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INTRODUCTION TO THIS VOLUME S

¢

>

This document<is the second .in a series of three reports of fhe

1976-77 evaluation of the.Hawaii 3 on 2 Program{” Volume [, Technical
-Report, 1is a'comprehéns1ye, detailed réporﬂlwh1Ch‘aesc;1bes the evalua- '
*tion design, data éol1e¢t1on and analysis procédureé-and results.

Volume [ 1s intended for the 11miteg aud;ence who requ1ké detailed

information about the specifies of any aspect of the evaluation.

This volume, Team Interpretations and Recommgndationg; contains

the major argﬁments for and againstuthe 3 on 2 Program. Because of the
high visisilfty of the 3 on 2 Program, the Hawaii Department of Educa-
tion requested a goﬁprehensive evaluation to assess not only the Program's
zstrengths but ;130 the\def1c1enc1es. Thjs request led the Department’ e
and thé Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory to-select the advocate-
adversary approach as the basis for eva]uat{ng the 3 on ELProgram;

The purpose of the volume is to present the reports of the Advocate

q ani{%ﬁversany Teams as well as their rebuttals;l

The purpose of Volume III, Executive Summary is to provide an.over-

.v1ew.of the procedures, f1nd1ngé, interpretations, and recommendations

A}

given in Volumes I and II. It is anticipated that the Executive Summary

£
will have thf broadest general appeal and distribution.
"Organization of This Volume . ‘2 . -
The remainder of this volume contains ghe'following seétiohs: st
| 1. The reporf of the Advocaté Team
2., The report of the Adversary Teami | ..
| 3. The rebuttal of the.Advocate Team r T .

4. The rebuttal of the Adversary Team

L]
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o | PREFACE

f)\ ’ . )
The authors of this report were assigned the task of serving as
N , . LN

\ advocates of the instructional program be1ng‘eValuatedL They berce1ved
| <fh;1r assignment, consisgent with the adversarial evaluation model
- being emp]o}ed. to defend the merits of that program as vigorously
as possfb]e-on-gﬁe~pasfs"of avajlable-evfdence;-1og1c,-etc:--}p?shouid.
- be réoogn1zed, thergfore, that the positions -expressed fn the fg]low—
ing_pages’may not represent the individual or co]]gct1ve v1ew§ of tﬁe
writers. T \
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Hawa11 s 3 on 2 Program represents tho most ambitious attempt ever
seen in American educat1ona1 h1story to create a team-taught. f1ex1b1e,'l
and individualized 1nstruct1ona1 program for primary grade ch1{dren
Since its estab11shment 1n 1968 the. Hawaii 3 on 2 Program has attracted

the attention of many educators, not on\y'f; the United States but in the

ﬁarger international community. Névér before has an entire state

| ]
attempted,_ at this magn1tude. to install a comparab]e 1nstruct1ona]

scheme designed to upgrade the quality of .its 1nstruct1ona1 efforts for
primary grade youngsters: : : - .
This report constitutes one segment of. a systématic attempt to eval-

uate thé merits of the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program. Hawaii's educat1onaJ

"po11cymakers are now faced w1th a series of significant decisions regard1ng

~

the Hawa11 3 on 2 Program, that is, whether to (1) expand it, (2) matntain

- it at its present level, (3) reduce it, or (4) eliminate it. If a

decision is made to retain the program in some form, corollary decisions
may need to be made regarding how to improve it. Hopefully, this report

will aid those decision-makers who must make these enormousiy important

‘choices.

An Adult Perspective: A Child's ﬂor1d

Adults who detemmine policy aqut educational programs should never —«
forget that they:are. ih‘reality,'grownups making decis1bns for children.
It's all too easy for such adult decision-makers to fécus on test scores,
budgetary factors, or political considerations--and to forgét that their
decisions can v1rtda11y refashion a child’s environment.

Too often we reach educational decisions from the vantage bofnt of
maturity, a vréta'which carries with it all sorts of dividends, but }et

some deficits. Let's spin back our personal time clocks and try to recall

-
K
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what it's 1ike to be an e1ght%r old once aga\w After dH, we' re
intruding on the 11ves of Just such ch11dren v%th our %ducatiena] polff&' 5

Let s see how school 1ooks when you re only three ﬁget ta?l 1nstead of "

'five or six, Presented below are two f1ct1t1ous stor1es that might be

told by different second gngde pupils on the t0p1c A Day in uy SCh061 u‘;fg '
One of the stor1es should sound fairly fam111ar to most readshs of th1s :

report - N
* Kk . < r.
A Day'ﬁn My School - ;: '
by T
Lee Cheng (Age 8)
A day in my school 1s a Tot of fun,.at least some of the time.
My .teacher {is Miss Tanaka and she 1s very n1ce She works. hard to n

~ teach us lots: oﬁ things, 1 s1t at Table Two The kids- who hpve \l B
troub]e with their reading sit at Table One aq@ TﬂSTE'TWOa‘ Sometimes,_ -
when Miss Tanaka can get the res? of the class dd?hq Other-th1ngs, WQ‘ 1j;rt
get special help in reading q 1ike those times becaUse I rea]ly i!fgif;'_i!"

y . 27
want to learn how to read. My Mom and Dad try to help me, but M1ss e

Tanaka is more patient. M6m and Dad get S0 angry when‘I miss words.
The rest of the class somettmes acts up When M1ss.Tanaka works'w1th
kids at Table One and Two. I wish they would behuve themselves ¢
because Miss Tanaka gets upset and has to stop our'special ]essons{
‘ It‘was‘véry bad in class on Monday and Tuesday because Miss
Tanaka was absent. We had a subst1tute'teacher and she didn;t do
any of the things We usua]]y do. I don't think I 1ea¥n2d much on ~
those two days. |

I'm having lots of trouble with arithmetic Miss Tanaka tries

so hard to teach us about arithmdtic, but most of the kids don' t‘.bt%}

- it. She is so nice, but sometimes I think she gets mixed up about

12
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graders. Our téachers are Mrs, Nobora, Miss Olsen, and Mrs. Lee.

. : ' . . .
. ) , : ]
. . ] T .
. B . \ . .
- B 8 ' R . A
. . B0

‘--

- arithmetis. Sheﬁiven says that she'never did well in arithmetic"

i
hersel? hen she W in school.

| Even with the hard time I !}rwving in ar1thmet1c and readinq, I
sure Tike this class better-than first grade Cast year 1 was in

Mrs. Hi1! s class for first grade And she was SO mean! None of'tﬁe

: k1ds 1iked her She-must have been at our school forevér © I'1 bet .

1! 'm hav1ng SO much trouble with hy readfng now. because of Mrs Hf]ﬂ
I didn't learn anyth1ng from;her Nobody did.
A Day 1h My School '\\-m\ " ..o s
Pat Carson (Age 8) '

I em in a class in school with three tedehers and lots Sf k1ds.l

Some of them are second graders like me and some of them are third

Mrs. Nobora and Miss Olsen are really. great but I can't stand Mrs.
Lee. Some of my friends like her, but I sure don't. Sge 1s godd -
when she teaches us’about music and art, but she doeen?t seem friendly
at other.times. I'm glad I can spend more time with my other twd

teachers.

Yesterday we spent lots of Fime in. small groups working on

~arithmetic. The teachers have us in three groups for reading, and

three different groups for arithﬁet{t. I'm in the top group in

reading and in the middle group in arithmetic. Our arithmetic group

was having trouble with one kind of story problem, so our teachers

“changed the schedule so we could work with Miss Olsen for an extra

perfod. ¥ Tomorrow we will pair off with the kids in tnEJtop arith-
metic group $0 they can give us practice in how to work this kind of

problem. I usually get arithmetic help from Tom. I like it when he

/




tutors me in th'to do subtracting. I often help B111 when he/Zoes
through'his wqrd recognition cards. It'makes me feel bood to help
 him. | | . .
| The third gradeig are a big help in our class. fhey have been

in the class for two years now and know how'éverything gdes on., They

in this class next year. 1'1] get to futor other kids and ﬁaybe 1
can help withghe attendance records. .)‘
~ Miss Olsen had to take her sister to the hosp*talwthree days

ggo._ Ng"had a substitute for her, but the other two teachers knew
‘what %o do and elass went on just 1ike it usually does. Mrs. ‘Nobora
even had-t1hé to work on reading with me alone agqin. She does this
a lot, 525 has shown_me specja] wax;'to f1gure out how to réad hardf
words. She is sure good at teachiﬁb_k1ds how to read. She does Epat
most of the time in our class, | | -

With three teachers we do so many different things. We have
-sma11 groups and big groups and wégwork by ourselves. Neéext week half
~of the class fs QO1ng tofa_cdncekt with Mrs. Lee. The rest of the
class‘h111-go to a'coﬁcert a week after that. I'm going next week.
It won't be so bad going to »a"concert with Mrs. Lee. She sure knows
her music. 47 | |

My class is so 1nte;est1ng. Last year I was in a class with one

teacher. It was okay, but this class.is so much better. I can't

wait to get to school each day.

s * Kk *



Self-Contalined Clasges=-Self-Craated Problems

Most readers of this repdrt'weht through elementary scﬁool at aitime PN
when thpy weFe far more apt t6 encountar the s1tuat{on depicted in the
firsg story than the second. whepimost of.today's aduits§exper1enced.

- e]émentar} school, there were no class;oom organizational choices. wé
A . went into a se]f-copta1ned class with one tegche} in charge. If we
were lucky, we-drew a good teacher and we learned. If_gg_drgw a weak
teacher, just like 1d§1ng athletic team§,'Qe could always "wait 'til1

. néxt ye&r."

But even if we did have good feachers._there were certain 1imitations |
imposed by the very nature of the se]f—contained cf;ssithat'maqéfit diffi-
‘cu1t for those teachers to he[p us ag huch as they wanted to. As always,
sqe pupils were more advanced than othgrs.. Teachefs in self—cqpta1hed

. classes often find 1t 1mpossible.co keep part of the c]ass engage& in
fruitful learning activities while providing special instruction t3 P
group of pﬁpi]s yho neFd it. A1l too often, teachers 1n‘se1f-cont§1ned
t]asseé are obliged to’aésign wheel-spinning activities to the rest of
the class just so they can give aptention to those groups who need it.
And the idea of providing sustained attention to individual 1éarners must
surely seém 111usor} tolthe harassed teacher of a self-contained class.

Beyond that, teachers in ‘self-contained classes are frequently
obliged not only to deal'w1th subject‘matter areas where their training
is modest, they have to be experts. Very few huﬁan beings can achu1he
the requisite expertise to hold fqrth knowl édgeably on the rqhég of subject
matter dealt with in tﬁe primary classroom: reading, wf{ting,_arithmetic,
social studiesf'musit, art, physicdf education, literature, etc. Teachefs'
end up knowing more about some fields than others: But merely becadse a \)

teacher is more facile insarithmetic, art, and social studies should not

9
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deprive that teacher's pupils from learning their fair share about other

" important subjects. Because a tegcher'is not very skilled in the teaching

ofsreading does not provide an’excuse if éhi]dren don't learh'hok‘so_read:'

The Hawaii 3 on_2 Program
' \

It'was because the self-contéinéd c}ass carried with Tf?such built-

— .F\

in 11abiTities that Hawa 1 Qducafional-arch1t§éfs initiated a major
instructional erorm {h‘1968 to improve the quality of education in the
primary grades. In brief, the‘Hawaii 3 on 2 Program created g.large
number of team teaching situations when thrée'teaéhers were assigned to
two classes of primary ¢hildren. T&p1cé]1y, two gradés.wefe involved,
such as K-1 or’2- 3, and a larger, more flexible 1nstruct1ona1 setting was
provided. Hawati educators wanted to create the kind of instructional
situation that was'descrfbed in the secoPd of our two fictitious stor1es
by ejgh;-year-olds. The Hawaii 3 on 2 Progfam was v1éwed as a véh1c1e to
promdfg/the kind of educational enviranment that would make school an
exciting and happy place, a place.where Hawa?i children cou]d learn more
effectively. |

Since its inception, the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program has coﬁmandé& cOnsjd-
erable attention from a host of educators Because a primarx\schoo] reform
of this magnitude has rarely been seen in America, it was only natural
that educators e]éiwhere would be watchkﬁﬁ Hawaii's 1arge~sca1e educational
experiment with keen interest.

Fortunatély, because of the attention of many Hawaiians, educators
~and legislators in particular, the Hawaii 3 ?n 2 Prognam has been.subjected
.to a continuing series of evaluations since its inception. The evaluation
of which\this report is one component has been_viewed as an éxtetna],

10 ‘ e
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de?\n*tive eva]uation of the Hawait 3 on 2 Program.l It may be usefu] to

provide a féw remarks about the structure Qf that evaluation and the

3

perspective from which th1s report was written, .

