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ABSTRACT _ ro ' -0 '

. *.+ This report collects the andlngs of three seguent1a1
evaluation studies of a network systen approach to the dlssemlnatlon
of technlqnes of individualizing instru¢tion in elementary schools.
In the” network apgroach, college education personnel traired
coordinators fronm school districts ¥hd, in turn, disseminated o,
individualization materlals &nd technigues to classroom teachers.--
Results af tcacher surveys showed that teachers rated initial
training sessions and summer vorkshops effectlve\and found that'
participation in the training increased their use "of’ 1nd1v1duallzlng
techniques. Third and fifth grade‘students® achievemern't and attitude
data frcm 1974 and 1976 were analyzed, cross—sectlonally and
longltudlnally to investigate program effects in three schoo’s:
Model, "Parallel, and Atypical. The Model .sshéol was ‘designated as a
model.-<of the ‘use: of 1nd1v1&ua112ed 1nstzuct10n. The Parallel- school
had a' population similar to the Model school ‘bit used less
individualization.  The Atypical school con51sted of hlgh-IQ chll&ren
of middle to uppgr middle class parents. On almost all achievement
subtests, Atypical scores were hlgher than Model scbres. Model scores
were highe-~ than Paraillel. Reference abiiity, an outcome emphasized
in the individualization ‘program, was greater in the Model 'scloodl.
Attltude data indicated that the indlvxﬁuallzed programs promoted
better attitudes .among children toward schoolsand school subjects.-
The ‘dissemination effort resulted in the development of an :
undergraduate course-in open educatlon at the netvork college..
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-« = " Due to the.success ¢7 the previous two summer nekwork programsz work- R

. 0f 1977 and iriciuded a\:ew tanC' Identification of Individual i earning

) eva1uat1on aspect of the network orogram The purpose pf the present reoort

' _ ‘. . | . 1l ' -
. ’ & * .
. ) e +- ! v
» \.’. . .
. . ;- | -
TYTRODUGTION : I
. . » N . - . '0

f1 For the phst fOur years M111ersv 11e State College, throogh the 0ffice

of Educational Development, has becn invulved 1n a network system wnose mgjor o
ob3ect1ve is the dissemination of fechn1ques of individualizing ’n;\ruct1on '
'n _the elementary school. This network system (see F1gure 1) was an outgrowth .

- of the prevwous Summer Happenwng programs “which were corducfed solely in the .
. Stayer’ Research and Learning Center ﬂAnttonen & Brunner 197 Bas1ca1’y, :

coordinators from the fourteén Network Schoo¥’01str1ct< were trained in the
schoo] _year !974 ]975 at Millersville S te Col1ege Stayer Re;earc »cﬂd
Learning Center Twe’ve of the fourteen network cocrdinators thep cond: icted ) .
w0rkshops at. their-school. districts dur ng- the summer of 1975 ang rufﬂlv’d
he]p, when needed, ‘Yrom the staff of the Stawyer Research and Learning Lencer,‘

Iy the regular school year. 1. 5-1976, M1xTersv111e State Colleqe,
+hrough the’ Office of-Edu icational Research and Eva]uat.on. conducted a . .
‘o]]owup Study of the toachers who were 1nvoaved n the +we]ve 197Z Summer. ‘

' Network Programs ’Anttonen & Jernegan 1976). Once agawn, in the sumser §f

1976.7a hetwork program similar in natune- to the summer of 1975 was unger-
taken In addition, auring the fali of 1976, data based on chi’ﬁren S - '
academ1c achiovemnet-and schoot at*’tude was gathered from a model network .
-\rogran located in ti2 western part of Pennsy]vania jAnttonen & Broeme, 7977)

. K3 " . . . - - Q - \;‘
shops were again offered in seven network sthool districts during the summer

§t'1es In the: .sumner o‘:|97§ the workshops were againr conducted in.d
s2lected network -.hoo s with & new thrust deTve]plng in fhe area of the -
gﬁfted." while. hot ai’ network dlstrvcts were- 1nvo]ved in this new Vanure,

T el the first a+¢°mpt 1n scome to keg1n trawnwng regular‘c.*“sroom teachers*

>
(_l L

ir instructing the o1fted rh11d in their c’ “Tsrooms.,
. At "the como]etﬂon G each of the network progrems, 1974 through 1¢77, R R

toan eva]uat1on report _was prepared through the Office of Educat1on Reséarch

D

and Evaluation {Anttoner ard Brunmer 1975; Anttonen and Jernegan 16765 '_' . a
Anttonen and Broome 1977). Each of these reportsvh1gh11ghted a d1fferenc ‘
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is :.’t'c;}:brin.g. together under one’ document the findings of the three previous

network evaluation studies, tracmg the 1n1t1a1 affective impact of the

program to its impact an teacher -pergeived behavmra'l change and ﬁnaﬂy 0

£hanges in chﬂdren s och1evement and attptude I add1t1on, the report will
~4 ) h1ghi19ht not onTy the educationg: change that the network program has had
.. upon the s¢h0'q15 involved, but also, the 1mpact the progrdmehas had on

Mﬂ]ersvﬂ]e State f‘oHege The f1rst two sections of the report will deal

w1th data gathered on.1) the teacher's feeling about the program, and 2) the

‘ teachers -use of individualizing techmques in the regu]ar school ye?_'s he
third section qf the report will present children's achievoment and attw tude

. data-gathered from-a mode] network school district. . The Tinal sectioniwiil
deal with the effect of thr nrogram tgon Vﬂl.ersvﬂle State Coll xege
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TEACHERS' REACTIC™ T0-INITIAL NETWORK TRAINING
LY
. , '
In the academ1r year 1974 and 19753 a network schopl program wa s e%eab- -

lwshed as a joint® vewture between fourteen Pennsylvania School Distri¢ts..and

-~ "

Millersville State Cc]}ege, Stayer Research -and Learning Center. Dur1ng~

. the scnheol year coordinators from each of these distr§cts-were trained in

the cencepts of individualized instruction. Each coordinator attended during
the schoo! year Fourftwo—dey meetings_deaﬁing with the Concepts that would b=.
included in the summer program in their school district in the summer of 1975.
of the fourgeen ¢<chool agistricts w:\\had been chosen . twelve conducted suwrm?
programs, afd the results of five of these pr.ograms. were tebulated *or’ .
presentq‘foh " the :valuetlon!RepOrt of 1975 \Seeqﬂnttone" anc-drarner 1375).
The decisior -to < ect this sample was based an the fact that seven of.<he _
districts nac orograms in August_aﬁd the data from these would no* nd avéi?abJe.
for imclusion’in the 1975 eva uation report. ATso\\bQEause of.the planned
folTowup-activizy for 197‘ 1975 each of the twelve d*str1tts would p cx1de
- informatinn as to the regular school year. use the teachers inade of tre

. ‘ *
“nce.Ty tatght in the svmmer. The data from this followuo will be presented

in the -ox: sect*gp. R '\~J . . | -
AV E s e Tee QEtwork school programs used-an identical evaluation
je}m askipg trem v respond regardihg the effecti?eness and impbrtance of the
prograr cnncgcted ir the network school d1str1ct§ (see Appendlx A\ _Basigally,
the eve uaztion for' grns’sted 9 a set of concepts«gerta1n1ng to 1nd7v dualized
S’”u(t1°n which hac been presented dur1ng the,uorkshops., The 1'eachers were
0 Judge Ho‘? the pffectivapess of fhe presentation on a 4-point sca’ e and
the wirth for inc’usion in thé future on a 3-point scale. Table 1 presents
the results in teras 0 <he number and percent of teachers who responded to -
2ach of the =“fectiveress and importance categories. As-can be seen Trom -
‘uele + cver 507 of tne teachers rated the presentation on Making Games. ,
Jackets; and Learning Stations as Very Effc ... Eight of the remaining
pr°~“neat1uﬂ5, Phiiosophy. Scheduling, Contracts, Team Teach1ng, Record . -
Keebping, Communwca;1ons Sk1‘ls. Math Omganization, and Socieal weudjes. were * _
¢ reted as Effective or Very Effective by at least 85 of tne teacheré {sge E L .

. ‘ : C ¥ : . . . :
Flgure 2‘ v One presentat1onf Parent Invdlvement, was rated as having Tittle

FEER - - .
.'. . .
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Qr no effect by 2! 'of “the teachers. .
In addition to rating the effec'iVeness of the presentatycr =5r eac ot

the 1nd1v1dualvzed vnstruct1on cmncepts. the nGqu'k teachers wer s also asked
2 :

hat H b
Tabte !

.

t0 rank the .wportance of each concept presurta.ion {sce Table [},

-

‘reveals that 827 of the tearhers thought that the cancepts Of’phi]bﬁﬁohy,

Scheduling and Oroinizing, Making Games. Cbntracis, Packet:. Teen Teacning .

Record keeptr_. rommun*c:at'lon S«*&Ts and Learning SLQ"U”S‘ shasid he - ircludec

'1n futurs network erQrams. Stx* y fdve to 82 of ne toachers thounrt thas
the concepts ot Social Studies Ornan1zét10n. Math Orqanzzu*.un and Farent
‘nvolvément? s*uld be included in futur° programs. . |
ATong with the oBJect1ve check 1ist “tems u* the T.ache: ?vaTud':cH C,

4 .

nstrument, trere aere four general questions included on the <iq. );ge~wf

.

