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CHAPTXR T ..
DESCRIPTION QF THE PROJECT -

Designing and-Implementing Programs for the Little School
Component is a.program designed to develop, implement, and dis-
semlnate a program of individualized instruction at the Howard
D. Woodson Senior High School. This program-is a third year
continuation of the program initiated in 1972-73., OQriginal
students were selected in 1972-73 from student listings supplied

. by feeder-school counselérs, The 300 students originally entering
"as 10th graders in 1972-73 have continued in the program end are
now in their senior yean. The third year program was expected to
complete the development.of pilot experiences for staff and
students alike in the development and implementation of in-
dividualized prograums, ‘ :

The current year program was designed to be conducted in four

phases described in the project proposal: . :

‘ - Phase I = Articulation and Planning Session
Phase II - Implementation of the Little School Component
Phase III - School-Year Workshop and Staff Development
Phase IV - Evaluation and Redesign. " .

2

Phases 'I] = IV were in effe\t.concurrently from the be-
sinning of the 1974-75 academic §ear while Phase I was conducted
uring the Swmer 1974, : \ . o :

b

< ,
Phase I - Orientation and Planning Session -

2 \ . s
Phase I involved concurrent workgkgpé'and training sessions
for eleven current teachers, one counselor, one librarian, one
teacher-coordinator, an assistant principal for instruction, and
six new teachers. All teachers functioned in teams in all phases
of planning and organization., Within this period the staff was
involved in workshop trgining sessions and the preparation and
development of learning matgrials. The counselor and the realing
teacher~specialist were invol¥ed in cormunicating with parents
and students, interpreting the program, testing in reading,
assessing student groups, organizing-and studying student records
Lor the purpose /of identifying and assessing student needs .
greading levels, learning difficulties, social problems, etc.),
and refining and further developing stwﬁent profiles,

'
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Phase I focused on assessing space utilization under various’
~ learning conditions; identifyin perforq&nce objectives and cur-
riculum design in different subject areas; investigating and
locating the resources: and materials to be useéd in the class-
roon; orienting and assembling students; planning, developing,
and organizing a curriculum laboratory and a central instructional
materials center; and organizing 'and developing an intensive
" counseling program, : - 1 :

Phase I involved .an initial preparatory ‘workshop session and
concurrent continued workshop, training and planning sessions with .

Phase III.

y Phase 'II - Implekenting the Little School Component

For the school year 1974~75, the Littde School Component
provided - individualized instruction for 270 twelfth grade
students., The teachers involved in Phase I were a part of the

residentigl staff, ‘ o
. f ‘j v .
, N ! R H o
<» . Component course offerln%s were determined by data compiled
ron the following sources:

in the first two pilot years .
( student interests as projected from feedback given in .

student opinionnaires, student conférences, and course
P elective reports; o
- (2) recommendations from the teaching and guidance staff
based on observations and recognition of needed changes
made apparent by pilot experiences during the first fwo
ears :
(8) gxpregsed and recognized needs of students in the
~ various academic areas on in-depth student assessment,

The guidance staff continued to develop and implement an
ongoing program for intensified counseling and pupil assessment;
work with the teaching staff in cluster groupings to develop an&
implement the teacher-advisor role in order to make professional
counseling services more available to students and teaching staff;
asskst the instructional staff in identifying end solving immediate
and ongoing problems; coordinate and establish lines of cormuni-
-cation betwsen parents, students, teachers and community; formulate
and affect basic objectives for a more humane ‘educational and
gsocial instructional program for Woodson students, and the Woodson .
community; serve as a liaison media for immediate feed back to the -
-instructional staff, the teacher-coordinator, and the administration.
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A N
- Library éersonnel involyed in Phase I continued as a part.
of the residential. staff for the year. The library component

coordinator developed, organized, and maraged a.curriculum -
laboratory and major instructional materials'center utilized by

.students and staff. e --

S b
* Phase III'-‘thool-?ear ﬁorkshopvand Staff Dev@}onment Program

¢ Component pdrticipants were allotted six additional hours
sach week during, the sghool year, not precluding daily planning
sessions scheduled for all teachers, to provide additional time
for continued planning, training, the exchange of ideas, and work-
shopse 'Because it was discovered in the fir'st year pilot that .
certain staff activities required more time then .others (planning
new student grouping as opposed to discussing and solving an
immediate problem of small dimensions), the component staff had
the yption of determining time allotments which best met. the needs
of the group in the workshope - '

T f%*grdﬁﬁ acted as a core for further expansion and mod-
ificatign of the Little School Camponent at Woodson High School.
The schogl year provided a regular base for training and labor-

atory expgriences for other Woodson teachers as well as teachers.

from otherpublic schools. Ongoing workshops wer® held throughout
the year £, provide training and assistance in areas of need and
to further.ipread innovative skills to other members of the - .
Woodson staffe A

The teacher-coordinator continued as teacher-coomdinator
throughout the year and assisted in identifying the needs of
participating teachers, seeking resources and developing alter=~ -
native strategies as issues developed. The library-coordinator was
directly responsible for organizing, managing and coordinating
the instructional materials center and the curriculum laboratory
with all sctiVvities involved in fhe instructional program of the
Little School Component. The counselor and coordinators worked
under the direct supervision of the Assistant Principal for i\

. Instruction,

A\

4 ' P

a The-objectives of the project, as described in the project

proposal, were as follows: ° ;

v (1) The instructional staff will continue to improve

. academic achievement utilizing en individualized pro-

! ram with 300 twelfth grade-students currently enrolled
gn the Little School Component. This will be evidenced
v ' ) : ‘
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) space -classroom; L : '
& . 'bo pupil assessmenf and diagnestic teaching based on
| o standerdized tests and teacher-made criterion tests;
ce varied teaching techniques in large and small group
ingfruction, indepeadent.study, aAnd lavorstory. -
- experiences. ' - -
. ’ )

°

t;‘.:.#."
! a. ebility of the students to functjon in an/open

“ i “ [N
(2) As a means of improving, both academic achievement and
student attitude, the guidance staff will develop and
implement a grogggm which will includes
as consolidation of reooris; ) .
be teacher-advisor role to improve attendance_and
_ academic perforfiance; ’ _
. ce intensifisd educational counseling for students;
o parental involvement, >

¢

»

. A
As a ag% of ‘the individualized program, the'instruc-
tional staff will develop and maintain e curriculum
laboratory of resources and materials which ®ill be ,
. tested in the classroom and used as: ' T
as & basis for continuous precgress learning; a
be support for a flexible schedule-in the future; .
ce a resource for the remaining Voodson stafi and -
- other public and nonpublic schools,

Reports of the first tmo years of the/project orovided
detailed descriptions of oroject development activities, and for -
this reason will not be repeatéﬁLhere. in reviewing *these .
actlvities and the evaluatlon zaeels emphasized in earlier reports,
primary focus was.placed upon ‘assessing the scope of develop-
ment of indjvidualized insiruction netiods =nd the development
of aptitude and-self-concept measures for assessing student
" impacts ' ’ : ’
-~ » .
The evaluetion of Little Schools was designed in sufficient
detail to pinpoint the strengths and weaknesses of the program
for contiaued improvement in the Woodson High School and to serve
as a model for other schools who wish to undertake a program of"
individualized instruction. The evaluatiorn desizn focused upon .
grocess variables in order to examihe how students and staff adapt
0 a program of individualized instruction and to show how improve-
'ments can be made. Product variables, particularly student progress,
achievement, and ipterest in school, veré an integral pert of the
evalustion,, , V- -
' { b
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The»obgectlves of the evaluation.included the f0110w1ng

"

2e

To 1dent1f} the partlclgatlng target population of
staff and students and their roles in the project. .
To revie¥w the goels' and objectives of the project and
the means and methodsvused by the staeff to reach the

objectives.

To dévelop a comprehensive evaluatlon design that w111
include procgss variebles and product variables and
that Wilg aﬁe account of -factors unlque to individ-
ualized open space instructiony -

To cerry out an evaluation thet will aid in the
redesign and replication of the program as well as
reporting on ‘the outcomﬁs of -the” pr03ect.
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CHAPTER II
. METHQDS AND PROCEDURES

This study was conducted in three pheses: T )
1.) project review and €valuation design; ,
2.) lnstrumentetion and data collection; and -

(8.) data analysis and reporting,

Phase I,.project review and evaluation design, was devoted to -
identifying the participating target population of staff and -
students and their roles in %he project; reviewing the godls and
objectives of the Eroject and the means and methods used by the
staff in reaching them; and the development of a comprshensive
evaluation design that included process and product variebles and

' that took account of factors uniqus to individualized instruction.

Conferences were held with the Project Director, Assistant

Projector, and representatives of the Division of Research and
Eveluetion to obtain a comprehensive picture of the Little School
Projecte Information and reports provided at these two confer- A
ences was later supplemented with other interviews and observations.
The evaluation design developed celled for comparetive surveys of
students and teachers'in various attitudinal areas as well as an
assessment of the Little School process dimensiohs. L

 Instrumentation (Phase II) to carry out the 'design involved
the development of three structured questionnaires (two for students,
one for ‘teachers) interviews/observations ¢f classes, review of
instructional materials developed by the staff, an analysis of
standardized test data, end.a comparative analysis of ‘absences
of Component and Non-Compornent Studentse - -

The General High School Prbgram Questionnaire was desighed to i

"tap students' self-concepts in relation to schooling. This

guestionngire.was«administered to a ‘serple of Little School stu- -
ents and to a comperison semple of high school seniors at the

 Spingarn High School, This questibnnaire served as an indirect .
measure of the impact of the Little Schools Component on students® X

attitudes afid self~-concepts.
- ¥ E .

