m Project Summer Prep (Campion) for two xears will experience" a significantly higher
self-concept, academic achievement, attitude toward school, participation in school,
and socialization/maturation than students who do not participate, in.the program.

2. Sub - hypothesis

That randomly selected central city junior high schooryouth. who participate
in Project Summer Prep for one year 'will experience a significantly higher self- )
concept,.attitude toward school, participation in school,.arid socialNation/maturation
than students who do not participate in the program,*

D. LiteratureReview

The Campion pr ram responds to aieduCation problem summarized as the'
unsatisfactory'progre of central city youth through their respective high schools.
In terms.of the indicators of education achievement in MilwaUkee, the picture
reflects the national storyas reported by tht Kerner Commission and the Urban
Coalition in She Year Later.l. \ t

The rationale linking the summer program to the,educapon problemls. primarily
bas on the importance of developing among the youth the motivation and self
Confidence n6eded4to achiev. It is reasoned that jf the young men experience
personalized, fac011o-face tutoring in .academic areas and organized sports.gui ante,
All Of which follows the 'student's particular-interests and emphasizes positive
reenforcement byteachers in a,non-graded situation,1 they will then return to and
participate more fully in classroom activities. This momentum is sustained by the
Campion teachers' fol.lcw:up contact with-the young men in the falland spring.

*.

v

4

.
.. .

..
*Academic Achievement was omitted since datafor the indicators of the va,r rable,

. ise.., Iowa daic Skills scores, arse not available until one year later..i-

)Vrban Coalition, One Year Later, Urban America and the Urban Coalition; PSA, p. 29.
.4)



Studies of 6rookover and Erickson affirm that a positive self-concept is
a "threshold variable" to academic achievement. In other words, itkis the foun-
dation or first step toward improving school performan"&.2 Purkey's review of.
findins likewise supports the direct 'relationship between selvfconcept and school
/achievement) In terms of strategies for enhancing self-concept, constant positive
rdenforcement coming from only certain. sources emerges as, the key variable.
brookovePs research and evidence from Thomas' findings. iindicate that positive
evaluations by experts and counselors in a school.settlhg,dO not enhance self-
c,:),.ceptli On tne'ot,-)er Bane, ,ucn eva ,atioR..) made by persons viewed in tne eye's of
low acnievers a significdnt others, parents,,reacner§, and friends, function
toimprove self-concept. These "sigrlificaerit others" work closely with low achievers
and are perceived or valued as credible sources4of informatibn.5 This last point
supports tne tneories and procedures guiding the Campion project. The students in
tne main manifest a history of low achievement and lack of encouragement. -Once
tney arrive at Campion, they begin to work intimately with the teachers, whom they
choose. ,What ensues are relationships of friends, advisers, -Confidants_ It is a
student/teacher union of Mutual respect and admiration. They research together,
discuss togetner, and plty,on the sports field together, wl,th the student constantly
receiving positive encouragement. In the fall and spring students are visited by
tnese teacners, and theoretically eKepositive momentum is sustained.

In t.6r,pls or
..the effectiveness of rlformal teaching, dramatic evidence of t/a.

motivational-impa6t on youth is provided by Silberman in Crisis in theClassroom:'
From Englander North Dakota, and New York, cases are cited of children'
responding to%Ie4rning with joyous enthusiasm when they are allowed to pursue their
Own interests ie.41, flexible and encouraging setting. The underlying premise oft the
programs Silberiii4wobserved refrs-to the development of a positive attitude toward
self as the ba.av*fOr learning objectives for minority "slum.children." From this
view of oneself as Or individual of'worth andabilities, a positive attitude towlrd .

schotl and subsequent\Aeademic goals are to be built.7 The proposed research seeks
to determine precisely these poi/ts: in a summer setting,..does constant positive
reenforcement by significant others in an open, flexible learning situation with
the ;5tudent responding to his chosen interests function to enhance self- concept,
attitude, toward school, participation in classroom and schc activities;
socialization/maturation, and aeademic.achievement.

S.
2Brookover, Wilbur B. AmdEdsel Erickson, Society',.Sdhools and Learning; The Allyn
and bacon Series, foundations of Education, AlJyn and Bacoh, Inc.; 196,9, p. 106.

3Purkey, William W., 'Self-Concept and School Achievement; Prentice-Hall, Int..;
Inglewood' Cliffs, New Jersey, 1970, p. 14. .

IIThomas, Shailer, An Experimental Approach - The Enhancement.of Self-Concept of
Junior Hign School. Students Through Group Sessions, American Educational Research
Association,, February 1964, p. 13.

5Brookover, Erickson, pp. 197-213.

bSilberman, Charles; Crisis in the Classroom, Atlantic Monthly, July 1970, pp. 94-96.

7
'Ibid.
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CHAPTER.II

METHODOLOGY

3

r'

The study includes three distinct tar.get populations, each with a randomly
selected control ,group. One set of experimental and control groups,was randomly
sampled into the.study and ;program in June, 1971', and continued ip the program
and study in the summer df 1972. Another set of randomly sampled groups paTtic-
pated-in the study and prbgram fdr the.first time in JUne,,1972. The compoSition
of both sets of groups was derived from the enrollment lists of Title I ESEA
%Schools and community schools. From lists of twenty-eight public schools and ' ,

six:commuoWty 'schools, we selec,tdd at random twelve public and four Community
schoolsrfrom'the enrollment lists of these-schools we selected at random sixty - f
five sixtn grade males who would be invited to participate in the program group
and control. group. *Approximately 90% Qf all students.selected into the sample c
were from public school's. The few, community school students rere included as a
resporise,to community school admini'strators. Their number was/(too small for
statistical testing. We have also included an arbitrarily chosen set of group -

that was .recruitect for the program in 1970. This set of experimental, and control
grouRs originally was deriyed from a large pool ofccntral 'city candidates
were selected by 'school principals,on the criteria,ofidemonstrating leadership
potential. From this pool of candidates, we selected at raildom thirty-five
experimental andorty control youth. The results on these groups,will,prove
interest.ing when compared with the randomly, selected groups.

B. Statistical Tests

,Analysis of:covariance was died to the data of the group beginning
the program in 1971 and completing two years. These tests were utilized to
.measure-before and after differences relative to the 1972 progr,i0. The N was
too-small for covariance tests on any dther groups.

.2)

One way agalysis of varjance was applied to dll the post program data
collected in December 1970 and December 197. The data collected for the three
sets of groups represents measurements of the program effects carcr-i-ed over from
the summer to approximately mid point in the school year.

AV,

..

..N... Although adequate numbers of subjects were originally sampled into the siudy,
the numbers diminisheelo a range of sixteen to forty-two for all of the tests due
to subjects' moving, withdrawal from the program, and inaccessibility for the

(testing.

C., Measurement Instrumewis

1. Self-Concept

,

a. Self Image Inventory -,taken from the More Effective Schools
Bulletin, by David J. Fox, Lorraine fleum, Frederick Hp, Jr.,
Valerie Barns, and Norman Shapiro, Center for Urban Edudation:
Broken down into three subvariables, th6 inWument requests

. .'the studennto rate how much he-likes 1) his personal attributes,
4 2) Social. atkributes, and 3) his'adademic ability.
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.
*

.
I

b., Self-Cone4t of Academic Ability, General- developed by W. Q..
,

, arbOkoverl: It requests theetudent to rate his junior high,lhigh
,

school, and colTege ability compared with clasmates and close
..

friends. Thesetwoinstruments, (a) and kb), were tested for
rerrOilrty and validityby.the authors. Sec. Appendix IA:',

)..4,4 1

y
_2 Attitude Toward School 1- measured.,* three sources:

.. .

i .

Tie yc,ut`h completiog ,a sell assessment inst;urent developed and

tested for rerraDilitylvalidity by the Milwauked Public School
System. It requests youth to,agreedis:agree with ten statements

,about how they might/ perceive school. See Appendix 1B.
-

'' )
. -

) '&,. ,,,- Patents' Assessmertt of Childds Attitude -- a rating' b4 parents
based on arbitrary definitions of native an positive attitudes

).

See Appendix'10, Parents' QuegtiOnnaire
'

item.F. ,

I'

Ty-.

c. TeacHers"Assessment of Yoyths.' Attitude "two Milwaukee tbachei's
per each youth'rated youths' .attitude from the ;erne arbitrary`
definition used with parent's' as,sessment' See Appendix LE., I:

_ 4 Teacher Questionnaire,', iteM 10, .-
.

o
-Sr.

Academic Achievement.- -'Iowa Basic Skills Tests in eighth 'grade.'
N

.
4. ParticipatiOn in School -- four subvariables.

. . 1 ,

' . Classroom:Participatioft -- after-only measures by two Milwauicee
: teachers per each youth. Teachers rate overall participation,,
volunteering responses to teachers' que,stions, diOlaying his'

_work'before the class, asking questions "hi Vass, -response in .
completing assigned work, doing 0(tra credit work, and asking,
for help in regular classwork.

.
t

b. , Conduct rated by, two Milwaukee teachers.

c. Parents' ratings of sonsihomework, study,sand. reading habits.
. .

d. Extra curricular and neighborhood.

5. Soci.alization/Maturation -- Parents' rating6-Of sons' ability to,get
along with teachers and other adukftWto take care of4hjs thing and of
himself, to clean up after hintelf, son's maturity, marinrs, neatness
and cleanliness, sportsmanship, and ability tb'control his temper.
See Appendix 1D, Parents' Questionnaire, ..

.
.... . .

.

6. Student/Teacher interactio0 Durt Project -- immediately after termination
of the project, the expe.c.iirire'Istal y tktil rated the project staff on twenty
indicators of the open classroom methodology'. .4See Appendix 1G, PREPsters'.
Reactibns to Project. .

. 7. Youths' Reactions to Project "Jun and interest An Project, Problems
Youth Encountered, Willingness to Return -- ratings made a't end of
project.

8. Summer Prep Teacher's' Reactions to the Project. ,See Appendix IF.

4

'Fp

Ant



D. Limitipions of the Study

In attempting to adapt the quasi-experibental model to the "real world,"
many difficulties were encountered. The most serious-Of these related to the
ins rum nts applied; the observe , and the subjects. Three of the instruments
wer to ted for reliabilttyand }validity by.theior authors: self-eoncept, attitude
toward choOl,sand the standardized Iowa Basic Skills .tests. Two instruments were

.home -made for the purposies of this study, participation in school, and socialization/
mauiration,arEtwerenotIpsted.iloweVer,weeelthatall,measu.erilents. reflect the
following, limitati.ons.

1. Observer Limitations -- the way thepeasureMent was administered by
relatively untrained, community interviewers.

Subject Limitations -le the way, subjects under.stood questions, the,)
biases about questionnaires on school,related matters.e

3. Instrument misUnderStandings about wording and thechoice
of Lndicators. i

We question whether the jndicatOrs Were adequate to cover
/. the essential aspects of 'the overall variables and,whether.they wereN.i precise in capturing what occurred!

Wefeel,that these so-called "objective H tests arefar froeadequate in measuringthe ric ness.of effects, anti we should have more.data from the youth, their parents,&F
and teachers.--,data collected from face-to-face interviews conducted by skilled°and
trusted interviewers.