Y

- n Advocate-Adversary Evaluation Mode'i )

The evaluation. des1gn adopkgs for this appra15a1 of ‘the Hawa11 3 on 2
Program was an advocate adversary model. Accord1ng to this scheme, two -
teams of-specialists are supposed to quage jn an_pSsent1a11y adversar!a] .

evaluation of the program being appraised, much:aa-wé see 2 formal deﬁate\
mddel employed to appraise the merits and demer1fs of a‘given proposition.
.There 1s‘a pro team and a aon tean. It\:E hoped that decision-makers,
having s;en both sides og the case_defended with zeal, will be bettgr able
to rénder a final judgment.
- Similarly, this evaludtion of the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program called for
the Areat1on of two competing teams, each of which was composed of four
eva;yat1dn specialists..qThe four 1nd1v1daals whb authored this feport
- constituted one of thes;~‘L«) teams. Many months'ago we met in Portland,
Oregon, to work out details of the evaluation. plan and to decide, by the
toss of a coin, whether we would be criticizing or.suppprt1ng the Hawa11
3 on?2 Progﬁam. As the coin landed, we found that we would be the
Advocate Téam.'that 1s, the team advocat1n§ the continuance of the Hawai{
3 on 2 Proﬁram quite largely at its present magnitude, although ;é could
propose improvements that might make 1t'funct10n_£bre effectively.
\\\ At first, 1f must be confessed, we were a b{% disappointed tha%'We
;nded up as the Advocafe Team, After all, Tt's a bit more fua to knock
an existing prod}am. Ypry few']argg-scafe programs of any kind, created

as they are. by fallible human be1n§s,16:; unflawed. Whether it's Social

- 11
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Security, thé Peace Coyps, or the Hawdii 3 on 2 Program, an ?nerget1c .
oppohént ean always ferret out fomé deficiencies in such bndéavors.. Such.
are the 1i{abilities of most 1arge-scalé-efforts'to improve our lot. 'Oﬁ
yes, 1t would have been far more‘fun tojhp cast as the Adversary Teap

Our- team had looked over the prev1ous evaluat1ons of the Hawaii
3 on 2 Program and we knew thap there was 11t§1e ev1dencc that children in
— . - the prégram emeWged at the end of grade. three with d\fon1sh1ngly supé)ior ______
| | academ1c athevementw Furtﬁer, we knew that the Hawa11 3 on 2~Program
c§s£§ plenty of monéy And: since money 1sn t <o0 p]ent1fu1 these days, -
we f1gu;2d there'd be pienE}'of people (educatars and noneducators alike)
Sust dying to get fheir hand$ on those 3 on 2 dollars. No, as we mused
6ver our fate after that coin f1ip in Portland, we didn't feel- too

. N g t : ) -
fortunate. : ’

\ . '

But rules are ru]ési so we,got underway with our efforts to support

N

-~

the merits of the Hawaii 3 06 2 Program. The deeper we probed , thé more

comertablé we became\w1th our éssfgnment. We spent hours*énd hours -

talking to people in Hayaii who were close to thé Hawaii 3 on 2 Program.

We interviewed teachers, parents, 5dm1h1strators, children, 1ég1s1ators, /

interested citizens, Bepartment of Education officials, and a host of

other agsorted folks whb had views on the prograﬁ. We observed classes,

both 3 on 2 and self-contained. We géthered questionnaire data f¥om

teachers, parents, andladministratois. We gave achievement tests of many

kinds to children in 3 on ?‘and self-contained clasges. We administered

attitude inventories to those youngsters to find out how they.felt about

self-contained and 3 ons2 classes. S r p
As all of this®information began\to accumulate, we came to the fol-

~lowing series of conclusions:

’




.\ ) 4 - '

----- " 1. The Hawaii 3 on 2 Prqgram._uh11e cqpab]e of being improved,

‘ . , current_y fulct1on1ng effecttve]y to the educat1ona1 benefit of -

most kggngsxgrs it now serves. N . ) e

2.7 The Hawgii 3 on 2 Program is functioning effectively because of

&

1t$'uﬁ1quo instrygtional features. ' ),
3. Citizens of Hawaii should bg,;1ngg]g?]y-proud-of the Hawaii

| 3 on 2 Program and strive to sgtrengthen the excellence of this

h1igh v1sibl;1§y7€ducat10na1,réform as an option for thg children

and teachers of Hawaii.

IR . 4 s * ' /

The remainder of §h1s’report'1s organized around these three\majqf

L4

propos1t1ons We will present daéa and analyses that suppart each ok- :

these three contentions. In view of, the @Nnormous amount o’ data gathered

in connection with the current eva]uat1on of the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program, it

i{s apparent that many more data-laden arguments could be,pfesented Yet,

the Advocate Team has attempted to be conscious of the reader's tolerance

for such evaludtive data. \\'

) The interested reader is urged-to consult further the complete -
technical report for this evaluation, a report replete with pertinent
information regarding the worth of the Hawaii 3 on 2'Prbgram. In the
interest of.conciseness, however, we have chosen to defend the following

- threé propositions: (1) £;e Hawaii 3 on 2 Program {g working; (2) 1t is
working because it possesses 3ome Onigue fnstruct1o;a1 a&vantages; and
(3) Hawaii should be proud-of this effect1ve educational scheme and should
maintain it as an instructional option for the children and teachers of

Hawa{1.

13
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! | The Hawaii 3 on 2 Program 1;fFunct1on1ng_§ffgct1Vq1y )

H
There are many ways ‘to tell if an educat1ona1 program 1s work1ng

Some inyolve pupils’ te;t scores; some involve the op1n1ons of thos: who '
han observed ‘the prqgram; some irvolve looking at the program as tt
ﬂ”koperatest The Adngate'Team-re11ed on a]] of ;hese data sourcos.‘ Hav1ng",
rev1eJ:d‘thé array of ava1]gble 1nfqrm§t1on bearing on the effect1Veness.
of the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program,.we concluded that it reglly is working far ..

B better than wa 1mag1ned ‘Later 'in the report we will set forth recommen-.

!

. é . .
'dat1ons for augment1ng its effect+Veness. Yet, even without such modifica-

t1Qns, 1t is apparent that the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program constitutes a major

educat1ona1 ach1evement-:an ach1evement in which the citizens %irgawa11
should take Just1f1ab1e pride.

P ] "
Before paradﬁng out the more formal evaluation data bear1ng on this

contention, let's Eake a close look at some 3 on 2 classes in action. In
October i976, members of the Advocate Team spent a f1na1 data-gathering
week }n Hawaii. On an earlier visit we had observed a wide variety of
3 on 2 and self-contained classrooms. During the October session we |
wanted to 1ook in on some truly_outstand1ng\3 on 2 classes. 'fn rasponse
to our request, curriculum specialists in each Hawaii district identi-
fied particular 3 on 2 teams they éan1dered to be excellent. We spent a
good many hours visiting some of these c]assrooms. The curriculum
specia]ists were right. These were truly 6utstand1ng instructional situ-
~ -ations. After spending several days in observing these 3 on 2 teams, we
we}e even more convinceg that the Advccate’Ieam was arguing the appropriate

side of the issue. Here is just one example from the kaleidgscope of

first-rafe teaching we saw in Octobek.

14 20 - -
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Team 5, a 3 on 2 team for second and third\grade students in an
. q]eméntary'school %:ffhe Horolulu Disfrict. 1: staffed by three
experienced efemcntaky'tdachers; one gf”whom recently chosp to ¥
transfer from a grade six self-contafned classroom in order to work
with youngeF chil&rcn. The pupiisriancam 5 consistgntly store well
on routinely adninistered achievement tests.( It doesn't take long
for obser&ers tq note how eff1§1ént1y the téaﬁ’s‘teachérs are-deaT{ng_
with their 1ns§rﬁc§106a1'tasks.'_T%ere{S‘g goodfdeqlef-sma]? grduﬁ.“
1nsfruct1on.th$p goes on, with di ferenf feachers capita11;1ng on
their ﬁaf{1cu1ar areas of exper£1§;1

When we observed Tgﬁm 5 in October there was a point at which

two of the team's teachers sﬁl mosé\?f.the pupils into two groups
I's

s0 that the former sixth grad AT acher could work with Stephen who
was making up an assignment/and with a group of five youngsters who
needed reﬁed1a1 help orr a 1angua§e'arts Tesson about’@h1ch they were
- confused. * Both Stephen and the group Qf f1ye children were able to
get a1rect}§nd.he1pfu1 1n5truct1on from thegteacher.
Becadﬁe she is fhe team's art specialist, the former sixth grade
, .teacher was pért1cu1ar1y}gxc1tedﬂabout a récéntly completed project
that Team 5 youngsters had comfTeted. The children had completed a
. series of drt1st1c creations for'd}splay in the Un1§ers1ty of Hawaii's
Art Gai]ery.. Remembering that the 3 on 2 team structu;elmade it
possible for her and the pupils to carry out this kind oﬁ/broject
because her colleagyue could instruct fhose pupils who were not ’
heavily involved in thé'Art Gallery project, she stated that "If I

were in a class by myself, I would efther have to give other pupils

busy work or'forget about such special projects.”
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* . ’ . -
Overall Reactions of Principals, Teachers, and Parents

Dur1ng the past year, questionnaires regarding the Hawa11 3 on 2
Program were given to a 1arge numbdk of parents, teachers, and pr1nc1pals
who were associated, 1n one way or another, with primary education in
Hawaii. To ensure candor on the part of the respondents. all three groups
f111ed out their questionnaires anonymously, then submitted tpem d1rect1y
by mail to the Northwest Regional -Edu_ca_tional Laboratory in Portland, the
aéency supervising the overall evdluation of the Hawaiy 3 on.2 Program,

Questionnaires were returneo by 144'prtnc1pa1s, 1§.of whom hadnonlj
3 on 2 classes in their schools, 14 of whom had only se]f—contatned
classes, and 111 of w?om had both 3 on'2 and self-contained classes in
their sthoois. A total of 1,819 ¢eacher questionnaires were analyzed,
including 1,173 teachers in 3 on 2 teams and 573 teachers in self-contained
classes. 'Of'927 parent questionnaires that were analyzed, 516 parents had
children only in 3 on 2 olasses, 225 had children only in self-contained
clas;es, and 186 had children in both types of classes

Although there were many 1tems in each pf the questionnaires given
to principa]s, teachers, and parents, there were several questions common
to all three questionnaires which sypplied, in an overall fashion, tne
respondents’' appraisal of the Hawaii 3 on é Program. Each of the three
groups was asked what should happen to the Hayaii 3 on 2 Program at the
kindergarten to third grade levels. Respondents were giyen four choices,
namely should the program be (1) expanded, (2) maintained at its present

level, (3) reduced, or (4) eliminated. In surveying the responses to this

pivotal questions, we find that principals, teachers, and parents are all

supportive of the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program.

/

Readers who wish to db SO are orge:¥;o/consult the tables referred
to in the Appendix. We will set forth of the necessary information
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in the text, but some readers will prefer to examine.the data in .tabular
_ | _ N _
form. For the next few paragraphs we'll be describing results QOnta1ned

in'Tables 1, 2, and 3 in the Appendix.

If you rev1eﬂathese three tables carefu]ly. you will see that no
- (‘ P

matter what Qroup 1s’be1ng polled, whether or not that group has 3 special

1nv01vement with the 3 on 2 Program, at 1east 50 gg cent g! gach gro up

wants either to- é&pand 3 on 2 or: ma1nta1n it at-its- presont Teyel.

Some of these preferences are quite dramatic. For example, when we
consider the pr1nc1pals re5p0n7gs (TabTe 1). it is not too surpr1s1ng
that those principals who have only 3 on 2 c]asses in their schools are
favorab]e toward 3 on 2. As we see, over 94 percent of those pr1nc1pals
favor expanding or maintaining the program. Furthermore, when we inspect
the responses of the 111 pr1ncipa1s who have Doth self-coptained and
3 on 2 classes in their schools, the yérd1ct still sharply favors 3 on 2,
with almost 70 percent of the principals favoring an expansion or m§1nten-
ance of the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program. '

Now the opinion of these 111 principals is truly s{gn1f1pant. They "
are qﬁa11f1ed educatiqna] leaders who have da11y opportunities~q see both
3 on 2 and se]f-conta1;ed classes Qn'operat1on. These pr1nc1pa]s h;ve no
persdna] interest in seeing the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program rise or fall--their
édm1n1strat1ye jobs are not on the line. And yet this nonpértisan group
of knowledgeable educational leaders reg1sters'§n emphatic vote of

endorsement for thelHawa1i 3 on 2 Program. Inﬂ;he1r view, the Hawaii

3 on 2'Program is working.

Let's turn to teacher reactions regarding 3 on 2 (Table 2). When

the 1,173 teachers currently as§1dned to 3 on 2 caasses were asked, over

86 percenf responded that they wished to maintain or expand the Hawaii

3 on 2 Program. This indicates that those educators most intimately

18
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1nv01ved w1th 3 on 2 are emphatically in suqaprt of the program. But,

of course, one might argue that 3 on 2 teachers might perceive their Job -

security being threatened by this type of evaluation, hence would raspond :

positively to such a question? Therefore, it is éven more 1mpre§sive

when we turn- to the reactions of the 573 self contained teachers and find

that over 50 percent of that group also favors expanding or maintaining

thg_Hawéji 3 on 2 Program._ These self-contained teachers have no axe to .. . . __

‘ grind tere. 'If;anything, theyws might be negytively.disposed to 3 on 2 |
/because;they're not involved in the program. And.yét, over half of "those

teachers of.self-tqnta1néd classes want to maintain or expand 3 on 2.

Clearly, in the view of Hawaii primary teachers, of both 3on 2 and

self- containeg’classes, the Hawa11 3 on.2 Program is working.

Let s look now, at the 691n10ns of the over 900 parents who completed
questipnnaires regarding the program (Table 3). Those parents whose
ch11dren were enrolled in only 3 on 2 classes were extremely supportive
of the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program, with over 76 percent wanting to expand or
’mafntain the program. Parents who had chi]d;en 1h both 3 on 2 and self-
contatnedlc]assgs were also solidly in suppoft of the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program,
with over 63 6efcent w1shin§ to maintain ér expand the program. And, for
those parents whose children were only in self-contained classes, over
30 perqent“stil] want to see the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program expanded or
ﬁaihtained. Yes, it is apparent that in the opinjons of parents of Hawaij

primary school children, the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program is working.

We can probe the question of 3 on 2 versus self-contained more deeply
by trying to get a fix on the relative effectiveness of these two pro-
grams. Principals who had both 3 o; 2 and self-contained classes in their
schools were ésked'to provide judgments comparing the overall progress

mad¢ by children in 3 gn 2 classes with the prdgress made by children in..