I

. *he form (see Appendix A).. Respond1ng to the question on'rhn°¢J,w L2 anTe
sart of the’'prograin. teachers mertioncd Lames (57)i Ledv"‘ug Fur‘er "7y,
New Ideas (83). Packets (18\ and Maferna]s and Mac;nner,_(' 45 beinc ‘tne
"ost valuatle part of ‘hexr wor*shop instructicin.. The wakfaquﬂ.“ the
other three quest »r? was not possible’ since no ca*eﬂ0x1ra1 resoun ® WS
" neqtioned more than ten times. - . ' R
Thus. thz results of the initial network affective evaluation revealed
that tne firsi-va ning sessions‘were seen as ef‘nc“ée by the =& nxity of
the ‘eacqers arc tnat the concepts covered shOuxd be included 1n suture oro-
.raP§. Since the qoti.of thesesinitial tra1n1ng sessions was to Create an

awareness amonﬂs* tearnefs ahout the new methods of instr.i~sior for <an

*rc.,.dua,.zed clessrocr, the network trawnxhc sesszon;lwere vieweates having

cowp]wshed *rwa erd 'cwevEV if the re*wor«.arogram was te ao-weyond a
Caossile Hawihorn2 u.fe“*, the: there was a need to examiro more{;han the
samer da*a and'gashcr w‘crmat1or abqut *he teacher S use” aur1ng *qe *
recular school year of the 1nd1v1dua ized instruction concepts *auun during

© T tne workshoZr In the next seczior the reSUTts af such an aP“]jS:S ﬁ;ﬁx be

procented, . ; o\ ' . .

i

S £

ki ; o : o .-
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EACH CONCEPT IN NETWORK SCHOOLS, 1975

ECTIVE AND EFFECTIVE TO

PERCENTAGE RESPONDING VERY EFF

L

Parent Invofvament’

» -
4 . as -

Ledrning Stations

Math Organization

_ A

Soucial Studies
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Recac rrod Keeping R

E

Team,
Teraching

a .

e

Countiacts

ll "l
-

Making Games
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-  Scheduling
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Organizing -
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L NETWORK PROGRAM REGULAR SCHOOL YEAR

.o . .

< .-,

. . _ ‘»9 ’ )

In the prcv1ous sect1on,,daba ga‘thered during the Sumier nrogram of 197%
| for /1ve se]ectedfngtyork schogls was presented. In this sect¥o 3, da vk .
-gath ered during the regular s¢HooT year<(1925-f9767 for the twelve oot ci-

~pating network scroo’s who haﬂ summér pﬁograms wi]’ be given.
>ince the orimary purpose of +he summer ﬂQLWO"' prorraw Was*te change
!

teach or bcnav1or ]n te”ms of the teach1ng met nods empleyec in individuziiied
T,
insiruction c.assroors, a acher use -survey (see Appendix 5 wcS develaped

tﬁroujh the nrﬁce of _dqut1ona1 Rosearcn and Eva]uat1on ln].- Jrvey was
Jistributed to el vhe teachers who had Deen 1qvo]ved W the kuﬂ netviork
prograim in 197%.  Basically, teachers Wcre aske i to cspord on a fo~~ J"nt

scaTe to the use they. wade of’ variqus 1rd1v1dua?121nc metnocc of .ns*TLcL1cw
du ring the previous schbo] year, 1574-1973, and in tne current school veaf
1975-1976. In lab1e Il are the results of their respenses to the fo!iowing

. . - ) - . . 3
S: o ‘ . ) - . .

3

e
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'_m

L ' - . Llearning Contracts ~ . - | .

= ' Learnwno Packets

‘ Leanp1ng Stat1on5'. . ' .

** Ski17 -Sequences s o
*  Diagnostic Grouping . -
. ‘zacher-made Gamés
| Teém“Teachjng o ‘ - &

arent Help | /7_3 L - .

n order to obtain & comraratﬂve p1cture of the 2 -year data from 1974
s f &ure ’séé F CHrf 3) was piepared which pfe§§nted the comb1ned
D»rcen*age cf the vP'5 frequert" and 'frequent" résponses. ,As Figure 3.
s':aé: the ;oechars usage of a11'methods ‘of individualizing 1nstruct1on -
,twﬂreaSOd in ‘97“—1976 when compared to the '974- 1973 data. The-most~
dramatic increases occurred in the areas of bu:: vigation Ski]]s and

Hathéma;1cs In add1t1on,~w1th1n the areas of Conmun1cat1on Sk11}s and’ Wauh

o 197

U

.’h

1t

R ne h1ghest usaceuoccurred for the cdncepts of Learn1ng Statwons Sk111
Secuences, D1aqnost1c Grouo1ng,oand Teacher- naﬂe Games.. Althgugh shawing

2 gain in ali concepts of individgalizing 1nsgruct1on, the Social Studies

-
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. 1. Use of'Learn;ﬁg Contracts in? . Y o - A

A. Comunication Skills © “11+. 8.6 39 31.2 © T2 576——3—304—

B.. Mathematics 648 5 08 9 764 a2 344

©C. Social'Studiess s <4309 168 - 90 183 65 57.5

II. - Use of, Learn1ng Packets inz . A §

‘A. Commun1cat1on Sk111s ' ‘8; 6.4 54 428 < g7 53.6 2] f%,7 o
B. fathematics R AT 2 W I - P 23 18.4
o i) studies T 45 2g 2.3 65 56.0, 38 331

LI 4

11 Use if Learning Stafions ih:.-iiﬂ A . -
A Comunication Skills 3109 %2 748 A 29 36 9. 1.3

.7 B tathematics 33 RS 7k 644 S o3 12 o107
" 0. Social Studies 18- 146 47 420 . 532 % 2l

v

" . ) . T e

IV. Use of Skill Sequences.inf-, e I
+ A Communication Skills 0T 79 63 T os0 are .
-'B. Mathematics s W 7me |

' c.'$§pcia1 Studes T 1z 159, 40 2517
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." . component did not bring about as great an ‘increase in’percentage as the -

areas*of'Math and CommJnigation’Ski1ls.v‘Thus; the "teach s'berceiQed'theg-- {

selves as having transﬁgrred the concept of #ndividuali g instruction “rgm
their network summer. program ]nto actua]‘practxce in Lhe reguiar schoo?! year. %, i
P a.further attempt to examine the effect or the sumner network nroavm...;_"5.
«an indepth teacher irterview- was condJcted with twenty- our Wa"domTy sefected .
.neyhork teachers.. Two teachers’ f?om each of the twelve network scho;’ \ ol

districts Were chosen to Be 1nterv1ehed in the micdle of *the school year by L

ERIC

B A .70 rovidd by ERIC

'c.assroom tea;hers, it seemed appropr1aee thaedz' tempts be made to examwde
" the e®fects of such change uypon the bcadéPTC achi

a staff member from the Ed catienal Deve]opement Centér »f “11]ersv;xte State_o
College. ATl .twenty-four teachers had narticipated in their respec \S;e L .
network Summ;i 1nd1v1dda17;ed 1nstruc+,ﬁn WOrKs'®os. The.iwent:-COx; reacners
we:e‘@iked te resnowd to questiows regarding the effectiveh 058 jf “he potwdrk - :
prq;g@mi and responses were subseoueﬂ;;y}“ecowded &0 the Teacher InterView

-form (see Apoend.x b) Ahe compiied results.from the teacher interview are = s
presented 1nfTa01e :IZ.- As Table III ind?&e;es, a]’.seach~r5 felt that the
network program fulfilied: tnelrgexpecta+1ons in that the individual schoo? )
districts suopo*teﬁ thef in applying the work- snoo technisues. ~u”ﬂar*o.-,h S
the Qract’ au ¢ty of uswng.Jearnwng.sea,1ons, games, and contracts in the | -

B . N e, -
classroom wss - ‘=wed by the majority of the teachers as direct outcomes of

the summer preg-at. In add1t70n,the partigipants askef4 ‘that Miliersville

-

+

1;9 C lege cJ“‘vr;=_*o nrov1de more of the same tyoe of trainihg with™a . -
'sreater evphas1s.o* “ras area of Socua1‘Stad1es This r1n¢1ng was c0rs1seen+
wi'th <he ot Jec+1"e L3z d sat nered +hrouch the teacher- use'survey;wk1ch snnWed
:hat Social StUdTE\'h*'hHIQUEJ -had not oeen as well 1n4eQrated into the - - ~-

dssroom as the' areas c' <onmun1te..on skills and maehema+1cs.~‘ .
Thus, *he res"= oF the - ,edcher use survey and 1nterv‘iew 1na1cate tnat
“2ad hers peree’)ed tre summer program as. having - brough* 2bcut change i ﬂ the .
us e that they make of the varwous methods .ov 4@d1v1dua1.21ng :nstruct*on
If.seacﬁers’ Judgenenz is considered @ criterion of actual c]assrmm%cﬁwnge,~

~

thew the effectiveness of the summer worrsh - * 1975 appears to have been
=

transterred into the "eguTar c]assroom i676. : .