1'

1.
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CHAPTER.III
RESULTS

A. The Main Hypothesis:;

".4
That randomly selected central city junior high school
youth who participate two years in Project Summer Prep
will.experjience significant improvillivents in their self -

concept, attitude toward school; prticipatidn in school
activities, academic achievement, and socialization/
maturation compared with youth who do dot'participate
in the project.

1

\ ' ,
S'/..

We accept the hypothesds. only in regards to the socialization /maturation vari-
. able. The other four overall dependent variables yielde significant djfferences.

However, one indicatbr of,the dverall participation in echo 1 variable 'proved signi-
ficant; serving in leadership positions such ai'eletedofficers, editor; assistant

. editor of school publication.*' In addition, two indicators of the overall self-
' concept variable proved significant: ability in things that require physical skill
and personal neatness and cleanlinesS":

I

Although,no sigrilficant,differences in socialization/maturation were found
after thefirst year o4 participatiOn in the project, the experimental Or Campion
youth scored Significantly higher than control .youth after.the second year'. The'Set
results from the parents' ratings of the youth's ability to get along with others
and take better care of himself, together with the youth's reports of their serving
in leadership positions can probably be tied to the Wing community input of the
program. During'the four week summer,program all iyouth and staff lked, studied,
and socialized together. in discrete, dormitory housgd communities. All members -

were equally responsible/"for meeting.the needs of the community. EaEh of the six
wings determined "its own living style,'acadeMic projects, regulations,,contri-
butjons to the iargericommunity, and assistance to its own m *bers-." A.

To further investigAte the effect 'of the Wing community input ,we asked all
participating youth at the end of the,i172 summer,, uWhat did yOti;iiirn by living
with. Other`boys and teachers in the Wing community ?'! Seventy-five, per cent of the
youth referred to Specific 'earnings, ten pet cent felt they had learned nothing;
and fifteen per cent left the questiOn.blank2 Below are the leasBAhgs and requencies.

- "To get along with others, to- make friends, -to be together as a
community.'!

- "How to get along with other boys without fighting; how to live
with boys your own age...; I learned to'understand my friends
better and get along like one big family and to work...together;

learned how to makenew friends; learnecto be friendly and
show sportsmanship."

- "Working together, to respect
cooperation to.share.

.32

25

4
others, have responsibility, group

18

,, *These results should be viewed with guarded acceptance due to a small N size of 17

enierimental youth and..:J control youth.
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- "Working together as one body of power; 1' -learned to respect

others...'., you learn how to do things with other people and

plan things with other people and Oo and plan things by your-
self...; to cooperate; how to learn to live with

,other people; that if we all come together peo'ple could do
anything."

"Leadership, self...fespect, to live away from come, to be
clean, to be a good student, learn about others'. "(

'"To beclean and tobe a fellow leader to your roommate; I have
learned that I have thei4tential to become a leader; how to be
gbod; how to .live away from home,; I learned how: to clean robms;
ou ae not a oaby anymore; ...that they were like your family
o t there." .

,

Negative comments' were madely two PREPsters: Some played aroqnd too much."
"Didn't like going to bed early.':

The AHalys'is of Variance and Covariance tables are featured below. Table I

covers the 1.971-1972 before /after scores that yielded significant differences for
the socialization/maturation vriable at the'.05 level. Table II covers the 1917)
after-only scores which were not significant. Table III reveals the significant

, results, at the .01 level, on the leadership indicator of overall participation.

I-

18

7

.4

\

' TABLE I

Andlyisoif Covall'iance
,of the

. Campionrand Comparison Groups'
Socialization/Maturation: parents' Rating December 1971-1972

4

)

Source of
Variation

Sum of

Sguares

Mean Degrees of Significance
Freedotri :. FlRatio e .LevelSquare

Grand Mean 4 427.6568 427.6568 6.2329 0,0170
Groups 387.7045 387.7045
Covariate e 5331%1642 5331.1642 )

Residual. 2363.7239 62.203263 - 38

- GROUP S1XMARk INFORMATION

Group
.Number

Used*

4 '4' Pre S/M

Mein

.

Post'S/M Group Standard
Mean DeviatilOn

Campion 23

Co* mparison 18

\.4

44.69565

46.33333

47.08696

7.8869

41.72222 '

*In'every instance of unequal N size; we pre assuming that the error varlanc§,.are
hombgeneous.

.
,
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TABLE II
40('

I Analysis 6'f Variance of the

Campion and Comparison Groups'

Socializatiqn/Maturation - Parents' Rating December.1971

Source of
Variation

Sum of Mean Degrees" of Significance
Squares Square Freedom F-Retio Level

Between Groups 53%160156 53.160156 1 .860 .357

Within Groups 4574'.0361 61.811299 74

GROUP SUMMARY INFORMATION

Group

Campion

Numbr Number . 'Group Group Group Standard
Used Missing. Mean Variance Deviation

42 9/ 44.024 72.902 8.5383

Comparison 34 8 45.706 .48.032 6.9305

The Grand Mean is 44.776. 1'

Table III

One Way Analysis.of Variance of

Campion and Comparison Groups'
Lxtracurri ular Activities Leadership Positions December 1972

.\

Source Of Sum of Mean- Degrees! of Significance
Variation Squares Square Freedom Ottatio Level

tween'Groups 2.0656981 2.0656'981 1 7.908 .009'

Within ,Groups 6.7914444 .26120940 25

,at*,

", 1'
,

Al

GROUP SUMMARY INFORMATION
c 1

Number Number) Grolp Group
Used Missing Me Variance

Campion 18 1.6471 .36765'S.

Comparison 11 23 1.0909 .090909

Gtoup Standard

. .600634

The'Graft 'Mean is 1.4286.6
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Below are 61e Analysis of Variance Tables on 'cal Skill and tleanline'ss.

Table IV

One Way Analysis of Variance of
Campion' and Cohparison Groups'

I

Source of Sum of Mean Degrees of Signifi.c9nce

Variation Squares Square Freedoms Fritatio Level

Between Groups 3.2581863' '3.2581863, 4:578 .039

Within Groups 26.331554 .77116963

GROUP SUMMARY INFORMATION

Group

Number Number Group Group Group Standard

Used. ,C Missing , Mean Variance Deviation

Campion 22 13 1.1082 1 . 0 5 2 7

'Comparison 17 17 3.7641 . 1.9118 .43724

The is 3.4359.

Table. V .

0 One Way Analysis of Variance of
Campiop'and Comparlsbn Groups'

01 Person0,4afness and Cleanliness

Source ok
Variation

.

44 ' )
Sum of ;. Mean

Squ,ires Square

Degrees of Significance,

Freedom FrRatio Level

Between. Groups .2281271 2.9281273 . 5.865

'thin Groups , 18.971870 .49925975- 39

.020

Groyp

GROUP SUMMARY INFORMAT4

Number Number Group

Used Missing Mean .

Group Group Standard

Variance Deviation

Campion 23 12 3.2174 :72312 .85048

Comparison 17 17 3.7647
%

.19118 .43724

. The Grand Mean is 3.450
1:0

I



-14-

,In summary, the central city junior higfi school youth who parti'Cipated
for two years in Project Sumher Prep compaied with youth who did notparticipate
'experienced significant improvements in terms ofloverall socialization/maturation,

cleanliness /neatness. i

leadership activities, ability in things'requirrgnificant

improvements in overall

phygical skill, and personal
leanliness/neatness. Tney did not experience

self-concept, participation in school%activitie0i, academic achievement, and atti-
tude toward school.

if

8. The Sub-Hypothesis: 1 .

That randomly selected central ?ty junior high, school youth
who participate in Project S'umm r Prep for one year will
experience significant improvem is in their self-concept,,
attitude toward school, participation in school, and socialjt
zation/maturation compared with frentral city junior high
school youth who do not participiae.*

No significant differences resulted from the one way analysis of variance
tests apd therefore we cannot accept this hypothesis.

Relative to the control group, interestingsignificant'differences appeared on .,

five of thg eight indicators of the overall participation variableirand one of the
,three subvaribles of overall self-concept. Milwaukee teachers rated control youth
significantly higher in classroom "conduct" ("satisfactory" vs. "fair" rating),
'"motivation to do assigned work," "trying hard," and "willingness to do written
work." Control youths' parents rated their sons' "reedin0 habits" fsignifican=tly
higher, and control youth themselves rated their "self-concept of

habits",

ability"
significantly higher.**

It is very curi-ous that these were the only significant differences that
appeared relative to study groups' completing the, first year of the project. No
explanation emerges from results On intervening variables: not tutoring, parent or
teacher expectation, parents' assisting youth with homework, student perception of
teachea,and parent grade expectations, not the students' feelings about having high
grades,, about not doing as well as'they thought they could, and about doing better
than otheri in scnbel revealed Shy significant differences.

It may seem plausible to hypothesize that the Campion youth after haviri'g
enjoyed the treedo and exciting learning situation of the summer were turned off'
to the regular routine of their Milwaukee classroom. If'this we're the case,' by
Bid it appear only in these few indicators, not in others, and not in the oVe all
variable results, nor vis-a-vis attitude toward'school? To fqrther complicetd,the
,question, we have no idea of what the control youth experienced. during the sam
summer. By-some coincidence, some of them may have participated in an enrichmept
activity Unfortunately, we must leave the Oestion open to interesting speculqtion.

*We.omit academic achievement as a dependent variable since the youth do'not take
the r a Basic Skills Tests until the following year.

**See App ndix IIB on Analysis of Variance Tables.
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C. The Selected Sample

.' Compared with the randomly sampled centi-al city student,NhowAoes the student
manlfegting leadership potential benefit from the program? This sample was put
together from a pool of sixth grade candidates who were chosen by ,their /school
principals and counselors because they supposedl'y demonstrated leadership potential.
From the pool of candidates, approxim4ely forty'were randomly selected into the
program and apother f6rty into theconfrorgroup. Even though the results cannot
be generalized to tne population of central city sixth grade males,_ they can stand
as relatively val06 evidence of tneprogram's impact. Research has-followed these
groups through three years' participation in the project.*

After one year'S participation in the program, the experimental group compared .

with the control group achieved signiflcant differences in terms of:

Overall self-concept -- F ratip 5.809 :.- .05 significance level

4
1,

:1;;O\ indicators of the self-concept of a7demic ability subvariable:
. .. 4

Math ability compared t close friends 4.90 -- .05 significance level
Math ability compared tO4classmates 4.21 -- .05. Significarice level

Four'indicators oflithe social self-coceP1 subvariAble:'

\ \'<._
My ability to get along, with other 4.52 (.05)

lildren
,-

. ,r:.

My manners ,
. 5:51, (.05)

My participatign in school activities 7.54 (.OT)
My ability to 80 things

I
myself 5.59'(.05)

.

indicators of overall participation in school
.
and neighbdrhood

activities:
r

A

. ,
.

Vblunteeeing responses to, teachirs
questions

4.19 (.05)

**Sports Activities -- 1969 over 1970 6.86 (.05).

1970.over 1971 . 11.94 .(.01)

Neighborhood Participation -- Boys' .6.01 (.05)***
Club, Boy Scouts, ett.

*Research on this set of groups falls outside the scope of the,study funded by pie

Office of Education.

**These results indicate that the experimental youth were not only participating in
more 'school sports activities after the summer proje010 but also were increasing
their participation significantly more than the control youth..