19



self-contained c]asses attthe'same grade levels. The reactions prov1ded’
by the}}ll e]ementary school principals, know]edgeab]e regarding both

3 on 2 and self- contained c]ésses because of their day to-day contacts
with both kinds of classes, yields a startling vote of approva] for the
Hawaii 3 on 2 Prooram. These_Hawaii elementary school principals think

that 3 on 2 classes are decisively mere effective, on all counts, than

self- c0nta)ned classes. ' o

The 1nformat10n provfoed by the’orincipals is %unmarized 1n'Iab1e 4

[ 4

'1n the Appendix where the actua] question to which the pr1nc1pals responded

is provided along with the percentages of pr1nc1pals _responses. A quick

scanning of Table 4 will reveal that these pr1nc1pa1$~perce1ved that in

“every instance more_progress was made in 3 on‘Z classgs than in self-

A

contained classes. Some of the comparisons are astonishing]y favorable

toward the Hawaii 3 on 2 Prooram.

The comparative information displayed in Table 4 is truly amazing —-

and should be studied at length by anyone charged with appraising the

worth of the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program. First note the consistency of come
parisons favoriog 3 on 2, eVen in some of the more routine subject areas
such as read1og and arithemetic, where it is sometimes alleged that -teachers
of self-contained classes can do a better job. In reading, for example,

31 pércent of the principals thought more progress was made in 3 on 2
classes and only 6 percent thought more progress was made in self-contained

classes. In readind, as with a]]/of the other areas, of course, a sub-

stantial proportion of principals thought that tperé were no differences”

in the relative effectiveness of the two programsQ But for the 37 percent
who perceived a difference in the effectiveness of reading instruction,

84 percent favored 3 on 2.

20



Notice the dramatic differences in several of the categories that

M

. ;re most consistent with the avowed purposes of the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program.
. For instance, with respect to encqyrag1ng children to become more indepen-
dent learners, 3 on 2 is favored 64_per¢ent to 6 perc@nf. For developing
a more positive self-concept, 3 on 2 is judged more effective by a fS f
percent to 6 percent margin. In'shbrt, Table 4 constitutes an overwhelming
vote of support for the Hawaii.3 on 2 Program in contrast to more tradi- S
tional se]f—contaWnea instruction. It 15'1mposs1b1e to ﬁtudy Téble 4'5 |

results carefully, and not reach the conclusion that- the Hawaii 3 on 2

-

Program is working.

- R

Ah Yes, The Test Scores

In this eyaluation, as in many of the previous evaluations of the
Hawaii 3 6n 2 Program, standardized achievement tests have been used as
an index of the program's effectiveness. ITh1s time, as in the past, there
seems to be little-ev1déhée favoring 3 on 2 youngsters. As is almost
always the case, results on standardized achievement tests turn out to-

reveal "no stétistica]ly signiffcant differences" between an innovative

"n
AN
program (in this case, 3 on 2) and the more trad1f1onal 1ﬁstruct1ona1
program. But do these résu]ts reffect shortgomings in the new programs,
or do they reflect shortcomings in the kinds of testing devices uséd?' In
tﬁg opinion of ;hé Advocate Team, and a growing number of educational

measurefient specialists, standardized- achievement tests such as those used

in the current evaluation are inappropriate for assessing the effects of J

instructional interventions such as the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program.
Even though, in advance of the standardized achievement tests' beind

administered, the Advocate Team recognized that there would be no meaning-
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ful dﬂf%erence.between,velf-contained and 3 on 2 children, it was clear
that because standardized achievgment tests had been used with previous
evaluations aof the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program, they should be used in this
evaluation for consistency and.comp]eteness. Y;t, in accord with the
Advocatg'Teaﬁ‘s interpretation of the ground rule that both teams would
be pefmitted to secure data of relevance to thejr case, we agreed to have
‘the tests used. |

Before,tqrning to a brief analysis of why such tests &1e1d a mis-
'1ead1ng ést1mate of progfam success, let's 1ook for just a moment at the
test resdltS-from this year's evaluation. On two of the many possible
standardized achievément tests gubscale contrasts involving self-contained
. versq§wb on 2 children, the se!f—contained children's performance was
higher. ATlthough the differences were g;jstjcally significant they are
of. 1ittle pragtical significance, being 1ess than two points in one case
~and barely more than two points in a second. Differences of that magni-
tude, while npt statistically significant; can be found favoring 3 on 2
:On qfher éubsca]es-of this year's test results (see the Technical Report,
Table 12). Given the small sjze of actual differences, results of the
achievemént testing could hérd]y be consfdereﬁ emphatic support for
sé]f-contaﬁned.teaching.

g?mifarly, while the one statistically significant difference on
‘affective (attitudinal) tests févored the 3 on 2.children, we on the
Advocate Team can take 11tt1e‘$o]ace in such results. On balance, it is,
agparent that Qith respect to test results there are no‘mean1anu1 differ-
ences favdﬁ?ﬁg‘either 3 on 2 or self-contained classes. -

Bdt, some would say, -"Isn't a no difference result damaging to the
case of the Advocate Team? After all, the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program costs a

goog deal ofxmohé&, and the"test results don't show that it's paying off.
/ .
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" Ng:gn 2 Program is working. W1t1nspect to the standardized achievement

Isn't that kind of evidence devastat1n97u" To this we answer with r“]
\
conviction--not at el]l . C T ]

Y“«

 We' ve,previous1y demonstrated that 1n the view of those a “1n13tra- "“"'”'"";J t

tors, teachers, and perents most 1nt1mat01y 1nvolved with 1t.

'teEt results.'we have an inst of relying on_tNe wrong kind of measuf1d§

--~instrument—-The- consistent- failure of the Hawai1 3 -on-2-Program, or, for-nmm

Ly

that matter, almost any large-scale 1nstruct1pna1 innovation to)secure i
. i

!

better test results, {s attributable to deficiencies in the ¥ests, not the

* program,
Space 1imitations preclude an exhaustive analysis of yhy it is tha@ '
standard1zed achievemeht test§ yield sych inaccurate estimates of a pro-

1 In

gram's success, although such discussions are ava1ieb1e elsewhere
brief, standard1zed achievement tests are designed ch13fly to permit
comparisons to be made among the examinees who take the test, Distributors
of such tests want to be able to say that Billy's score of 29 items correct
is equivalent to a 47th ;ercent11e performance, which means that Billy
out-performed 47 percent of the group of examinees on which the test was
normed. Unfortunately, in .order te have tests which spread out examinee

performance widely enough to permit such fine-grained c6mpar1sohs, the

_ individual test items cannot be answered correctly by too large a propor-

tjoq_of'éxam%nees.,mConsequentIy, test {tems that are answered correcé]y*
by~ for instance, 80 percent or more of thehexeminees. are tossed out of
the test. But these very items, the items én wh1cH youngsters perform
well, often are based on the content tha@ teac%ers thought important enough

to stress. As a result, when standardized achievement tests are revised

¢




(as they periodically are) there is a tendency to jettison the very items

covering the most important content. What we end up with is a test

covering less important topics, an achievement test that functions more
1ike an_1nteil1génce test. Such tests are instructionally insensitive.

! .
When you couple this technical deficiency with the fact that such

'te;ts’are often badly mismatched with local curricular emphases, for

example, the em@ha;es_of_qugjj_sghqo]s,_goq_cqn_;gg that standardized
test results often prov1de a genuinely erroneous pﬁcture of an instruc-
tional program's quality.

In a May 1975 review’

of the merits of standardized achievement
tests, a group of Hawaii educators reached the conélus1on that such tests
possessed serious liabilities for educatjona] evaluation in Hawaifi.

We have to add one more point to bejconsidered as we evaluate the
Hawaii 3 on 2 Proéram, namely, have 3 on 2 teachers ever attempted in a
serious*fashioh to have-theih.students excel on particular types of
achiev¥nt tests? The answer is decisiely NO. That may be what citi-
zens of Hawaii want their primary education progr;m to/doh But let's %ot
judge a program adversé]y on the basis of tests that, in the firsj/b]ace,

are téEhnically inappropriate for that purpose and, in the secong/

.o y _
have not been high priority instructional targets for Hawaii's teachers.

The Afféctive Tests

;E\of,t%e Advocate Tean were really anxjous to administer a
number of gffective measures to the 3 on 2 and self-contained ygingsters,

sincd we were willing to concede that the standardized aChievement tests
s

———
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being used, for the aforementiqned reasonS. wod]d prov{de ess;:gially
meaningless data. VYet, as is well recognized by moa#uremant experts, the
d?ve]opment of genuinely valid and sensitive affective assessment devices
is a task of major magnitude, a task which exceeded the resources available
in the current project. Instead, we had to adopt sbme existing affective
1nstruments in the hope that they would pjck up at least gross affectivc
differences. As it turned out, there was precious 1ittle difference in
students' scdres irrespective of whether they were in self-contained or
3ron 2 classes. Not surprisingly, therefore, the affective results
ref]ecf&d no substantial differences between the'measa?%d attitudes of }

children in 3 on 2 and self-contained classes..

Improving the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program

Any educational program, whether innovative or ongoing, can be
improved. Meﬁbers of the Advocate Team 1nstant1y concede not only that
fhe Hawaii Department of Education's coordination of the 3 on 2 program
has_not been as effective as it might have been, buf also that some 3 on 2 «

c]aéses are not as effective as they should be. But such pockets of

- ineffectiveness can be identified and remediéd, particularly -by capitaliz-

ing on some of the véry assessment schemes emp]oyed in the current evalua-

tion of the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program. We propose that an outcome-focused

quality control scheme be initiated without delay whereby the quality of

3 2 c]asseslbe monitored with respect to pupil performance on suitable
asures of achievement and affect. ‘

By continuously monitoring the progress of 3 on 2 teams according to

the results they produce, assistance could be provided to those teams that

need it.- The Hawaii 3 on 2'Program has been operating for eight years now.
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During this time a number of really superiative 3 on é teachers have

- emerged. A small cadre (probably with rotating membership) of thesé
excellent 3 on 2 teachers could constitute a task force whose Job it
would be to aid those 3 on 2 teams whore pup111/}a1lod to make satisfac-
tory progross on appropriate aehigi\’,/; tests or whose performance on
affective measures 1nd1catod for example, that their att1tﬁdes toward

schoqg or their se]f esteem was 1n neod of attent1on There 1s no need

to go to the ma1n1qu to ship 1n v1s1t1ng expearts who can rectify such
. problems, By this time the Hawa11 3 on 2 Program has created abundant
local expertise in how to make 3 on.i.classes function to the benefit of
children. There are numerous 3 on 2 teachers, pr1ﬁc1pé1s. and curriculum
specialists who really know their stuff. Let's use them widwly.

Getting mot'e specific, this very summer a task force of e;fect1ve
3 on 2 teachers could be organizéd to develop a set of experienced-based
guidelines fqr organizing and bperating 3 on 2 classrooms. Previoug
Departmeht of Education support materia]s‘have often lacked the practical
“"how=~to-do-1t" suggestjons which effective 3 on 2 teachgrs might share.
For example, tﬁesé guidelines coyld offer suggestions for dealing with

shy children, poor readers, unruly youngsters, etc. in a 3 on 2 setting.

Very few commercially published treatments of instructional practice have g

been'written with a téam-teaching organization in mind. Creation of a

particularized guidebook for the Hawaii 3 on 2 program could be 1ﬁva1uab1e.
Unlike the traditional standardized'achieQement test which provides

almost no idea of the'types of pupil behaviors‘1t actually assesses, a

newer form of teét (known as criterion-referenced measures) does supply

an explicit picture of what's being measured. In the current evaluation A
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of the Hawaii 3 on 2 Prqgrﬁm. criterion-referenced tests were used as-

assesﬁment dcviées for the ftrst time. But even before the test results ' T
were 1n{_mambcrs of the Advocate Team were convinced there would be no

differences fav0rihg 3 on 2 children. Adopting criferion-rofcrtncod.tostp

as a belated g?sessmont device is 1ike judging a person's work after it's

completed by ;pplying previously unannounced criteria. Post fpctb targets

‘are no targets at all. 4

Predictably enough, results of the criterion-referenced fests used °
in the pEesent evaluation revealed no heaningful differences bétwnen
‘children %aught in 3 on 2 versus self-contained classrooms. But while
the Advocate Team strongly endorses the use of criterion-referenced
measq(es to evaluate programs such as 3 on 2, we cqontend that failure to
securé differences in favor of 3 on 2 ch11dren was a function of the '
after-the-fact fashion 1nAﬁh1ch these critetion-referenéed tests were used.

Clearly exb]icated criterion-referenced tests covering highly *
significant kinds of skills that Hawaii youngsters should master, could
//FM nd should constitute the core componént‘of a continuing systeﬁ of per-

z;rmance-orie;téd evaluation for the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program. Similarly,
Fh;\&Qﬁ;qf affective assesment devices which dgalt with the 1mpoktant
attitudinal gda1s of 3 on 2% ould be blended wi;h the criterion-referenced
tests to yield an excé]]ent'ideé of which 3 on.2 teams were in ne;d of
assistance, | ‘ -

Without goipg into inordinate detail, the Pepartment of Education
could, in consuftation with a wide range of Hawaii's teachers and citizens,
identify a small number.of mig?hal competéncies in reading and mathematics.
Cr1ter10n-ref&renced“tests could be developed to assess these competenc1es,'
with accompanying descriptions of the'competenc1es being.distr1buted to
Hawaii's primary teachers. By pgr10d1ca11y assessing the extent to which
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children were achieving these well-described skdll&iift would be possible
to identify 3 on 2 te;ms which were in need of supervisorial assistance.