1 T
As a result of nav1ng spent txo years in chan01ng the hehav1or of . o

evement’ and school rela ‘e
'atgwtudes of yoUngsters in the regu,ar schocl year. In -the next sectson

-
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. data, gafhered from m0de1‘network‘school'dis ricts will be presented. ‘Such"
data. was . based on both cross- sect1ona1 and 10ng1tud1nal achievament data and

. also cnoss.sect1ona4 gttitudiral data. . : . -
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. L - TABLE IIT - ‘
o o NUMBER OF NETWORK TEACHER RESPQNSES TO EACH’ QUESTTON S
- I A A **EAtHER INTERVIEW FORM (N=24) | s
1. PQ\\dld you get 1nto the worksh9p7 o , {:‘ T,
22 - Flyers, announcements at. schoo] :
-+ 2 ~ Had to go. ~ . -/’
) 2. lhen' you signed up, what'd1d you_ ant1¢1pate gett1no from- the worksho_p7
| . 18 = Hands-on experience. . - . Pt
- 5'; Sharing with others. " . T "
-« ‘ 24 - Tdeas on individuaTized 1nstruct1on N e :
&£20 - Techniques of open. educatﬁon._ . ‘- - L
.3 “Were,your anticipations fi{Ted? ‘How? .- o . ‘
_24 f‘Yef. Thq‘workshop did what it advertised to do. =~ . ‘2 .,
“?‘\\‘. 4. Vhat was part1cu1ar.y helpful in the workshop'P : | _ e
o . 20 = 'Verk time ta do things. = . ' -
o 1E - New ‘ideas. Y . | ' . -

w 10 - Shar1pg with others.

_—_ © 5 - Having access to consultants. - . '
= 3E3i - 24’ - Having access ‘to materials. to make things, and time:
' A . - K wt . .
5. What needs to be improved? . c. - .
, . 6 - Wouid like more time to. work on prOJects and exéﬁange ideas .-
1*- More theory. h - ",

6. Pow has the “workshop affected your practice of. educat1on7
-“ a. Your daily routine: Answers varied according to experience.

- o b. -Méter1a]s Using more games and stat1ons more ‘teacher-made
@' material. : -
. G O¥g§n1zat1on Same as "a". .
7 - d. Techniques of Instruction:. More use of games, st-tions,

; contracts,
e. Methods of Evaluation: Using skill sequences ‘a bit more.
. Self checking used more.

¢ *>

/ 7. Fow does your.schoo- As an institution facilitate or suppor:t your . .
application of workshop techniques? Consider the climate, policies, . <
- rules, regulations and expectations- regarding teachting respons1b1]1t1es.

24 - Almost all said the1r §thoo]s suppcrted them. -
o .’ . ] Jl

14 . -

. W
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8. How does your schoo] hampe? yoﬁ7 A 5{ < o
~ * 4 - Not enough money f@r materials.. - K -
. 2C - poes not hamper. .° Tt RS .
-« ’ . - \. : M : . " )

9. what aré your needs now-with regard tﬂ'fu;;:;r tra1n1ng or ass1stance7)

: 2 - More primagry ideas.
£_ 18 - Using rmoderny techniques in 35%1a studies science ~,
"7+ 10 ="More of the same th1ng (hands-o ) N

. : .
- -
~ v : . . . -

»

10. .Who do you see as having thée potential to meet your needs?
3y Very few-responses here. ~
6 - Mr. Ira Light, Millersville State Co]lege
1 - Mr. Robert. Stambaugh Hershey (social studies)

. 3
.
. . . .

RSO hhaﬂ‘suggest1ons do you have for'future prograws of th1s nc‘ure7 S ;
. :16 - More of the same. - o
o 2 - Teacqf;s in our district should share ideas.orte a year. | -
2= Same 1ngﬁs§ut.spec1f1c subject areas h1gh11ghted ea~h'day. - .
' 5°< Diagnostic-®fescriptive Teaching. by _ “ -
' 10 - Social Studies. d '
3 ) ; b > )
VY . :
L ] L d . I' M
4 ) ’.; :
o _ 8 S ’ -
( ¢ :. r , “
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. - " "CHILDREN'S ACHIEVEMENT AND ATTITUDE -2ATA

Tn the previous" sect1on, teacher opinion data catnered dur1nn thea YEQJIHV
school year :9/5-r416. for the twelve part1c1pa+vng ﬁetwork srhonls vel .
presented © This data dea]t with the usage teachers we"e wc<11c dur- nG ire
schoo! year of ‘the fechn1ques cf individualizing instruction. With the
current emphas1s on educationa) accountab1|1ty, it seemed approjriate thd;
’ dzta be . gatherea beycnd the teacher opinion dimensiors tu examine the* f'ec_{s
. the program has had upon the academic p»rforwance and attxtuoe of youngsters
- who were in: c‘aserOﬁs of teachers who had been trg1ned in e networh SregrEy

In thrs sectwon ch1ldren S acHIevement and att1tude dat: ‘re Lre of tne
retwork school d1str1ct_programs.w1.1 be gresented. S S

- . B ) N

PROCEDURE

SAMPLE: &~ ) .

The school district involved in the present analvsis is lucared in &

rural area in Western Fennsyivania, outside-ar ihdustri»l ctty witn 2 pppu-'
“ation of approxinetely 60,000. The income Tevel cf the families in the.
district varies wida’~ with middle to upper middle c]ass famiiies ?é?ﬁing
one segment, and the cther end.of the income spectrum consisting of rurel
poverty families. The disirict itsei® has been educaticnally inveived in
trying to’gri;g about “ndividual®zed programs for the past severa® yeers,
‘ - and has acnieved ver,inc . :jrees ¢ such individualization in thedistric*
3chao’s.  The present "n2lyfis will- center on three 6f these schools, one gf

wnich the sehoo1 distric- reels represents a model of individualized

inttyrection. The other two include a schoo] which has similar popuileticn

you%gste“s to -the model school, but has not orogrESsed ‘totally in the areas

of 1nd1v1dua’*zed instriction, and a schoa 'eep ~senting nngh I.Q children
~from m1dd]e to upper middle class 1ncoTe parfnts _ ”{ '

TESTING PROCEDURE: o a ’

In the spring of 1974, ch11dren who were 1n the thtrd grade in the
school d1ser1ct under analysis were diven the Coqgrehenswve Test of Bas

~,

R
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Ski!Ts; This standardized instrument yielded scores on the factors of
Reading, Languagé, Ma;hemaiics, a Total of thesé three area, Reference, p ‘h__/;/'
Science, and Social Studies. In the spring of 1976 a similar test was again
given to'alj s{udents in both the third and fifth grades in the school .dis-
: ﬁnict The majority of the fifthggrade students had been tested as third
graders in the spr1ng/of 1974. . - o ' B
- In-addition to/fhe.ach1evement testing, youngsters “n the school dis-
trict were a1sw given a third grade attitudinal measure (Faces Quest1onna1re, .
~nttonen, 1974) sh1s*att1tud1na] 1nstrument y1e1ded scores on three fac- '
tors: School Climate, Indeoendent Study, and School Work, along with a -com-
'ined'total score across the three factors. For a sampie.of the instrument
itself and a description of the scoring of the instrument, -see Appendix D.
Studernt att1fudes in the fifth grade were measured by a Semantic D1fferent.a1
;designed by Anttbnen, ]974; This Semantic Differential techn1que tapped
feelings of students about Read1ng, Me, Social Studres, Scnoc?,.Ar1Lhm tic. -
.and Scienéa.“ A copy o this attitude instrument and scoring procedare

R

appears in Apoendix E.
ANALYSIS OF BATZ: . -
Since t=2 saunles-from the tnree schoo]s are not either truly random or.
Mparable the wata, ana]ys1s Will be presented in descripti¥ve terms only,
. * without stat? st1La| 1255 of inference The data_ will be 'divided into three

major sect1ons. \1‘ Cross™- secbﬁo.al anaTys1s of the standardized N
achievement data, (2, longitudinal anaTys1s‘of the achievement“data, and (3)
I = “a final section deaiing with the two attitude measures. 'In-ald comparisons :
the *hree schoots st ined above wiil be used so that a model individualized ‘
inctruction school wil' he compared with a similar student population schedl,
and a schooJ‘with g’higher°inte11igente, more affluent studenf pcpulation.
“he statistics~5resented will include means and'itandard devtations for
- . both the achievement and atfitude.measures. 1n addition, mean\anq‘stancard
ceviations will alsc be ca1cu1ated for the yain: -nich anve been made ™ for
those youngsters who were tested on the achievement measure in the springs Tl
Jof 1974 and 19756. The achievement means will use ds their unit of analysis
. grade equivalents obtained from the raw scores on the various subject tests
‘and the attitude measures wiil use as their unit of aﬁaTysis the, simp1é raw

scores-obtained-for the various factors.on the two instrumerits. In order to

’ Q . ) . L o ¢
ERIC. . -~ o _ SR b &
PR e provcoroy e P . - : A - .-.‘ . 27
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simpiify the presentation of the results, the mode’ 1nd1v1uut117ed instruction
* school will be des1gnated in the report s1mp1y as the/Mng1 SL\OO] the

similar student population school will be 1abe1ed the Para]le] School, and

the higner intelligence, affluent student popu1at1on’@111 be referred to as

the Atyp]ca] School. '