) The Tittle Schools Component Student Questionnaire was designed
to obtain a direct reaction of the students to the project and was .

completed only by Component Students.

. \ .
It was intended to heve the entire population of about 270
Component students complete each of these questionnaires.
However, beceuse Component students were seniors, thngwe e ex-
cused from classés in late May 1975 and, as a result many students
R : S :

4

2 -
. ‘

- -




did not complete the questionnaires. It seems reasonable to
assume, however, that those students who did complete the-
questionnaires are random samples of Component students. Finel
samples were 78 students (about 30%) for the General High School
Prozram Questionnaire and 183 students (about 45%) for the D
Student's Questionnaire, , ,

" The Teacher's Questionnaire was designed to tap areas of ‘
individualized teaching; the teackers' perceptions of their
students and classes; Component teachers! staff development
needs and the Component teachers' evaluation of Little Schools.
The questionnaire was completed by 11 of the 14 Component
teachers, the remaining three being absent due to illness. '
Thirty Non-Corponent teachers at Woodson Senior High School

*‘%ompleted the first two parts of the gquestionnaireein order to
meke comparative analyses of the types‘and variety of teaching

" methods used and to obtain a comparative analysis of teachers'
perceptions of their students, .

"Direct observations were made of two ongoing classes to
view the teaching methods directly and to observe the quality of
student-student and student-teacher interactions, These class-
room observations also provided the opportunity for spot
interviews with students, T

The evaluator also reviewed an audio-visual presentation of
Little Schools and a substantial amount of staff developed
instructional materials to assess the programmatic development

~of the project, : ‘ ~

: ‘Interviews were held with the project counselors and
 additional interview/conferences with the Project Director and
Assistant Project Directors Interviews were also planned with
the teachin% staff; however, scheduling problems precluded

carrying out these interviews. - '

. The original plans called for the California Tests of
Basic Skills as the standardized achievement test to be admin~
istered. However, due to an administrative oversight this test
battery was not administered. As an alternative, the Preliminary
Scholastic Aptitude Tests (PSAT) for 1973-74 and the Scholastic

*Aptitude Tests (SAT) for 1974-~75 were used as the pretests and
osttests, Comparisons were made of the actual score gains and
he percentage of Component and Non-Component students actual%%hJ

‘teking each test. | ol

s - Data on absences was provided by the Assistant Project~
Diréctor for nine Component and nine Non-Component sections,
each with 270 students. I } =T

N 15
% -7‘-




Data analysis (Phase III) was carried ‘out by hend -
tabulations. Frequency and percdntage distribufions were ob-
tained for all questionnaire items; score.distributions, means
and "standard deviations were obteined for the General High
School Program Questionnaire, and score distributions were ob-
tained for the PSAT - SAT test results, For comparative
analyses, the "t" test, z test and the sign test (a nonpara-

metric statistic) were used to determin The statisticaE
significance of differences. ' . .
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CHAPTER III
RESULTS AND ANALYSIS OF DATA

t

- This section provides the instruments, data analysis, z
end a ¢iscussion of the findings for each of the two student
questipnnaires devised for the project, an analysis of. absences,
standgrdized test ‘esults provided by the Project Director, an
analygis of progress in developing individualized instructional

matenials, and the results of the teacher questionnaeire, The -

teacher questionnaire provides a comparative analysis of Com=.
oneat and Non-component teachers in varied and individuslized

eaghing practices and the teaching climate within which they
worft, . Also provided is an assessment of staff development needs
and [the Component teachers' assessment of Little Schoolse -

}

Comparative Analysis of Student Attitudes

Students in the Little School Compornent and a control group .
of students from Spingarn High School ware administered a ques~
tiongaire designed to tap their attitudés and their aslf concepts
in rqlation to schooling., This questionnaire, called the General

High School Program Questionnaire, was devised by thé evaluator,

based on experience with the goals of ipdividualized programs and
discussions with the Little School's project staff regarding areas
itijudinal end self~-concept impact they hoped to achieve with
| students, Therefore, the questionnaire can be considered
& méakire of behavioral student objectives for individualized
program ¥§n the affective domain, ¢ measurement of affective

as particularly important as the project seemed to.

day

z& this*area more than the cognitivé domain. , - .

be questionnaire taps primarily the student's self concept
gdlon to his schooling (questions 1-7); two questions (8
and 10) §eal with career planning, particularly appropriate to
high -sc¢hopl seniors; .and one question (9) deals with the use by
teachens &f varied teaching techniques -- that is, teaching
gies\more likely to be characteristic of individualized
programs. .pth:;Little School Component,

All quastions are written in such a way that théy are
aggzq riate 9 any student's school experience. Only two questions
(B and 10) arékspé ific to the high school expérience; 'the re-
mainder would be agppopriate at any level. '

}\ Ao . 0 {%
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The questionnaires were completed by 78 Littls School
students, about a 30 percent sample, and by a control group of
81 seniors from Spingarn Senior High School. The control group
_was obtained from outside of Woodson Senior High School as the
"Hawthorne effect” would be expected for non-component students ,
within the same school, The questionnaires were administered by

school personnel, - By
&

R L —

c The results of the analysis are presented in Tables 1 and 2, o
“"For Table L, each questionnaire was scored for questions 1-9, - i

. Question 10, plans for after high school, was not used in this
analysis, Each item was scored as follows: S !

Strongly Agree -1
Agree -2
Disagree - 2

Strongly Disagres

i
Thus, with a possible range of 9-36, a high score indicates
e less favorable self concent, while a low-scors indicaztes & more

Tavoraole geil concent. :

SO | 3 TABLE'Y
RESULTS OF THE GENERAL HIGH SCHUOL PROGRAM QUESTIUMVALRE

L 4

. | " CCUPONENT STUDENTS | CONTROL GROUP
Mesn b s 178
S0, I - 3.3

N - o 78 81

'

"t" 23,94, Significant beyond 001 level of confidence..
B ’\ b s




- .y .

»

TABLE 2 ST

COMPARISUN OF TYEMS OF THE GENERAL HIGH SCHOOL PROGRAM

CQUBSTIOnnALRE ‘

- Response Cateéories*:

-

SA - Strongly Agree

A = Agree - .
D = Disagree

SD = Strongly Disagres -

. Bl - Blank
Item end Significance Test | RC# Component - Control
' Students Students
£ A £ ' e
1. I understand what my SA 28 3549 |13 16.2
: teacher expects of me, A 80 64,1 51 6349
Z = 2,94, Significant - SD - : 1 1.2
. ’ Bl : 1 1.2
2. I hive'a good under- sA 31 |'39.8 |18 | 22.5
standing of how I .am, A 1 44 5644 | 54 6746
doing Kgm@yﬁgchool D 3 3.8 6 745
WOPK. - :‘ 4 N . SD : 1 102
b ‘ Bl 1 1.2
Z = 2,39, Significant . .-
3« Ibelieve I'Kmow how to | S& - | 89 | 50.0 |92 | 40.0
study and learn, A 36 46, 4% 5347
s D 2 2.6 2 245
< 1,27; Hot SD 1 163 | 0x 0.0
- Signiticant \ Bl. ) 3 3.8
40 I em rery interested Sa [ 27 ,| 34.6 |22 | 27.5
' in schools A 40 |~8l.3 | 36 45,0
o D 1 6 | 7.7. /19 2347
Z = 2,09, Significant .SD 4 S.1 ;8 3.8
: Bl . 1 C 1.8
5, I have,hé&fgood rela- SA | 42 53,9 | 24 3040
‘ tions with most of my A} 32 41,0 '} 38 47 65
teachers, S D .1 8- 348 *] 15 18,3
. ‘ .SD 1 1.3 3 3.7
Z = 3,10, Significant Bl- Ll :
I =1frqquency -
, 19

| -11~- =
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- TaBLE 2 (CONTINUED) - . -
Resﬁahée‘aatégories*:"SL - Strongly Agree o
R A .- Agree ‘ . ,
RS D - Disagree: ~ "
' " SD = Strongly Disagree . -
. e Bl - Blank =~ \
Item and Significence Test RC+ Component | Control
S - Students - | Students
[ ' 2 % £ %
8o I have Learned how to S& ]34 |43.6 | 23 | 28.8
take responsibility for _ A 39 8040 55 6847
my school work. :° D 3 3.8 | °2 2¢O
- ©{sD 2 | 2.6
Z - 1,98, Significant - Bl ) ,
7¢ In high school T have Sk 32 41,0 |15 |18.8
become more confident A 41 6245 83 | 6643
of my school work. D’ 2 246 10 | 1245°
- : SD 2 2.6 1 " 142
2 - 8.14, Significant . Bl 1 1.8 1 1.2
8, My high school program - |SA 25 |22,0 | 17 |21.2
 bhas helped me make A 40 5l.3 |-38 47,5
~§1ans‘for work or col= D 11 14,1 20 2540
ege after high school. SD 2 246 4 -940
. . Bl 1 1.2
Z = 2,18, Significent . ',
9. My teachers in high schodl|sa 41 |52.6 |- 8 |10.0
often used a large variety|A - | 25 32.1 29 3642
of teaching techniques - .+{D- g 11.5 24 3040
. such as large and small 48D 3 3.8 | 19 2348
)~ group instruction, aydio- |Bl j :
-~ visual, individual ‘pro- s : \
jects and student tutors. | % ;
. T = 6445, Fignificant 4§ |
10, My plans forthe first P
3 year after high school ; SR
- are: o . : !
work = g 18- | 214 |'85 | 41.6
. college or other training 61 | 72.6 | 40 4746
. marriage; military 4 4,8 |.3 3e6-
Other 1 l.2 | 1 1.2
Blank . 1 R A 6.0
7 2,89, Significant | |

t z ' : . ' : .
‘ g\. frequency 20) - L,
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~ 'The results in Table l—show that Little School students has
a more favorable self concept than does the control group of high
school seniors. This difference was statistically significant,
a8 measured by the "t" test, beyond the .COl level of 7onfidenco.