***All Analysis of Variance Tables for this select sample appear in Appendix II.
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fAfterwtwo years' participation, the Campion youth scored sigoifidantly
higher in:

Overall self-concept - ` 5.86 (.05)

-Social seli-concept .subvariable , 4.188 (.65)
.

,

(How I f 1 about'my ability to get along well with adults,
..

.

ch. ren, siblings, teachers, manners, sportsmanship, etc.)
Per nal self-concept subvariable. 9.623 (.05) .

(Myosize, my leadership abilities,'] -oaks, dress, control
temper, take care ofymy own things, etc.)

Oyerall classroomhparticition . 4.83 (.05)

(as,rated by Milwaukee teachers) 4

Participation in extracurricular sports 4.34 (.05) ' 1

activities .

One indicator of academic ichievement 4.7.4 1.05)

Language usa4e (Iowa Basic 'Skills)

After, three years in the program:

Overall self-Concept. ,.73. .063 ,-s-

. almost sighificInt A.
The following seven indicatqrs of self-coneept:
,How good do you think your work is 5%622 .023
How -I feel aboutmy grades 3.969 .055
Now 1 feel .about my school 1.683 .024
My ability to get along well with 6.826 -,014

my vtachers 1

My abilityto swim 4.367 .045.

My maturity. for .my age 5.913 .022
My personal neatness' and cleanliness 4:976 .03

.,..

D. Descriptive Reports on YOuthsi Benefits -- From Youth and Staff Over Three
Years of the Program

1. Youths' perceptions of ,benefits
4

a. Looking at all youth participants reactions to the prograillp

majorities have rate40970, 197J, and 1972 programs a "lokof.
fun," with approximately 11% fewer ybuth making the high rating
in 1972.

C Q C

1970 1971 1972
Lot of Fun :4' 66%. 66% 55.3 .

OK v..11 30% 31%. 42.5%
.

No Fun ...,,
-4% . 3% 2.2% V4, '.'

.

b.- Learnings fromithe sports program* after the 1972 program.
Sixty-two per cent othe youthmentiphedthe following re:
sportsmanship and sports skills:

,

i*Thrs data Was not collected in 1971.

47
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I .1

1

Sportsmanship.(.21% of PREPses)

" "How to be a good .en and not a bad one; I learned to
plqy fair; not.toargue and get mad when you'LoSe; I

,Pearneg good spOrtsmansMip and how to hold my temper;.
. wet]; if you wanted to play a sport for kcareer like

. I do you have to be a leader, don't be.0 bad loser,

and don't fight when you lose; you can't win all the
time." .

Sports Skill (41% of PREPstv0

"I, learned:, rules and regulations and I learned to play,
games that I didn't know; Iklearned that I could play,
better; I learned archery, how make al600d.sei-ve Ln,
volleyball, and how to swim better and backwards." te-".

c. 4tearnings from sports(school projects or fidid trips.
Fifty-eight per cent of the. youth oiled the following

-lergrninis, which repretents an 8% OFcrease over 1971
'results. More youth also mentioned academic learnings,
community, and leadership skills.

d.,

Sports Ski11 16%
Math_ 13%
Reading 4%
How to work-beter 3%
Typing I

2%
Speech"' 2%
Gettifig along with others 4%

"How a boat ride felt; readership; selling; map readings;
drugs; self-defehsg; archixecture, and everything." 2%

"I learned new sports activities and how to work with
other kids. I also learned better swimming; boxing, and
Wrestling ways. Everything that I Aid he me; about
beer -- how it.was made and abouecheese;. how to dissect
and how to use a microscope; yes,.to be a team you have
to have a leader who will lead you and responsibility;-0
learned to read very well;Jlow factories look and how theyf
do things in it; how to trawl by maOs'and on my own; how
to express myself andto do things to my.,best ability;
how to find out by myself and have faith-in myself." 12%

Learnings eromVing community living arrangement.
.1Seventy-five per centof the youth,!5%.mOre than 1971's \
results, referred to aspects such as learning "to get
along with others," "to fee together in a community,"
"how: to work together," .rrfo respect others," "leedership.",',

*See p.10 for complete results.

/
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, e. "What did the PREPsters dislike about their four weeks
at Campion?" Fifty-seven per cent of the youth stated
specifically that they disliked some aspects of Summer
PREP, which is 8% higher than last year.'

am.

People Problems 1/4

16%1-

"1 didn't like some of the boys who were bullies;
teachers, swearing,,the way people would call you
names; how the grown ups disrespect the students;

the poor attitude and behavior of_ the boys and 'others."

--,Organi2ation/Scheduling 24%

Unhappy with the rule of having-an adult go ihto town
with tfte youth.

"Because many of those adults were pressed for. time
and were`always in a rush; did not like the calesthenics
every morning; school was dull;,the work, because when
we %lent to sign up they said that we ,can take up any

assignment or wefkwe wanted to do, but we had to do
some kind of work; didnit like getting .up so' early in
the morning; going to'bed early; field trips were not in
the inter.eqpf the ids; didn't like to go to school
the morning."

,-- Sports/League Games j%
4..

"Some people dislike the sports we had; pool and gym
because we did not have it for along time; not awarding
troph4es."

4,

-- Boredom/Homesfckness- 49

"Sometime.of the day...boring;it was too stroict;Ahe
way you were'treated4 just Wpmesit.":

-- Other

"Nat using dhe court system; my wing; fighting."

How many youth would like to return to Campion next year?

Yes
No

Mayb,

t

1970

76%

6%

18%

1571. ,1572

74% 3273.%

. 6% 4.5%
20% ' 13.0%

I

Over 80% of the entire 1972 group definitely wants to return
next,year, whereas 71% wanted to return last year.

6
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2. Stqf)s Perceptions of Youth9' Benefits

-

Two different sources of ben its were cited in 1971 and 1972:

,benefits from Staff/PREPster
egi

nteraction and from exposure to a

new environment,.
. '

. .

a. Staff/PREPsters' Interaction
. P

"To work, play, and plan our program together." (MPS)* //'

a

...ekouragement they (pREPsters) receive frorl....t.heir friends

and Staff to participate in athlfitic and academic activities." (JCA)

n atmosphere where adults are concerned for the students as
djgnified individUals." (Pri)

"Involvement with potential father figures who
cation and becoming a man." (ST)

Exposure
A

to New Environment and Acltivities

dare about edu-
.

II

Chance to get away from their usual situation and have avail-
able things to do and think about. A chanCe to awaken some
ideas In new environment." (JCA)

Just being exposed to the swimming lessons, scuba diving,
karatevarchitecture." (Pri)

opportunity to leave the inner city and see a different
Petting where education, sports .1nd companionship is theirs." (MCA)

"Maturing experience of living away from a familiar environment,
. independence." (MPO

c. Although mentioned in- 1972, more emphasis trt 1971 results was placed on
youth increasing self image trough successful 'experiences.

--: "chance to improve self it ge; experiencing success genuine
adult concernand appreciation serving to-improve. selk image
and donfibence; experience love, successes; feelings olf
success, someone cares and pays 'attention; learning there are
people who will be kind; improying self image, maturation;
gain a sense of value, worth." (JCA)

On the other hand, Staff in 1972 mentioned more benefits in terms Of leadership
and responsibility through community livjng.

d. Community Living, Responsibility

4
n ...living together. Some PREPsters and Staff learned what
effect their actions have on 'a community and they learned
to take responsibility for those actions. They learned the-

.. give and take of community life and that,'s where leaders
come from." (JCA)

*Staff comprised of: MilOaukee Public School Teachers (MPS), Private School Teachers

SpeCialist Teachers. from out of town, i.e., Architecture (ST), Jesuit Counselor

Aides'(J.CA), Milwaukee High School Aides (MCA).

) V

..
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-- "Although stress on discipline made atmosphere tense,
introduced youth to the reality of adulthood." (MPS)

What was the Peatest,benefits forteachers? In 1971 and 1972 two different
areas were mentioned most frequently: aiding.to deveLop teaching method-
ol9gies and understanding inner city youth.

a. Aid With Teaching Methodologies

'Teacners learhed more about whgt is i-equired of them in
serving these kids and how to go abou't it." (JCA)

--."Tdachers see their responsibility to the kids they deal
with iii giving leadership and directiolq," (Pri)

"Learn to teach ,different people with 'different Joackgrounds."'(MCA)

"Staff began to work as a team with most-members giving 100 per
cent most of the time." (MPS)

..
.

b. Understanding inner City Youth
.

-- "Realizing the cultUre gap that exists and di ficutties ,

/
..

associated with a white man working with:Bla k chiJren =-1-
'the hrm a white man can do." (JCA)

"They see kids in a different Situation. They can-grow tq
a bettei understanding of jearning problems in individuals.
It dkR,be a sobering experience. The real need is seen,'
particularly for thosewho do not work in inner city schdol." (JCA)-

. f

"Realization that kids from the inner city possess outst mg'.
potential. It is up to 'those dedicated educators to' e it-
theirgoal to bring it out no matter what it takes." i)

"To relate more deeply to individual students and thereby realize
tne reality of the personalities and struggling lives 'present
in his faceless, overcrowded1classroom." (ST)

4. More specifically, how do teachers feel they benefited in terms of
(a) a greater understanding of youth and-a-different life sy-le,
(b) learning -to cope with- the M.ilwaukee Public.School System, erld
(c) working with other teachers? While comments in 1971 and 1972
were extensive and revealing in regards to (a), there was less of

t

positive value mentioned about (I?) and (c).'

a. Understanding Youth

"Enhanced mk;bbility to understand students in my area -- their
wants and needS' -- plus undeirstanding staff." (MPS)
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' earned many new things about what central,citY youth' have
to offer. I grew in understanding-of how they, feel about
.things going their lives. r was able to relate to
ithembet er." A)

50
"Rein g 4 ed my ideas lbout there being all kinds of kids. I

regret grouping of kids into inner city slots. They .live there,

yes, but they all live differently and have as wide a spectrum
of attitudes for aha about life and'learning as you'lltfind in
any cosmopolitan suburb. Treat them and teach them on an
individual basis. They need td'do their own thing, ar4 be,
individually responsible, for their own personal and o ial
commitments." (ST) .

"Project Summer PREPIkidt wer=e'oo different from any I had,ever
worked with that every day was a shock. _Enjoyed kids a lot.
Became more aware of a completely different culture." (Pri)

-,"Reaffirmed my faith in the ix abil,ity,%to perform." (MCA)'

-- ;'q re d some mi?conceptions and e'irors.in my thinking and
act' ns.P (MPS)'

b. Coping with the System

"The woe-st elements of the System were in operation at Summer
PREP this year." (MPS)

can see how I can Work in the. System, letting the student know.
'what the'System is, how it is who it is, and what they can do,
to work with it." (MCA)

c. From W orking with Teachers

-- ".Gained confidence in working with adults cooperatively." (MPS)

--"It is always good to work witli other teachers. The summer intro-
duced me to many fine people." (MPS)

-- "They brought up some problems I didn't know ab'but:"'IMPS)

"It was rewardirkg, to share responsibilities with others." (MPS)

".:.working with the Milwaukee Public School teachers was a great
lesson in give and take, sharIng responsibilities, learning to
listen, understanding a different point of view." (JCA)
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.

5. "How did PREPsters react to their 1972fteacher?
.

