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prototypical television and print materials intended to combat
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tvelve-year-old children. In the first 16 months of the project an
assesshent was made of thre reactions to three pilot showst among .
students, teachers, administrators, and parents at four test sites.
This paper describes the sample, research design, procedures, and
instruments used to obtain information about student characteristics
and reactions to the materials, teacher ratings of their own and
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statistical examination of the'data. The analysis strategies were
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teachers, administrators, and parents.among the pilot prograas.
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In the first 16 months of the oroject the aim was 'the

o

.

N

development of prototype television nmaterials’ a School
\ t -

!
Guide witich' would' suggest classroom activities to complement-

. the materials a Home Guide having a similar'purpose and a-
Camic B§b§ which would reinforce the series objectives
through an alternative medium popular with children’in this

“g

age range, - :

The emphasis was still upon forFative research; hence

thgif was interest in obtaining a variety of responses to

the materials ‘in addition to comprehension of the basic
[]

abjectives. For instance .we wanted to aetermine students

likability of the materials and also their, cpmprehension of

- the factual- content which was used as a vehicle to
N / g
communicate the specifﬁg? objecg:;es. Also, there was a

concern with gathering data which would reflect upon the
possible wutilization of the series and information which
might be# used to. increase »potential for utilization.

HHowever, thé}e Qas no attempﬁ in the present study to assess
attitudinal c;ange as a consequence of éxéosure to the
materials since such change had always been envisioned gg }a

cumulative cffect of seeing the entire series rather than an

indiviaual television segment or nonbroadcast activity.

»
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‘ The Sample ) !
\f The sample consisted og 1639 stuaents, 69 teachers,‘and

AR Y

11* administrators plus 83 parents at four test sites

L& N

(Pattersoi;) New Jersey; Lexington, Kentucky; . Lincoiln,
Nebraska; Austim and tockhart, Texas). Students w§#q/j/
comprls@d of five intact classrooms at each of the three

> J \
schools within each site.- Classrooms werg chosen to

\ \
& represent variations in &ex, grade level, and ethnicity as
wel as ! urban-rural and soclio-economic contrasts.
N .
Mexican-American Spanish-speaking ' students (quas) and
l L]

- : P |
Puerto Rican-American Spanish-speaking studknts (New' Jersey}

were fncluded in the sample. (Classrooms weré not randomly

selected,_ but chosé&n as a sanple, of hypothe;ical population

-~ 2

variations based on thése demographicfcparacteristics ). All

-

N

students who saw, at 'least one fﬂfteen—minute pilot s%ég;nt

'were included in the sample,

—
Research Design i . "‘ L S .
s - Evaluation  was condu?ted' ihl‘a quasi—expgrimenfél
' design, with two treatment gonaition;:> 1) ‘full ‘treatment

. - ' ‘
which included the televisiwern JLilots plus nonbroéééast

-

materials and 2) partial Gueatment which included only the

w e . h‘\'

television p(jsts. ]

The full treatment group receiyed‘EhéySchool Guide and
» P 7 R

the Comic Book for classroom use, a' 'pParent Guide to send

K -
“ -
L . ki
.

-~
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-
.

pilQqts (one questionnaire per pilot)}

-

2) persanality and

< activity ratings for‘ audience segmentation purposes, 3)

reactions to the comic book (fuN treatment subjects only)

-
.

4) opinion, media qge, audience profile ) itews, and
preferencg from among the three pilots, Each instrument for
segment Lesting had items drawn from a préYiously developed
- péoi on the basis of statist}cal relfébility from pre-te;t~
rgsults. As a little aéide‘here, we were concerned with the
i&sue of - idenEifying students across five or six

questionnaires, sincCe we would be making comparisons of data

.acrd@s three pilots.. Rather than relying on stud&nts or

. : . .
teachers to make ‘correct assignments from day té day we
- .
~ both pre-numbered and <¢o0lor-coded our sets of student

questionnaires and 1inserted them- in folders which the

teachers distributed th%? dollected for each test period.