. Table 2 shows the results for each item in the questionnaire.
All differences favored the Little School Component over the con=-
trol group. Differences were_statistically significant at the +05

" level of confidence for all-items excopt item 3,

These results show the positive effects that the Little ,
School Component has been having on its students, These results
areﬂgarticularly gratifying in as much as the majority of students
in the control group tended to respond positively to the question=-
naire with more than three out of four control students merking
the Strongly Agree or Agree response for items 1=7, Differences
in the Little Schools and control groups usually were evident in
the mumber of students marking the "Strongly Agres" response.

:2'1
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The following list ranks questions 1-9 in d;scending order;

- according to percent differences between the component and comtrol
l_!'tUdentS. : '

»

Itém ] ’ Percents

P Number Ttem L Difference
- 9 | My teachers in high school often used a 42,6
' large variety of teaching techniques
A . such as lar%e and small group instruction,
. audio-visuals, individual projects, and
. g . student tutors, ‘
i 5 I have had good relations with most of 23¢9
' . . my teachers. e
5 T . In high scﬁéoi\{kggyL become. more ‘ 2242
p confident of- my Bchool work. | ]
1 I undefstand what my teacher expects-of mes =~ 19,7
' 2 I have a good understanding of how I am 1743
doing in my school work, :
6 I have learned how to take respbnsibility ~ 1448 .
. for my school work, ;
y - 8w My high school program has helped me make 14.5
C oL out m{ plans for work or college after high . '
, " school, . |
4* -, I am very interested im schools . . 13,4 -
3 I believe I kmow how to study end Ltearn, - 10,0

)

#All differences are between the'percent:marking SA, except for~
items 4 and 8 which co%pare SA and A, .

(N
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I[ - . Student Reactions To The Little School Component

N s " §
) | - Y .
Little School students also completed a brief questionnaipe
to opbtain their reaections to the program, The questionnaire was
completed in May and June 1975 by a sample of L33 or sbout 45%\gf -
the component students, The detailed results are shown in Ta .
(Some of the items are similar to those,used in the General High-™
' School Program Questionnaire,) C

-

s

li _ Of the students completing the questionnsire, over half had
- been in the Little School Component for ithe full three yeaars,
. while the remainder split aimost evenly -between 1 and 2 yeers
. (question 1) Overall, about 64% of the students rated the Little
: School as "much better than the regular progrem," about 23%
rated it "about’the same," and 12% reted Little School "not es
good as the regular Program" (question 1b)e
E

Questions 4 through 11 ask about personal scholastic
‘development, relations with teachers, and reactions to beachiing.
methods used in the Little Schools. Reactions to these questions
in terms of the percentage of students marking "Strongly Agree"
or "Agree" were more positive to the LittLe School Component than
was tne overall rating with about 717 to 90% reacting favorably.
These questions ure presented following Table 3 in rank order of

~ the percentage marking "Strongiy Agree" or "Agree." '

Overall, reactions to the program are quite ravorable, with
al "least one half of the students and ‘as many as 9 out of 10
reacting favorably to the program,  The results show: improved
relations with teachers, improved seif concepts in relation to
schooling, positive reaction to vuried teucning techniques, und
peicegtions of better preparation for work or college after high
school, ) - .

Al
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TABLE 3

LITTLE SCHQOL COMPOWENT

STUDENT QUESTIOMNAIRE |

»~
© Item . Response {, ’ s s %
Categorles ; .
1, How lorg have you "This year only: I 29 21.8
been in the Little Two years: | 3l 2343
School Component? Three years:- 73 5449
2¢ I understand what the Better than in ths
Little School teachers |regular program: 81 6069
expect of me, Not as well 'as in : .
the regular program: 15 11.3
About the éame* 37 2748
Bléank: 0 0.0
38+ I have a better In the Littlﬂ School -
understending of how I | Component: - 67 5093
am doing in my school In the regular. / :
work, programs 27 20,3
About the same: 38 2846
_ Blank: 1 0.8
4o I believe that the 7 Strongly AgPee' 15 1143
‘ Little School has Agree: B9 -.166,9
enabled me to study and | Disagree: 24 1840
learn more, Stronglf Dloagree* 4 3.0
Blank: 1 0.8
S¢ My interest in school Strongly Agree: 16 12,0
became higher in the Agree: L. 193 6949
Little School Disagree: 19 14,3
Componont, | Strongly Disagree:. 3 2e3
. Blank: 2 165
6e My relations with Strongly. Agree: 16 12,0
teachers seem better Agree: ' 104 78 2
for -learning! than in Disagree: . 11 7 | 843
the regular progrum. Strongly Dlsagrcc- 2 15
Blank: 3 2.3

f\z frequency

- /,

18-,
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TABLE 3 (CONTINUED)

Item - “ S Response \ B B 4 %
, . *| Categories .
7« Being in the Little Strongly Agree: 20 15,0
. School Component Agree: ' 100 7962
helped me take Disagree: 10 7e5 o
responsibility for my Strongly Disagree: -~ | O 0.0
school work, Blanks: - S - 2e3
" 84 Being in tAo Little Strongly Agres: 20 1540
" School Component has Agree: . 75 . od
helped ms be more .Disagnee:. 31 2863
congident of my .~ Strongly Disagres: 0 0
. 8chool wor%; Blank: ° | ‘ 7 " Pe3
9 I like the variety of Strongly Agree: . 26" 1@;5
teaching methods ' Agree: 90 5
(large groups, small Disagree: 15 1.3
groups, LAPs, etco) Strongly Disagree: -1 0.8
used in the Little Blank: . , 1 0.8
School Co%ponent.- o -t [
10s Teachers in the Strongly Agree: 31 2343
ogram séem to care Agree: - 84  |868.1 - )
about me more than | Disagree: -1 10 70
mogt teachers T have Strongly Disagree: 1 0¢8 .
known. ° " | Blank: -7 548
11, The variety of . Strondly Agree: 17 1248
. teaching techniques Agree: 95 |71
used in the program Disagree: 15 " 111.3 .
fit my needs better Strongly ‘Disagree:- "2 | 15
. as a student, Blank: , 4" | 8.0 .
12, "How much help was the A great deal:s -~ 76 -+ | 57,1 // ’
; Dbrogram in working out | Some: - . 90- 1} 37.6
- your plans for college | None: § 3 243
or work. after high Blank: i | 4 L 3.0
school? - T /o
f = frequency - ' - : - Y

j . 25 ' ‘»l;.m &
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I . > ~ TABLE 3 (CONTINUED)
i Ite'm) ' Response £ %
> 134/T believe that the Yes: 80 | 60.L
| program will better Nos 17 . 12,8
F . ] repare me for college | Not Planning on
. han the regular College: 21 1548
. ~ 1 prograis , Blank: 15 11,3
;’ 14,1 believe fhat the _Strongly Agree: 13 9.8
/' program will better Agree: ) 78.-. | 6848 -
. prépare me to get & stagrev( 25 1848
; Joba after hlgh Strongly Dlsagr&e- 107 "1 7.5
. ' schools: _ Blank: 7 543
-*‘3:5 .Overall ratmg of ~the | Mucuétter than . } B -
Little School the, {jgu‘la.r ‘programs - 85 6369
Gomponent. - About” the same: 1381 2363
-Not a8 good.as the 1 - y
régular programs . 1 16 12:0 -
. Blmk A C 1 0.8~ .
' o .pE frequency ‘ |
g’ i N,=133 ’
'. 1 / . A :‘
. , / h
T . - % R i
N ‘ , : '\‘1“\
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Item . ' . ' +7 Percent "Strongly -
: Lo © '« o .. 7. . Agree" or "Agree" .