,

Theoretically, the "open Classroom" meIhodalogy. requires

J implementation according to the'principles'of democratic inquiry,.
positve reinforcement, open dialogue:between teacherjand pupil,
1,Jearning based on the student's interests, student s! working at

their own pace, and friendliness and trukt between student ,and
teacher. Research went directlY to Lthe P,REPvters to :determine
the degree to which these 'principles were fdllowed. Youthhad
the chance to make a thorough .evaluationeofAthe stiff, aneanony
,mous expression of how they felt about teachers.andrcounselors
with whom they freely chose to work.d

%, t

Approximately 2/3 of the PREPsters indlcaad that all or
most of the teachers:, made the 'youth feel good when theydi
their work well, felt the youth could do good work, were easy
to talk to, made certain the youth understood howito do an
activity or project, were .very good at explaining things -clearly,
made the youth feel interesting and important,°the youth felt
they could trust, cared about, them,were cool and calm, wanted
the youth to'accept responsibility on their dormitory wings,.
wanted the Youth and their friends- to set up and carry out
rules fof their Wing communities, and treated the youth with
respect.

The great majority of PREPsters further reported that "none"
or* "few" of the' teachers: made the youth feel ashamed, were
bossy, were too busy to talk to, and got angry and shouted.

On these sixpee indices of student/teacher intefaction,
the results were satisfactory. However, on four indices 'approxi-
mately 2/3 of the youth indicated that "about half" to "few" of
the teachers: had interesting,thingsjOr the youth to do in the
mornings, asked the youth for their'opinion in planning daily
activities; would let the youth go ahead on their own work on a
project, and tried to get the youth to answer their own questions

.about their work.

Compared to 1971,the teachers improved on being cool
and calm, caring about the youth, and treating the youth with
respect. However, according to the PREPsters only half of the
teachers in 1972 had interesting things for the youth in the

, morning compared to all or most of the 1971 Campion teachers.

'6. What,were the major problems teachers' encountered? In 11,1 and 1972,
three similar problems were cited with varying degrees of eMphasis:,
(a) motivbting, teaching, and disciplining the youth; (b) developing
and implementing an academic curriculum (more problematic in 1971 than
1972); and (c) tension among staff (more problematic in 1972).
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a. Motivating, Teaching, and Disciplining Youth

-- "Hard to motivate some kids to get involved in Wing cbmmunity
activities," (J.CA)

'-- "Motivation in school work outsideclass." (MPS)

-- "Trying to make a serious effort to really accomplish some-
thing academically in sixtedp classes. Tough to motivate

. myrself and students." (JCA)

4

"Motivat ng the PREPsters in. the special interest classes.
t fel they didn't have any sense of commitment in the class
because they could keep switching around every week sono
'indepth work could'be done." (JCA) .

4

-- "Frustration, how can you teach boys to read to three weekW (Pri)

-- "'Some Staff followed a firm law and order policy, some4a permissive
policy. Weaker teachers and counselors met discipline prob4r6 by
not being firm enough." (MPS)

b., Lack of Curriculum Planning

"Curriculum was non.-.existant; was sa poorly organized and.
di*ussed with such simplistic stupidity that many Staff
refused to participate fully in the program and merely'
went through the,motions of' the classes." (MPS).

.

"Nosprior planning on the,part of the curriculum committee. .

A facade of pre-testing, 0st-testing -7 which accomplished
nothing." (MPS)

-- "Lack or organization with regard to instructional sporti." (JCA)
4

c. Tension Among Staff and Overall Leadership

"Handling the tensi,on'and rebellion due to the transition.fram'
last year's program to this year's." (MPS)

"Personal animosity from gome Staff.. Conflicts Were mot honestly .

dealt with. "Open" image was a painful sham." (Pri)

"Stakhailure Co deal with problems in an adult way, using
physcial violence to get results. Not,giving the kids reasons
for 'our doing things." (JCA)

- -' "Staff met to 'decide' on thingi the'first few days, that unbe-
knownest to me, had already been decided'on before. Alternate
solutions were not well taken." (ST)

t.

-- "Too much digcipline, without personal cohcern at times." (Pri)

V
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"Overpro9ramming' of some Staff without an adequate iiMa during
the dya to refuel."(MPS)

"Lack, o!p,commitment of some Staff, lack of linity.".(Pri)

"Some members in my Wing did it help out in the classes.", (Pri)

,In 1972:fhere appeared to be more'difficulties. in organizing the Wing
communities.lr .

'

. b
d.

,

,14ing Structure Problems
A

'.- "Wihgs.structure a mess. DIdn't get together ono it'for two weekS.",'(Pr'i)

"Lack of time to'plan 14ing activities.".(JCA)

"Maki problem was in .building -the Wing community. Some 'of the Staff
weren't very comitted to the Wing and so had a negative effect on
it... cost of .their mistakes were madd'out of a lack of understan4ing
of it, not ,bad will. I feel it woyld have bee much better if the
Staff had known something about community life-and community building.

-- "Wing community structure ptevented dealing with inability to relate
to several students with negative attitudes." ri)

7. 'Recommendations from the Staff
t

a. Dealim with the Youth

, 1) A discipline policy with clear areas of faculty authority and
enforcement procedures must be formulated. All Staff should
agree with the policy and enforce it 6niformly.

2) PREPsters should know before arriving on campus exactly what
is expected of them and be ready to fulfill those expectations,

3) Each ging Staff should meet' every second day to discuss
individual youth and discipline methods.

b. Curriculum ,planning

1) Well before the program begins, the academic goals and means to
be employed must be operationally Clarified and pl-nd44$. How
much of the learning is purely motivational,,how much is designed
td) improve skills? The motivational techniques, learning activities,
and Staff assignments should Ile wade for teachers and counselors.
Leariing activities should be based on the assumption that youth .

will enjoy them rather than be "naturally" disinterested.

2) A curriculum coordinator should be selected who is competent to
develop in adequate curriculum format. (MPS),

II
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3) The learning environment should be well publicized and
-Visible so that everyone -- -Staff and students -- knows
what's going on, where, and When. Suggestions were made #

to centrally locate classes.

Specified times shouAl be Set altde .for teaching.
Attendance should be taken and records sent home for review
review. 'Wing Staff members should patrol to verify that
everyone is doing something.

", i;

4) A greater variety of learning activities should beieveloped,
especially for third year students. FoK example,. tbodworking,
auto mechanics, photography and model miking. The older
PREPsters should carry more iesponsibility. For the afternoon,
there should be more than jugt.sports.

c. Dealing with Tensions among Staff 4. ,

1) More open and honest discussion of feelings an40.00es.
t

2) A reassessment of leadership's understanding of aneyolllingness
to implement the open classroom.

3) A clearer understanding of .the project's overall goals and
strategies:

J t) 4 "'
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CONCLUSION

In erms of subjective evidence.of the project's short range effects.,
the majority of youth have enjoyed the program, they report learnings
sportsmanship, sports skills, academic areas, leadership, getting along-better
with others, being together as a community, and respecting others. Staff describe
the youth's benefits as increa ;ing self image, receiving concern from adult friends,
encouragement to achieve and exposure to new and challenging opportunities, an
learning to take responsibility for the community's welfare. Staff report th it
benefits as learning new teaching methodologies and increasing their understan log
of central city youth. They indicate that the effect has been minimal in terms of
learning to cope with,t0 school ,system.

The youth have yated student/teacher interaction high in terms of sixteen
indicators of the open classroom at work: positive reinforcement, open dialogue
between teacher and youth, explaining concepts and procedures clearly, trust,
respect, and remaining cool and calm. However, in the youths' eyes teachers need
to further include youth in-planning projects and need more interesting academic
projec.ts.

For the last lrvo'i.earS of the program, 1971 and 1972, teachers have reported
three persisting problems: 1) the challenge of teaching, motivating and disciplining
the youth, 2) developing and implementing an academic curricdlum, and 3) managing

,conflict and cooperation among staff. Recommendations which staff_offerap were
1) developing a uniform discipline policy with clear areas of enforcement, and
informing the PREPsters exactly what'is expected of them; 2) academic goals and
means must be operationally defied and accepted by all staff before the project:
begins; 3) staff must deal with each other openly and honestly with a built in
procedure for airing andphandling conflict.

ti
In terms of "objective" indicators of effects carried over into the school

years, after two summers in the program randomly sampled Summer Prep youth in the
eyes of theiir parents have significantly imprOved their socialization/maturation

ability to get along with sWings and adults, ability to take care of them-
selves, manners, cleanlinesis, and maturity. They have also achieved significant
improvements relative to one indicatorof overall participation in school activities:
serving in leadership positions at school, as well as perceived ability in things that P
require physical skill and person'al neatness, 'Cleanliness -- two indicators af overall
self-co t.

yob

S

For these randomly selected control and*experimental groups there were no
significant differences relative to overall Iself-concept, attitude toward school,
participation in school, and academic achievement.

After one year of participatiop the program4 there were no significant
differences on any variables or indicators for Campion youth. Howevero conti'ol youth
scored stgilificantly greater in six of the sixteen indicators of overall participation
and one subvariable of overall self-concept. Though it may seem plausible to speculate
that the Campion yotish were turned pff to their Milwaukee classroom after experiencing 2
the fun and excitement of the summer, there is no direct evidence to substantiate this,
and.the existing results on these indicators are not adequate to prove such.a hypothesis.

vV
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Compared with the randomly sampled Ividents, youth demonstTating leadership
4 potential snored more impressive results. After one year in th@ program, the

PREPsters achieved significant differences over the control group in terms of
overall self-concept and three indices of overall participation: volunteering
responses to teachers" questions, particiation in sports activities, and neigh-
borhood activities. After two years in the program, overall self-concept plus
overall participation in school activities, and language usage (Iowa Basic Skills)
were significantly improved. After three years, self-concept of academic ability,
and four indices oLaparticipation: conduct, reads on,his own, attempts to improve
his academic ability,, and asks. for help in plass were significantly improved.

Although'this evaluation focuses on'five dependent variables, they should
not be viewed.aS' equally significantly. Receiving the greatest emphasis in terms
of program inputs were self-concept, academic.skills, and socialization /maturation,
the variables which do emerge in part or as overall indicators, as significant,
There was no direct program input to effect changes in participation and attitude
toward school.

8

The'studi has identified the areas of longitudinal impact of an open classroom
program model, which was implemented basically in the summer. For the central city
junior high school' student, significant increases) in socialization/maturation stands
out as the most important effect. For the central city leadership prone student,
the program is, or- ffective,vis-a-vis self-concept, participation in school
activities, an language usage.

Project umer Prep has demonstrated that if the open classroom were implemented
in public sciiools year-around, the results would probably be even more dramatic,
which is the original jntent of th& program -- to demontrate models for enhancing
central city education. It seems h)ighly implausible that the project's country
setting could have caused such an impact that was carried oxer for months. Rather
it was the "together" community living, close student/teacher relationships, and
constant positive reinforcement to excel that emerge from the results as the
catalytic difference. .