In the same Way. measures of affect could be/pcrfad1ca11y adm1n1:ti¥ed

to provide indices of the relative success qf 3 on 2 teams jn'ach1ev1ng
key affective goals. The stress in such a.h0n1tor1ng system would be on
the results of 1nstruct1on‘asfev1denced in pupil behavior,

 Clearly, the fngredients of such a progress-nonitoring system would
have to Be worked out sb that 1t would not be cumbersome, y®t would pro-

vide the k1nds‘of information needed. Members a(vthe Advocate. Feam

believe that the Hawaii 3 on 2 Proqram.is working. We want to see it (

work even better.

Unique Instructional Attributes

We have-seen that, from several perspectives, the Hawaii 3 on.2
Program appears to be functioning effectiyely. Why is this so? What {is

it that leads so many people to assert phat this progrdm is worth main-

L

taining or even expanding? |
Well, in the view of the Advocate Team, that's a fairly simple ques-
_ tion to answeé?vﬁ?he fact is that the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program 1nc6rpora€es
some instructional advantages that clearly cannot exist in a conventional
 self-contained class. A number of these have been alluded to earlier 1in
various ways. Lét's spell them out, although briefly, so they don't go
unnoticed. Thankfully, these strengths of the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program haQe
not gone unnoticed by peeple familiar wfth‘the program, as we'll point out
in a moment.
.

The oft-cited but nonetheless powerful advantages of a 3 on 2 class

are listed below. Incidentally, the six advantages presented below were

-

28 34



. Q

_ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

g the

IR

Flexibility for teschi

i

<
Flexibility for grouping

things you know beet

R T T SN PO LA

hods

LN

> njn]




NTS

not plucked from any Department of-EducatEPn document treating the menits
of 3 on 2. Rather, they are drawn from the Advocate Team's observations,
interviews, and questionnaire interactions with hundreds of Hawai

primary teachers. ‘ ,
1. Teachers can more flexibly organize stydents so that they cgn'
be taught, as individual¢ and as groups, according to the

childrenﬂﬁ_needs._

2. The team can capitalize on its members' bartigg!ar 1nsthqg§19ngl
skills, so that teachers can instruct in their greas of strength,

for example, music, science, or art.

3. The ggllegial interaction among 3 on 2 teachers elgvates their
grofessional standards and strengthens their instructional

skills.

4. Children have a better chance d¢ find1ng an adylt to whom they

* can relate, both Qer;gng11y and instructionally.

5. If a teacher is absent, the team's instructional program can gQ

on largely undisturbed because two team members ‘are present.

6. Younger children can learn from the older cHildren in theik

. two-qrade classes.

)
While there are other advantages associated with the team-teaching

organizational structure of the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program, these six instruc-
tional dividends are peculiar to a 3 on 2 setup. They cannot be present
in a single-grade self-contained classroom. Three teachers and 60 or.so
children simply ha;e it better than one teacher and 25 children. The
flexibility potentials of a3 oH 2 class dkamatical]y’outdfﬁtance those
available to even the most energetic and devoted teacher in a self-

: »
contained class.
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 Not only does the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program represent a conceptually
sound {nstructional scheme’, 1t 1s actually working. For ohamplo. 1n'
October 1976 as part of the current ovaluotioh."i University of Minnesota
specialist in individualized instruction, Michael Patton, observed
numerous 3 on 2 classes. He concluded as follows: "Based on my experience

in other programs of this kind, 1.e., team teaching programs on the

mainland g thought that the 3 on 2 classrooms oxh1b1ted a higher than :

usual dogroe of real team1ng -Team tcachihg has not been "Yery highly
1mp1emented on the mainlpnd. despite rhetoric to the contrary."3
Parents, teachers, and administraters are also cognizant of the
unique advantages of the 3 on 2 organizational structure. In their
responses to questionnaire items, for example, large proportions of
parents (irrespective of whether their children wohe in 3 on 2 classes,
self-contained classes, or both) thought that the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program's
major strengths were that (1) eachers worked together as a team and
shared their special talents (67 percént of the parents identi{fied this
as a strength), (2) chtldnen Tearn from older and younger children (55
percent), (3) children have a greater variety of materials and adults to

work with (54 percent), and (4) it allows teachers to group children so

they can learn better (44 percent). While the parents cited a number of

other advantages of the 3 on 2 system (fnfonmat1on is ava11qb1e tn the

e

complete Technical Report of this evaluat1oh studY), ohly'a small propor-

.tion of parents cited any weaknesses associated with the Hawaii( 3 on 2

Program (see Technical Report, Table N-3.7).

o
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'schools, for instance,

Similarly, teachers saw a number of advantages inherent in the 3 on 2
structure._ For eximple. over 97 percent of the 3 on 2't;achers registered
agreement with the assertion that "children.can find at 1east one of the
three adults with whom they can get afong." And even'79.percent of the

self-contained teachers agreed with the same assertion. ‘Both 3 on 2 \

teachers (92 percent) and self-contained teachers (62 percent) agreed that

the 3 on 2 program presented children with a greater variety of material§ -

and adults té work with than in a self-contained classroom. Both 3 on 2

teachers (91 percent) and self-contained teachers (51 percent) also
recognized that when a teacher is absent, the student's instructional
program 1s not interrupted. In sum, wﬁether teachers are ina 3 on 2 or

self-contained class, they clearly see special advantages as clated with

the 3 on 2 organizational structure. | j}//
v Finally, principals clearly recognize that the Hawaii 3 on 2‘Program

carries with 1t some special advantages. About 60 percent of those
pkinciﬁals who have botg 3 on 2 and self-contained classes in their

elieve that children in 3 on 2 classes receive

more individual attention from a teacher than in se]f-contained plassrooms.'

About, 90 percent of those principals with only 3 on 2 classrooms in their
schools agreed. Principals also decisively agree (well over 90 percent)
that children in a 3 on 2 class learn from each other. They also agree
(over 85 percent) that having_three teachers in 3 on 2 allows bupils to
find at least one adult with whom they can work. The pr1ncjpa1s believe
that teachers work together as a team and share their special talents

(90 percent), and that children have a gréater variety of materials and
adults to work with them in a 3 on 2 class (well over 80 percent). While

there are'many other advantages to the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program that princi-

pals reco§h4zé. this brief 1isting of some of their questionnaire responses
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should.makcm1t.abparont.that"thoso oxpor1ohcod-oducat1dnal-loadcrsf-
recogn1zc the singular advantages of the Hawaii 3 on 2 Proggam (see

Ipchn1ca1 Report, Table H-4.7).

In essence, the Advocate Team believes that there are comp¢111ng
organizational advantages to a 3 on 2 approach so that 1f one were éb
tako three h1gh1y competent teachers and place them in self-contained

c]asses for year one. then 1n a 3 on 2 situation for year two, their

1nspruct10n in the 3 on 2 setting would be far more effect1ve. It would
be'ﬁar more effective because as tdaéhers in self-contained classes they
would be deprived of the many unique advantages of the Hawaid 3 on 2

Program. These advantages are worth retaining.

Preserving the Hawaii 3'on 2 Program as an QOption

- Careful inspection of the Technical Report's d&ta1led information
w111_revea1,_as would common sense, that.not all 3 on 2 teams are as
successful as one would 11ke. . Just as ‘there are weak and strong teachers
of self-contained classes, there are weak and strong 3 on 2 teams. Ear- .
11e( in our Eeport. the Advocate Team'descr1bed the main featureﬁrof a B
continuing monjtoring system designed to stréngthen the less effective
3 on?2 teams. But no sensible person can djspute the fact that there are
_many, many teams in the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program that are.currehtly providing
h1gh qua11ty 1nstruc£1on for br1mary children.

There are also teachers in self- contaﬁned classes who are providing

exc1t1ng and effect1ve instruction for prjmary children. As matters

. : _ % :
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currenily stand, Hawaii schools offer both options to most youngsters.

We believe that this situation must continue.

There are, without question, profound differences in the learning.

*styles of children. A teaching technique that may work well for Fred can

fall flat for Florence. Similarly, 3 on 2 may not be suitable for every

child in grades.K-3. For example, about the only limitation that a sub-

stantial number of questionnaire respondents théught_m19ht_ex1st in thﬂ_

Hawaii 3 on 2 Program was that a shy ch;1d might get lost in the large
group. d1scount1ng for the moment the fact that'shy children often get
Tost 1h conventional sel f-contained classes as ﬁél], jet's concede the
bo§s1b111ty. Nell, if both 3 on 2 and self-contained classes are reta1qed
as options for youngsters in Hawaii, we arrive at a classic triumph of
simultaneous cake-having and cake-eating. Y

There are differences in kids. There are differences between 3 on 2 )
and self—confained claéses. The numerous parents; teachers, and pr1nc1pa1§«

. L
who supplied questionnaire data recognized both of these points when they

offered resounding support for the contention that the Hawaii 3 on 2

Program shou]d be preserved as a choice for those who want it. This
1nf6rmat10n is set forth in Table 5 in ihe Appendix. When responses are
presented to the question "How important do you feel it is to keep 3 on 2.
as an option for those schools, students, and teachers wﬂp want 1t?", no
matter what group responded, substantial numbers of the fespondents 1nd1-.}
cated that they wanted to retain 3 on 2 as an option for those who wished
it. For example, of the 111 6r1nc1pals,who supervised-both 3 on 2 and

—

self-contained classes, 66 percent believed it was very important as an
/Y

optign. A1l groups, as an inspection of Table 5 will reveal, registerea

4

strong support for the importance of keeping 3 on 2 as an option.
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There.wgs. of course strong support'alga/for maintaining self-
contained classes as an option 1in every school. This is precisely what
the Advoéafe Team {s contending,.namely, that both 3 on 2 and self-
contained classes be aVa11ab1q~to the 8253)5 and parents of Hawaii.
Paréntslshould not be 6orceé to place their children in an instructional
setting they believe will not benefit that child. VYet, as we have séen.
the majority opinfon is clearly that the Hawa1l 3 on 2 Program in At
cases provides an exemplary instructional opportunity for primary grade
children.. P&rents should not be deprived of the opportunity to place
their children in such a rich educational environment. |

Besides preserving 3 on 2 classes as an option for tﬁz ch11dren of
Hawati, 1t should Qe recognized that Hawaiian education will benefit by
maintaining 3 on 2las an option for the teachers of Hawaii. Teachers,
Just 1ike youngsters,'differ. Some teachers who midkt shrivel in the

isolation of a self-contained classroom, really blossom in the collegial

stimulation of a 3 ong

class. Other teachers really work most effectively
in the-autonomous sé; ing of a self-contained class. For the good of
Hawaii education, both instructional settings must be preserved in order

to capitalize on particular teachers' strengths.

N

A Matter of Pride

The Hawaii 3 on 2 Program has been in existence for a number of years
.now. It has attracted both national aﬁa international attention, not only
because of its substantial magnitude but also~because of the forward-
loogang instructional features it incorporates. Will the citizens of
Hawaji be satisfied at this point to discard this highly visible eduéa-

tional innovation?

12
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is more approe;jato to concoive of the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program as a

creative and potentially effective educational intervention that has at

. this moment reachod a plateau, Nhethoi the paople of Hawaii capitalize

on\this situation to strengthen an already effective instructional inter-
vel}\en or waste their eight-year, muliti-million dollarrinvestment in
edoc;tioqol reform remains to be seen. )

When members of.the Advocate Team were originally assigned the task
of'defending the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program, wq wondered how it was that if the
program 1s so‘defectiiz. it has survived for so any years The answer to
that question, as?we discovered during our countless 1nterviews and

observations, 1% stra1ghtforward The Hawaii 3 on 2 Program has survived

. because it represents an 1nstruct10na11y sound 1dea It 15 an 1dea too

. precious to eliminate.

We have attempted to demonstrate, hopefully to the regder s §atisfac~ -

-

tion, that the followingapropositions are accurate.

1. The Hawaii 3 on 2 Program, while capable of being improved, is

currently,functioning,effeotdbely to the educational benefit of

most youngsters it now serves,

2.  Yhe Hawaii 3 on 2 Program is functioning effectively because of

its untque instructional feoturgs.

3. Citizens of Hawaii should be singylarly proud of the Hawai i

-

3 on.2 Program and strive/to Strengthen the excellence of this

/'hidﬁ\¥131b111ty educational reform as an option for the children

and teachers of Hawaii. ’

To the extent that these contentions ay% vd]id, the .educational
decision makers of Hawaii should conclude that the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program

is an educational endeavor worthy of their continuing support.

37
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We recommend, therefore, that the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program be maintained
at it present level as an nstructional option for Hawaii primary
dycation. W and, fur f ' imor

quality of the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program be initiated instantly. To eliminate
or seriously reduce the magnitude of the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program would
create serious negative consequences--negative consequences that would be
experienced by the children of Hawaii during their crucial, formative
years, Nhjle the costs of the Hawaii 3 on 2'Program are suSstantiaT; the
adverse effects of abandoning this effective instructional program E;n_

teo severe. The Hawg11 3 on 2 Program must be maintained.