1 ?'.uy relations with teachers seem bqtfer for - N
' learning than’in the’ regular program. = 9042

Being in the Little ‘School Compdhent helped me

- take pesponsibility for my school worke " 190.2.\ - ;§;~
© I like-the yariety of tefohing methods (lirge  “°

groups, -small groups, IAPs, efc,) used in the

Little School Component, _ ' - 871

Teschers in the program seem to care about me

more than most teachers I have kpowne . 8644

The variety of teaching@téchniques Used in the

- program fit my heeds better as'a students ~ = | 84,2

'Yy interést in school'became higher in the C
‘Little School Component, o - 81:9

\‘I believe that the Little School has enabled ne

to study end learn more, ’ :
Being in the Little SchooIﬁComponent has’heiyed
me be more confident of my school work. - 7144

2

* v/

’ Absences -
»+  Absence records wers maintained by the. Assistant’ Project -

Director for the period Octéber 1, 1974 through Mapch 11, 1975,
For*comparison purposes, records for 9 randomly selected Come
ponent and 9 randomly selected Non-component sections were
maintained, The sections in each group averaged 30 students for.
8 total of 270.students in the Component and Non~component groups.’
The month of September was omitted as there was a great dea% of
shifting 'of students among the sesctions, Absences were recorded
overy 8 to 10 school deys, Mondays and Frideys and weeks
including holidags were not included as these &rs the poorest

-attendance periods., Because of theses omissions and the variation

" in"the tihe‘pgriod (8 = 10 ‘days) over which absence records wers

*
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maintained; it is not possible to obtain an index of absences per
school day. However, since the number of sections ((9) and the
total number of students in each group (270) are the sams, a _
comparison between absences can be mades Table 4 shows the
result s of this analysis. Overall, the Non-component group had
more ebsences than the Component groups, Ths difference was
greater during the period preceding the Christmes holidays.

\ .
- ‘

This lower absence rate for the Component groups is’

is comsistent with the findings of reports for the/two

preceding years,

sﬁgporting evidence for: the effectiveness of the Liftl7 Schools
‘an

=
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Standardized Test Rcsdlts

‘ L

Scores of the Proliminary Scholastic Aptifude Tests (PSAT),
“ taken in 1973474 as’ juniors, and the Scholastic’ Aptitude Tests |
(SAT) -taken this yeer ss seniors, were obtained for those students
who took the test. The students taking each test were then grouped
" into Component students and Noa-component students, These tests were
used in place of the California Tests of Basic Skills which were
not given due-to o test administration oversight, -

. Comparison of PSAT and SAT results can provide insights into
gains in scholeastic eptitude for the Component and Non-component
students over a two year pericd, The tests are measures of
scholastic aptittds oriented toward college bound students end
are considered bty many colleges ir their admissions and placement

rogramse Although only a limited number of students at Woodson

ook the tests, the results (in the absence of a general schieve~
ment battery) can provide: insights into the academic progress of
students in each group, - . = - ., L -

s

The tests are parallel in form and structure and can b%s
‘compared a3 pre=-tests and post-tests, - The .PSAT is administered
in the junior year to.provide students with en opportunity to
becoms ‘familiar with these tests, Table 5 shows the results for .
the Math scores of the PSAT and SAT, and Table 6 shows the results
2or the Verbal scores, The score ranges for each test are presented”
in pargllel at the left of each table to make easy the comparison
of the PSAT and SAT results for the Component and Non=component
‘8tudents. Comparison of selected features of these tables indicates
that Component students achieved greater progress from the PSAT to
the SAT than did the Non-component studentss The data at the bottom
of each table shows that the percentage of students who scored :
'35 or highe? on the PSAT or 350 or higher on the SAT increased
for Component students (16.3% for Math and 10,13 fop Vertal) . _
but decreased for Nom-component students (decrease of 4,8% for
- Math and G,77% for Verbal), suggesting.s larger gain for the
Component students, In both Math and Verbsl scores Component
students had & smaller percentage scoring 35 or above on the PSAT
(for Math, 18,1% or Component students vs. 34.3% of Non=component
students; for Verbal; 2045% of Component students ves 32.9% of
Non-component students).  However, the opposite was true on the
SAT teken one year later, On the Math SAT, students scoring 350
or above wag 34.4% for Component students and 29,5% for Non-
component students, On the Verbal SAT, 30.,6% of Component
students vse 2642% of Non=component students scored 350 or higher,

¢ .
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Although these differences in the SAT tests favored the
Component :%udcnts, the differences as measured by the z test

were not statistically gignificant.

The z test of statisticak significance showed significent
gains (5% level of confidence.op higher) for the gains of the
Component students for Math and Verbal scores and for PSAT Math
scores of Component vs. Non-component students. The remeining
differences were not statistically significant. The trends in
the data support the conclusion that Little Schools was having
a significant impact on the achievement of its students,

(It was not possible to match individual PSAT end SAT
records from the availeble data., The method of using the per-
centage of students above 35 on the PSAT end 350 on the SAT was
used because means and standard deviations would be seriously
distorted by the highly skewed distributions. The scores of 35
and 350 are one score category below the national means of 40 on
the PSAT and 400 on the SAT.)

The number end percentage of students who' took the PSAT
and SAT is of interest when considered as an indicator of ,
student interest in attending college, as many colleges consider
these tests in their admissions programs. The results show
(Table 5, item 3) that Component students seem to be less oriented
to attending collegs (at least those colleges requirinig the PSAT
and SAT exeminations) then Non=component students. Abouttwice
as many Non-component students (24%) as Component students (12%)
took the SAT, while an equal percentage (15%) of both groups
. .took the PSAT, , ' ‘ . ,

.
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TABIE 5 |
mumwwﬂm%mmwmmmm

AT éSAT taken as Juniors in 1973-74,

~24- 32

| ## SAT taken as Senidrs in 1974-75,

AND NON-COHMPONENT STUDENTS
_Score Range’ Component Students Non~-Component Students . =
PSAT IR PSAT# SATaHe PSAT# . & SATs% -
s £ty 21 £ 1% riy % £ 12
65-69 | 650~699 1]o0.8
§0-64 | 600-649 -1 .
55#59 | 550~599 . 1| 0.8
5054 | 500-549{ 2} 451 1 | 2.9 | 1| 1l.4].1 | 0.8
45-49 | 450-499] - - 128 | 2| 27 = {a
40-44 | 400-449| 4| 91| 3 [ 8.6 | 8 11 0] 8 | 68
35-30 | 350-99| 2] 4.5 7 |20.0 |14 | 29.2] 2¢ |20.
30-34 | 300-349) 12| 27.3| 6 |17.1 |13 | 17.8] 29 |24.6
25-29 - 250-299] 14| 31.8| 15 |42,9 {20'| 27.4] 47 {39.8
20-24 | '200~249| 10} 22,7 2 | 5.7 115 | 20,5{ 7 | 5.9
Total |44] -99.9| 85 00,1 {73 [100.0 | 118 [99.8
1o % of students .
scoring 35 or}-
above on PSAT ..
- and 350 or |- - . .
above on SATo - 18.1 3444 . 34.3 2945
2. % Diffcrcnce, ‘ i
' PSAT Y8 S.A-To +1603 "'4.8
3. % of students ‘ , et
taking test. 15 12 .15 24
g test of sig- 12443 2402 .0,76{0,54
,nlflcance 151ghe v | Signe Not |Not
, SigniSign.




TABIE 6
PSAT AND SAT VERBAL SCORES OF COMPONENT
AND NON=-CCMPONENT STUDENTS

{(— ey .y

- Score Range Component Studénts jon=Component Students
- PSAT | SAT SATs SATs# . |PSATH SAT#s
Lo o N A N A r %
B0-64 | 6005649 1 1 1 [0.8
55-59 | 550-599 128 |2 |27] |-
5054 | 500-549 |3 | 6.8 | 2 | 5.6 |8 |41 ] 2 f1l7 .
45-49 | 450~499 [0 | 0.0 | - | .- |3 |41 | s |25 o
. 40-44 | 400-449 [1 | 2.3 | 3| 8.3 |8 [11.0 [11 fe.3
35-39 | 350-399 |5 [11.4 | 5 |13.9 |8 [12.0 |14 .o
30-3¢ | 300349 | 9 |20.5 | 8 |22% |15 |20.5 | 28 bauy
 25-20 | 250-299 [14 181.8 | 7 |19.4 [15 |20.5 |27 -p2o
20-24 | 200-249 112 [27.3 [10 | 27.8" [19 |26.0 |32 pr.1
| Total |44 00,1 |96 [100,0 |73 |99.9 [118 59.9

le Z of students
- scoring 35 or
above on PSAT

and 350 or ' ’ L ;
above on SAT, © ] 2065 30.6 32,9 ' 262
. 2e %,Diffcrencé,- : : '
. ' PSAT 7.30 SAT. 4'100] » ’607
z test of sige | 3,51 1.51] 0.98 0.51 1

nificance, : ‘ Signd Not [ Not i Not - —
‘ _ ‘I~ | Signej Signd Signe. o

# PSAT taken as Juniors in 1973-~74
#%# SAT taken as Seniors in 1974-%5.
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- Considering the results of the standardized, tegts used in - -
8ll three years, and positive results of school gradFs last year,
Little Schools seems to hAve made a significant impact on student
achievement. Use of a wide-range stendardized achievement battery
would probably bring out these gains in achievement much more
clearly, -Witg a new group of studenfs entering the Little School
next year, it is essential that a new fest bat%eny be included in
: the project evaluations The test battery should include scores in
academic areas in which Little Schools has been active, as well as
in basic skill areas of reading and mathematics. The Sequential
Tests of Educational Progress proved useful in the first year of
the project and should be reconsidereds The Educational Develop~
ment Series published by the Scholastic Testing Service might also
be examineds It provides scores in Yerbal end ion Yerbal Abilities,
"Reading and English (Language Studies), iath end Science (Technical
Studies), and in Social Studies, Individual parts of the total
battery may be selected and a number of composite scores may be
obtained, ‘ ¥

<

The Tndividualized Curriculum Por The Little Schools Corponent

Individualization as develgped for the Little Scheols com-
ponent has emphasized the redevelopment of courses within the
curriculum to better accormodate individual needs and differencess,
The basic framework for the redevelopment of ¢ urses within Little
Schools has emphasized the development of Classroom Lanagement
Systems (CMS) and Learning. Activify Packages (LAPs)e Staff
development activities for ‘several years have pmphesized training
in these and other areas. Classroom l{anagement Systems include a
rationale, objectives, learning gctivities, physical classroom
layout, ‘media/equipment to be employed, criterion tests and
me thods -of progress assessment, Learning Actiyity Packages are
student oriented ins&ructional packages designed to guide studeats
through a series of instructional activities,.