———— -

B 7.~ CROSS-SECTIONAL .ACHIEVEMENT DATA
' As outlined oreviously, achievement data was géthered in the spring of
. 1976 for youngbters in Grades 3 and 5, via the Comprehensive Tast of Basic
“Skills. Table IV presents the jmeans and standard deviétions in grage
. 2quivalent un‘fs for Grade 3 for the vawious subtests of this insir e
“he anaiysis is s:parayed into t“c three schools The Mode] "schogt, the
Par-11el schoo?, urd the A*vp1ca] school. As can be seen trom Janle IV,

_ youngsters in the Atvoxca]-scnool dchieved higher ﬂ”ada Pﬁuivalont means o&’
_ . all ‘measures of the achievement battery when ccmpared to uhe other two schools.
- . _Ahen the Mcdel school is comoared to the Para]|e1 SL”“O] o0 out of 7
achieyement CHﬁ‘esLs heve higher mean grade equivelenis favoring the Model

- school. As can e FLrther seen form Jable IV, méan grade eguivalent differ-
- MY !

v ences of ‘greatar o .50 occurred for the areas of Lancuage and Refererce,
wiih the greatust ., 7“arences (.83) Z?curring in the area of Reference.
y c s BN ) -~ . . . . ,
DiiFerences of 4T and .50 mean grade’ equivalents favoring ‘tae Model scnocl |

!

ctal.,  The

-

‘ogeurred for the sulwosts of Jocial Studies, Mathemitics and

. Other two aregs, Scierce end R3ading, were within .20 or less meap grade
. e ecuivalent units” far wre "wo SChnois. ' v Q . B
i “able V preserits the u“&“S and suandard dev1at1on< in grau équiva]ent

3

.units for Gade 5 vn the three bOﬂDarat1ve scboo]s Although the differences

i gt as markec &5 Grade 3, youngsters in the Atypical school wagnieved .
wﬁg'o Jraae °qu1va ent means on € out ¢ the 7 subtests on the ronpremﬁswc

‘r.\:::fﬂ riean gradeequivalent occurred in the Model school. o

In-the comparison of the Model school iwth the Perailel scheol. 6 out
31 7 of the ob%1evement subtests had higher mean grade equivaients in the
~odei school. A further examination of Table V reveals that tne gréatest

-
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d1fference Q. 1]) occurred in the area of Reference. D1fferences of .35 to
_ .50 mean grade equ1va1ents ‘favoring the Node] school’ occurred in the subtesﬂs L
‘_'of Social Studies, Science, and Language. The other‘three areas,'Read1ng, '

Totai; and Mathematics, were within'.2§ or less meafr grade equivalent untts

for the .two schools. * ° ';- ?ﬁ\ . - ‘

In addition to the act al grade equTValent scores, tle. Comprehens1ve Test

of Bas1c Sk111s also prov1de for Grade 3 on1y, a predicted grade equ1va1ent e

achievement score based on an 1hte111gence measure, for each of the subtests

By tak1ng the difference between actual and anticipated ach1evement a

d1screpancy score was obtained with a pos1t1ve score ‘indicating achievemént .

abeve pred1ct1on, and a negat1ve score “indicating ach1evemsnt below-prediction.
Table VI presents the means and standard deviations for these discrepancy -
scores on 1976 third grade data for the“three comparative schools- As Table ,' S
v shows; the Atypical school had the highest mean discrepancy scores for the
subtests of Reading, Sc1ence ~and Soc1a1 Studies. The Model sciool had the
_ | 'h1ghest mean discrepancy scores for -the subtests of Language, Reference, and -
. .ota] Negatjve mean discrepancy scores were’ obta1ned for all three schools
in the area of Mathematics. . , ' ' - : - _
In comparing: the Model schoo] with the "Parallel school, it is interesting y
to note that higher mean d1screpancy scores favoring the Mode] school occurred
" in'6 out of 7 subtests, with ‘the b1ggest differences oceyrring for the subtests
of Reference (1 10)., Language.(.64), and Social Studies (.59). - )
In addwtwon to the .data obta1ned in 1976 for Grade "3 youngsters, " similar ,‘
. discrepancy scores were available for a sample of students who were in the ,
3 - third grade in each of the three schools in the spr1ng of 1974 Table VII . _

'g}Ves the means and standard deviations for each sghoo! for the 1974

"t

dwscrepancy data. :
e _ 4 For~ presentatwon of either the gain or loss for the mean d1screpancy
from 1974 to 1976 for each.of the schoo]s, a figure was prepared showing <1e
difference between the mean grad equ1valen+ !i<rrepancy, scores for the two
year oer10d {See Tables VI Vll and’F1gure 4). _Gains were presented- b} bar
graphs above the zero- point in the f1gure and losSes were represented by o
bar graphs below the zero point in the f1gure. As Tab]es VI, VII, and F1gure .
o 4 - show,: tge largest ga1ns in the discrepancy scores occurred in the Model school
Do for the areas of Lanﬁuage (.18 to c?S), Reference (.65 to 1:17), and Sodsal -

!
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’Studie;_(.OB.to .60). The next largest gajn occurred‘?or the Atypical school
in the area'of Social Studies (.39 to .86). A17 other g ins or losses for
the threg comparative schoo]s-were .35 or less.
Tnus, the results. of the cross-sectional achievement data ba<1ca.1v show
_ that the Atyplcal school has h1gher overall ach1evement in tﬁﬁrs o mean grdde
" equivalent scores’ on the Comprehensive Test of 8as1c Sk1Hc f' bo?ﬁ Grade 5
.and Grade 5. Howevex the comparison between the Model school ‘
gnd, the Parallel schoal show cons1stent1v-nu¢her achivement scores for ths
Model school. Fuftherrore, when. the factor of 1.Q..1is taken into "ccobnb, u“é
Modei'sch061 shows the greatest gain for. 5 out .cf the 7’ achwnwemenL sultests.
in the period from 1974 to 1976, 1In addiion, th® arezs which c0n51sfent1y‘
stand oht iﬁ\favor the Model schoo] are Referenfo' Qﬁ“fé : ,

-

pper]

Stadias. and ‘s

Language. "This is not qurpv1s1nc, since the gcal of nd vu1d;a.i{ing

instr&ction is to have youngsters szek knowledge and 1nformaf€:n irdenondent!,

Also, ‘the emphasis of the individualized brocram in tme Mode® school hes bean

predom1nant1y in the curritulum areas of ! anguaop Arts and Social stuies.
In the next sectiorn, data based on the 1ong1;ud1na1 analysis ot the

’.Comprehens1ve Test of Rasic Skills will be-preseﬁted. - .

- .
. -
-
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As out11ned in the ‘section on Procedures, a sample of" youngsters in each
of. the three comparat1ve schools had been tested both in the, spr1ng of 1974
and 1976 with the Comprehens1ve Test of Bas1c Skills. Table VIII presents
the grade'equ1va1ent means and standard deV1at1ons for both Grade 3 and’
Grade 5 1ong1tud1na1 data on each of the seven subtests CInc add1t1on, the
table also ‘gives the mean and standard deviation for the gain scores calculated -
from the differences between the grade equ1va1ent scores for these two testing

. times. The table also presents the mean and standard dev1at1on for' the

1nte111gence test g1ven when the youngsters were in Grade 3 in 1974.
.As can be seen from Table VIII the 1argg§t mean grade equ1va7ent ga1n

for the dreas of Reading, Mathematics, Total; and SociaT Studxes occurred in

the Atyp1ca1 school. However, for the area of Reference, the greatest mean
ga1n (3.28) ‘was in the Model school. The d1fferences between the three schools
were a11 w1th1n approximately .30 mean grade equ1va1ent units for the areas-

,of Language and Science. P

In compar.ng the Model schoo1 w1th the. Para11e1 school, five ogt 6f the
seven subtests (Reading, Total, Reference Science, and Social Stud1es) had
h1gher mean grade equivalent scores in the Model school. -The b1ggest mean
difference occurred in the areas of Refer°ace (~94) and Reading- (.53). For
the other three subtests, Mathematigs, Sc1ence and §0c1a] Stud1es, differences

‘of .30 or less mean grade equivalents. were found between the two schooTs.

The two subtests which favored .the Parallel schoo1 ‘were’ Language and
Mathematics, although di fferentes of .30 or 1ess mean grade equ1va1ent un1ts
occurred in both cases. ' ' © '

Thus, the results of the- ]ong1tud1na1 achievement data ana1ys1s show . )
that the Atypical schooi br1ngs about. greater overall achievement ga1ns on”

the majority of subtests of the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills. Howeversd

it s 1nterest1ng to, note’ that in an area of “ndividualization, Reference,

the greatest gain was made in the Model school "H*s result is cons1stent

q&th the goal” of the program, wh1ch seeks to have ydungsters gain 1nformat1on_J

-

~and knowledge in a self-seeking manner.

In the next sect1on, data based on the ch1]dren S att1tudes fcr the

- . -~ . .
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.comparison of the'three schools wi]f be'presented.