)
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Recommended Action for the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program by 120 Principals

¢

TABLE 1

Principals with onTy  Principals with 3 on 2 and

Recormended 3 on 2 classes self-contained-classes
Action (N = 39) (N 111)
Expand 27.8% 15.1%
Maintain 66.7% 84.7%
Reduce 5.6% A}
Eliminate -- 18.9%
g - S
TABLE 2

Recommended Action for the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program by 1,749 Teachers

Jon ¢ §e|T-thfa1ned
Recommended Teachers Teachers
Action (N=1,175) (N = 574)
Expand 25.6% 8.3%
Maintain 60. 8% 42.2%
Reduce 9.1% 20.1%
Eliminate 4,5% 29.3%
TABLE 3

Recommended Action for the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program by 905 Parents

Parents of Parents of TParents of Both
3on 2 Self-Contained 3 on 2 and Self-
Recommended Children Children Contained Children %
. Action (N = 503) (N = 222) (N = 180)
Expand 27.0% 11.7% 20.1%
Maintain 49, 5% 38. 6% 43.1%
Reduce 13.4% 15.2% 18.4%
Eliminate 10.2% 34.5% 10. 4%




TABLE 4 -

4

Relative Effcctivoncss‘of Hawaii 3 on 2 Program Clagses
and Self-Contained Classes as Judged by 111 Elementary Principals

] )

(The question given to principals haying both self-contained and 3 on 2
tlasses in their schools: "Below {s a i(ist of 14 areas of content,
knowledge and p.fsonaf development in which children can evidence growth.
For each of the 14 areas, please compare your perception of the overall
progress madé this year by children in 3 on 2 classes and those at the
same. grade levels in self-contained classes.")

1

~Wore Progress Wore Progress In

in3on 2 Self-Contained
Area Clagses Classes
‘Reading 31.3% R
Becoming a more independent learner 63.8% | 6.4%
Arithmetic | 17.7% 8.3%
Taking an interest in school 30.5¢ d 4.2%
Science 20.2% 2.1%
Exercising self-control | 37.2% 16.0%
Mus ic 21:1% 5.3%
Communicating with adults 44.7% 6.4%
e 2 3.2%
Getting along with othér children ~ 51.6% -ﬁ 35'4.2%
Physical‘educat;;n / 25.0% ) 3.9%
Using time wisely ’( 37.2% 12.8%
Social studies 22.3% 2.1%
Develoging a more positive 45. 3% 6.3%
selfaconcept .
N
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- — PR o
Perception of Importance of Retajning the
Hawaii 3 on 2 Program as an Option

Pr1ncjg§13 of both mm 66.4 - 23.6 10.0 .
.} donddad getf- -V v V.Y 1.
- contained classes . » B
N Principals of 3on2 - | 19 a7 | 83 | -
classes . . N
Taachers of 3 on 2 1,00 | 82.3 14.8 3.2
classes . | |
Teachers of self- 469 43.1 34.3 22.6
contained classes '
« - | Parents of 3 on 2 487 | s4.6 37.2 8.2
) chiTdren : '
Parents of self- 207 38.2 _ 38.?// 23.7
contdined children _ S
Parents of both 3 on 2 179 45.8 37.4 16.8
and self-contained , .
children
( .
. » ..\\\
) ,




1.

§ 7 wood CT1ffs, New Jersey: Proﬁtico-H T, Inc., 1978,

: 2. Report of the C D & T Ad Hoc Committee on the State's Minimum Testing
: Program to Philip K, Ige, May 1, 1975, The coomittee consisted of
5 Gerald Dykstra, Stanley Koki, Morris Lai, May Look, Shiho Nunes,

' and Richard Port Chairmén,

3.. See Technical Roport ection entitled "Report by Dr. Michaol
——,——Pattoni—observation r;d findings."— —— — i e
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See for example, Popham, W. James. Educational ovaluation.fiﬁng]o-_
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_ PREFACE
~ The design of this evaluation study required that one team of
evaluators identify strengths and ;nother team identify deficiencies of

the program. Thus, this Report ofithe Adversary Team is only one part

of the full evaluation report. It is a ropo;f'of deficiencies. Taken by

ftself, this Report does not represent an overall pcrspectiVo of strengths

and weaknesses, The points advanced by the Adversary Team, however, are

supported by data and by logic.

J
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The Hawaii 3 on 2 Program was evaluated by a team of ten avaluators
assembled by the Northwest Regionai Educationai Laboratory. The st&dy
was conduc ted through the use of an advocata-adversary evaLgation design.
The full "ten-memher team made decisions on data to be collected and ‘he '
manner in which the oata were to be an;Iyzod.v Then, thegteam was5divided
intoﬁt!g_teams of four members each; and tno aoditional members served

as co-directors of the overall evaluation study. . By random assignment,

P

'6he*£3an'kth;%;d96£até'taam) aSSumed responsibility for identifying
strengths of the program. The other team (the adversary team) assumed
responsibility for identifying weaknesses of tho program. Both taams
used the same bank of data, which is reported in a separate Tecnniéal
Report.] ‘

The 3 on 2 Program is a combination of team teaching and open
education-in the primary grades, kindergarten through grade three, A
3 on 2 classroom is-organized with three teathers,and approximately
sixty (60)%pupils who represent two vertical gradegd either k indergarten
and grade one, grade one and grade tno, or grade two and-grade three,

Fifty-four percent (54%) of the primary children in Hanaii public
schools are enrolled in 3 on 2 giasses;'fortyftwo percent (42%) are
enrolled in se]f—contained classrooms; and four percent (4%) are enrolled
in classrooms with a modification of 3 on 2 (typically, two teaehers
and a teacher's aide).?

A matter which will be discussed more extensively in another section
of the report, but which is pertinent here, is a pervasive problem of
ambiguity of statements of program objectives for 3 on 2. There are,
however, statements of specific 1earning outcomes for all children
whether they are placed in 3 on 2 or se]f—contained classrooms. These

statements, 1isted below, were enunciated in a number of 3 on 2 Program

51




~documents over the years and were included in the first pub11sh9d

description of 3 on 2 in 1968,

1974 long-range_b]ann1ng document Sy DOE4 with the following assertion:
"The a§§ﬁmpf1on is that studehts'in 3on2 Qil] exhibit greater §a1n”
(emphd;is édded) than étudenfs 1% self-contained classes in attaining the
program objectives." Thus, the-team hqs collected data in relatian to

these obJectivés and ha¢ searched for evidence of "gﬁeater gains" thqn

. . To acquire basic academic .learnings.

. To increasingly dovelop‘silf-d1r§ct1on (subsequently
restated, "to develop autonomy in learningl).

- To devolga‘h more realistic and positive seff-concept.

To establish satisfying interpersonal relationships.

that achieved by students in Self-contdined;classrooms.'

affective) from students; data from classroom observations; information

Data which were gathered included' tast information (cognitive and

gathered bycinterv1ews with officials of the executive and 1eg1§3at1ve

branches of State g"over*nment-z Board of Education members, Depaftment of
Education 1e6ders, teaghérs, béfénts, brinc1pa1s, distrjct school leaders,
istudents and other interested c1t1£ens; qhest1onna1re data collected in
the Spring of 1976 from primary (k1ndergarten through qrade three) .
teachers, elementary school principals, And a-random sample of parents of
primary-level students; additionalfquestionnaire data ¢ollected in the |
Fall of 1976,from a random sample of primary teachers who were invited to
comp]ete a "Teacher Views of Classroom Instruction” qUestionnaire; and
questionnaire data from a random sample of foﬁrth grade teachers who were

invited to answer questions designed to ascertain if ther?’gpre observed

‘differences between students in the fourth grade who came from

52
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| s.c.]f._-con_ta_i_ngq__:cla_s_s_rom__qn_d’___fr'om_ 3 on 2 classrooms, I_n__!étl_l__t_l_s?no_____.

numerous docomants doscrlptho.of 'on'2-ob30colvas were ravlawod{ a

cost study wai done; and a teacher-dbsentee study was done. Furtherndrs,

to broaden the base of information, six open hearings were held in the

Spring of 1976 to which all.interested citizens were invited. |
. One part of this avaluatlon which compared a Eandom sample of

3 on 2 classrooms with a random samplo of self-contained classrooms is

e e —— e e R — e e = -

cltad in tho following sactlons ol thls Raport whlch daal'wlth studant

achlavamont Socloaﬁconomlc status of the students, measures of their .

} %‘ ab1l1ty~and anrollmant in classrooms uslng Hawaii English Program (HEP)

materials, are independent variables in thls avaluat1figstudy. Other

controls were exerclsed through randomization, (See the Technical Report

for deta1ls of the study des1gn and data analyses )

L\

’ l ¢ . - ’ ).
. 3 on 2 Deficiencies in Producing ¢
Greater Gains In Student Achlevement

‘This {s the Report of the Adversary Team, a report of deficiencies
fn the 3 on 2 classroom orgao1zat10nal pattern. ' |
Three-on-Two was a beautlful dream 1n the Spr1ng and Summer of 1968.
In describing some aspects of the dream. one hlgh ranking school off1c1al ‘
asked: "Why separate the grades art1f1c1ally? Why keep cognitive
learnings awayhfrom Kindergarten chlldren? Why not proyjde kids with
options in relatlng‘to tﬁelo teacher(s)?" A1l are excelleot quest1oo§! | S
In real life, howeveo, the dream has not come true, as can be seen

/

from responses to some very fundamental questions of 5 on 2.

AT
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Student Cognitive Ach1evement - o R

Perhaps the most fundamental questions posed by the evaluat1on tean

had to do with student achievement in the bas1c sk111 areas of reading

Cd

and mathematics.

\

Question 1: Do 3 on 2 students achieve more in reading than students

in Self:conta1ned classrooms?

No!

“In the Spring of 1976, the Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills (CTBS)

Level 1, Form S: was administered to a random sample of third grade
students who had spent at least three years in 3 on 2vciassrooms and a
random sample of third grade students who had spent at least three years
in self-contained classrooms. Theré)were significant d1ffetences between
the two groups on .the reading vocabulary and on the reading comprehension
subtests. Self-contained students scored higher ttﬁq\3 on 2 students on

both measures.5 , ; <

In addition to the CTBS, a standardized norm referenced test, another

‘test, a criterion referenced test (CRT) published by the Instructional
Objectives Exchange (I0X), was administered 1n‘the Fall of 1976 to two
groups of fourth graders réndom]y selected respective]} from among the
3on 2 ahd self-contained students tested in the Spring, Tﬁese stuhents
were tested on the following six reading areas: '

1. Selecting examb]es'and synonyms to match-contextual defieitionét

Objective tested: Given two sentences, one of which uses an

unfamiliar word, the student will select a synonym or e?amp]e ef the class
of things or qua]1t1es described by the unfami]iar word.

2. Identifying the most genera] statement " B

Objective tested: Given three statements, the student will

select the most general statement.

54 : o 55 ///
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3. Understanding explicitiy-stated content. |
Objcctivo tested: Given a brief passage‘writtcn in-thc active
voice. tnq student tan correctly complete sentences usfng literal detail
found within the passage.
4,  Simpl logiéal reasoning. ‘
_Objective tostnd: The student can identify a spotific fact

which n7y be légically'inferrod from another given fact.

5.
/'.

Making definitions from factual informatjon.
Objective tested: After reading“.short paragraph containing
factual information, the student can identify the most logical answcr to
a question, |

| 6. Identifying possible outcome;.

-‘aObjective tested: Given four nutcomes, the student can select
the two which are consistent with the situatinns orv facts presented in-a
short paragraphﬂ | | |

There were no significant differences favoring the 3.on 2 over“'_
self-comtained classroom groups on any of the CRT “reading areas.6 7

Thus, student achievement in reading was evaluated through the two
most prevnlent methods of testing--standardized norm reférenced tests and
| igiterion referenced tests; and, neither method of testing yielded
sfgnificant differences favoring the students in 3 on 2 over .thQse in
self-contained classrooms in their reading achieyement. o
| Questibn 2: Do 3 on 2 students achievé mo%e in mathematics than
students in self-contained classrooms?

No !

As 1in réading, there were no significant differences favoring 3 on 2

students on two CTBS mathematics scores--mathematics computation and

mathematics concepts and applications. 'ghe four fundamental mathematical
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operations of addition, subtraction, multip(z;at1on and d1y1s1on were
tested. Mathematics concepts mba;prod included the students' ability go
convert toncepts expressed in one numerical, verbal, or graphic form to
another form; ang to comprchend'numéricai concepts and their inter-
refat1on;h1bs' and the mathematics'appl1cat1ons measured the students'
abi]ity to select and carry out problem-solving opcrat1ons.8

Furthermore, tHere were no s1gn1f1qgnt differences betweon the two

¥\ _ _
g‘E%ups of fourth graders on CRT measures of the fo]]owing six areas of

ma thematics:
1. Multiplication with ore-dfgit numerals. |
Objective tested: The studént”wjl1 be able to folve a
multiplication problem involving two, one-digit numerals.
2. Subtractidn_with two-digit numerals.

_ L
Objective tested: The student will be able to solve a

\
subtraction problem with a ndn—negat1ve solution not redu1r1ng regrouping,
1nVo]v1ng a two-digit numeral and a“one-digit or two-digit numeral,

3. Fractional numerals- and number words.

Objective tested: Given a proper fraction, the student will

- select the verbal expression that references the fr@cf1on.

8. Ordering cardinal numbers.
Objéctiye testgd: Givén a list of from three to f{J: cardinal
numbers, the‘étudént(w111 select the rearrangement of these numbers which
gives the numbers in the ascending order of their values.
5.  Division: one-digit divisor,-three:digit dividend.
Objective tested: The student will be able to solve a division-

AN

problem involving a three-digit dividend and a oneiﬁigit divisor.




6. Agg\:ion w1th two-diqit numarals.
Objettive tostcd The studcnt w111 bo tblo to solvo Y word )

P

problem whoso sqution rQQuiros add1t10n with ono-d191t or two- d191t

numarals and rcgroupinq. .
Thus, the two most prevalent ‘methods of tosttng{_tha standardi zel

norm rofafonccd test and the criterion rofaronccd test, failed tu idantffy

significant differences favoring the students in 3 on 2 over those in

self-contained classrooms in either their reading or mathematics
achievamcnt. \ .

Quest1on 3: Are there, perhaps, some restdual achievement gains of
basic reading and mathematics skills by students wno are 1n Jon2
classrooms over students in self-contained classrooms dur1ng tho primary
grades that c&n be identified, later in the students e]emantary schoo]
studies? *

No! .