Table 7 shows the range of subjects and courses fop which

CHS and LAPs have been developed and .a rating by the Project
Director of the current status of development of CHS and IAPs.
A wide ran%§ of courses have been developed in individualized

format, with a judicicus concentration on'required courses gs
well as electives, .Those subjects rated only Wfair" in their
development were generally thuse that were—Jowest—in oriopity i
terms of immediate student needs, Teachers working on sewtral
subjects therefore concentrated on those in which component
‘students were to be enrolled, , ;

'S 34
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" Plans for further development, according to the
. Director, include as & first priority improvement in

Project
the

available course packages; courses in physics, advanced bio=
logical scienee, shop coursesy home economics, dietetics,
Black history, law, geography, and remedial courses in reading .

and mathematicse

‘TABLE 7 .

CURRENT STATUS OF INDIVIDUALIZED COURSE DEVELOPMENT

s s

somponent Sudject (Ourses

lequlred or kLlective

Status ol lizterials
Development « :
Classroom kene

Qraterm an A /on T4TA

English Kequire three yeers
10th Grede "for college prep=- Fair
11th Grade aration -1-Good
12th Grade - | Godd
Social Studies Tno years required | - o .
10 - World History B Fair |
‘11 = American History Good ™, .
12 « Government B} :{ Good
Sciences - - | One year required _
Earth Science - if not taken in the_ |Fair
Biological Science 9th grade Yery Good j
Chemistry - N ' ___"fYery Good 8
' Foreign Languages Electives A
French - ~ }Good
Spanish ~ | Good
Business Z | Electives -
Office hachines : | .—}Good ——
Bookkeeping and — _
Accounting A fGood— -
Art 4 Flective- R
| l -
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.+ Teacher Reactionis “To The-Iittle Schéol Comvonent
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- Data on teachers activities in the Little School Component
and their attitudes toward the program were obtained from a ?
teachers questionnaire. The questionneire was designed to obtain .
information in two areas from Non=component as well as Component
teachers. The two areas to which Non-component teachers responded .
were: question ‘3 - variety of teacking methods and materials used,
and question 4 - ratings of their students. In addition, Component
teachers were asked to rate various aspects of the progran and

to indicate greas of individualized instruction for which they

felt additionsl staff development may be neéded,. - _

~

' T gy S : .
The questionnaire-was completed by 11 of 14 Componeni . -
teachers and 30 Non-component teachers in lay ard June 1975:; The

three Component teachers who did not complete the questionnaire /

were not evailable dué to serious illness or Unavailability,

~ : \
Of the eleven Component teackers, 6 had been teaching in the

b

"Little School for all three years, 4 teachers for two years, snd

only 1 teacher within the current school years .

Teaching Methods - '&-

The detailed data showing the varied teaching techniques
used by Component and Hon-component teachers is presented in
Table Bs A nuuber of important points about this data are also Y

sumarized in Table 9. ‘ .

-

There are a number of observations that should be made - .

- regarding the responses of Component teachers (Table 8), First,

Component teachers as a group used the entire set- of teaching
metgdds and materials, and used them to a greater extent thdn did
Non-component teachers, : ’

ggrely did Component teachers indicate that they "Wever"

used the teaching method: Only four items were so marked
(never used) as follows: = .
ee’ HMini-units 1 teacher S
qe¢ Team teaching 2 teachers , o
rs Programmed instruc- T s e e g
tion materials 1 geechers . ... L.

Se - Teeching machines 3 feachersi -
. L T
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Prograumed matefials and teaching magg'ﬁes have not™beer> ¢ -
emphasized in the Lirtle Schools, and a s i%otured progran of

teals teaching hds been undertaken only.in certain subjects.
Therefore, one would expect .that some Component teachers might
not have used these lapproaches.

?.. ’ ' :
In contrast, some (from 2 - 15) Non-component teachers
reported never using 14 6f 19 of the teaching methods listed
\&Table 8)s The four teaching methods that were used at least
Sometimes" by Non-component teachers were:  c. Audio-visuals; Lol
he Work sheets; ko Independent study; and n, Teacher=student s
planning conferen?es. o o .

| o
|

Second, the ﬁcaching;methods that Component teachérs "
reported using "Very Often" reflected methods emphasized by .
Ligtle Schools, The meth?ds marked by a majority (50% or more)
of the Component teachers jas used "Very Often" were:

be Small Groups 7 teachers
o Study guides 7 teachers
ga Worksheets 7 teachers
1. Open Classrcoms tsachers ¢
ce Audio=Visuals 6 teachers

me Student assessment 6 teachers, (
In contrast, not even one teaching method was marked as used
"Very Often" by a majority of Hon-Component teacherse :

_ Third, a larger pechntage of Component then Non=component
teachers marked most teaching methods emphasized by Little Schools
as used "Very Often" and/or "Cften", Table 9 shows this contraste
Fourteen of the 19 ﬁeachiﬂg methods were marked by a larger

ercentage of Component than Non-component teachers as used "Very
ten'or "0ften" (items marked X in last two columns)e The
remaining five teaching methods were used by a larger pedcentage
of Non-component teacherss 'Two of these items (r. Programmed ,
Instruction Materials and |se Teaching Machines) are not emphasized
by Little Schools. The other three methods (fi.Contracts, ¥ =~

- ne Teacher-student plannidg conferences, ;and p, Student developed

objectives) may have been-adopted by many Non=component tefcherst

as & result of experiences with Little Schools or experiences with
them elsewher¢, It must also be emphasized that in ghe three years

of its prepardtion many Non-component teschers have benefitted from
staff development, innovative practices, and the example of the
Project Director zwho is also an Assistant Prinbipal)o The Little
School' efforts to introduce varied teaching techniques have also had
an impact -on Non-Component!teachers. If not for this, the differencs..
might be even larger. .- ' |
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methods . 1&..fﬁ.

The fourth and fing;l/\gomt relsted fofeschin
- that related to certatn’he thods“émpha¥ized g%y 6 Schobls
.that-have not been used' "Very Often"™ or "Often’ by Component
‘teachérs, ~ "o '
' . o . ii - -
‘ TABLE, 9 '

¢ Sn———————

'TEACHING METHODS_AND MATERIALS USED."VERY OFTEN"OR "OFTEN"
BY COMPONENT AND NON-CONIPONENT ’I'EACHERS

USed More

Component Non-Component
. Item ‘Teachers Teachers by
£l Z £ % - NC
as Large groups 8 | 72,8 120 | 66.7 X
be Small g roups 11 1100,0 |19 6344 X
¢o Aundio-visuals® 11 1100,0 | 22 73.4 X
de Learning Actzvxty Co - -
. Packages® - 8 | 72¢8 | 16 | 53,4 X
"8, M1n1~units O | 455 |12 | 40,0 X
£+ Contracts? 5 2 | 1842 9 30,0 1 X
ge Study guides? 8 | 8l.8 |22 7343 X
- he Work sheets®. , 11 11000 | 24 799 . | X
is Open classrooms?, 10 | 89,9 [ 13 | 43.3 X
jo DPeer.facilitators-or, _ ~ ' I
©* youth teaching youth L 9 | 8le9 | 21 7040 X
ki Independent study? 9 | 8l | & 70,0 X =
1, Crlterlon referenced oo : "
. testln% P 8 | 7248 | 13 43,3 :X
me Studen assessment 10 | 90,9 | 23 7646 X
ne Teacher-student planning ‘ ' s .
* conferences 6 | 546 | 19 6343 X
pe Student oriented \ ' : -
* ‘objectives? - 10 { 90,9 | 20 | 6B8.7 X
. Pe Studegf”&éveloped : A ' i
-+ objectivess'! - ‘I 41 3644 | 18 60.0 : X
qs Team teaching® = - ‘4| 3644 | 7 | 2843 X | -
re Programmed -instruction ~ ‘ '
~ - materials ., . 312783 [14 | 466 | .. X -
s. Teaching machines 21 18,1 | 10 }'83.3 - ° X

fSign test 81gni§Tcant at the lpwlevel of confldence.

N=- Component Teachers = 11; NOn-Component Teachers = 30

1~ from data in Table 8. .

2« X in the C column indicates that a larger percentage of
Component teachers used the method; an X in the NC column .-
indicates that a ldrger pepcentage of an-component teachers °
used the method, )

- 3= Methods emphasized by Little SchooIso » -
=-32- . 40
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* .. Methods emphasized by Little Schools/that haven't been used

S ey Offen™ by Component teachiers include: - - . s
'~ _-f.. Contracts . - 2:teachers used "Very Often" or "Often":
"ps .. Student Developed A - 3

. .- Objectives ' - 4 teachers used "Very Often’, or "Of ten;

.. 6¢- Mini-unikts | 5 teachers used "Very Often" or "Cften'. . .
< ==n, Teacher-student - .- - -, ; V -
o -planning . - - ‘ L cul L v

.. s - conferencés - 6 teachers used "Very :Often" or "Often". ™ .
e, 81. Criterion ref- - (all should do sq) o
o o0 677t eredced testing . 8 teachers used "Very Often" or "Often”

s . 7«7 ' (a1l -should do-so)e S - JEE
"_  Considering the emphasis placed on these methods iristaff

dZvelopment, more extensive use -of them by Component tezachers should

be expected, The Little Schools'staff should review these findings

from the point of view.of thé appropriateness of using these- - B \\
. ., methods in. thei¥ couwrses more .o tens : Co '

- .