¢ -

The ' preparations worked since we did not lose a single

L 2

student. . -

« Three instruments were developed to gather information

from\ teachers, A post—viéwihé surve¥‘c6ﬁtained queqtio%g

rega&&jhg utilization of the three pilots, teacher ratings
of | pénceived student attitudes toward the show, as well as

‘teacher ratings of their own attitudes toward the objectives

.

" of the series, kDFull treatment geahhers also completed

. J
quéstionraire$ regarding their perceptions of the teacher

< 70 .

A}
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.
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-

activity ratings for‘ audience segmentation purposes, 3)
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-
.

4 - . .
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—5 -

questionnaires, since we would be making comparisons of data

.acrd@s three pilots.. Rather than relying on studénts or

. : . )
teachers to make ‘correct assignments from day to day we '
. - . 3
-~ both pre-numbered and c¢oelor-coded our sets of student

questionnaires anda inserted them- in folders which the

teachers distributed th%? dollected for each test period.
Ay T - - =
The ' preparations worked since we did not lose a single

student. . - v

= Three instruments were developed to gather information

from\ teachers. A post-viewing survexlcaﬁtained queqtio{g

regagéjhg utilization of the three pilots, teacher ratings
of . penceived student attitudes toward the show, as well as

teacher ratings of their own attitudes toward the objectives

’

" of the series., %DFull treatment geahhers élso completed

. J
quéstionnaires regarding their perceptions of the teacher

< <07
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PCPULATION j INSTRUMENTS i DATA COLLECTION POINTS ‘ 24 LENGTH =~ ' CONTENT
Students { Form 4 ‘fPr1or to seqment viewing 10 min, iz*eachér administered quesz1onna1res)
: | sychographic Instrument o
L , Form 1 !Fo]]owing each 15-minute segment | 10 min. - ’
. , . Form 2 L C0 . \k%égabi1ity, comnrehension, opinion
3 Form 3 ! ; Toefis . .
: - Forme §  Following comic book 10 min, | |
1 ’ N B
. 'E \ Form 6 ’Fo]]owing all pilot activities 5 min. | Gomprehensive fo11ow-up items: opinion
\ > .o media use, dudiénce profile items -
X N . .
Teachers - - g ‘
% » R .
: Form & Followina all pilot a;tﬁvities 10 min. | S¢hool Guide items
| . - . s T
i Form. 7 . Followfng all pilot activities 10 min. Compréﬁenstve follow-up items
T i 7 . . S \ . -
> - > [
= & v N Lg 0 L4 ; ‘
Administrators | Form 9 Following allt pilot activities 10 min, Comp;%hensive follow-up 1tems
': . | . ) . - ,.3z . ~
\ .' e e mp— - .q.._%...___ —y e - :&}
ParcntsJ " Form 10 Followingpall pilot act1v1t1es °4 .20 min, | Home Guide items and Comtrehensive

Parént Home Survey

follow-up {tems

! Fol]owinq home viewhuk "5 min. | Home Guide ftems and Comprehensive -
s follow-up items .
A1l of the atove Thtrd week in October 15 min. | Field consultants will interview at

least 1 teacher and 1 adminstrator .
from each school, student from each of
the 3 grades, and 1 family from each
school usin;&an open-ended format.

- —&
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P ¥

workshops "and one-page ratfngs for each activity they

-~

rd
conductgd in their classrooms,

// te .
Administrators completed a single form concerning series

~ '
utiiizaeion in which they were requested - to rate the
\ 4
FREESTYLE package on its apppropriateness, écceptability to

thé community, and the degree 4o which they would recommend
o ]
package use to their teachrs.

5

Two samples of parents filled out one parent

guestionnaire each. Participants in phrent panels formed”
. A
by schools 1in conjupction with the consultant., received the

Parent Survey, Form 10, This covered aspects of the
EREESTYLE series and the Home Guide, A ‘shorter form was

sent home via students for parents to complete and return,

[ o~

Inservice’ training was provided for full treatment

—

teachers, during the first week 1in October. An informal

- orientation to the project and the se of the evaluation

materials was given by the site COhsultanps to the partial

treatment teachers.