A random sample of sixth grade students was -tested in the Fa11 Qf)
1976'1n conjunction with the statewide achieveﬁent tewming brogram. For -
this samp]e of students, data were not available to control for the use
of Hawa11 English Program materials during the primary grades This
differs from the third and fourth grade testing where the HEP variable
_was treated as an independent factor. Thus, the only independent
variables for the sixth grade testing were measures of ability and
socio-economic status of the students. The randomization process was
applied as a control for HEP.

The scones on the Stanford Achievement Tests (SAT) of reading, ‘/
vocabulary, reading comprehension, mathematics concepts and applications,

and mathematics computations were not sigificantly different between

students who had, during the primary grades, spent at least three years
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in 3 on 2 _cl_as:sfoom_and_st_ud_on_t.! who had spent at least three years 3_"
_self-contained classrooms*'' | ) |

In summary, student achievement in the basic sk111s_pf_ro§d1ng-and
mathematics were ﬁb greater for séudcnts who had spent at joast three of
their school years kindorgarton through grade thrcq 16 3 oé 2 classfdoms
than for students &ho had spent at least three of those years in

self-contained classrooms, The results were the same regardlcks'of the

test form--CfBé;“E§f:_o;-SAT:» Maf;bvéé;_the results were the same,

regardless of the point in time when the students were tested--third r

o :
grade, fourth grade, or sixth grade.

[

Student Affective Achievement--Attitudes and Feelings

fhere are, of course, important objectives of schooling in addition
K‘to cogn1t1ve‘1earn1ng. Among othe; important oéjett1ves are thdser
classified as affective. The evaluation team EesteJ‘a number of such
var1ab1és, and soughf answers to additional questions about possib]e
differences between students in 3 on 2 and those in self-contained °

~ classrooms. _

Question 1: Do 3 on 2 students have'q more favorable perception of
themselves--in general, in relations with peers, and in school situations--
than students in self-contained classrooms? .

No! |

The Student Attitude fnventory desfgned by the evaluation team was a
compilation of well-known ati1tude-sca1es bub11shed»by the Instruct1ona1
Objectives Exchange. fn the Spéipg df 1976, the instrument was
administered to the same sample of third gr§de students described earlier
who Wére administered the CTBS reading and mathematics scales. The sigdy

design included éoc1o-econom1c status and use of Hawaii English’ Program
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. materfals as independent factors as was the case for the CTBS

cognittvo tests.

Throe subsca]cs of tho Studont Attitudc Invontory moasurcd the
studcnts appraisal of thcmstIvcs--1n gonoraI in rcIation with pocrs.'
and in school situattons.

Thcrs“Wan no signtficant differences which favored the 3 on 2 ovsr

self-contained groups on any ot the self-appraisal subscales.'® 13

"mgusstion 2: Do'3 on 2 students have more favorable attitudes about =~
school--1n general, in relation to school social structure and climate,
and in relatio; to séhépl authority and control--than students in
se]f-contat‘fd classrodfis? -

The Student Attitude Inventory contained three subscales referenced
to each part of this objective. Here, only one of the three variables,
"att{tudes about ‘school tn general," favored 3 on 2 students. There
were no significant d1fferences between the 3 on 2 and self-contained
groups on the social structure and climate and the authority and control

subsca]es of the School Sent1ment Ind1ces.]4
| Question . Do 3 on 2 students view themselves as be1ng more

)
independent of teacher djrect1ons in the1r school,work (AOre seif-d1rected)

than students in self-contained classrooms?
No! 4
One scale, the "Me and School Index," included ten questions such

as "I 1ike to have a tbacher tell me-what to do next in my schoolwork"

. . <
and "I 1ike to choose my own activities in class." There were no
¢ ’ .
significant differences in scores on this scale between students in
3 on 2 and those in self-contained classr'ooms.]5
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mathematics ach1evomont tests.

-

L3

- Quastion 4: Are there, porhaps. some. mﬂdua] effccts of 3 on 2
classroom cxpcr1cncos that are 1dont1f1ablc in the attitudcs and feelings
of studontsfjator in the1r olgmqntary schooling?

No! |

In tho Fall of 1976 tho Studont Attitude Inventory was udm1n1storod

"to the same sample of sixth qradars 1dcnt1f10d for the SAT reading and

Once aga1n. no s$gn1f1cant differences were found on scores of any

of the seven subscales favoring students who had spent at least three

‘years in 3'on 2 classrooms over those who had spent at least three years

in self-contained classrooms during the primary grades, kindergarten

16, 17 . It should be noted that the one subscale,

through grade three,
"attitudes about school in general," which favored 3 on 2 students -
tested in the third grade, did not differentiate bet;een the tﬁb groups
in the .sixth grade testing.

In summary, seven affective suBscales in ihe Student Attitude
Inventory were administered to students--(1) general se]f-appraisil.
(2) self- appra15a1 in relations with peers, (3) self-appraisal in
school. situations, (4) ‘'general attditudes about schobl, (5) aftitudes in
relation to school social structure and climate, (6) attitudes in relation
to school authority and control, and (7) instructional self-directedness
of students. THese subscales wére administered to two groubs of students
in the third grade. One group had studied in 3 on 2 classrooms for at
least three years and the other group had studied in éelf-contained_
classrooms for at least three years. The subscales were also

administered to two groubs of sixth graders. One'group had studied in.

3 on 2 classrooms during the primary grades for at least three years and
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thc othcr group had studicd 1n solf—containcd classrooms dg;ing tho
primary gradcs for at least thrco years,

The results for the affnctivc areas are consistontly thc same=~-no

significant diffcroncos. (As has bccn notcd. there was one contrndictory =

result in the third grade testing where "aftitudes about school in
general" favored 3 on 2 students. This finding did not hold.'howivor. in

the sixth grade testing where there were no significant differences.)

Summary of Results on Aghieving Program Goals

Overall, the 3 on 2 Program has failed to produce any grpatcr gains
on the cognitive and affective program objectives than the outcomes N~
produced in self-contained classrooms. Following are program goali folldw&d by
statements showing failure to meet the stafed goals. |
1. To acquire basic academic 1earnings.
A. The reading achievements of 3 on 2 students are no better
than those of studgnts in Self-Contained classrooms.
_ B.  The mathematical skills of 3 on 2 students are no better
than thoge of students. in self-contained classrooms,
2. To develop autonomy 1n.1eérn1ng (self-direction).
Students in 3 on 2 c]assroomé are.no more self-directive than
students th self-contained classrooms. |
3. To develop a more realistic and positive self-concept.
Students in 3 on 2 classrooms have no better sel f-appraisal in
general, in relation to school, or in relation to thefr peers,
than is the case for students in self-contained classrooms.
4, To establish satisfy1n§ interpersonal relationships. "
The school sentiments. of 'students in 3 on 2 c]assroom§ are not

different-from those of students in self-contained classrooms.
AN
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_Interactions. of socio-economic status (SES) with classroon."_un._“
organization-on a few variables were reported in the footnotes for
comprehensiveness of reporting., On these few variables, students from a

particular level of SES (low, medium, or high) appaarad to do batter in

one classroom organization over the other. Since these interactions were

revarsad betwean Tevals of SES, they do not favor 3 on 2 over self-

contained classroom organization.

Thus, the 3 on 2 dream, as it pertains to improved student
achievement in the cognitive areas of reading and mathematics, and as it
pertains to improved Student attitudes, continues to be a dream--a dream

that eight years later still has not come true.

The Views of Teachers, Parents Princi als
and Other Citizens ontﬁe3—5n'?'F?3§g§F_

Although this evaluation team believes that 3 on 2, like any
educational program, Should Jostify itself on the basis of student
educational outcomesy the team collected data on the history, operations,
and characteristics of the 3 on 2 Program, This information was garnered
from many sources, For example, there nere six.ooen hearings, widely
publicized, to which all interested citizens were invited. Interviews
were conducted with officials in the executive and 1egislative branches
of state government with Board of Education members, with Department of
Education leaders, and with teachers, parents, principals, district
school leaders, students, and other interested titizens. Questionnaire
data werelcollected from teachers, parents and principals in the Spring .
of 1976, A1l of the state's 2,379 primary kindergarten through grade
three) teachers were invited to complete a questionnaire. Three-fourths,

of them did. A1l of the state's 175 elementary school principals were
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"jnvjtpégtp”towp]qtp_g_gqosttqnnaire. (E1ghty-two'porcont of'thom did. A’

random sample of 1,897 parents with children in 3 on 2 classrooms or -

self-contained classrooﬁs were 1nv1ted to complcj.bquest1onna1ros.

Fifty-one percent of tho pa*tnts did.

In add1tion. two othor quostionnairos were distributed in tho Fall
of 1976. A random sample of primary (kindergarten through grade three)

teachers were invited to complete a "Teacher Views of Classroom

“Instruction" questionnaire. And, a random sample of fourth grade teachers

were 1n§1ted to complete a questionnaire designed to ascertain if there

were observed differences between students in 3 on 2 classrvoms and those

in self-contained classrooms during the pr1msry grades.

Teachers' and Parents' Views on Pupil Achievement
of Cogn?tive and Affective Ubjectives

How do teachers and parents view the 3 on 2 classroom organization in

relation to the self-contained classroom organization on cogn1t1ve and
affective objectives?
Reading and Mathematics: Thergdwere no discernible differences

/

between the de§%r1pt1ons provided by teachers in 3 on 2 classrooms and

those in self- conta1ned classrooms regarding the average progress of
students in their classes 1eread1ng and mathemat1cs.18

Grade four teachers were asked 1f they could identify which of their
students had been in 3 ow 2 and which had been in self-contained class-
rooms. Only the data frém those who replied in the affirmative are
reported in this sect1oﬁ. |

A greater proport{on of grade four teachers 1nd1cated'that the
statements "are well prepared in reading" and "are well prepared in

arithmetic" were more true for self contained than for 3 on 2 students. 9
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Becoming Independent Learners: Teachers of 3 on 2 classes and

teachers of self-contained classes described the progress of their stud?nts

toward "becoming independent learners® in very similar ways--no discernible

differences;zo ' ¥
Again, a greater number of'brade four teachers indicated that the

stafement "are self-directed learners" was more true of self-contained

students than of 3 on 2 students, with apprdximately half 1nd1cat1ng

"no difference.“Z] | | - -

/I Exercising Self-Control: The 3 on 2 and the self-contained classroom

teachers described the progress of their students toward "exercising self-

. control® in a very similar way--no discernible d1fferences.22

Twenty of the 51 fourth grade teachers indicated that the statement
"misbehaves frequently in class" was more true of 3 on 2 students. No

teacher felt this statement was more true of students from self-contained
23 ‘

classrooms. \\\

There Was no difference between the way parents of 3 on 2 students

and the parents of self-contained students described the self-control

exercised bxﬂthéir children while at home.2%

Wise U of Time: There were no discernible differences between the

way in which 3 on 2 and self-contained classroom teachers described the

average progress of their students toward "using time wiselyq“zs

A greater number of fourth grade teachers felt the statement
"plan and use their time well" wés more true of self-contained students
than 3 on 2 students (23 compared to 10, with 15 "no d1fference“).26
There was no difference between the parents of 3 on 2 and self-
contained children in their description of the way in which their

children spent their time at home.27
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p!_glgging_a Po;1t1vq s;;f ;g_gggg Thora were no discornibI.
d1fforcncas between the dcscr1pt1ons providcd by 3on2 toacher: and by

teachers of so1f—conta1ncd c1assos on the nveraqo progreéss of their

'classos toward "dovo!op1ng a more pos1t1vc solf concopt.",z8

Over ha\f of the fourth grado teachers 1nd1catod there was no

difference for the two groups 1n the positive solfhimngo they posscssod 29

Gctt1ngﬁAJong.w1th Other Children: There was no discernible

di fference between the descriptions provided by teachers of 3 on 2 and

self—cohta1ncd classes on the progress of thdir classes toward "getting

along with oiher ch11dren."30

Approximately two-thirds of the fourth grade teachers indicated
there was no difference b;tween the two groups in their ability to "get
along well with other studénts.h3]

There weré no discernib]e'differences in fhe descriptions by parents
of 3 on 2 students and parents of seIf—éontained students qboutlthe honesty
and oﬁénness of their child's communication and_;he'ability of theiﬁych11d
to get along with brothers and sisters.j2 |

In surmary, reported above are the views of teachers and parents on

the rate of étudent progress toward meeting coqpit{vé and affective
--obJeCtives. Although these objectives'have been de8cribed as important
ones for 3 on 2 classrooms, thére were né différences reported?in progress
'which!favdred tpe 3 on 2 classrooms. fhese data reinforce the student test

/ .
data ‘reported earlier which failed, emphatically, to make a gése for 3 on 2.