" In swmary, the results of ‘these défa show the wide varlety ‘O .
of teaching methods apd materials used by Component”teachers.

Thesign test was used’ fo test the statistical significance of et
the differendes, between Component :and Non-component teachers in
) nesgonse to these questions (Table 9). Differences in the per= L
‘ceh

. ages;befween the 'Component and Non-component teachers were -
" mavrked "plus" if (1) the difference.favored Component teachers on
methods emphasizeéd by Little Schools, or (2) in methods mot ‘
emphasized by Little Schools differences fevored Non=component
teachers or there was no difference. Differences in percentages.
. .* were marked "minus" if differences favored Non-cBfiponent teachers
. = .for ‘methods emphasized by Littls Schools, With 16 "pluses" and 3
. "Minuses" (items f, m and p) the sign tegt is significant at the
1% level of confidence, e 4

.
e

L .
e o . ‘ s . ' . ¥

R ' ’f(u .« - * -

2

.
.
’
e n""i'
PN




= . . ‘- . . e !
. - . t -
. « " 7
J)‘.

Y — =

Participating Component teachers were asked- to rate .their
team teaching experiences, . As shown in Tabls 10, the six

. ganﬁici ating teachers rated their team teaching experisnces
. Tavorzbly..- : g o .
_' ~'(.~ N . . . QA S P . ~ I . ﬁ;f A“’,

. PERCEPTIONS OF TEAM TEACHING EXPXRIENCES
' OF SIX COMPONENT TEACHERS -

] | Iten- $# A |2 .| |B
as Team teachlng gi#;s more time- 'fg?iw' — ~
-for preparation and planning, 2- | 8 0 é? 1

be Students benefit more from
.presentations by two .teachers.

«©r
i
Do
Lag®
Q
o

-~ —
-~

tudent groups are too large . A
in team teaching,” = 10 10 | 4~ i 1

‘4 Coordination'with the other . :
.-~ member offmy teem is & problem,| 0 0 2 -| 4 0

Key: SA - Strongly Agree
' =" Agree .

- D= D;quri; : : . ) C
SD = Strongly Disagree o Ll
' Bl « Blank S .
-"'-:‘A%'.’ / ;‘ T -2 - .

Teacher Ratings of Their Classes .

Component and Non-component teachers were asked fo rate their
classes 'in 10 areas emphasized by the Little School Componént,
Eight of the items request ratings of the students (a=e, g=1)
in their classes. Ome item rates studeni teacher communications (f)
and orfe.ftem (j) was included to cross-validate teacher perceptions
of the variety of teaching techniques used, . Five items e, £, g,

in order to compare student and teacher percdptions.

, The results are sHowniiﬁ:Tab}e 11, Comba:ﬁhg the ratings of
Component and Non-component teachers shows that:in_every case the
responses of ‘Component tééchers wers more favorable ("Strongly Agree"

‘or "Agree") than Non-componext teachers. Using the sign test, with

]
R 44

Q ‘ . .o . ) ) 1-34. )

- . . »
e 1 e
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P : 42 ---
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h, and 1) were included that’were similar to items asked of stu ents - . |
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10”;£%uses" and no "minuses" the differences in the rgtings are
significant at ‘the 1% level of confidence.” Overill, Component
- teachers hold & more favorable opinidn of their classes. :

g} A11 11 or 100%, of the Component teachers merked "Strongly
Agree" or "Agree" to the following four statementss . :- AU

" ==Students in my classes work readily in groups; . '
==The quality of student garticipation is good == they ask - =: -.
intelligent questions, discuss an issue completely, and T o
give complete answers; : o . »
" =~Students wccept responsibility for their school work;'
-.==I use a large variety of teaching techniques in my clagses,

, . Particularly noteworthy is the finding on the quality of ‘

student gartici ation and their acceptance of responsiblity for-- %

their schoolwork, two-areas of great importance in academic and
ersonal growth:and development., Four Component teachers and

‘17 Non-component teachers disagreed with 'the statement (h) that

their students have good study habits. This problem should be |, :

given'further attention by both teachers and counselors, , Yo

.. It should be noted that the majority of Non-component teachers
marked "Strongly Agree" or "Agree” to.9 out of the 10 items, .
makin 'the‘di%ferencgs between Component teachers even more .
no tab%e ° . v . )

The results of the cross-validation item(j) regarding

teacher perceptions of using varied teaching techniques shows the
validity of listing the teaching technjques uséd. A11 27 Non~- :
component teachers who answered the gle'stion agree with the L e
statement that they use a large variety of teaching techniques.
However, they tended not to use meny of thg§e techniques listed.

(See previous section,) ' , ,
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TABLE 11
. 'RATINGS OF STUDENTS BY LITTLE SCHOOL
T COMPONENT TEACHERS AND NON=CGMPONENT TEACHERS
Response Citegéries*}‘JSAq- Strongly Agree |
‘ : : K- Agree : o
‘ D = Disagrees : .
SD = Strongly Disagree . . oL A
Bl = Blank ! :
) ST | RC# Cdpponent ,Non-Componcnt;;;::z:
Item ‘ ¥ i .
| ' T2lz | 213
' Students in my classed work SA 1& 9049 13 | 43:3
. readily in groups. A 1) 9% | 14 - | 46,7
- , : D L0 1 0:0 0 0.0
SD 0 Ooo l 303 -
Bl 0 0.0 2 647"
Attendance i3 much better | SA 2 |18.2 | 4 {133
. than average, o A 8 | 7247 18-. ‘1 6040
LT ) D 0 0.0 & | 1647
- . .| SD 0 0.0 1 343
§ ‘ Bl 1 941 2 647
“Studentg\partici ate full - SA 7 | 6346 11 36.7 -
' -in class ‘activitiese - = A 8 [ 27,3 | 13 | 43,3 '
to D e : D l 901 3 1000 R
T | Sb 0 | 0.0 0 0.0 .
‘ Bl - 0 | 0.0 3 10,0 --
The quality of stident ° | S& .| 5 |45.5 | 6 |20.0
articipation is good =~ | A 6 | 5445 18 60,0
ey-ask intelligent quest- D 0 | 0,0 4 13.3
fons, discuss an issue SD 0 | 0.0 0 0.0
compietely, and give Bl 0 0.0 2 67 .
complete answers, T S ‘
Students accept responsi- SA .3 |273 | 3 100 .
bility for their school A 8 | 7247 18 6040 o
worke .. - D 0 | 0.0 5 1647 :
. SD . 0.1 0,0 l- 33
Bl o1 9.1 | 3 10.0 -
‘N = Component Teachers 11;~Non-dbmponent Teachers = 30, S %

Percentages add to 100,0 within rounding error,

6” . (’ o . .36- :




A = Agree
D = Disagrae
SD = Strongly Dlaagree

\
- e S
- . " TABIE 11 (CONTINUED) c
e . Response Categﬁiies*: .SA - Strongly Agree e . '

Bl - Blank . e
- RC# | Component Non=Componsnt
- , ditem . : :
L t |3 t |5
f. Communication between - - | SA 7 163.8: | 12 |40:0
students and teacher is A 3 127.3 13 4343 .
_ more than satisfactory, D 0 0.0 2 - 647 B
: ‘ SD . 0 | 0.0 -0 0.0
' Bl 1 |4 961~ 3 |10.0
ge Students are very lntercsted SA 4 {3644 5. 1647
t in-their school work, A "6 | 5444 16 5343-
1 D 11 9.1 6 20,0 -
' SD 0 | 0. 0 | 0s0 -
: ‘ BL 0 | 0.0 3 10,0
h h, Most of my students have . Sa - 0 040 2 Be7
; » good study habitse i’ ‘A 7 6348 9 13060~
.- ® - . |YD |- 4713864, | 17 5646
SD 0 0.0 ° 0 0.0
Bl ‘0 ].040 2 67
i“ﬁ i. Students seem to be *- ' |g§A } 2 [18.2 3 10,0
confident of their school . A 7 |6346 12 40,0
work. D 2 11842 12 | 4040
~ S SD 0°1 0,0 | O | 0.0,
‘ Bl 01 0.0 8 11040
i . 3o T use a large variety of SA 6 |54¢5 | 18 60.0
i . ~teaching tecbn_ques in 7 A "5 4545 9 30:0
s my classesy o D 0 | 040 0 0:0
Ix , g SD 0 040 0: [..0:0-
L 4 . .Bl 0 | 040 3 10.0
| sign test significant at the 1% level of confidences
L N &= Componont Teacherﬁxm 11; an-comvonpnt Tcachers - 30. !
Percentages add to 100 w1th1n round 1ng errore
45 . .