(4
v

- -

At mbst sites the fifteenjminute segments were vﬁﬁﬁed on
an every-other-day schedule with first and second segments
of each pilot to be shown in order, but with the order of

the pilots randomized. The comic books were assigned so

4
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that half of the /schooLs ustd each alternative wversion

(Realistic or Cartoon art style), The teachers distributed
the comic book atter children viewed the first pilot with

»

instructioys-fbr the children to read it at home
[

.
L]
, \

Analysis Strategies

-

My purpose is not Lo present a cookbook of statistical

analysis, . but ' rather "to give you an idea of ‘how.we coped
& .

with a tremendous amount of data and a.very short turnaround
' ‘. . —

-

time. j ) , g

To 1illustrate the magnitude " of- the task, our

)

respondents resultgd in four data sets with information from

-~

students 'teachers, adpinistrators, and parents. for the.
Students alone, six %uestionnaires meént 9834 cafgs and
about 155,968 data points. We began testing in October of-
last year, and the last set of questionnaires was due around’
the first week of November. . This gave us only “about three
weeks to sort, check, punéh, and analyze the results and to
write our report before we presented tﬂe data on Nodtmpef
Vo |

28, L

\

In addition to our large data set and our °*time

restraintsy we had another kind of impetus to perform fast

tufgégound of the Yata. The production staff at KCET had a *

schedule to meet an we had an obligation to deliver result§

»

A

—

!



C < I
Design -and Procedures 7 . ‘ 'Aprfl 26 1978 ¢

- - .
v 4

v o
L

to them as soon as possible befora they ‘made the crucial

’
[ .

decisions for-the final series, They could not wait for six
month® while we performed endless d&ata chécks. and did

.

anéLyses ad infinitum, . )

\

Clearlyvae‘néeded a strategg. What-, would be” most
. o - ¢ , N
helpful to us when the locust-like clouds of’ questionnaires

. b, .
from the Midwest and elsewhere began to drop on us ‘- via air

freight? - K . ' -

s T——, B ,
>

N
N

The answer was clear, Pre-planning would serve the

’

task., We did everythin§~possible‘beforé the questjonnaires-

¢

were even sent td the sites After the first sHipment (the N

first wave of cata) came back to us, we evép filled in our
. . ]
, "
. x .
tables and wrote our report beforehand. This 1s how it a
’ PP -~ " .
worked. . "t - T

. ‘ . -
Severa¥ months before the pilots were viewed we began

our preparations. I will deal primarily here with _ the

student sample as 1t presented the greatest. logistic and
. . . \ ‘ . P
processing challenges, VR

s *

- ~

we bégan even before the /qmestionnaire drafts were

o 2 ¢ . ‘/
J . . s, e
was the method to be used in gathering and processing the

. ' ’

avail?ble. One decision that had to be made at this point
. - — / ’

data. * We considered an opticala‘scanning approach but
\
. I -~ . ' . . .. ' 28N
hec1dea that 1n terms of form restrictions error-rate - and

N
..

. - .
' s . - ‘
. ‘. '
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cost having questionnaires keypunched would be the more
- AN

- . v . ' . . B K4 v C s ‘

efficient method,

. ., - - N
r R ° ’ .

Once, we decided to use kéypunchingf we had to determine
. , .

N - what a tolerab}g\{%rror rate might be, This was necessary
\ .

for two reasons. One, bechuse- with fast daba turnarOund we

Bl

¥

couwld not ,realistlcally‘ expect to check evéry data point_ §’= L
i N ~ L
with its questignnaire countervart. ‘'Two, "an agreement with

.

azre ’keyppnch company regarding quality brior to delif¥ery of "
he hateriar rﬁsgres a quality guoarantee, , o 'L
. ‘ - ? _‘- ~ ) -

w . i . ,
We determined that we would feel secure with a 5 per -

- . e «

) cent error rate., We woulo check punched- cards in, two ways
LA

- : to assure ourselves th&t thls had not been exXceededs Flrst

. a llSt woula- Be Paﬂi of all the punched cardS SO ‘we 'couldL

e N \check Qvery tenth one point by 901nt. Second, we would .

-
.