HES
~ R

Views on Other Objectives

A ’

At given points in time since the inception of 3 on 2, particular
objectives have been enunciated which are not related directly to student.

educational outcomes. However, some of the objectives, if achieved,
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classrooms.

vclassrooms.-

LI

available, tha views of teachers, paronts lnd prlncipals on these
objectives are reported. .,j {»;I'{";.;\x
o J\‘

To Increase Counsell;gﬁSarvlca; for.?uplls aﬁd‘Pargnts" The

obJectlve "to 1ncrease counsellng servlces for pupils and parenta" 1s.
no doubt, a worthy one. but there is no" hvldence that tha objectlva was

either pursued-Or'athleved in 3~on 2 classrooms more than-lt was 1n ‘

”salf-contalned classrooms. The obJectlve was viewed as b.ing equally T

1mportant by teachers in 3 on. 2 classrooms dnd those in self—contalned
33 - T ii’.‘
A_related objéctlve; that of planning and conductlnq‘conferences :

‘with parents, was viewed similarly. No.dlscernibe’dlfferences in the

\ N “ ) \ : ) o
importance of this goal were observed between self-contained teachers and

3 on 2 teachers; correspondlngly,'the relative frequency of parent-teacher

conferences, as reported by the parents, was very slmllar 34

-

To Assess Each Pqpllgs Educatlonal Progress The obJectlve of

assessing each pupil's educatlonal progress was viewed as$ being equally

~important by teachers in 3 on 2 classrooms and those in selfvcontalned

35

To Accommodate Students wlth Special Needs The majority of the

sample of teachers and pr1nc1pals believe that both 3 on 2 and self—
contalned classrooms are approprlate for chleren with short attention
spans, - ch1ldren of hlgh, average or 15@ ablllty, hlldren wWith behavior
problems, shy children, and children: w1th varying soclo economlc -

backgrounds. However most of the teachers believe that self—contafned

classrooms aré more approprlate for chlldren who lack self- dlrectlon.36
The maJorlty of the sample of parents believe that chil 'eo\wlth the
—
. ~

followlng characterlstlcs should not be placed in 3 on 2 clas es:
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" parents of primary grade students. e

¥

_'"ch11dren with learning problcms."'and "childr\n who lack self- .

direction." A third o.ﬂ more quostionod the advisability of 3 on 2 for

' "children w1th short attention spans." "ch1ldren who Tearn slowly," and

“"children who don't behave well in school."3?

\/
Apparontly. Judging from the abovo observations by teachers,

.‘prtncipals. and parents, the c]aims that 3 on 2 classrooms offer spcc131‘
ds

opportunitios and prov1de special attont1on to children with spoc1a1 n

e e e W e L O, M

" are not 61oims'shared by the major1ty Of .teachers, pr1nc1pa1s. and

(V)

'

- To Provide for Var1ab1e Grouping' One obJect1ve re\atod to the

effective operatTon of 3on 2 is to provide for var1able 1nstruct1ona1
group1ng of the students based on the nature of the learner, the .l_,,_
determination of what needs to be learned, and the nature of instructiqnal
acéﬁv1t1es. ‘There was no discernible differenco between phe way in which
téaohers of 3 on 2 and teachers of sé]f-conta1ned classes viewed the
importance of 1nd1y1dua1\a1agnosts of studeot learning. . There was,
however, a small difference favoring 3 on 2 in the importance of the

goeals re]ated -to the formation of groups flexsp111ty in.grouping
students, use of sma]] group 1nstruct1on, and one-to-one pup11 teacher

1nteract1ons.38

}To Provide for Flexible Schedu11ng The objective of allowing

pupils to. progress af*their own rate of 1earn1ng was viewed as being
equally 1mp0rtant by teachers of 3 on 2 c]assrooms and those in se]f-
conta1ned c]assroomz/39

4

To Provide for Flexible Use of Classroom Space: Three-on-two teachers,‘1n "

~comparison to seLf-contoined teachers, rated the goal of flexible use of

~ ) b
classroom space slightly more positive]y.ao

3.
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In_summary, each. of the objectivas-discribod“abovc;rofers-to"'-- - ---'“'u;:fr

operational objectives stated as part of thb prograﬁ spoc1f1éat1ons for_

"i\3>dn 2 classrdoms.' The\evidence col]octed in this evaluaﬁidn indicated

only a small d1fferen§eadn the 1mportance of these program stipulations | '?fﬁ
as viewed by 3 on 2 y&achers and self-contained teachers; the small
difference, when 1t did occur, favored 3 on 2. Classroom observational -

data, reported later in this report, suggest that differences 1n

of 3on 2 are identified. dﬂdiA{%Fusséd \#

1mb1eme“at1on of thesé goal étatements between 3 6n.2 cléssroom; and
self-contained classrooms again s]ightly favor :3 on 2, What 1s clear,
though i{s that despite the differences in goal statements summarized
above, 3 on 2 students do not perform in a superior manner on any of the

program objectives, as previously noted in this report.

Basic Deficiencies in Design and Operation of 3 on 2

. There are some fundamental problems associated with 3 on 2, Some

of these problems ddte back to the conceptualization and design of the

organizational mode; and&s h_ave plagued its operations over the

years, )
The team has a]réadyiﬁtabﬁshe%‘the failure of 3 on- 2 to yleld
greater educationa] outcomes fhah;%fosejgihself-conta1ned classrooms.

In th1s sect1on, some of the concgﬁisﬁi quign gnd operational prob]ems

§ioY ) v‘*"

1. Three on Two QaébnotﬁigSugurated as an experimental program;

S KRS0
rather, it began w1th the ex éésed objective "to eliminate the self-

contained classroom in kindergarten through grade three and eventually

||41

qrades four through six. While the implementation strategies called for

program evaluation, the objectives were clear that within six years, all of

NP
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primary education was to be 3 on 2 and phase-in would begin in the
seventh year with grades(f0ur, five and six. Thus, the 686dness;3% - : r:
3 oon Z.was_fssumqq before the first,classroam was organized, a mos t / L
unusual and- unwarranted 1nz?bduction of ;n innovation.
2. ; Objocttves-bf 3 on 2 have been ambiguous since its inception
in 1968. | | |

Retrospective objectives which have been written tntermittenf]y since

1968 have changed over the years. These changes have {htroduced
1ncon£1§tencies that thwart efforts of teachers aqd principals to
1m51emeht 3 on 2. .

The évaluation'feam has identified and reviewed 29 sets of objectives
which haQe been written since 1968. These objectives have emanated from .
offices of the DOE and reports of 1e§151ab§ve comni ttees. 42

‘Al though some themes apbéar to cut through the various sets of
objectivss (e.g9., team teaching, vertical grading, variable teacher-pupil y’“//
ratios, attention to pupils with special needs--gifted and slow learners),
there are new objectives introduced from time to time (e.g., affording
counseling time to each teacher, promoting diagnostic teaching,
individualizing education, and e{iminating the need_}qr hiring
substitutes). |

Objectives of 3 on 2 which have been written have not been
commdﬁicated with sufficieht clarity for teachers to implement or for
‘9arents to voice informed opinions about the/Bjacement of their children
in 3 on 2 or self-contained classrooms. Fo; exampie, responses to .the
| quesfionnaire revealed that only aboufione-fourth of the parents claimed

wd3

to "know very much about ‘the program Furthermore, approximately

oy . :
two-thirds of the principals did not believe parents understand enough
. " . * ~ ‘
about the 3 on 2 Program (or schooling in general) to make that choice
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wisely. About half of the primary grade teachers who responded to the

question did not believe parents have enough information to make the

. qpo1ce wisely; another one-third of the teachers responded "don't know."45

. * _ _

i (grthermore. most parents said that they were not given a choice in the -
) . .

classroom assignment of their children. Most of the'teachers agree;

and forty-two percent (42%) of the principals of schools with both 3.on 2
. T

and self-contained classrooms acknowledged that parents were not given a
cho1ce.46 |
Primary teachers were asked if the‘3 on 2 Program is 1imited by a

fack of spec1f1c1ty about program goals aﬁd\procedures; and a substantial
“number (over one-third) of the 3 on 2 teachersteither ag}eed that there
is a lack of specificity or they indicated that they "don't know." Of
the selwaOnta1ned teachers, seventy-seven percerit (77%) either 1n&1cqted
that therélis‘a lack of'§pec1ffc1fy for 3 on 2 prég?am objectives or- that
they “don;t know. "4’

The teachers were asked to rate from "very great" to "very little or
none" the extent to which 22 different goal statements were goals |
of their classes, Résponses of 3 on 2 and se1f~conta1ned teachers are
notable by their sim11ar1ty.48

Overall, the objectives of 3 on 2 education which have been
enunerated are not appreciably different from objectivé; of all primary
education in Hawaii. Indeed, the first set of objectives published by
thé’DOé acknowledged that, "Specific learning outcomes are the same for
all chi]dren”whether they are placed in 3 on é or se]f—csnta1ned
classrooms. These are: to aéqu1re basic academic learnings; to
.1nc:easingly develop se]f—directionj to develop a more realistic and
positive self-concept; and to establish satisfying interpersonal

49

reJationships." This same point was reiterated in subsequent

70 |
71 .



TN

. modified in other. program documents of a more comprehensive seope.

e

>0 These overall educational objectives were extended and

51

statements.

Attention has already been ce]]ed to the fect that 3 on 2 objectives
changed from t1me-to-tjme. The point here is thlt 3 on 2 ldtkcd obJectives
which were unique, and which ware stated with sufficient clarity, The

charge to 3 on 2 teachers seems to have been "do what everybody else fis

nsupposeduto.bemdoing,mbut"do.1tfmone_effeetive]y.ﬂmin___;____m__m“_m"____mm"“______m,m

3. Contrary to the well-established pr1nc1p1e'of‘progrem p1ann1n§

-and development that "“form follows function," 3 on 2 was designed as an

organizational form without a clear understanding of educational outcomes
or functions which were to be served by the new é]essroom orgahization.
In 1973, then Superintendent Dr. Shiro Amioka reported to the House
Education Committee that, "The 3 on 2 Program is not a program per se .
but rather may be described as an organizational pattern which makes it
easier for teachers to individualize fnstruction., "%
An organization without a program invites a wide variety, indeed a
hodge-podge, of prograns for the structure. The team d1scov3’!d that
such has beeE‘the éas mak{ng the use of the term-"program“.fbr 3on 2
subject to aﬁybddyfs definition. One teacher observed that in her school,
"Two out of three of the 3 on 2 ciasses...are.being'tauéht 11ke self-
contq1ned classes. Each 3 on 2 class is divided into three groups, one
group is usually taken to another available rpom te minimize the confusion,
distraction, noiée, movemeng, and behavior problems cause by large 3 on 2
classes."53 ) t

da tohtrary to another well-established principle of program

planning and deVe]opment that "those who are ‘expected to implement a

.. program are involved in its design," 3 on 2 was conceptualized and

designed with no appreciable part1c1pat10n or input from teachers and
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prin;ipa\s. As- a consequence, this absence of profcssibﬁai input has S
rendered the "program" of questionable educational merit. |

There is no small amount of folklore about how 3 on 2 came abquta;;‘
Some claim 1t was the brainchild of the Supcrintcndent; others ?laim the
idea belonged: to the Senate Education Chairman. Still others think it
came from the DOE's RcSearch Division. Teachers know the idea was not.

theirs; and principals know the idea was not theirs _In response to the

question, "Who was primarily responsib]e for the decision to implement

(or not to 1mp1ement) the 3 on 2 Pro?ram in your sEhool?“, dbout one-third

of the brimary (K-3) teachers indicated that thsy thought the prjncipal

was responsible, about eighteen percent (18%) thought the DOE wa; respdnéib]e

while one-third indicated they did not khow.54 By far, the most prominent

answer to the_question by principals was "I don't know."ss‘
With an unbelievab]y short notice (approximately two summer months)

lfeachérs and pr1nc1pa1sﬁwere fd]d to "tool up" for a new prpgram-which

“would eventually eliminate every self-contained elementary classroom in

the state! And, initially, 218 new teachers were to be employed.

Teachers and principals were told (on Juty 25, 1968) that, "The p]aﬁ“WT11'

begin operafibn in September 1968, through state designation of the numper

of teams to be employed in each district, and subsequent district.
W56

1dent1f1cat10n of coequal teams in se]ect schools
| §. By definitdon and in practice, the 3 on 2 teams are wtChout
effectrive \eqdership for p]annjnqg\ Team,members are defined as coequals
without a designated ‘team 1ea&er. . ° . N

&In the first official pub]ication of 3 on 2 objectives and
1mp1ementat10n strategies,57 the teams of three teachers were Qescribed \\§v,~
as "coequals." That term has persisted over the yeaﬁsf Why some o

guidelines were never'estab1ished for designating a team leader, or a



‘remedy the problems arising frém incompatible teachers working together."

>

system of self-selection, is unknown. The teaching teams found various

schemes for assignment of responsibilities among members of teams--
annual rotation, a]phabctibal rotation, daily roeation. selanppointed
leaders, and others., If ;ycnybodyjs responsibility 1s nobody's
responsdbility, then, for certain, nobody's responsibility 1s nobody's

responsibi{ity. One teacher stated the case succinctly, "Because of our

human weaknass. it was ons to pass the buck'--whether it was record-

keeping. general

someone to do 1t 1f you 'forgot‘."58

" 6. The composition of 3 on 2 teams is without a discernible
rationale which 1s app]iéd unhiformly.
Possibly, the most pervasive complaint of teachers and principals

59

about 3 on 2 was "incompatability of team members," This was not a

‘surprising finding in view of the absence of role definitions for

" teachers as team members. Some teachers, anticipating the inevitable

elimination of all elementary self-contained classrooms, caucused with °

fellow teachers with wpom they thought they <£ould gegyong. and
£ & e .

ed teams. Others were ‘Assignad . A ns by the principal.

voluntarily
' RN

Others stoutly/resisted teaming. Conditions were such that in 1970, the

B Legislative Conference Committee called for "a course of action to

60

7. The substantia] cost of 3 on 2 education beyond the costs of

. se]f contained c]aSSroom education cannot be justified to Hawaii taxpayers

on the basis of educatiqnal merits of the program.