. j '.37-'
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Table 12 compares the perceptions of Little School students

end teachers in certain areas., Student data was taken from the

Genéral High School Program Questionnesire, While all ratings -

are genera%Lﬁ favorable, & larger. pércentage of teacherd than -~

studerts (63¢6 vse 53.93 "Strongly Agree" that student=-teacher

commifiications have improved. Students, on the other hand, more

often seé themselves as accepting responsibilitg (43.6%. v3e 27.3%),

having good study habits (50,C% vse Qi0%Z), and being confident ‘
" of their schoolwork (41.0% vse 1842%)s Students and teachers held

similar perceptions of the students?! interest in school, SR

| o TABLE 12
" " COMPARISON: OF LITTLE SCHOOL STUDENT AND TEACHER PERCEPTIONS

-

Item Description .| RCw Student .| Teacher - :
ce T . :{Perceptions™ | Perceptions
1. Students accept SA 43.6 | 27.3
responsibility. A 8040 T27
. ot 0 “ Bed . 000 )
2. Intersst in school. SA 346 ] ssiz
o A 51¢3 54,5
. O 1401 . ' 901 .
3, Study Habitsy sk} 500 . 0.0
: SR bE " A | 4641 6346
0, | 3.9 364 |
4, Student ¢onfidence SA 41,0 © 18,2
in scheol work, O ' 5245 6346
| ) : 0 6.5 . 18,2
. 5, Studeht~teacher Sk 53,9 | | 636
conmyniocation, A 41,0 ' 2743
s ‘ C- 5.1 - el
N 78 11
# Response Categories: 'SA - Strongly Agree ’
= L .. A-Agreo e ‘
e : " 0 = Other (Disagree, Strongly Disagree,
i "\ _ ®  op Blank) A
1 = From Gener?%}ﬂigh School Program Questionnaire
. E . ‘ ' B 4‘6. | . ; | | |
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" humenistic teaching; selected st

C o

cow T . Staff Development - . -

. 8hops

- /

An important part of the Little Schools program is the
treining of teaching staff in the development and application of
individualized methods of instruction. Workshops have been held
each.year emphasizing selected tzgics in individualization and

f have visited a number of

schools with exemplary individualized programs; and inservice
training has been a continuing and ongoing process under the
leadership of the Project Director and Assistant Project Directore...-... :

- _The importance of a sound steff development program to the
development of an exemplary program of individuzlizstion cannot
be emphasized too strongly., The Project’Director holds the

‘point of view that Staff Development is the key to a successful

program and that it must be continued over an extended peried,
gt least three years, to be totally effective, Furthermore,
workshops and related time are also needed for de

veloging o
"individualized materials in order for Little Schools to properly

discharge its function of disseminating program information to
the interested educational conmunitye

Based on expérienoe in developing, iﬁplementing, and evaluating

‘individualized progrems, this evaluator concurs with the opinion

of the Project Director of ‘the key role played by a sound staff-
develogment program ‘and the need for released time and/or work--
o develop or assemble instructionel packages. Without ‘
these developmental opportunities most individualized progrems | x
flounder, Time limitagions, furthermore, seriously limit the, '
quality, usefulness, and exportability of ‘the project experiences AN

: As the project was in its third year and 10 of the 11 .
teachers had been with the project for two or.three yéars, it was,.
decided to assess staff development in ‘terms of continuing needs
of teachers in the development of additional competencies in
verious areas of individualized  instruction employed at the
Little School. Their responses could also be -compared to the
teaching methods and techniques used tos provide a basis for
further consideration of staff development needss ”
Component staff were¢ asked to respond to the statement:
"Based on the workshop, staff develo ment, and other experiences
please check the areas in which you geél competent and those in
which you feel you need further assistancé,” The results are
presented in Table 13, Those areas marked most often -as those

-~
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in which teachers need assistance.are: s, Indexing and clessify~-
ing learning materials for ability levels g;ﬁ'g. Student degeloped
objectives. Those areas which may require further attention,

mostly in individual cases, are those areas in which 8 or more
teachers felt competent, including: c¢e Large group imstruction,

de Small group instruction, e, Mini-units, g. Study guides, ° :
he Work sheets and k. Independent stuiy. (Those who left the .
items blank may have felt that an intermediate respornse was needed
between "competent" and "need assistance™ that would reflect a
cbnsolidation through experience of developed skills. If this®
is the case, it i1s most appropriate to consider no response as ,
requiring further staff development and/or experience.g -

- Comparison to Table 8, however, shows that Independent stud :
was not- used very often by many Component teachers and shbugd
therefore be added to the list of those areas considered: for
atfention in staff development. These areas are marked in ~
Table 13, , : | - g

<
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. TABLE 13
‘STAFF DEVELOPMENT ASSESSHENT
AND NEEDS ANALYSIS ~ - —

.} Teacher Perceptlons Used {Consider
: : , : 1Very [for Steff
) . o  |Comp=|Need {Blank. Often Develop-

f \ etent JAssis= Viment %
2 : - Jtance , Sol— -
&e Developing classroom “
‘ " management system
w(ﬁ"j/b. Developing lear?ing‘
. Daterials S
e Larfe group instruction
d. Small group imstruction
., /86 Mini~-units"
. £e Contracts , -
.ge Study guides | :
- he Work sheets
i.-Cpen classroom
™ js Peer facilitators
ke Independent s udy
l. Criterion referenced
- “ testing
. Me "Student ass smeqt
' Ne Teacher-stud nt
‘ g anning ‘co
0e Student oriented -
objectives I
* Pe Student developed ' .
objectives
ge Team teaching,
- rs Teacher advisor role
8o Indexing and cln551¢y1§g
learning materials for {. *
ability levels . 2 1 7 2 _-4-N
1 - Number of- teacheps 1ndlcat1ng they used nls method verf often .
Ns=]] Co onent Teachers - - - cee
" &« X in this column is based on the percelved needs of
teachers for staff develo ment (the number of teachers
who ™need assistance" eft the item blank) and the
actual use of the teaching method (number who used -the
method “"very often")s: o
NA - 1tem not asked.n ; N P
) T 4(() ' y
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- Component Teachers Evaluation Of thtle Schools

All eleven component tegchers indicated that support services
such as supplies g equipment "need lmprovement," a matter that
was underscored contlnually by the Project Director and all staff
members interviewed by the evaluators Serious problems have been
encountered in fillinz orders for audio=-visuals and other equip=
ment needed for the vro;ect and the lack of budgeted secretarial
agsistance, In preparlng for dissemination activities,. improved
dupllcatlng equlpment will also be needed (Table’ 14). '

partitipating teechers. Particularly noteworthy are the high ,
marks fo 1nterpersonal relatlons smong staff and students with
‘9 teachers-marking good. .

e

\\ggi%Ntnls exception, Little Schools is given hlgh marks by -

Teachers written comments are summarlzed in Table 15. The
table summarizes theé teachers views of the strengths and weak=-
nesses. of Little Schools -and ways in which it could be .inmproved.
The strengths listed amolify eand support data presented earlier,
emphasizing staff, relaulonshlns, improved teaching methods, and
benefits for ‘students. The weaknesses and suggestlons for
1mprovement focus, as ovefore, on the 1nadequacy of materials,
sugplles, funds,-and typing and clerical assistance. Adaltlonally,

ull-time dlrector or assistant director was recommended,. Some
teachers also -éxpressed the need for additional time for planning,
prepérataon, or for meeting with students end “parents.




g TAELﬁf‘4:
TEACHER EVAL@ATION OF
LITTLE scnooxs

[r— . .
~ \ B
,

g Good Accept- Needs {Blank |
.’ : . ab%ﬁ\fi? improved - /
A N ment l
e+ Planning and .Communications 6 .1 65 1-1 0~
be Scheduling - - .. -9 -4. 2 0
¢e Team Operations : 6 3 0 2
de Support services (supplies, \
équlpment, etce) . 0 0 11 o
es Cooperation from the. ~ ‘
admlnlstratlve ‘staff 7 2 0 | 2 ,
fo. Relations among coﬁponent [ ' :
. staff 9 /Q 0 2
o Student/teacher relations 9 40 0 2
he Comparlng this year to last year, the operatlons of the Little ,
- School Component are: 2 = much better; Sw T & C
- ; 5 - better;. BV ¢$ ! .
P g - abgut the same, 3:c L
- not as good; - - . / .
. 2 =, Blank, = s PR \,//
i. Overall ratlng of the Little School Component: =~ o
: 3 - Outstandlng, S . S ~
: , , 6 = Good; : L -
. . 0= Falr, - R :
;T e, 0 - Poor;

2 - Blank.