L > oS ) ' S . .
develop Fortran prqgrghs to search for puncheg lying outside
s oo S . v ‘

the valid range pinches and to search for duplicate cards

(tHese occur occasién

: ( i y when
i *'21 . . > . *
. . ° X N

\

ras are verifieg),

Once the*guestionnaire dralts were readyy, we could

' ~. } T A . .
g;, : begin to  wrdte the -Fottran progralhg just mentioned as well

. . ) h C, . ) o - -, ’
- » #as the grograms'mhat we ‘would use to, analyze the data,

: : S K .- o ’ \
ey 3 ' . ’

AT - inteqral .compohent “of this uprepagatiod phase ,

y s o ;
involved a . series \OL Haumny'® aata computer runs for the

. - - ) <o .
L Al “, , . .

- M )
- -
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\
Ky

child sample in which keypunch quality, our proceés,land our

prograss were checked. Data were-created which approximated

the responsas we anticipated and represented ' the sample

3

7
aemographically. We knew precisely what we put into the

system so we knew also precisely wiat we should get out.

- 14

We also created dummy report arafts which ihcluded.
tables ready to be filled in wifh data and as much of the
report as we could draft at that time (one example is the
hethods section), When the guestionnaires were sent out, we

4 )
were ready. Our computer programs and tables were waiting.

As sdon as the data began to arrive from the natignal
L}

‘sites, they were sent to be keypunched after being first.
- . )
counted and checked. Wwe also coded the open-ended responses

accoraing to a pre-determined systen.

. W

<

The daba was analyzed as soon as it returned from the

-

keypuncher. By the middle of October we had data from all
quesﬁionnaires .although ,it was confounded by site. Results

from this first wave both surprised and pleased us, as the

response patterns never chariged as the amount of data

increased- \\\\_,/

>

Statistical examination’of the data involved the total

sample as well as comparisons between the subsets of sex,

1
” .

g%hnic group, graae, and site. Grade _for | each child was
r
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\ N +
. . P -

- ' assigned by teacher- rather than .self-rebort in:- order to
increase precision. We also examined the effects of vamying

pilot presentation order, ana although some confounding with

S

sites existed, it appearea to make no difference in the

overall results which pilot the children saw fi%Stf second, +
-~

or third. ° -

$

In order to answer the research guestions several

technigues were used. Conparison between pilots on

<

likability, comprehension, and preference was done primarily
with T-tests for nonindependent measures. Assessment ofy

differences between versions of the comic book was performed

in the same manner, We cgmpared the success with which each
pilot segment achieved its curriculum objective by plotting
histograﬁs of mean percentage .of comprehensiofi and comparing

these visually with ‘the overall mean on objective

comprenension, Administrator reactions were also reported

"

as means witn no significance tests due to the very low

number of adminisgfators responding,

- <

When we compared responses of sample subgroups we usead
indepenuent group T-tests. = Wnen we were intefested in
looking at the relationships between two or more independent
measures, analysis of wvariance was performed . throuéh
multiple regression, which froed us of the necessity for
egqual cell.N's.

“

, s

-




Lesign and Progedures 11 April 26 1578

{

r
-

In setting our alpha level, ,05 was initially used. 1t
soon become obvious, however, that with our rather large
child sampley differences were showing ‘significance which

woula not allow us to present the results meaningfully

.¥nerefore, we raised the dlrha level to .91,

Tne entire analysis strategy was aimed at answer ing

four primary research guestions. These were:

1) Television forrat

What are the relative contrasts in students likability

and comprehension of, and preference for, the three

different pilots?

2) Nonbroadcast materials

What are the effects of fcqmbining nonbroadcast
materials with tne television materials? what are the

differences in the two art forms of the Comic Book?

!

3) ~ Comprehension of Curriculum Cbijectives
e .

What is the relative comprehension of the different

!

objectives as presented in different formats?

4) Utilization
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To what degree was the series responded to favorably by

teachers, administrators and parents? What were th&ir

relative preferences among the pilots?”

Results to answer these questions were kept strictly

seFret until the day of the conszortium report in order to

prevent Production from jumping to conclusions on the basis

e

of partial informatiof., An entire day was schedyiled for the
report of the results and ensuing discussion, What we found

N

is diséﬂgsed in a subseguent paper,

_d