. - o AFTITUDE DATA

s outlined in the- section of Procedures, attitudinal data was gathered”
for yjlngsters who. were. in Grades 3 and 5 for the three compdrat1ve schools
in the spring of 1976. Children who were in Grade 3 were; g1ven the -Faces
Test. (See qué%dix D) yielding scores on three factors Schoo1 Climate,”
Independent Study,sand School Nork. In add1t1on, a total scere was obta1ned
by .adding across all the items wh1ch were 1nc1uded in 'this scale. Tab]e IX
presents the means and standard- dev1at1ons for the three comparat1ve scnoo]s
As can be ‘seen for Table IX ch11dren 1n the Model school had a higher mean "
att1tude score for the subtest of Independent Study, School Work, and also :
for the Total. For the factqr of Schdb1'C11mat§, the Pard]]eT schbo]Ahad the
highest mean attitude. _ o ; o

'f For youngsters in Grade 5, a semant1c differential instrument was

utilized: (See Appendix E). This techn1qLe tapped six affective d1mens1dns
Reading, Me, Social Stud1es, Sch001 Mathemat1cs, and Science. Table X
presents the means and standard dev1e+1ons'?or the three comparative schoc]s
for these six concepts As ‘Table X shows, h1gher.mean att1tude_scores_were
obtained for the Model sthool in 5 out of the 6 djmensions:"Reading, Me,
3ocial Studies, Schiool, and Mathematics. For the concept of Science, -the

" highest mean occurred in the Atypical school.

" If one views the comhined results of the third and fifth grades, it is
vnferest1ng to note that for ‘e1ght of the ten measures a h1gher mean. att1tude
score was- found in ‘the Model srhoo1 This resu]t is consistent with one

0¥ the obJect1ves of an 1nd:v1dua11zed proqram, name]y that youngsters who- .

are g1ven more cho1ce and freedom in seeking knowledge - independently should
nave o°t+er" attitudes toward schoo1 and school work when compared to youngsters'

who are. invoived in more "traditional" based programs.
>
~ + CONCLUSION

The results of the cpmpaFiSOn-of the three schools involved in the present :
analysis present some interesting findings. Obviously, the findings support
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the v%ew that inteJ]igence'is still closely related to the athievement of
youngsters. This is revealed in'the'consistently higher mean_grade’ ¢ , \
equ1va1ent scores for the schoo] with a student population which can be
character1zed as of upper 1nte11 ce, and coming from homes which are 1n
the middle to upper socio- econom:iﬁﬁe el. S L
_ . However;, the data also shows' that youngsters whd have been exposed to
" an 1nd1v1dua11zed curriculum can achieve greater growth and perform at a
h1gher level in centain spec1f1c areas of skill development. Such youngsters
achieved and gained ‘in the skill of Reference which tapped their abittty to
work independently. -In addition, the verbal areas of Language. and Socials  * \\\;

Studies. also showed a h1gh level of achievement. ~For the areas. oﬁ.Mathemat1cs,
Reading, and Science, youn, sters whq were expQsed to such an individualized
.approach did not tend to do 1ess well-than youngsters who were exposed to -
.nore "trad1t1onal’y" based curriculum : : )

w - The data a?so tended to support the v1ew that ch11dren in an,1nd1v1dﬁ57?7ﬁxL\_;_;,</
-program have better attxtudes toward school and its subJects ~ Again, this is '
net surprising, since one of the maJor goals - of an 1nd1v1dua11zed instruciton
- "is to make 1earn1ng more errjoyable and hence bring about better schoo] and

~ -school- rélatec affect. - ‘ : ‘ o
Obviously, tne scnoo1§egstrfct involved in;the present.analysis has made
a comnwtment to the wiole area of individualizing inskruction. A1l the °.°
schools in the diz<rict are presently seek1ng to develop this method which is
already estab‘1sh£;'1n *he Model school The school d1str1ct 1tse1f is not
’ interested dn making claims that 1ts approach is br1ng1ng about great gains
in achxevement and estab,1s4'ng ‘entirely new mcdes of 1nstruct1on “Rather,
they feel that they are aitempting: instructional methods which seem to bring
about better results ‘n some areas, and this report-tends to support their - -\ )
¢iaim. Hopefulty, other school d1str1cts will want to examine the techn1oues o '
“and tactics which have brought about the success achieved by the part1cu1ar
. schoo] svstem involved in ihis section of t. 2 present report.- h
» In add1t1on to éhe effect the Network- Program has had upon the schools
1nvo1ved, “the program has also “impacted the scho]arTy endeavors of
Millersville State toltege..'The next section will highlight this selected ]

Outcome.

23 . 3rc o T
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. TABLE IV .
GRADE 3 GRADE, EQUIVALENT MEANS. AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS
(FOR 1976 COMPREHENSIVE TEST OF BASIC SKILLS)
FOR THREE COMPARATIVE SCHOOKS - ‘-
- . | ,
. Model School ~ - -Parallel School *  Atypical Schogl
. - (N=25) (M=32) (N=50)

. Subtest - ~ Mean Std. Dev. = - Mean -Std. Dev. Mean _Std. Dev.,

Reading - 427 L91° 408 1.99 528 2.0
 Language .48t 22800 433 238 521 24
Mathem. “ics. 406 T4 T3S Ly L4132
Total a3 e 3.8 1 a7 161,
Reference 4.9 249 433 2.0 5,56 2.03°
Science | CA37 L 198 a3 2.3 578 2.2]
Social Studies 450 T 1.3 401 201 . 5.63° 248"

3 ‘
(\ -

-, J . . ' R ¢ : 3 .<.

'ERIC . v .o - .
— . .



o - TABLE V- .
GRADE 5 GRADE EQUIVALENT MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS'
" " [FOR 1976 COMPREENSIVE TEST OF BASIT)SKILLS)

Lo - FOR TAREE -CONPARATIVE  SCHOOLS
Model Schoo] Parallel School | Atypical Schoo! |
SR (N=57) (N=64) (N=58)
Subtest . Mean Std, Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean _Std. Dev.
Reading O'\ D6l 22 - 600 200 662 269
Language © “i 6377 125 601 2. Dbl 25l
Tathenotics - 6. LN eds 2% - 66l 202
Total Y 189 - 606 1.0 “' 6.42 2.23
Reference - 808 . 282 .- .06 2.8 6.8 2.96
Sefence ,'f 6% 2 6.5 23 69 3.04
!Spcia1\5tudies X z.sé‘ AN 25, 670" 323
, R A
; . : ?‘
. ’ 39 ,
., ! &
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. PHRA0E 3 DISCREPANGY SCORE MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS « Y
| ~ (FOR 1976 CQNPREHENSIVE TEST OF BASIC SKILLS) ° :
) -« * FORVIHRCE COMPARATIVE SCHOOLS | .
: Model School Parallel School - - Atypical School
c 0 (N=20) (N=28) . (N=47),
Subtest . Mean Std. Dev, . Mean Std. Dev. - Mean Std. Dev.
Reading . .25 99 - 18 8841 1.
langiage 5 5 L6 e 1 106 05 182
Mathen. fes .09 .86 C -5 8 -.09 .89
Toal B £ [ B ST S RN
Reference 1.7 191 0 w2 e, 16t
. "- . ’
., Science ?9 L 31 136 %0 1.8
Social Studfes .60 113 . .00 15 . g 1.5
' ‘ " ) - A . .
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: ) ", TABLE VII

GRADE..3 DISCREPANCY SCORE MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS
U (F0R 1974 COMPREKFNSIVE TEST OF BASIC SKILLS)
' FOR THREE COMPARATIVE SCHOOLS '

\

A o
Model Schoo] Parallel School ‘Atypical School
‘ ‘. (N=24) (N=21) (N=29) «
Subtest : Mean. Std. Dev. Mean Std| Dev. - Mean Std. Dev.«
. Reading 08 n0 06 .59 a0
Language S8 s 9.0 %, L3 e
. » ¢ -

Hathen*ics S X IV N | N TR
Total ©. g0 80 o\ s 9

{

Reference .65 | 1.43 | '.24'.' -','1.20  "-.‘. ; 68 1.5 .
T | X | O P B /2 B
ocial Studies 08 LB - -2 8 L 9 1M
et llo
. c\. -
| /o ks ,
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TABLE VIII
GRADE 3 ANﬁ 5 GRADE EQUIVALENT AND 1.Q. MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS

. * FOR 1974-1976_COMPREHENSIVE TEST OF BASIC SKILLS
" FOR THREE COMPARATIVE SCAOOLS

(
Model School Parallel School Atypical School
. (N=24) (N=20) (1=28)
_ J/ Mean S.D. .Meah S.D. Mean  S.D. .
. J, . /. -
(/ [.Q. 3rd Grade ‘101.08 ]3.5! 97.75 11.96 114.43 15.08
Reagding - o |
3rd Grade ' 3.86 1.76 3.60 1.28. 5.49 1.89
5th Grade . . .6.22 -1.98 5.43 1.94 8.19 2.70
, "Gain 2.36 1.25 1.83 . 1.00 - 2.70 - 1.57
Laﬁ uage ‘ '
3rd Grade 4.14 2.02 3.85 1.63 5.89 2.50
"~ 5th Grade - 5.9 2.40 5.85 2.50 7.94 3.00
Gain _ 1.82 1.30 . 2.00 1.63 2.05 1.62
Ma:hematics' ' . | -
3rd Grade 4.37 1.47 3.80 1.15 4.84 1.27
th Grade 6.39 1.7 6.07 , 2.39 7.50 . 2.70
ain . 2.02 .98 2.2] 1.82° 2.66 1.4)
X ,
Toal ' ‘
- 3rd Grade 4.08 1.57  3.68 “1.18 5.28 1.75
5th Grade 5.15 1.78 5.68 1.98 . 7.80 2.51
Gain 2.07 .85 2.00 1.20 2.52 R.ZI
Reference - J
- 3rd Grade .50 - 1.99 3.78 1.92 5.72 2.40
. 5th Grade 7.9 2.74 6.12 2.65 8.64 2.93
Gain 3.26 2.07 2.34 2.36 2.92 1.95
Science )
3rd Grade 4.7 .1..84 3.94 1.89 6.05 2.12
5th Grade 6.74 2.5] 6.12 2.22 8.63 2.94
Gain 2.57 1.94 12 1.50  2.58 1.63
© Social Studies . o o
3rd Grade ‘ 3.80 1.75 3.30 1.32 5.48 2.84
5th Grade * 6.42 2.60 . 5.75 2.81 8.44 3.15 '2>'61
Gain 2.6 . 1.80 2.45 1.90 2.96 2.14 .