While urging the public schools to incorporate more open classroom techniques,
Summer Prep Staff should focus attentio on strengthening the impact of the program..
In the researchers' opinion there are ce tain key questions involved here which Staff
should.thoroughly explore: 'should the p ogram concentrate its benefits on youth who
experience the greatest need (randomly sampled youth), on,students who reveal the
greatest potential (arbitYarily chosen youth), or both? Should the program goals
for youth and teachers be reevaluated? In other words should "attitude toward school,"
"better-coping wi the school system," and other variables remain as goals/ How far
can the program p ceed to enforce learning goals before it becomes oppressive to a

highly sensitive and alienated student` population? Which are the priority thrusts:
fun, interest, and motivation; leadership, or academic skills? How can learning and
leadership goals be made compatible with providing fun and interest? How can needed
changes in Tials and strategies be evaluated by the entire Staff before and during
the program so as to facilitate unity among the Staff?
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After studying the program intensely for three years, the researchers are
convinced that it would not be valid to accept these objective results based on
the quasi-experimental model as exclusive proof of the program's impact. We have
read a great many subjective comments, talked to dozens of teachers, parents, and
youth; we are convinced that the project has accomplished inoch more than these tests
reveal, especially along the lines of self-image, leadership, and socialization/
maturation. Further investigation of the youth is needed to study their progress
through high school, college, and into the job market. We hope to secure funding
to continue the study,

3
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S17,14-CONGEPT OF ABILITY " GSNERAL I

Circle the letter in front of 'the statement which best answers eachuestIon.

1. How 'do you rate yourseff id' aglaalaulily compared with yourclose friends?

.

.

a. / am the best
b. I a above average
c. am average
d. am below average

am the :oorest

2. How o you rate yourself in school ability compared with thosein your c_Ias at school?

a. I am amoni;-: the best
b. , I am, abrve' average,
c. I ad aventge
d. I am below average
e: I am among the poorest

3. where do you think you would rank r,in your class -in 1 unlgr highschool?
eh.

A

a.' among the best
b. Above average
c. allyerage
d. below average
e.. among the poorest

D

4. Do jou thiak you have the ability to complete high school?'

a. yes, deflnitely
b. yes; probably
c. not- sure either way
d. probably not
e. ao

5. Do :oll think ;you have the abilkty to

yes, definitely
.b. yes, probably
c., not sure ei.Vier way
d: probably not
e. no

complete college?

alb

6. 4here 'le you fhiak You would rink in your class in high 9ohool?
a. a:song the best
b. above avemr,:e
c. Ave age
d. below aver,ige
e. aradag the poorest

44e
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opinlon

a. my
b. iy
c. my
a. my
e. my

#
-2-

f4r a moment how others gi-ade your work. Sq_ydur own
hoi good do y24 think your work is?

work is excellent
work is good
work is average
work is below.average
work is much below-riverRge

8. What kind of dozla think you re capable
41*

of t!etting?

a. mostly A'.7
b. mostly B's
c. mostly C's
d... mostly D's
e. :costly ,Fls

OD

6,41

DI

(

ti



Code Nutber
16

STUDENT SELF IMAGE INVENTORY

Put a A in the box which best describes your feelings.
MY PRESENT CHA:IACTE:1ISTICS AND HOW I FEEL ABOUT THEM

June 1971

) ,

Strongly Mildly
like like

Mildly
dislike

Strongly
dislike

1: My size
2. Yy looks _

fr:.

.

3. My ability in things
that require physical.ski)i

4. My personal neatness and
cleanliness

5. The way I dress
. My ability to get along with
adults 0

i

.

e

7'. My ability to help others
8. My ability to get alongCwith

other children
9. My manners
10. My grades
11. My school
12. My ability to get slong

with my teachers
13. My participation in school

activities
14. My ability to study
15. My ability to have fun
16. My ability to make friends

in school

MINN. M a.i it o rea.
1'. My a.i i y to so

Mathematics
19. My ability to do things

m self
.

20. My creational activities
(v ations, picnicst parties)

21. My neighborhood
22. My ability to write
23. 1,1y personality
24. My ability to do Junior

High Scholl wOrk ,

25. My ability to control my
temper

26. My ability to do Science
27. My ability to swim
28. My ability to learn new

things.in school
29. My sportsmanship

.

30. My ability to.get along
with my brothers and sisters

31. My ability to take care
of myself

32. My ability to play
basketb411

abili to take care
of my own things

'4. My leadership abilities
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Project Summer PREP - 1971 .. .

1

ti

,ATTITUDE T ANDS:SCHOOL

a

.Code NuMber

OTE: 'Please
statement

read each
carefully and circle the phrase

that
bests'match,

yotAr feelingi.
_q

.

.

.

S
4 . ..,

1. ,School is a waste of time.
,

.

*

. .

undecided
Dl'agree.

,

"s"

..

2. I wish I didn't have togo to school

.,-

.

,,

Strongly Agree Agree
Undecided' Disagree

Strorigly'Di;,sagrse

.

-Strongly Agree
Agree,

Strongly, -D

I

,I would be happer if there were 40
scho91,,

trongly Agree . Agree
.Undecided DisagreeI want to get all the

educationn.
Strongly Agree Agree

Undecided
Disagree''5. I think time spent studying is wasted.

Strongly Agree Agree
7-Undecided

Disagree,'6: . I am happy in school.

.

StrOngly-Disagre*k
,

-6i.rongiDisagree

4

Sti
ongly,Disagree

Strongly Agree Agree
Undecided Disagree Strongly

Disagree,,
/ am going to quit

school-aa soon as I am old enough.Strongly Agree Agree
Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree

School has more good points than bad points.Strongly Agree Agree
Undecided'

Disagree, Sttongly Disagree
If I had a choice,"

would noego to school.
Stronglytgree Agree

Undecided Disagree 'Strongly
1 I think gang to school

mitkei me a better
person.

'StrOngly,,ree.-' Agree_
Undecided..Disagree

cy)

Disagree

Strongly Disagree
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?Toject Sumitier PREP - 1971 Code Number

.44

STUDENT'S QUESTIONNAIRE

6/7.

1. There are many people who are important in our lives. In the space below,
liSt the names of the people wha you feel are important ih your life.
Please write who each persoh is.

WHO THIS PERSON IS

2. There are many people who want young people to do well in school. In the
space below, list the names of the people who want you tO do well in school.
Please write who each person.is. 1

NAME

t

WHO THIS PERSON IS

Tf

'3. In your opinion, how well does your sixth grade teacher think you can do
in school?

( ) Mostly A's,

( ) Mostly B's
( ) Mostly C's
( MOstly D's
( ), Mostly U's

) Don't know

4. In your opinion, how we311 do your'parenps think you can do in school?
Check one below.

) Mostly A's
) Mostly B's
) Mostly. C: s.

( ) Mostly D's
( ) Mostly U'a-
( ) Don't know



Student's Questionnaire - page 2

5. How important is it to you to have high grades tn,your clas's?

) Very important
,) Important

) Not particularly. important

) Doesn't matter to me at all

6, How do you feel if you don't do as well in school as you know yeti

) Feel very badly
) Feel badly
) Don't feel particUlarly bad
) Doedn't bother me at all

est

7. 'How important is it, tolyou to do better than others in

) Very important
) Important

) Not particularly important
) Doesn't matter to me at all

4.0

8. Art you involved in extra-curricular activities?

( ) None ( ) Baseball
( ) Audio-visual ( ) Basketball
( ) Newspaper ( ) Wrestling
( ) Music ( ) Football
( ) Yearbook
( ) Other:

school?

can?

( Swimming

( ) Track
( Volleyball
( .) Gorf

9. If you participate in sports,

) Team member
) Assistant captain
) loptain

)Tio-ne

10. If you are in a club or other

( ) Member
( ) Elected officer
( ) Assistant editor

. ( ) Editor
C ) Reporter
( ) None

c.

,

1 . Are you involved in any neighborhood projects Or activities?

are you a:

$16

type of.organization, are you a:

(

(

(

(

) Photographer
) Contlittee ember
) Sports editor
)-Art Editor
) Otherl

( ) Yes

12. Please list the a5tivities:

( No
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PA!N7 S QUESTIONNAIRE

. ,

CodeSurtiber

1. How would you rate your son''s attitude toward school this year?

A positive attitude toward school is defined as: being happy in school::appreciates school; willing to leafn; values learning; interested in school;sees school as helping him; enjoys school; attentiveto the teacher; co-operative in school; lack of absence; does his homework; school is im-portant:

A negative attitude toward school is'defined as:,,unhappy school;school is a waste of time; hates school; unwilling to learn; scorns learn-ing uninterested in school; school is/boring; school is of no benefit;ina entive__to the teacher; disruptive in class; absent from school fre-gue does-no't:do his`. rework.

( ) Very positive attitude toward schOol
( ) Positive attitude toward school
( ) Negative attitude toward school
( ) Very negative +itude toward school
( ) Don't know

2. How would you rate your son's willingness to do homework this year?
( ) Very much willing
( ) Much willing
) Willing

( ) Not too willing
( ) Not willing at all -
( ) Don't know

3. How,would you rate your son' study ha6its this year?

( ) Does all of his homework
( ) Does most of his homework
( ) Does about half of his hokfiework
( ) floes less than half of his homework
( ) Does not .do any of his homework
( ) Don't know

6/71 41(



. Parent's Questionnaire -

4. How would you rate\your son's readihg habits this year?
) Reads very muchA
) Reads some

( ) Reads a little
( ) Does not read at all

.)
) Don't know,

5. if your son asks for help in his homework, who usually helps him!?

( her

(

),

)

Mother
Brother "

( ) Sister
( ) Other - Specify
( ) No one
( ) He never asks for help

6. How many hours a week does this individual assist your child in his
homework?. 4

( ) One hour a week ( ) Three hours a-week .

. ) Two hours a week ) More than four hours-a week

7. What kinds of grades do you think your child js capable 7f getting in
his school work?

(' ) Mostly Aes ( ) Moatly D' s
( ) '.MostlyWs ) Mostly .1,11 s 4 .

( ) Mostly C's ( ) Don' t know

8. How would you rate your child's perf6rmance in school:this Year?
.

(^ ) Working ,to the best of 'his abikities
-( ) Working to almost the best of his abilities

( ) Working within his abilities, but could do better.
( ) Not working up to his abilities
( ) Don't know

09. Is your son involved in any tutoring program for help in a particular
subject(s)?

( ) Yes
( ) No

) Dot know

If Yes, in what
( ) Math
( ) English

( ) Social

SUbject(s)?,

) Reading
( ) Science
Studies

e



Parent's Questionnaire - 3

1Q. Please rate your son on the following characteristics.

,..
.

.

I

..
_.

Very
Good

! Better'
Than A
'Good

e_14anx Aver-age

Not
Very
Good

la. His ability to get along with
, his brothers and sisters

s

ib. His ability to take care of his
1 awn things

.

lc. 'His 'ability to take care of ,

I himself
410fr

Id. His ability to clean up after
himself .

-

.

14. is maturity for his age
1 .

Ff. His ability to get along' with
his teachers #

g. His ability.to gel arokElg
with other ,adUlts ..

.

.

v

h.. His manners t 0
, ,

, . .

.. -,

1.' .His persmal.neatness and
. .-: cleanliness '

,

,

.

j. His eating habits
, P

..

t
k.. His:Ability to' control his '

.temper .