TABIE 15 ~
TEACHERS ' COMMENTS
STRENGTHS, WEAKNESSES, IMPROVEMENTS

. { . _
‘Strengths Of the Little School Component

Comments _ : £ i
1. Admipistration and Staff - ;15
A Cooperation K ' 4
"be Positive leadership and’
" ° organization . y 3 . 5
¢e Communication - 2 '
- &, Sharing ideas and knowledge 2
6o Competent and dedicated staff 2 .
fo .Encourages staff creativity and . 3
innovetion . BRE ‘ 1 ‘
| - g+ . Teacherradvisor role, 1 . -
w2 Teéching'Methois r}*jfET . 14
- 8. Individuelization : 3
be Team teaching. - 2
..Ce Independent study 2

. d¢ (Cne each) -Classroom Management,
small group «instruction, student .
assessment, criterion referenced '
testing, peer facilitators, >
innOVa%ive techniques, learning
activities outside’ the classroom 7

38, Students® _ L 12
2, Imfroved student/teacher
‘relationships .
be Cohesiveness among students . -
¢+ Positive atmosphere for learning
de (One each) Improved attendance,
independence of studénts, students
taught on their level, attack
learning gaps- ‘

DN
w‘!
Y

TOTAL STRENGTHS - © 41 -

¥
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Weaknesses Of The Little School Component ' ‘

Corments _ : f
1. Tnadequate materlals, supplles, texts
and storage 9
2+ lack of funds ‘ ' - 4
8¢ Lack of typing andyplerlcal a881stance 3.
4, More planning t i S
S5¢ Communication 2
6. Overcrowded classrooms: . 2 -
7¢ Need-glternate forms of course tests ' « 1
8+ Physical plant limitations for team '
teachlng and open space techniques 1 , y
TOTAL VEAKNESSES® 25~ & ‘
' Ways In thch The Little School Comnonent Coulc Be Iﬁnroved
le Resources X - b 12
8¢ More s Eplles, equ;pment and 2
materia . 8
. - be More-funds i
‘ + ce Space for resource work area 1 v
L. . S .
" 2o Staff ’ G SN SRR * SR k .
- . - ‘\{: T ,,(“ T—— b ' s .
B . Teacher assistance,. typist, ) !
oo clerlcal staff P 6
v, be Paras rofe551onals .3 . .
| ¢e Full-time director or ass1stant O - ,
| . dlrector i 2 |
~ 34 Other | .5 v :
< J’ ’ ) - -
" |7 & Mdore planning time ~ 2
be Released time fqr materials
preparatlon* 1 .
0. More time to m%gt*hithrstudents . , .
1 and .parénts L 1 #
| de Smaller classes. T 1l 3
‘ ’ I: 'F', ' .« .. g - . ‘; ..
/ , TOTAL IMPROVEMENTS - 28 | o
i ' : - .
J | | ( ;} ' . ' \ ' BN e ’
] ) 53 : ,
o . e AR ‘
RE - - ~
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Reéults;gf Interviews and Observations -

. The Project-Director, Assistant Project Director and the
Counselors were interviewed; direct observations were made of .
four classes in session; an audio-visual presentation of Little
Schools was reviewed; and a brief review of selected staff
developed materials was carried oute = *.

Interviews and observations{support the need for additional
persofinel and resources for the project, particularly for more
-released time for the Project Direcfor to defote to Little Schools.
As an'Assistant Principal at Woodsow the division of time presents

difficulties. Although an ‘Assistant Project Director was
assigned, a full-tir@aperson is needed 'for this position to handle
many of the day-to-day tasks that arise. Unfortunately, the '
. Assistant Project Director was serioutly injured during the year _
and was out on sick leave, placing an even heavier burden for end
of year tasks on the Project Diréctor and Little School staff,

_ It should alsq be noted that two other staff members were
lost to the project. during the year due'to extended illness.
The sbserices of these -traired personnel undoubtedly dimminishgd

the overall impact of” the project.

The need for a full-time clerk-typist assigned to the
project was clearly in evidence throughout many of the on-site

observations and interviews. A program dedicated to developin “

instructional packages and a program of individualized instruc
worthy of disseminafion requif®s immediate on-call services for
typing, filing, reproducing, collating, and distributing project
developed materials, The assignment of a full-time dlerk~ .
tyfist would enable the grgjept’staff‘to brings its materials end
files up-to-date and ready for disseminabiom, ‘ |
Finally, the projec% requires the addition of a high speed
Xerox for duplicating materials for distribution.
Classroom observations and the review of staff developed .
materials served to confirm the efficacy of Little Schools:
- developed teaching methods.- Observation was made of four
different classes each using some variation of teaching tech-
niques emphasized by Little Schools == e.g.; team teaching;
small group discussion; a small \group viewing & slide-tape
presentation with a study guide to focus on key points, while
other students in the 'same class pursued other projects in |, . .
small groups or independently; students learning to use business

-

*




“instructions, while othérs in.

" -these observations liked the indeendence and) respondibility
.- .accorded to them by the yariéd,teaching‘qppr  '

- —'“'. A

=24 Componént teachers as'comgared with Nonwcomponent

o ‘]Pérentdl inyolvement, acéofding to “the Project Direétor, |
"has been achieved .by keeping paremts informed of the program,

'instruction and in creating a positive atmosphere for learning,.
- The evidence for the program shows: _

e
 t
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machines f&iiowiné instructof-g@epared‘guides end audio-visual
he class worked on improving their
skills on various machines; and gthers. ‘Students queried during

ches,

rl

inviting them to domment upon their children's participafion
and the progress the students have made while in the programe T

<

DT ! Summary of Results - . T

The results of the evaluation clearly indicate suppbrt for
the Little School Component!s™sghievement of its goals, particy- -
larly'in the areas of developing a viable program of indivigualized

1. Component teachers compared with Non-compdnent teachers,

" a8 & result ‘of steff development and project experience,
use mare vﬁﬁied teaching methods; use those methods ]
emphasized "by Little Schools more often than Non- P
component teachers; emphasize individualization more than.

" NonsComponent teachers (see ‘section on Tesching Methods).

. 4

,* . teachers.perceive their students more favorably in such
areas as claks parficipation, accepting responsibility ,
for their school work, communication between student and - |

. teacher, students! interest in their sdhobl'work,,gtudy'

. habits, and ;students’ confidence in their school work .

(see section on Teachers' Ratings of Their Classes)i\*i
8 Component teachers give .the Little Schools high marks - ’
' 4n gll areas, with the exceptien of neededssupport” .. = -
services (supplies, clerk=-typist).’ §pecific'str§ﬁg§hs,'
" weeknesses, and mean§ of improvement:-are worth notidg
“ - in the section on Component Teachghs'.Evaluation of
Little Schools. e )

4, Staff de%eiopment ﬁ%s‘ﬁéde ééﬁtgd deal of'érogness. <
However, a number of’ argas identified need further ate

+ ¥y

S - tention and' should be i*evieg{e‘d,)byf the project staffs,
S - 0 ' ;;447- :
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°. . The results for students show:
y . « ' :

L% » 1, Lower absences for Component vs. Non-Component students.
. @e Component students compared with Non-Component students
7" (at a different high school) show more positive attitudes

"in areas such'as "have good relations with most of my

téachers; have become more confident of my school work; ‘

o understand what my teacher expects of me; have & good \

A ynderstanding of how I am doing in my school.work; have

learned how to take responsibility for my school work;

“very interested in school; know how to study and learn.”

BRRE

3. Component students give Little Schools high marks in all
areas including student-teacher communications and their
personal scholastic development., ‘

4, Component students compared with Non-Componént students
" (at ¢ different high school) confirm that Heir teachers
use more varied teaching techniques and perteive. this as'
hélpful to their learning, - - '

S. Component students feel that Little Schools has prepared
them better for college or work after high-schoole™"

6+ A larger percentage of Component than ‘Non-Component
students show improvement in the standardized tests, .
the PSAT adminis%ered in the. junior year and used as
the "pretest” and the SAT administered in the senior
year and used as the 'posttest', Although Compoment
students tended to score hjighen on the SAT Math and
Verbal scoresy the differénces lwere not statistically -
* significant. ’ o : -
® »
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" CHAPTER IV

) e RECOMMENDATIONS
. & - y f P ‘f.‘%& ' i ° i y
Based on the findings reported in the previous chapter a num-
' ber—ef recommendations are.offered for consideratidn, These - -
o recormendations are made in the expectation that they will help
the Project, the D.C, Public Schools, and the educational com-
‘minity reap the fuli penefit of this program of individualized
instruction.’ = SV B
_ 1. The Little Schbol Component should definitely be con-
: ” ‘tinued and its.role expanded, as currefitly planned, into
' ' the disseminatibn\ggase of the program,> Littlie Schools
, . . has clearly demonstrated its impact on' students and -
N . «teachers alike.in creating a positive atmosphere fof
l ‘ ( ' learning; in developing a varied program of individu-
. glized instruction, in improving classroom teaching, and
L in improving attendance., Although the evidence for
'?;z’ *  student achievement is not completely clear, ‘there is
w enough to suggest that improvements in stident achieve~
mént have also been made.. o :

,resources to effectively carry out its role.,’ Essential
here are: more released time from other duties for the.
. Project Director, a full-time Assistant Project Director)
a full~time clerk-typist, and reproduction equipment
(Xeroz)s ' L g -

! _ 2. Little Schools should be given sufficient:support and . SN

-

' . bt — T
K 3e Staff development Workshoéggshould be continued for ‘
' ' current staff, with released time and/or stipends for

. ", extra time (especially summer) to give the steff time -

to further develop and cdnsolidate its work in devel=- ‘

I oping inidividualized materiats. .Although much progress
has been made, additional courses and teaching methods . -
. : are- in need of develogment and improvement, To cut this )

I' effort- short at this timeé would be wasteful of the money f5
R and effort already exgended, and would not provide as '
ST - much information for dissemination purposes.

l’ . 4, A staff development program for teachers new to Little,
o Schools and/or individualization would prove invaluable )
‘ in teking full advantage of the Little Schools experience.,
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5. A wide range standar'dlzed achlevement test ba’ctery should
‘be employed in the evaluation in order to reflect the
major course areas typical at the high achool level,

The STEP tests or the Educatlonal Development Series

may be sultable.,
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