TABLE 1X

GHADE 3 MEANS AND STANDARD DFVIATIONS FOR 1976 FACES ATTITUDE TEST
FOR THREE (OMPARATIVE SCHOOLS

& ! , ‘ \
Medel School Parallel School - Atypicﬂ School
(N=20) (N=28) (N
Attitude Variable Moan _ Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev.
School Climate 9,90 2,61 20.50 2.9 1932 2.08
Independent Study  15.10 2.1 18 236 WS 198
Schoo™ Hork .60 3.15 1079 3.3 9.60  2.78
Total 46.60  6.39 8543 6.9 4319 4.7

"
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R | / . TABLE X.
] "7t GRADE 5 MEANS AND STANDARD-DEVIATIONS
‘ FOR. 19/6"SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL ATTITUDE, TEST -
" FOR THREE COMPARATIVE SCHOOLS -
o] - S - )
Model School: Paraliel School Atypical School
S - (N=57) (N=54) .7 (N=58)
Subtest . Mean Std. Dev. ~ Mean Std. Dev. . " -Mean Std. Dev.
Reading ~ - R2.39 273, . 279 278 22.09 . 2.90
% . ns 9 217 b 2.6 30T
- v .' . ) . ‘ ‘ '
Social Studfes  22.47 2,63 2.9 301 2.2 435
S0l 2282 305 2158 . 2.80° . 2136 368,
Matheratics | 23.98 . 324 - 205 33 2280 439
Science  © 2265 335 . 227 2.8 - 2.3, 35
- \-
c
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© GENERAL IMPACT-OF PROGRAM UPON COLLEGE

»q
v

In the previous'three sections, data ﬁathered‘from the teachers and
children of . the network progrem has been presented. In addition to the:
results which have been outlined in these sections, the network p?bgram has
a]so.had"ée impact upon the Teacher Eqﬁcation program of Millersville State
.College. All the teachers who have been involved in‘the sunmer programs
haVe‘registered either fcr graduate credit or‘inservice'eredit 1ﬁda'set of
workshopé known as the 530 Series. In Table XI is a 1isting of the numter of
individual$ who have registered during the four-year period o#'the;sumﬂer
network workshops. These .individuals registered fo} either cuucation 537 -
Selected Teaching Strategwes, Ed 538 - Dwacnost’c aﬂd vreqrv:p Live Teazhing:
£d 539 - Ind’VWdua.1z1ng Instruction through the LCenttrwcCt ¢n ¢T Learning ®
Styles; or Ed 5307 - “Educating the Gifted and Mentally Talented. According
to statewide'procedures, each of these workshoﬁé~has 3 developed Cours?

description with objectives, activities and evaluation procedures.. Basically. |

teachers whe were involved for the first® time with the netwark-ﬁrogr=ﬂ took
Education 537. Teachers who were in their second and third worrshops took

Fdhcat1on 538 avd“qu ang teaehers who were involved in tne’r fou“tn summer

tock Education £30. Powever, it should be noted because of the current
intergst in the gified and talented. some teachers took EdUCGt1OP 530 dur1ng
their first network exper*ence. .

_ As a result of the. identification of new areas of instruction in v

_é ementary euccat’on 25 outlined in the titles of the 530 workshvps,. tae
Clementary cducatwn ueparemert at M111ersv111e State 601 iege devel oped un
'-undercradua»e course in the area of open educatxon This course was an

ou*qrowth 0f the eariier network. program and the workspop entitled Selectec i

Taacning Strafegies As the later wOrkSHopsfﬁ538; 539, and 530) *demonstrate
tha need for 'nstruct10n in these areass i¥ T hoped tha:'the Elementary
Ecucation Department curr1cu1a can be moﬂ1f1ea 0. 1nc1uce these new topics.
In add1t1on to serv1ng as a éataTyst for change in the elementary
.:educat1on program, the network endeavor has also prov1ded data for schoTarIy'
activity. A professor in the Elementary Education Deparrment hds comp]eted
h1s doctoral thesis- ut171z1ng data aathered from the mode1 network pvocram ,

”
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highlighted 1n Sect1on IIT This thesis was completed at Tempie University
in the spr1ng of 1978 and is entitled “Effecfs of-an Open Versus Trad1t1ona1
Instructional Program" «Also underway at ‘Temple Unaver§1ty is another doctoral

thesis which is being written by a school-administrator in the ilancaster .
Area. fhis thesis has as its proposed title, “"The Relationship Between.

- Selected. Characteristics .of School Districts and‘thqunstallatgon.of‘an

. Educational Innovation® .- Data‘gathered in this study, it is hoped, will
provide hore information about the actual relationships between the degree

_ of change and selected demographic variabies. Hopefu11y, the data gathered
in this study w11] appear in a subsequent report to be completed in the year

"1978-1979. . )
Thus, the network program has had an impact upon the co11ege Not only

.

has the co]]ege gained monies for graduate credit, but also educational
change has occurred in the E]ementarx Department Undergraduate Program.
Also, because of theltrust involved in the network approach, data has beer
freely available for scho]ar]y'activity This empﬁrical aspect of the net-
viork _program offers even more potential for future systematic 1nvest1gat1on
~ As can be ascerta1ned from the present report, the network program
has generated change, not only in se1ected school d1str1cts\3n Pennsylvania, .
- but also in M111ersv1]ie State Co]]ege " In tn1s day of dw1nd1Tng,co]]ege
enroliments and ' dryjng up" of graduate.educationa].c]ientele, perha ~the
‘ “network model offers cne possible approach for colleges and universities i .
- the1r 1nstruct1on of teacher-educators. Such an approach demands that ‘the © - ™.
co]»eges and universities do not continue to exist solely within the confines |

their academic campuses. Rather, an attempt must be made to reach the

fustomer and_deliver the products in the actual phy51ca] surroundwngs of the
buyer. No longer can the mountain of educational know]edge exist 1so]ated
from the commun1ty it serves;. rather t e mountain mu$t move out to its
const1tuerts | - '

I'd
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TABLE XI
-

NUMBER 'OF TEACHERS INVOLVED IN NETWORK
_PROGRAM' DURING PERIOD 1975 TO 1978
- .
~ le7s . 1976 197%
.7 R
Number 27623
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~ labelled "Effectlve*" i e.

-

Sutrmer Happemng Evaluation

o e Summer, ‘976 .

»

- In order to provide some 1nf0rmatlon for the deve]opmgnt and

1mprovement of future Summer Happening programs, we wonder if you
might take -the. time to complete the following form. In additior,

.space is provided at the end of the form for written comments.

A1l -answers-are strictly confidential, and we want to encourage
you to respond openly.

-

. To cumplete the form, Just-check the appropriate small box
whlch ekpresses_your fee11ngs on the particular subJect or
'oncept . . .