.
.

b,

dr

1. His sportsmanship
: .

1

1.
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Pleaie return at

SP '11-72
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR TEACHERS

your earliest convenience or by

Student's Name:
Student's Code-No.:

Subject taught:

1. What kinds, of grades do you think this Student is capable of earning in
your ;lass?

n Mostly A's
fitly' B's
Neatly C's
Mostly
Mostly U's

2. How would ou Ate the student's overall participation in classroom activities?

Rig

Above average
Average
Below average
Low

3.. Bow would you describe the student's motivation in doing the
in your class?

igh
o hove average,

Average
Below average
bow.

1'

assigned work

4, What is the student's response on written assignments during the current
six week period?

Hands in All work on time
i" Hands in most of the work on time

Hands in about half of the work on time
Hands in less than half of the work on time
Hands in almost all of the work late

5. What is the student's response on written assignments during the current
six week period?

00'

Does all of his assignments
Does most of his assighments
Does half of his Assignments-
Does very few of his assignments

6. Does the parent/guardian seed to be interested in the student's school
performance?

Very interested
Somewhat interested
Indifferent
Not interested
Never met the parent/guardian
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7. What is the studenes'overall conduct in class?

Very Well behaved
Well behaved

Satisfactory,
Fair

Unsatisfactory

8. If unsatisfactory, please indicate in what respect.

befiant of the teacher
Leaves the classroom without permission
Risruptive during class

Fights with other children in the cliesroom
Loses his temper,whenlie does not get his way
Is always late

Frequentlytruat
Other .

Specify

9. Please indicate which. problems, if any, the student has in Your classroom.
Please rank the difficulties. Choose from the list below and place the letter
indicating tA144t difficult problem next, to No. 1.

,

Exemple:' Most Difficult 1. C
2; D .

1

`"0 ' u

4
Least Difficult . 5

4 A

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

None

12,

a. Poor study habits
b. Poor verbal communication
C. Poor reading. ability
d. Lack of motivation

P. e.,. Lack of self-confidence 6
f. Lack of an adequate self-concept
k. Lack of an ambition
h. Lack of experiencing academic success
i. Anegstive attitude toward school'
j. Misunderstanding of the teacher's explanations academic concepts

4k. Poor attendance
.1. OTHER

4
.Specify %

c
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10. Please rate the stutient's attitude toward school.

A positive attitude &j,ward school is defined aa: being happy in school;appreciates school; wiginp learn; values learning; interested in school;sees school as helping him; enjoys school; attentive to the teacher; cooperative;lack of absence; school is important.

A negative attitude toward school is defined as: unhappy in school; schoolis a waste of time; hates school; unwilling to learn; scorns learning; UninW-ested in school; school is boring; school is of no benefit; inattentive to theteacher; disruptive in class; absent from school frequently.

Very positive attitude toward school
Positive attitude' toward school
Negative attitude 'toward school
Very negative toward school

11. On the following items, please evaluate-the student. P1all the questions even though they may 'appear repititious.
espood to

PaDon't know Very Poor Poor Average Good Very Good0 1 2 3 4 5

Math Ability
iv

Art Ability
Language Ability .
Readifik Ability

Science Ability
Willingness to.d
Written work

Volunteers .

Displays Work

Accepts Responsibility
Creativity

Attentiveness , .

Tries. Hard

Reads on His Own

Understands 'Direction
Leadership Ability
Getting Along With

Other Children

-

,

Getting Along With
Adults

Learning New Things
Sportsmanship
Senie of Community
or Group $pirit . .4

.

Asks Questions
Interest in School

.

COMMITS:



:

,

74-

APPENDIX I

IF. Summer Prep Teactleil' Reactions to Project

!N.

t,

P.



11(

CAMPION FACUCV, 1972

.k.

Your responses will remain anonymous. P4e'*ase return yoiir completed
questionnaire by August 20, 1972. $ 9

Teacher in

Milwaukee Public School
Private School,

Other (specify)

a

1. What were some of the problems which you encountered during the four weeks?
What was the most serious problem which) you encountered? How serious was
the problem?

. .%

2. What recommendations would you make to solve the above problem(s)?

3. How have yo4dbenefi ed in terms of: (1) enhancing your ability to work
with central 'city y ng people; (2) coping with the system in which you
work in Milivaukee; (3) working with, other teachers; and (4) working with
teacher and students of a background diffeetnt from yours?

4. What is the greatest benefit, if any, derived from this program for
(1) the students, and_(2) the teachers?

sai

5. If you were administrating the program, what kinds of changes would you make?



CAMPION FAOUI:741.,

MO

6. What effect, If any, qo you.think_the wing coplunity hbd on /he
PREPsters? Off the teachers?

I

.

N

1.

t

.
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We-would like,to* know how you feel about the weeks you've spent at Campion.
If you've had any trouble with eitherteachers or boys, tell about it. Please
answer-all of the questions. Do not sign your name. No one will know your an-
savers.

'S

A. Are you,a FIRST, SECOND, OR THIRD year student at Campion? (Circle the year.)

B. On. the following 20 questions, please give your opinions about the teachers;
Read each question carefully and circle the letter which bes answers the ques-
tion. For-example, the first question is "How many of the achers with whom you
worked made you'fee good en you did your work well?" I "most" of the teachers
with whom yod work d made yu feel good about your work, circle the letter "B",

- 1. Now many of the teachers with whom yot worked made you feel good when you
id your work well?

A - All B - Most ,C'- About half D - Few , E - None
,

.

2:' How` Many Of the teachers with whom you worked made you feel ashamed?
A - All B - Most C - About half D - Few E - None

3. How many of the teachers with whom you worked were too bossy? 0 b
pr- Al 1 . B - Most C - About half D - 'Few E - None

4. How many of the teachers with whom you worked asked your opinion in plan-
ning daily activities?

.

A - All ,B`- Most; C - About half D - Few E - None

5. Now many of the teachers with whom you worked were easy to,talk to during
the four weeks?

',

A - All B - MAt. C - About half D - Few E - None
4

6. How many of the teachers with whom you worked made sure YOU understood how
to do an activity or project?

A - All B - Most C - About half ,D, - Few E,- None

7. How many of the teachers with whom you worked were too busy to talk to you?
A - All B - Most C - About half D - Few E = None

8. How many of the teachers, with whom you worked were very goOd at explaining
things clearly?

A - All B -*Most C About half p - Few E - None

How many of the teachers with whom you worked made you feel interesting and
'important?

40 A - All B - Most C - About half D - Few E.-None

10, How many of the teachers
to do in the morning?

A - All BY- Most

71. How many of the teachers
A - B - Most

12. How many of the teachers
to work on a project?

A -.All B - Most

with whom you worked had interesting things for you

C - Abett`llalf D - Few . "E

with whom you worked 9,4' you feel you could trust?
C - About half - Few E - None

;rih whom you worked let; you go 1.head n your own

C - About half Fey E - None
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13. How many of the teachers with whom you worked cared about you?
A - All B - Most C - About half D - Few E - None

14. How many of the teachers with whom you worked were cool apd calm?
A - All B - Most C - About half, D - Few E - None

151 How many of the teachers with whbm you worked &it angry and shouted at you?
A - All B"- Yost C - About half D Few. E - None

16. How many of the teachers tried to-get you to answer your own questions about
a science, math, language, reading or art problem?

A - All B - Most C - About half , D - Few - one

17. How many teachers wanted you to. accept responsibility in your wing community?
A - All B - Most C 1- About half D - Few E - None

18.- How many teachers wanted you and your friends to set up and carry out rules
for your wing community?

A - All B - Most C - About half - Fey E - None

.19. How many teachers with whom yop worked felt y could do good-Xork?
A - All B - Most C -.About half D - Few E - None

20. How many teachers with whom yOu worked treated you with respect?
A'- All B - Most C - About half. D - Few E - None

WHAT SCHOOL WILL YOU BE ATTENDING IN SEPTEMBER ?'

Please answer all of the fol/Owing questioni.

1. How much fun was the Campion program this summer?
A lot of fun.
O.K.

No fun at all. .

2. How inte sting were the school activities in the morning?
Ve y Interesting.
0.

Boring.

3. How interesting were the sports activities this year?
Very interesting.
O.K.

Boring.

'4. What did yop dislike about yor stay at Campion this year? Why?
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5. Which activities did you participate in during the last four weeks?

Debate & Speech
Architecture
Science
Typing

Drama
Accounting
Auto Mechanics
Geography
Spanish & Latin American History,
Swahili & African History

. Afro- American History
Music Appreciation
Guitar

6. Why did yolki chbose these activities?

1

Still Photography
Film Making
Bookkkeeping

I

7. Did any sports,,sChool projects, or field trips teach you anything
i that you can use this. coming school year? If'to, please describe what

you learned.
I

8. Which activities and/or projects were the most fun for you?

Drama
Accounting
Auto Mechanics
Geography
Spanish & Latin American Hiptory
Swahili & African History
Afo-American History
Music Appreciation
Guitar
Tennis
Volleyball
Baseball
Boxing
Soccer

Debate & Speech
Architecture
Science
Typing "i!
Still Photography
Film Making
Bookkeeping
Fiist Aid
Drug Education
Karate
Basketbal
Golf

Archery
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9. If it were pose'rblator all of the boys to come back to Campion
next year, would you like to return` (Check one) Yes No

. Maybe
Please explain why, you would.or would not like to come back.

10. What did you learn by living v/th other boys and teachers in the
wing community?

11. How many of the other boys were bullies and picked on you during.
e program?

All Most of theta A few None

12. How many of th
.

other -boys helped you to
A

get along in the program?
All Most. of them A few None

. .

13. How many of the other boys was it fun being with during the program?
All Most of them. A few None

14. What did you learn from. the sports piOgram?

r

,

ri

..,

..

r
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APPENDIX II

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLES.

a. Control Group Significant' Differences
.

b. Select Samples

1. After One Year in Program

2.- After Two Years. in Program

,

3. After Three Years in Program i

po'

II.

4

66
c.
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Table I . Analysis of Variance of the Conduct of the First Year Campion andComparison Groups Post-Test Data -- December, 1972

Source of Sum of
(.r`Mean Degrees-of,

Significance,Variation Squarei Square' Freedom dtlo Level

Between Groups
8.2712212 8:2712212 7.230. .010

Within Groups
44.619026 1.1440776 3

I ,

GROUP SUMMARY INFORMAtrON

Numbet: Number )naividUpl Group , . Group StandardGroup
. Used Missing' Meat) Variance Deviation I

Campion 22,
2.7045 it .96807 .983P

Comparison- 19 7 3.6053 1.3494 1.1,616



Table 2 Analysis of .variance of Willingness to do Written Work of the F.ki-st
Year Campion and Comparison GroAs Post-Test Data - December, 1972

Source'of' Sum of Meab Degrees of SignificanceVailatton. Squares Square Freedom F-Ratio Level

Be6.feen Groups 4.651874..-4.\18745 1 3.896 .056

Within Groups 46.567636 1.1940420 39

4. GROUP SUMMARY INFORMATION

Group
Number Number Individual' Group 'Group StandardUsed Missing Mean VaTiance Deviation

Campion. '23

I

3 2.5+35 1.0435

Comparison[ 18 8 3.2222 1.03301 1.1533

I

I

. . 4



Table 3 Analysis of Variance of Trying Hard of the First Year Campion and
Comparisbn Groups Post-Test Data -- December, 1972

Source of Sum of Mean__ Degrees of Significance
,Variation Squares Square Freedom P-Ratio Leve)

Between. Grotips 5.8642731 .5.8642731 1 5:095 , .028

Within Groups 44.0255159 1.1288710 39

V.