 The first four. categor1es on the left of the form deal with
the effectiveness of the presentation for the particular subject
or concept. For example, if you feel that the presentation ¢n
contracts was an“effective one, then check the small box wh1ch is

L4

Little l !
Effective Effect Effez:t

The next three categories deal with 1mportance. For examp]e,
if you feel-that contracts. is an 1mportant act1v1ty and should
be included in future Summer Happening -rograms, then check the
small box that indicates "Should be included," 1i.e. :

Very
Effective

~

T\

o Should " | Should ! .
~ | c“B_‘e Inctuded | Be Opt;onaljee:Exclude} -




LS - . . ) >

7 ’ i . r ' . . R
o .8 ~ PHILOSOPHY OF OPEN EDUEATIQN PR,ESENTATION - _
2 Very !Eff  Little~ | No & Should Sholid “ Should
Effectlve A ective Effect . Effect Be Included Be Optlonal Be E xcluded
"g._ Np— B . -
; ) ‘ SCHEDULING AND ORGANIZING '. T

Ver Effective " Little . hould | Should . S‘hQuld '
ffectwe Effect Effect Be lncluded Be Opt uonal Be Exclude) p
=, MAKING GAMES
Very . Etfective | Little 'Ng' : - rShould { Should: Shouid ‘ ‘
, | Effective | .= -7, - Etfect Effect v . '& Included | Be Optional {Be Excluded). -

CONTRACTS

) - . ’
Ty NS G
j Very ] £ Little ! Shoutd -
! Effective Ef ectnve 1 Effect Be Inciuded | Be Optional {Be Excluded!
\‘ A 4/\— e J ¢

" PACKETS

Should Should | ‘Shoutd . o
Be lncluded Be Optlo l Be Excluded

< . " -TEAM TEACHING

_ 'thtle Shoukld Should Should '
: Effer‘t Effect Be included | Be Optional Be Excludej LT

&77f



e ra RECORD KEEPING - - 2

" No - Should * | Shouid Should
Effect Be Included j Be Optlonal Be Exch.dedJ
—t”

Very - Little -
‘Eftective ‘Effect "

COMMUNICATION SKILLS ORGAMZATION

. N T [ . Ly
Very Effective | Little No | Should Should Shouid -
Eftective - Effect Effect Be Included | Be Optxonal Be Exclud j'

/- SOCIAL STUDIES 0RGANI7A*TOP\_ .
/ i . . ! - } / . r, : wl_ '] : :\/' 1 )
, Very éf ctive | .Little  N&. i Shoulc Should T Should .1 .
. Etfectwe ‘ t‘e\ : Effe'ct Effect / _ Bo lnclude&he Oat:onnﬁe Exclud a1 .
S . ;
! very . uld Should Should ‘
L (Eftective Be Included | Be Optio |Be Excludfd/
.'- " ~ H
® - LEARNING STATIONS - -
/ I :_\”,/. T : ‘ 1 ¥
y Ttitte. | Shoyd Shourd Should: '
Erfettive )\-Effect Effect ) g lncluded Be Optlona' Be Exciuded
o “ PARENT INVOLVEMEN ;
: TN ‘ » I ; .
Very 1 thtle No . Should Should | Should
Eftective Etfectnle /\Efl‘ect Effect Be .Included B?Ophonal Be Exc!u ed!
— . ‘ o
44 ~ :




LEASE RESPOND TO THE .FOLLOWING FOUR ITEMS: | - “n S i.

i hhat part of the program was most va]uab]e to you7 o e
. *
2. What part of the program was least valuable to you? C .
- - -\
@ . - hd
-y _ _ ‘ ‘ ] S ,
3. "What areas, topics, or concepts would you Tike to have incluced in. - )

future programs? a

-

r - - - /
. 4. In the’space below, please make any comments or suggestions you feel
would aid us in pianning future programs.

-«
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Directions: e

" TEACHER-USE SURVEY
MILLERSVILLE STATE COLLEGE

3

~—

The'purpose of this survey 4s to determine what teaching strategiee you utilized

last vear (before the workshop) and_those that you are Qt;fiiing this yeax (after
] .

the wdrkshog). - ¢

‘On this form,
methods in ég
are eight (8

year (September 1974-June 1975).
during this year (September 1975—Present) y

In the example below, the ;eaching medhod ig:’
A. Communicatign Skills.
year (September 1374-June 1975) the respoﬂdent used this method occasionally, and
that this year (September 1975- -“resept) ‘stie has used it frequent‘

the subject area is:

SAMPIE :

 J

]

lettérs, of the alphabet.
boxes with adjectives which describe the use of, a particular method.

The four (4) boxes on the left refer to the use of a method during last school

¢ .
. :
‘eaching™methods are Roman numerals ‘and subjects you might use, the

Below each- teaching method and/or ‘sybject

.The four (4) boxes on the rjght refer to the use

I. USE OF LEARNING CONTRACTS IN:

September 1974-June 1975

A,

COMMUNICATION SKILLS

-
~ -~ ~
n

I. Use .of Leainiﬁg Contracts In;

The answer below shows that last

-
- s -

Septemuer 1975-Present

.

ery

T ” 12
T .
._._.-4’ [

'requeptlyJ Frequently. :

|
.t
\

i

T

Cccasionally : Never

>

T
Very
| fee

uently

'1-

! }
Frequentlyl 0ccas£anally

—
!

.Piease read each teach"g method andlor subject area and theck the adjective 1n.,,

each set o*F boxes whic

'A‘;r. .

Thank'>ou for your asststance in this survey.
' '

cest describe your use of ‘the method last year and thls

\

P



-

‘ TEACHER-USE SURVEY

'. USE OF LEARNING CONTRACTS IN:

. A.
Septémber 1974 - June 1975

Communication Skills

September 1975 ~ .June 1976

~

T - | ! |
!‘.‘erd i ] '__ i___ lVery i { __1' ! v .!
;Erequenrly Frequently{ Occasionally | Never . |Frequently | Ftequently 0ccasmonallv[ Never }
: - B. Mathematics

September 1974 - June 1975 . L September 1975 - June 1976 ’
i, ] ' | ! . - . \ T ! ) L
| Very 1 | | JVery L . L] gl
g Frequent , Frequently | Occasionally | Never Ji_ iFrequently Frequent!_vj Uccasionally i Neve;‘ -
‘ y : i

s C. Social Studies )

) Septe{nber 1974 - June 1975 : September 1975 - Uz 1976
- T — T T T T T
very || Lo L very |__ . IR
iFrequently, ?requentlyi Occasionally«q Never Frequentlyi FreQuen:I;j Occasionally! Never [
II. USE OF LEARNING PACKETS IN:. -
g A. Comminication Skilis

September 1974 - Ju’ne 1975 ‘. September 1575 - Jume 1976
! T ' "‘“ l T ! T T T
i Very. I T © i - Very . L. ’

T equentlyn Prequent‘y( -‘:1~Lonal l Never j, Frequently | Frequently | Occasionally; Nevar

4 ' ) B. Mathematics ~
. . Sep;embsr 1574 - Juna 1975 Septembéﬂ 1975 - June 1976
P T . T | . ] T
tery ot [ R Very — | L
'L-}requ;:“]t ly ' Frequertly; Ocuas<ons ly' Never j Frequently| Frequertly | .f'cc.asional,ly! Never

— : —a - . i !
) C. Social Studies ., . .

Sezfember 1974 - June 1975 . September 1975 - lune 1976
TR, T T T T - T :
pTe F . ed L__J . L__J '} Very ‘ L__ ] ‘:41
DErogue.aar Irequently | Occasionally | Never ;Ffe PR Fréqueptfy Occasionally: Never L

- 4 s
42 - ‘ .



'1II. USE OF LEARNIb/G STATIONS IN:

A. Communications Skilis
—

September 1974 - June. 1975 September 1975 - June 1976

/

; : [ N N T
Lvery o ’ Very I__. ' r “’
| ¥requently | Frequently | Occasionally | Never 1Frequently Freouentlyngccasiona‘ly' Never 5
/ .
. B. Mathematics
September 1974 - June 1975 ) September 1975 - June 1976
‘, ,- : —r | * ; T
Lyerv | b very . L —
- Fr-quently | Frequently | Occasionally | Never Al Frequently | Frequently | Occasionally ! Never !
— — . 1 - )' ) . v - LD
_ l : o C. Social Studies
-September 1974 - June 1975 September 1975 - June 1976
T - ! I T T T T
Pvery . Very — i ] —_—
- frequently | Frequently | Occasionally | Never | Frequently FrequentIyJ Occasionelly: Neve-
- : ; ! L . e e
, -~
i ’ o
IV, USE OF SKILL SEQUENCES IN:
' . A. Communicatioas Skills - )
Septexﬁber 1974 - June 1975 B September 1975 - June 1976 y
T T T T
Very ] i 3 Very ‘ b e ——
ErequencLy Frequentlv ‘ Occasionally | Never Frequently| Frequently | Occasionally| Never
, . B. Mathematics ) . : .
September 1974 - June 1975 - September 1975 - Jume 1976
ey 1.1 T C : ]
ojeTy L Very - B

-

Erequenc}.y‘! Frequehcly Occasionally | Never . L !Frequently Frequently | Occasionally| Never J

.