GRO6P.SUMMAWINFORMATION
Ap

Group

Campion

Comparison 18 .

Number
Used

23

ember, individual
.Missing s Mean

. 3: .2.5435

8
,. 2

-.3:3056

Group
Variance

.83893

1.5041 1.2264

Group Standard
Deviation

.91593

1

L

1..

.4

-t

-t

A



Table 4 Andlysis of Variance of Motivation di the First Yeal-.Campion and
Comparison Groups Post-Test Data -- December, 1972

Source of Sum of Mean Degrees of SignificanceVariation Squares SqUdre Freedom - F-Aati4 -Level ,.

Between Groups 4.2868118 4.2868118
a

3.90 .054

Within Groups '43.409615 1.0852404 '40

N
GROUP SUMMARY LNFORMAT:ON

./..Number Number : rnOvi.dual Group Group. Standard.Group Used , Missing 'Mean Variance Deviation-'. .:.

.
'---$

Campion 23 3 2.6739 1.0138 1.0069

Comparison 19 7 3.3158 .1.1725 1.0828

.4

I

1

41,

6
,
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Table 5 Analysis of Variance'of Reading Habits (Parents) of the First Year
Campion and Comparison Groups Post-Test Data -- December, 1972

Source of Sum of Mean Degrees of
Variation Squares Square Freedom F-Ratio

Significance.
Level

Between Groups 5.1865568 5.1865158 1' 4.212 .046

Within Groups 51.722572 1.2314898 .42

GROUP SUMMARY INFORMATION

Group.
Number
Used

A

Number
Missing

Individual
Mean

Group
, Variance

Group Standard
Deviation

CampiOn 21 5
II

3.0952 1.3905 1.1792

Comparison 23 3 3.7826 1.0870. 1.0426



Table 6 Analysis of Variance of the Campion and Comparison Groups'
General Self-Concept of Academic Ability

Source of Sum of Mean ^ Degrees of Significance
Variation Squares Square Freedom F-Ratio Level

Between Groups 89.553223 89.553223 1 4.530 .040

Within Groups 731.42078 19.768129 37

N./

GROUP SUMMARY INFORMATION

Group_
.Number

Used
Number

Missing
Group
Mean ,

Group
Variance

Group Standard
Deviation

Campion 18 8 27.722 24.30 4.9326

Comparison 21 5 30.762 15.890 3.9863

The Grand Mean is 29.359.

Individual Mean

Campion. 3.4652

Comparison 3.8452

4

4
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b. Sel ect Samples

l After One Year in Program
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Table 7 Analysis of Variance of *the Overall Self-Concept,of the CampionandC prison Groups Post-TesC Data -- December, 1970*

Source ef

Variation

I

Sum of ,Mean Degrees of Significance,Squares Square Freedom 'FTRatio Level

Between Groups

.!

Within Grobys

.23593750 .2359113,5i? . 1

...16651309 .494' 41

5,809 .021

GROUP'S.UMMARY INFORMATION

Number Number, Group.. Group Group StandardGroup `(}tad
, Missing Mean .. Variance Deviation

,

Campion 2,1 9 74.2468 .32291

.Coniparison 22 6 70.1658 ,48539 .69670
A

4.

4

1

\.

t ,



Table 8 Analysis of Varqance of the Math Ability Compared to Classmates of
the Camplori and, Comparison Groups Post-Test Data -- December, 1970

Source of Sum of Mean Degrees of SignificanceVariatiOn Squares .Square Freedom F-Ratio Level

c.' `-,.
Betweew,Groups .35520477 .3520477 1 4.212 .045. A

'f. .

Mithin-Groups '.:47223812, .84328236 56

GROUP SUMMARY INFORMATION

.7.

'Group.
NumbeiS Number Group Group
Used Missing Mean Variance

r

4.

Group Standard
Deviation

Campion' . 30

,

CompariSon 28

0 .35-667 .73678 .85836

.30714 .5767 :97861

t

a
3



:Table 9 Analysis of Variance of the Math Ability Compared to Close Friends of
the Campion and Comparison Groups Post-Test Data -- December, 1970

Source of Sum of Mean Degrees of SignificanceVariattb.ff',. Squares Square Freedom 'F-Ratio Level
40r

Between Groups .391/18021 .34'018021 1 4.90
, .031

Within Groups` .44580959 .79608855 56

GROUP SUMMARY INFORMATION

Group
Number
Used .

Numbed'''
Missing

Group
Mean

Group
Variance

Group Standard
Deviation

Campion 30 0 .37333 .82299 .90719

Comparison 28 0 .32143 .76720 .87590

0



Table fo AnalySis of Variance of the Ability to Get Along with Other Childrenof the Campion and Comparison Groups Post-Test Data -- December, 1970

Source of Sum of Mean Degrees of SignificanceThriation Squares Square Freedom F-Ratio Level

Between Groups .13849564 .13849564
1 4.518 .038

Within Groups .15633907 .30654720

GROUP SUMMARY INFORMATION

Number Number Group Group Group StandardGroup Used . Missing' Mean Variance Deviation.. ,

.

Campion 26 4 .37308 .20462 .45235

Comparison 27
1 .34074 .40456 -63605

-
hi



Table J1 Analysis of Variance of the Campion and Comparison Grouis'Perception of Manners Post-Test Data -- December, 1970

Source of

Variation
Sum of Mean Degrees of

Squares ' S4uare Freedom

I

F-Ratio

t

Significance
Level

Between Groups .1851844 .1851844 5.508 .023

Within Groups J748048714.. .33618245 52

GROUP SUMMARY INFORMATION

Group
Number Number Group Group Group StandardUsed Missing Mean Variance Deviation

Campion 27, 3 .36296 .24217 .49210

Comparison 27
1 .32593 .43020 .65590

-4(#

S



Table 12 Analysis of Variance of the Campion and Comparison Groups'
Participation in School Activities Post-Test Data -- December, 1970

a

Source of Sum of Mean Degrees of SignificanceVariation Squares Square Freedom F-Ratio Level

Between Groups .28915710 .28915710 1 7.539 .008

Within Groups .19561264 .38355419 51

GROUP SUMMARY INFORMATION
0

Group
Number
Used

Number
Missing

Group
Mean

Group
Variance

Group Standard
Deviation

Campion 26 4 . .36154 .24615 .49614

Comparison 27 1 .31481 .51567 .71810

-A

'I

A
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Table 13 Analysis. of Variance of Ca pion and Comparison Groups "Abilityto
do Thihgs Myself" Post-Te t Data -- December, 1970 e \' (

t

, 4purce of Sum of Mean Degrees of SignificanceVWriation Squares Square Freedom F-Ratio Level

Between Groups .26666565 .26666565 1 5.588 .022

Within Groups .24814823 .47720814 52

GROUP SUMMARY INFORMATION

Group
Number
Used

Number
Missing

.

Group
Mean

Group
Variance

GroOp Standard
Deviation

;%%

Campion 27 3 .37407 .19943 .44658

Comparison 27
1 .32963 .75499 .86890
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Table 14 Analysis of Variance of the Campion and Comparison Groups' Volunteering
Responses to Teachers' Questions Post-Test Data -- December, 1970

Source of Sum of Mean Degrees of SignificanceVariation Squares Square Freedom F-Ratio Level

Between Groups .12833328 .12833328 1 4.190 .046

Within Groups .51916668 .97955977 54

GROUP SUMMARY INFORMATION

Group
Number Number Group Group StandardUsed Missing Mean Variance Deviation

Campion 28 0 .32143 .80429 .89679

Comparison 28
MD

0 .26964 .798776. .99986

.

,



Table 15. Analysis of Variance of the Campion and Comparison Groups'
Sport Activities Post-Test Data -- December, 1970

Source of Sum of Mean Degrees of Significance
Variation Squares Square Frgedom Level

BetWeen Groups .37599339 .37599339 1 11.935 .001

Within Groups ..1701149; .3150276 54

GROUP SUMMARY INFORMATION

Group
Number Number Group Group Group Standard
Used Missing Mean Variance Deviation

Campion 29 1 .28621 .48374 .21994

Comparison
1 .12222 .13333 .11547



Table 16 Analysis of Variancef the Campion and Comparison Groups'
Neighborhood Participation Post-Test Data -- December, 1970

Source of Sum of Mean, Degrees of SignificanceVariation Squares Square Freedom 'F-Ratio Level

Between Groups .24890823 .24890823 1 6.01 .017

Within Groups .22774076 .41407411 55,

GROUP SUMMARY INFORMATION

Group
Number Number Group, Group ,Group StandardUsed Missing Mean Variance Deviation

-.

Campion 30 0 .15667 .66782 4 .81720

Comp;rison 27
1 .11481 .13]05 .36201
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Table 17 Analysis of Variance of the Campion and Comparison Groups'
Overall Self-Concept

Source of
Variation

Sum of .Mean Degrees of Significance
Squares Square Freedom F-Ratio Level

Between Groups 880.07812 880.07812 1 5.885 .021

Within Groups 5084.2285 149.53613 34

:GROUP SUMMARY INFORMATION

Group
Number
Used

Number Group Group Group Standard
Missing Mein Variance Deviation

Campion 19 2 121.32 : 83.335' 9.1290

Comparison 17 9 111.41 224.01 14.967

The Grand Mean_is 116.64.

A

Individual Mean

Campion 3.5682

Comparison 3.2423

( .1 (J

la
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Table 18 Analysis of Variance of the'Campi n and Comparison Gcoup6
Social Self-C ncept

Source of Sum of Mean Degrees Of
Variation Squares .Square Freedom F-Ratio

Significance
Level

4
Between Groups 70.43506 70.435059 1 4.188 .049

Within Groups 571.87036 16.819716 34

GROUP SUMMARY INFORMATION

Group
Number
Used

Number
Missing

Group
Mean

Group
Variance

Group Standard
Deviation

Campion 19 0 39.684 12.117 3.4809

Comparison 17 0 36.882 22:110 4.7022

The Grand Mean 8s 38,361.

1

Individual Mean

Campion 3.6076

Comparison 3.3529

/

,71

41



Table 19. Analysis of Variince of the Campion and Comparison Gropi.
Personal Self-Concept

1 . .

Source of Sum of Mean Degrees of Significance ..
Variation Squares Square Freedom F-Ratio Level .

Between Groups 253.23633 253.23633 1 9.623 ;004 ,

Within Groups 894.76270 Z6.316550 34

GROUP SUMMARY INFORMATION

Group
Number' Number .Group Group StAntja
Used Missing Mean Variance ;Deviatior

Campion
c

19

Comparison , 17

,Jhe Gi-and Mean- i s 45.333.

'

.

c.

I

47.842 10.140 3. 1 844.

. 42.529 4,.515 6.6719

Individual Mean

4. Campion . 3.6801

Comparison 3.2715

ti

'

1"

.44

\

6.'.
...
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Table 20

3.

I , 4

Anplysis of Variance of the Campion and Comparison Groups
rall Class-room Participation,

Source of
Variation

/31Sum of Mean Degrees of Significance
Squares Square ' Freedom F-Ratio . Level

-.

Between Groups . 32O.68774 320.074
,

.033

Within Groups 2856.3121 66.425863 43

4),

Rif, 94.

GROUP SUMMARY INFORMATION,

Number .s,`: Number GroupGrp Used- Missing - Mean ..

Group.
Variance

.Group Standard
Deviation

ampion

.

0
\CoM'parisocr

t
2 ;, 35.289 59:203 7.6344

0 ,19:885 71.626 8.4632

A

I t, - ,

4.

The Grand Mean is. 22.1,67.
.

'::11

.4.

individual Mean

"C4r3Rjori 2.8099
.

.00,ppar.son, 2.2,094ti

4.

t

I

"40

.t

tr



Table 21

t

Analysis of Variance of the Campion and Comparison Groups"'
ExtrairrOcular Activities-.Sports'

, ,

Source' of Sum of Mean Degrees of
SignificanceVariation Squares Square Freedom F-Ratio Level

Bttwegn Groups 17.725832 17.72823
1 4.341 .o4'5

Within Groups 4°. 138.82973 4.083227i 34

Group.

GROUP SUMMARY INFORMATION

.

Number 'Number Group .Group Group StandardUsed Missjng Mean Variance Deviation

Camp ibn 19 3 5.0526 5.7193 2;391,5

Comparison 17 1.6471

4

2 2426 1.4975
#

.

. The Geand'Mean i§ 2.3889.

4

I 44

.
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' Table 22 Analysis of.Variance of the Campion and Comparison Groups

Iowa Basic Skills Language Usage Score

Source of

VariZtion
Sum of Mean Degrees of

SignificanceSquares Square Freedom F-Ratio Level

Between Groups 1575.61 1575.6196 4.741 .036'

Within Groups 11299.353 332.33390 34

1 , GROUP SUMMARY. INFORMATION .

Group
Number Number Group Group Group StandardUsed Missing Mean Variance Deviation

Campion,. 15,
30.800 468.46 21.644

.Comparison,, 21
5 17.381 237.05 15.396

The Grand Mean is 2.9721

41

't

1

tt

4
1
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Table 23 Analysis of Variance of the Overall Self-Concept of the Third Year
Campion and Comparison Groups Post-Test Data -- December, 1972

Source of Sum of Mean Degrees of Significance
Variatio Squares Square Freedom F-Ratio Level

Between Groups 564.37109 567109 - 3.730 ,063

-()

Within Groups 4539.5000 151.31667 30

GROUP SUMMARY INFORMATION

Group
Number Number Group 9 Group Group Standard
Used Missing Mean Variance Deviation

Campion 17 2 .119.88 113.86 11.570

Comparison 15 11 111.47 171.27 ' 13.087

.$

Individual Mean

Campion 3.523

Comparison 3.249

1.,



Table 24 "In your opinion how good do you think your work is?"
Analysis of Variance of the Third Year Campion and Comparison
Groups Post-Test Data -- December, 1972

Source of

Variation
Sum of Mean 'Degree of ' SignifieanceSquares Square Fredaom F-Ratio Level

/

Between Groups
4.8533478 4.8533478 . 1 5.672 - .023

Within Groups 27.381947 .65568583 32'

GROUP SUMMARY INFORMATION

. Nbmber Number Individual - Group Group StandardGroup Used Missing IP
Mean Vartance Deviatioh

.

Campion 18 0 3.9444 .64379 .08237

Comparison 16 0 3.1875 1.0958 1.0468..

a.

a

z

9

x,



Table 25 "How I Feel about My Grades"
Analysis of Variance of the Third Year Campion and Comparison.
Groups Poit-Test Data -- December, 1972,

Source of
Variation

Sum of Mean Degrees' of
Squares Square Freedom

Stgnificance
F-Ratio Level.

4 I

Between Groups 2,5063.606. 2.9063606 0 1 3.969

ti

.055.
. '

Within Groups -. 21.968632 :J3126771 30

A

GROUP,SUMMARY INFORMATION

Group
t ,Number Number : Individual

, Used M.issing Mean..

:-

Group , Group. Standard
Variance Deviatton

Campion 17

,Comparison 15

,

a

34706

2.8667

.313171', .62426

tr.1.238 1.0601

4

Cs

.2

,

4



Table 2.6' , "How I,Fedl About MY School"
Analysis of Va'riance of the Third Year tampion and Comparison..
Groups Post-Test Datp Decemb'r, 1972

Source of,,

Variation-
Sum of Mean Degrees of

t. Significance
Squares Square Freedom F-Ratio Level

,Between Groups 5.2510948 5.2510948 1 '5.683 on4

Within Groups 27.717649 .92392164 30

GROUP SUMMARY INFORMATION
34:

Group
Number Number
"Used MisSng

.

. Mean .

4

Group.
Variance

Group Standard
Deviation

Campidn 17

Comparison 15'

3.4118
.75735 .87026

2:6000 R 1:1143 1.0556

. .

, it r
.

'

ti

*1 -
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Table 27 "My Ability to. Get Along Well With My Teachers"
Analysis of Variance of the Third Year Campion and Comparison
Groups Post-Test Data -- December, 1972

Source f 'SuM of: Degrees of Significance.:Var ton Squares' Square Freedom . F-Ratio Level .

Between Groups
-

2.7573471 .2.7573471 6.826 .... .014

Groups ?0.750431. : .65218112 30,

S.

GROUP SUMMARY INFOil,MAT ON

Number NIIMber Group Group Group StandardGroup Used Missing Mean Variance Deviation
. .,

Campion 17
3.5882 .25735 .50730.

Comparison
. .

15
3.000 .57143 :7W,

Q

lop

--...---

.

NY''-' "

al

5,

A.

0

r
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Table 28 "My Ability To Swim'
Analysis of Variance of the Third Year ampion and ompareison
Groups Post-Test Data -- December,01972

Source of, Sum of Mean Degrees of SignificanceVariation Squares Square Freedom F-Ratio - Level

'-Between Groups , 2.5411682 2.5411682. 1 4.367

Within Groups 17.458826

I

.58196086 30.

Group
Number

Used

GROUP SUMMARY INFoRglop

Number' Group Group Group.Standard,
Missi -ng . Mean Variance Deviation

Campion 17
1

4

3.7647

06-inpartson 15
3.2000

,.19118 .43724

1.0286 1.0142

t
4.

C..

ti

.0,

;
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Table 25 Analysis of Variance of the Perceived Maturity
For His Age of theThird Year Campion and Comparison Groups Post-Test 'Data -- December, 1972

Source of
Variation

Sum of
Squares

Mean Degrees of
Square Freedom F-Ratio

SignifiCance
.6,61

INI/
Between Groups 4.300505 4.3005905

5.913 .022

Within Groul4 '20.366074 .72735977 28'

GROUP SUMMARY INFORMATION

Number Number
Group' Used Missing

Group Group Group Standard
Mean Variance 'Deviation

'Pf
Campion 16 2 3.3125 .62917 .79320

Comparison 14 ,.2
,

..1,4107 :84066 .91687

r

o

H

4

4,

ti

F.

a

Iiw
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Table 30 1.Analysig of Varianceiof the Perstral Neatness and Cleanliness of the,
Third Year Campion and Comparison Groups Post-Teat Data-- December, .1972

a -
.

Source of
Variation

Sum of
Squares

Mean .

Square

.Degrees of , -S Lgn i f icane

Freedom F-Ratio 4Level

Between Groups- 5.593i516

Within Groups 32 800006 1 1 24 1 381 29.

.o34

GROUP SUMMARY .INFORMATION

Group

Campion.

. Number
Used

Ndmber
Missing

Group'
.Mean

Group 4

Variance
Group Seand4r:d.

Deviation

16 2 3.7 O0 1.6667 1.2910

ompirfson 4.6000 ...54286 .7367.9

^

f

Jr

47.
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Table 34 Analysis of Variance of the Academic Self-Concept of the Third

Year Campion and Comparison Groups Post-Test Data -- December, 1972

Source of -
lariation

um of Mean Degreeg,of
ares J Square Freedom F-Ratio

Significance
Level

Between Grodps. 90.005371 90.005371 1, '5.715 .023

Within Groups 472.46301 15.748767 - 30

GROUP, SUMMARY INFORMATION 0

Group
Number
Used

Number'
Missing

Group
Mean,

Group
Variance

'Group Standard
Deviation

Campion
17

0 '34 . 294. 12.471

. .

'3.5314

Comparison 15 0

e

30.933 . 19.495 4.4153

Individual Mean

Campion 2.61729

RC,

- 1

ir

tki

Compari;on 2:0622 0

1

n

I

4
a:

4

, ea

0
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Table 32 Analysis of Var,iance of the Overall Conduct of theTh4-44_yd.ir
Campion and Comparison Groups Post-Test Data -- December, 1972

.
.

Source of 4. Sum of Mean Degrees of Significance
Variation - Squares Square , Freedom F-Ratio Level

Between Groups 5.0102386 '5.0102386 1 4.,459 .043

With oups 33.708506 1.1236168' 30 .

14.

GROUP SUMMARY INFORMATION

. %
Number Number Individual Group Group Standard

Group Used " jlissing Mean Variance Deviation

r
Campion

Comparison .

13 6 3.8846' .*41 P .86972

'19 7' 3.0789 1.3684 1,1698

1

A

1



IF ' Table 33 "Reads On His Own" -- Tealyhers
Anelysis of Variance of the Third Yea Campion and

('- Comparison Groups Post-Jest Data -- December, 1972

4

Source of Sum of Mean Degrees of Significance
Variation Squares Square. Freedom F-Ratio Level

Between. Groups, 4.9156227 4.9156227 1 4..056 .055

Within Groups 29.084377 1.2118490 24 4

GROUP SUMMARY INFORMATION

Group
Number
Used

Number
Misting

Individual
Mean

Group
Varldnce

:Group Standard
Deviation

4

Campion 10 9 3.5500 1.2472 1.1168

Comparison 16 10 2.6563 9Q6 1.0912 .

A

C

(

eS

a

V.

1

0.



Table 34 "Attempting to Improve" -- teachers
Analysis of Variance of the Third Year Campion,

and Comparison Groups: Post-Test Data -- Decgmber, 1972

Source of - Sum of Mean , egrees of
Variation Squates Square Freedom F-Ratio

%

Significance
Level

Between Grotip5 5.3Q30243 5.3030243 1
3 4.127 '.051 1

Within Groups 39.833334, 1.2849463 31

ti GROUP SUMMARY INFORMATION

Group
timber Number
Used Missing

Individual
Mean

Group'

Variance,
Group Standard

Deviation

CaMpion 12
A

7 .3.6667 .92424 .86138.

ComparisOn
21

a

5 2.83

4

1.4833 1.2179

4

rs,
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Table 35 "Asks For Help" --. Teachers
Analysis of Variance of the Third Year Campion and
C parison Groups Post-Test Dara -- December, 1972

/ I.

Variatitn
Source Sym of Mean Degrees of ,

. Significance
SquareS Square Freedom

, F-Ratio Level ,

Eittwee Group's "/ 4.7999973 4.7999973 1 5.496 .026

i

26.200001Within Groups , is

I

%.873.33336 3p-

Group

GROUP-SUMMARY INFORM#TION

Number

Uied
,Number individual Group. Group Standard
Missing Mean Variance Deviation

.

Campion
7 3.2500 .79545 ' .89198

Comparison 20 6 2.4500 .91842 ...95834

S

de

1
n.