. L. N _ €. Social Studies - A
A September 1974 - June 'Y 5 _ : September 1975 ~ June 1976
. 1 S— ‘ T
T, -_,l —d o --—! Very : T—- -
rec.. é , J.equently { Occasionally ' Never | Frequently| Frequently | Occasionally| Never i
RV R N . . :
,J :

. - 'S

o
&



M

USE OF DIAGNOSTIC GROUPING IN:

A
A. Communication Skills
September 1974 - June 1975 September 1975 - June 1976
! ! | * T
|Very [ I_j : Very ‘ [ ! —_— "t____
{E‘ equently ! Frequently | Occasionally | Never Frequently Frequently i Occasionally ‘\:evelr J
B. ¥Mathematics -
September 1974 - June 1975 September 1975 - June 1976
; T 17 f I T~ -
‘Very ' Very —'l S
; Frequentb( Frequently i Occasionally | Never Frequently | Frequently ‘ Occasionally; Nev
J - = —
M C. Social Studies
Sep:e:x\xber 1974 - June 1975 September 197° - June 197¢ ° ]
! A B * I — ) s T -
' Very ; . Very L_ ’ —_— — |
. Frequently | Frequently} Occasionally | Never Frequently | Frequently ; Occasio_hally'; Never E

v

\

I., USE OF TEACHER-MADE GAMES IN:
. _ A. Communication Skills
- ‘ Septembéi’ 1974 - June 1975 ' Sep:em_ber 1975 - June 1976
‘r P i ; 1 [ f
jvery L, - Very ' t. g —
i Frequently | ‘Frequently | Occasionally | Never Frequently | Frequently | Occasionally| Never
| . / i ]
B. Mathematics
September 1974 - June 1975 September 1975 - June -1976 .
\ery - l _ Ve.r,' T_ [ ] : _E ] -
: Frnquen--j Frequently ! Occasionally ! Never - Frequently| Frequently | Occasionally I Nevi
1 i - N
C. Social Studies

] September 1974 - June 1975 ' - September 1975 - June 1976
T T T F T
. b . --—- ! ! - * Very . . I____
. .rvawently  Frequently | Occasionally | Never { Fr ijtently! Frequently Occa51ona1‘y§ Never
- —_ Xz . l - n . . R

v
. -
D 44 s
. o . . » , - -
Ql



; - “\
A - VII. USE GF TEAM TEACHING:. - -
o Segpembef 1974 --Juné,;975‘" : September. 1975 - June 1976
M ;— T ,I " g F N . - I - ] g —_
e L L L ey L] T L
v . freguently’ ‘Frequently ! Occasionally | Never 1 Frequently | Frequently | Occasionally | Never ’
e ’

'VIII. USE OF PARENT HELP:

September 1974 - June 1975 September M75 - June 1976 -

r . ] . % N 7 B T T
- . AN L . h Very . R !-—d- . . L-‘ ‘
- Ftequenply Occasionally. Never Frequently ! Frequently Occasionally ! Never 1
= “ | - . : - . . i )
. 7 ’ 5 .’ .
"7 COMMENTS: » !
’ 2 .
.. ) :)
‘f + i .
’ ‘ ‘ v !
¢
. )
®
- N 1
] . . ) . , ‘ L
1] ~
o
3 £ a
. oo
: . . 4
1 '\. hd .
- ) .45 .
N ~
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TEACHER INTERVIEW FORM

- 1. How did you get ’nto.the workshop?

2. When you s1gned up, what did you ant1c1pate oetulng from the work-
shop' , _ . :

3. Were your'antiéipation§”fﬁi1ed? How?

‘ 4. Wnat wgékparticuIar1y he]pfu]lin the werkshop? B
AU S. What needs to be improved? o ‘
' . | (6. How has the workshop” affected your pracvtice of ed‘ycaFioh? }

a. your daily routine | . ‘
b. »maﬁeriéTs ; B C :

c. organization
d. techniques}of-instruction

e. methods of va]uat1on C .

. Hew does ycur schcol 2s an institution facilitate or support jouv
app?1cat*on of workshop techniquec? Consider the ci:mate, nuiicies,
rules, r2uulations anﬁ expectations regar11ng teaching responsi-
bilities _ - ,Ja

~d

. Mo doss sor 5choo] namper vf'J""j s &
Wnat are you needs now with regarc o further training or

- Coe assistance?

7. Wht Cu yo. <27 a5 niving the potantial e me2ttyour needs?

e

7. whatusuggestinre ¢ ou ~ave for future programs of this nature?

. ) . ) \
. N R -
. . .

) -
aketz ¢ ot - .~

]

o

zme:
g2 Grouy:
fducation: :
Yeavs of ProfesgicnaY Service:

,,
('J"
!
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FACES INVENTORY.

Age - /". ~“Naime " :
Grade Y / School -
’ i Date
v’ . - ’ ° .
DIRECTICNS: Boys and ‘girls, we are interested in how you feel
. - about school.and some of the things you do in schopl.
Read each sentence below and on the following pages.
Put an "X" on the face that shows how you feel.
b . Please check gnlv one face for each sentemce and make
'._ - sure you answer each sentence. '
EXAMPLE: ~J“

&

I feel like
by mys=1f

!

.
- @
"u'k.

(Y]

3. This is how I would feel if I

of my life.
AN

¥
14
4
P

L 4

7<%

. | .

This is how I feel when I go to the doctor.

this wnen the teacher tells mé

withcut any. help. N

1o do something all

could go to schddl for the rest




. / * . . y
L. I feel like this when someone do¢s not follow the rules. -
. {4 A
. . . - .
. ] _ r
=~/ |
9. I feel like ‘this_when I work alone. ‘
£. I
- N
[ i >

.
‘ 7. 1 feel like'this abiut goimg to summ=r schscl.
- * - . R
. B R - . . ¢
, .+ I feel llxe this when I'werk on & project by myself. R
5. froul going ba@k to school afler a vae
" 3
130. leuchers.
9
O ) ’ . : - )

ERIC o - R - _

.
] o . - 506, O _ . .



11,

f-2

~

-
¢

el this

I

way about

3! wn-=n the teach.r asks’ me ques ions.

feel when it's

m

Time +o £O ncme Irom schece:.

YR
“OC.
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. SCORING PROCEDURES -
: FOR .

THE FACES TEST

. _ | . * - -

The 20 items of the Faced Test yield three scores on what

can be called three factors.  Thesw .three factots and the ‘tems

that are part of these factors are given below.,

- -

. ) FACTOR  ° - ' , ITEMS S :
1. Attitude tqward'school LT % 4, 7, 10, 13, 16,
climate - 19, 20 :
" I1. Attisude teward independent ‘ 2, 5, 8, 11, 14, 17 !
» stucy .
"III. Attitude toward ‘school- -~ 3, 6, 9, 12, 15, 18
WOrK . ‘ .

Each i tem is s"ored on a 3 point scale ﬁlth a "positive"
response gett ing a 3 and a.''negative" response a 1. Fcr examnle,
for item i, "This is how I fee] when I come to school.", the

" weighting® Is

A1l other i

tems, with 'ne’ excepulon of 4 12, and 18, are swmllarly
weighted. For items numbers ¥, 12, and 18 the uhree-p0¢nu scale
is revarsed. Fcer examplie, for "item Ly, "I feel like this when some-
one does not follow, tre riles.™, the welgh‘ ing is :

.
. ’ 1
. o
.

in-order to obtain a score on a factor, the weights for the
itens that are included in that factor are simply added. Thus,
for factor I, *he scores can range from 8 to 2L, whereas for factors
II and I1I, the scores can range from 6 to 18. ' ‘

A
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) ' SEMANTIC'DIFFERENTIAL TESTING PROJECT

. ' Natne _
~ School ' S

Grade Age

, Today | would like you to think about yourself and your schoolwork and hou you feel about
yourself and your schoolwork The things you tell us will not be used in any. way to give you a
grade. Also, there are no rnght or wrong answers to the things we are going tc ask you.. )

On tne next six pages you wrll find & ||st of words which mean the Opposne of each other.
An’ example of these words is:

HAPPY : SAD
At the top of each page will Be some thmgs about school like Reading and Me, tf vou feel that

you are always happy with reading, place an X in box 1. If you feel you are norér.uavs hapoy with

readiing but are happy most of the time, place an X in box 2. If- you feel you are somet'mes hapo;
and sometimes sad with reading, place an ‘X in box 3. If you feel you are not always sact but sad
most of the time wrth reading, place an X in box 4. If%ou feel you are 2lways sad with reading,
piace an X in box 5. However, if y0u feel 'you. cannot answer to the thi mg, piace ar. X in bpx 3.

On each of the words on the next pages, try to thmk about how you really feel about the.
school. thing at the top of the page and mark your answer so it is as close to how you feel. Mark

only oné answer for each pair of words. Make sure your answer :s in the box, not ou?s‘ 2 the box.

-



HAPPY

QUIET

D

E

SLOW

NICE

BIG

CRUEL

WEAK

_FA'R

HiGCH

ISL. KE

ALWAYS
HARD

’ A fs
Haub

SOME TIMES

CASY

:_ Wa \f' g

ALVIAYS
CLASY

= | -
‘ o
. Reading and Me
e AU HYArPY. T MET ’
ALWA 75 ALWAYS SOME TIMES ALV ’ ALWAYS
HAFLY | HAPFY GA Sia . SAR
— L
- NSt JUNEY FAST
- ALWEYE atwa sameTnaes | L] acuavs A
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/ ’ . l_‘
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School and Me
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Arithmetic and Me
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-1 .
7 SCORING SCHEME v ' .
—~ ‘ " FOR | B
SCMANTIC DIFFERENTIA B . _ N
The scoring: scheme for any concept on the Semantic Differential for
children is based on six of the twelve adjective pairs. The six adjective”//A\
pairs are: Halppy-Sad,\ Bad-Good, Nice-Awful, Cruel-Kind, F'air-'Uvnfair, Dis- ) .

Tike-Like. In each case a "positive" response receives a 5 and a negative

~esponse a 1'wifh‘4, 3, 2 used to complete the midd]e'three boxes. For

AN

example: . ' o ! o o )
. E \ " ‘\_ ~ ‘\
Happy 5 4 3. 2 vV  Sad
Bad - 1 2, '3 p 5 °  Good ' -

By summing across the six adjective pairs a total -score can be ob-

\ . .
t2inec. Thec: scores can-range from a high of 30 to a low of 6.
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