Innovations in education typica]]y are ;ost]y and the 3 on 2 Proqram
apnears to be particularly so. Ciear]y, the question of costs could not
be answered solely or the basis of how much an innovation might be

»

expected to cost. Rather, costs should be examined in relation to the
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merits of the innovation. Thus, a fundamental question about costs is
whetnef the conmitment o? fiscal and human resources to an {nnovation can
be justified on the basis of its educational merits. How much is too
much depends on the expected outcomes. This perspective prompted thé
team to pose two questions relating to 3 on 2 Program costs:

a. To what specific ends are the 3 on-Z‘Program resources

y

committed?

b. Can the commitment of such resources be 1L5x+ffia on the basis
of the educational yield of the program? |

As indicated elsewhere in this weport, there is ample evidence that
the 3 on 2 Program was conceptualized”as an organizational rather than a
programmatic innovation and has beén implemented essentially as such.
There are no program objectives that are unique to the 3 on 2 Program.
Whatever program objectives that may be attributed to the program have
come from a general set of objéctives applicable to all primary
education in Hawaii. The ansﬁer to the qqestion about specific ends to
which the 3 on 2 Program resou}ces are committed must therefore be in the
negative. That is, such resources have been committed to no specific
instructional purposes other than the overall program objectiveg
fo;;ulated for all prihary education in Hawaii,

Failing to produce results that are unique to the program does not
mean necessarily that the programiis without merit; commitment of
resources to the 3 on 2 innov tioﬁ could be justified if the progra; were
shown to be more efficient 1nA;\pduc1ng the commonly desiréd student

outcomes. Unfortunately, as reported earlier, there is no evidence that

3 on 2 has done so. On the contrary, the data in fact show'inaijéfgﬁ;zﬁkf‘_ﬁ; S

students have not achieved better in reading than students in self-

contained classes. Nor have they performed better in mathematics than -
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-thotrmsolficbntainnd_countorbart.m_Innatfoct1vc areas, the self-contained .. . ., _ ..

students havé done just as well as the 3 on 2 students. Not a single ‘{fi

; & %
student achievement area tested showed 3 on 2 to be superior to self- 2
contained classroom instruction. | - L

Substantial amounts of fiscal and human resources have been | o
conmitted to and, indeed, expended on 3 on 2. Although detailed cost

data are not d1§cus§gg_borc; it is worth pointing out that close to

~ were carrjed'ouf'TQ}éS classrooms, both {3 on 2 and self-contained; and

$9 million in additional be%sohneI cost was expended on the 3 on 2

| 7 . 3
LProgram for the past school year (197§-76). The corresponding figure

projected for the coming school year (1§76-77) is well over $10 million.

At this rate, each 3 on 2 student next year will cost taxpayers $355

more than that which will be spent on the education of‘eaéh student

enrolled in self-contained c1assrooms.61
, Since the extra costs are not accomganied by increases in stugght

educational outcomes or other evidences of educational merit, the'% | J

inescapable conclusion is ag the 3 on 2 Program, started in 1968

perhapé with more enthusiastn than sound planning, in fact hgpresehts a

Tong-term 1n%gstment of fiscal and human resources without visible .

‘promise of payoff. The team reiterates its 1ﬁtroductory observatiog'that

substantial costs of 3 on 2 beyond the costs of self-contained classroom .
education cannotrbe justified to Hawaii taxpayers on the basis of
educational merits of the program,

Classroom Descriptions

durjng the Spring data gathering site visit, members of both teams

vigﬁted'schoéﬁixjn all of the state's chool districts. Observations
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/ _ . .
frjnc1pals; teachers, parents, and students were interviewed. These

\ X .
school visits were of enormous help to the team in gaining an understanding

of tiaching and learning in Hawaii classrooms. The team members

instruction. These variations occurred in 3 on 2 and self-contained
classrooms. As a consequence of this experience, the Adversary Team

_decided that 1t would be useful to the overall evaluation effort to do

more controlled obserygtiqns in the Fall. The team sought assistance from
a specialist in open education, and the projéct'co-directors contacted
Dr. Vito Perrone, of the University of North Dakota, a nationally
recdgnized expert., Dr. Perrone recommended the services of one of his
former research associates, Dr, Michael Q. Patton, Director of the
Minnesota tenter for Social Research, the University of Minnesota.

Dr. Patton Joihed the team for the Fall site visit, trained team members
{H‘thgfuse of an observation 1nterv1e& gquide to measure classroom
instructional diversification, individualization, forma11ty-1nforma11ty,
and centralization. The team drew a random sample ;} schools, and
randomly selected 3 on 2 classrooms (grades two and three) and self-
contained third grade classrooms to observe. The teacher of each of the
ciassrooms.(in the case of 3 on 2 one teacher was randomly selected from

the team)-and at least ong randomly selected student were interviewed.

Dr. Patton visited fourteen

visited 29 additional cl{

o

contained.

Team members identified each classroem as to school district and
organizational scheme and then described thé observations in accordance

with the following outline:
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I,_f A typical. day '$ schedule,

fl} Classroom act1v1t1¢s. ospocially in the tcach1ng of roading
! and mathematics. ,

~A11.  Proportional expenditure of teacher's timt spent during a
: typical day working with all of the students as a group, small
groups, and individual students.
IV. Ways in which students help (or hinder) each other,

V. Method of handling discipliho problems in the classroom,

~mVIT—“~{ndiv1dua}1zat10n—1n—tho_classroomrm——f-u:{mm—wm—m~-mw~m—n~~—_~w-—-~~~-n@i

VII. Opportunities for students to make d¢c1sions among options or
alternatives.

VI, ﬁelat1onsﬁ1p of teacher and s tudents,
Ix; Teacher .contacts with parents.
X. Descr1pf1on‘pf teacher teaming (3 on 2 classrooms).
X1, -_Other pert1ﬁ;nt_observat1on§.

‘ 3
The classroom descriptions are included in the Technical Report.

62

From these observations and interviews the teameRas able to describe
s1mi1ar1t1es’and Var1at1ons of classroom operations, There was, as might
be ant1cipated, a wide rdnge in "oyerall individualization," a composite
of scores on the separate dimensions of classroom strucﬁure
(individualization, diversification, peer 1ﬁteract1on; and decentraliza-
tion). Dr. Patton, for example, observed a distribution of three
classrooms rated high, nine rated medium, and two rated low. The .
Adversary Team observed a distribution of e1§ht classrooms rated h1gh,
fifteen rated medium, and six rated low. Furthermore, from these two
sets of observations the wide :pnge in "overall 1nd1~1dud]1zat1on" was
apparent in both the sample of 3‘dn 2 classrooms and the sample of | |
self-contained c]assrdohs |

Team members were struck by the 1nnova71ve nature of some of the

self-contained classrooms. In one school,: for examp]e, three
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self-contained third grade teachers were teaming to teach specialized subjects

in keep1ng\y1th the special expertise of each teacher. In two other
salf-contained classrooms, individualization exgeeded that of any of the
3 on 2 classrooms observed. Within self-contained classrooms, ‘ft is
possible for the teqﬁher to achieve the same degree of individualization

expected from 3 on 2 teams.

¥

Concluding Observations

The evaluation teams were charged to evaluate the effectiveness of
3 on 2. As the evaluation was being carried out, many questions were
raised about the po]itica] and economic considerations of exp;nd1ng;
rétaining at the current level, reducing the scépe, or terminating the
program. Many.wondered if 3 on 2 funds might be available for other
educational uses if the program were reduced in scope or te;m1nated.
Othérs wondered what would happen to the tenured 3 on*2 teachers if the
program were reduced in scope or terminated. Still others wondered about
alternative programs“that might be adopted as replacements for 3 oﬁ 2 1f_
the resources were retained byrfhe DOE. These issues are interesting to
the teams and are of enormous importance to the educational policy and
decision makers in the state. However, tﬁese matters go beyond the.
charge of the evaluation team, which was obligated to study the program
thoroughly and carefu)ly, and to "tell it like it is.”

The Adversary Team has carried out its chafge fa¥thfully, The team
was obligated to study the data carefully and identify weaknesses of
3 on 2. The weaknesses identified are legion. Yet, none have been.

identified and reported which are not substantiated by the data.
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~ The team concludes that the 3 on 2nc1assroo$ organization#] structure
hﬁi failed to provide educational outcomes beyond those of self-contained
ﬁ]aSSrooms. that there are searious imperfections in its conceptualization,
jdesign and operationk, and that, indeed it is not a program but a
‘Structure, a classroom confjguration.' The team has found little to
recommend 1t for the future. | |

On the other fand, the dectsfon-makers must be mpressed, as the
team was, by the range of talents (special areas of expertise) which
this ev&]uation has shown to exfst émong primary teachers in both 3 on 2

63 ‘Yith the array of talents

and sel?-contained classroom organizations.
among the teachers; with the dedication bf-Hawaii's citizens for ‘
achieving high quaf%ty education for their children; and with Hawaii's
educational 1éader§;who fearlessly ask that their prdgrams be studied and
that the evaiuators "tell it 1ike 1t is," this team of evaluators

concludes that the future is bright for the making of wise educational

decisions in the state.
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1.
12.

“Hawa11 3 on 2 Student Enrollmont by District, Program and Gradc
Level," mimeographed. Hawai{ Dopartmnnt of Education, corrected
November 4, 1976.

. Thg 3 on 2 Program Hawa11 Departmcnt of Education July 25. 1968

3 o n -Ra Pro ram Improv s.44924-1977. Hawaf1
epar ent of tdugation, July . , - o
See Technical Report, Table 12 ’,,//

Seé Technical Report, Tab1es 17 and 21

There was one interaction of classroom organizat1on with socio-
economic status (SES). High socio-economic status (HSES) students
in_3-on 2 classrooms scored higher than the HSES students in self-
contained classrooms on one subtest, "Selecting Examples and Synonyms
to Match Contextual Definitions." This relationship was reversed for
low socio-economi¢é status (LSES) students, with LSES students in
self-contained classrooms scoring higher on the. subtest than LSES
students in 3 on 2 classrooms. See Table 20, Subtest 1.)

See Technical Report, Table 10

See Technical Report, Tables 17 and 21

There were interactions between classroom organization and socio-
economic status on three subtests. HSES students in 3 on 2 class-

rooms scored higher than HSES students in self-contained classrooms

on the "Fractional Numerals and Number Words! subtest, while LSES
students in self-contained classrooms scored higher on the subtest

than did LSES students in 3 on 2 classrooms. (See Table 20, Subtest 6.)

In contrast, HSE§‘Se1f—conta1ned students scored higher than HSES

3 on- 2 students on two subtests, "Ordering Cardinal Numbers" and
"Addition with Two-Digit Numerals." The pattern was reversed for

LSES students. On the subtest, "Addition with Two-Digit Numerals,"
there was further interaction with the use of Hawaii English Program
(HEP) materials; i.e., HSES self-tontained students in non-HEP class-
rooms scored higher than HSES 3 on 2 students in non-HEg}claserOms.
while the reverse was true for HEP classrooms, (See Tables 23, 24 and
25 respectively.)

See Technical Report, Table 30

See Technical Report, Table 34
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13.

14.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

There was an interaction. of classroom organization with socio-economic

.status on the subscale, "Self-Appraisal in General." HSES self-

contained students had a more positive self-appraisal than HSES 3 on 2
students. The relationship was reversed for medium socio-economic
status (MSES) students; there were no significant differences for,
LSES students. (See Table 35.) | .

, . \
See Technical Report, Table 34

See Jechnical Repyrt,“rable 34

See Technica] Report,sTab1e 37

There was an interaction between classroom organization and SES on

two subscales, "Self-Appraisal in:Relation to Pee§§”,and "School
Sentiment 1in Relation to Social Structure and ClimMate." HSES self-
contained students scored higher than HSES 3 on 2 students; whereas

this difference was reversed for MSES and LSES students, (See Table 39.)

See Technical Report, Table H-4.4.6.a and ¢

See Technical Report, Table I1-2.6.d and h°

See Technical Report, Table H-4,6.b .

See Technical Report, Table [-2.6.a

See Technical Report, Table H-4.6.f

See Technical Report, Table [-2.6.b

See Technical Report, Table H-3.10

See Techg%@g] Report, Table H-4.6.1]

See Technical Repo™, Table 1-2:6.1 ' o e
See Technical Report, Table H-3.10 -
See Technical Report, Table H-4.6.m R

29.

3.

32.

33.

34,

35.

82

See Technical Report, Table I[-2.6.f

See Technical Report, Table H-4.6.]

See Te¢hnical Report, Tablé 1-2.6.c

See Technical Report, Table H-3.10

See Technical Report, Table H-4.4.f and t

See Technical Report, Table H-3.4

See Technical Report, Table H-4,4 .1 /)




36.

Table H<4.2.f b

57.

37. See mmm_nm Table H-3.5 e
38. See IgghnigglJyﬁxujL Table H~4.4.m, 0 and s
.39 Sde Technical Regors, Table H-4.4, 1 ‘:‘
' Coa o P
% A0. - See _nmm_aam Table H-4.4.q | 1
_ 41. The 3 on z ’2mgﬂmm. .Hawa 11 Department of Education‘.::‘u;y 25, 1968
N ‘_42._,See annotatéd'bibliography of 3 on 2 documents “Tachn aport,
L Chapter X. A 8 .
‘43. See Techpnical- Rggor , Table H-6,2
4. See Techinical Repgrt, Table H-6.1
A J .
% 45. See _9chn1cgl_ﬂggort. Table H-6,1
46. Seo~Ig§hn1cgl Report, Table H-6.3
47. See Technical. Report, Tabde H-4,7. 5.
48.' See Technical RepOrt Table H-4.4 o, R .|
49.- The 3 on-2 Program. Hawaii Department of Educat1on,§Ju1y‘25.;1968.'
(5% .
50. Subsequent statements include: Administrative Gu1dgang Imglemgnta-
tion Handbook, Hawaii Department of Education, August 1969, an d
Revision, July 1973; 3 on Z:Erogrggg Report, Hawaii Department of
- Education, January 19 estimony before the House Education Committee
s * by Dr, Shiro Amioka, Super1ntendent, January 31, 1973;. 3 o Program
- | Impggigngnt PrEceQures Bg?!nn1ng1n School Year 1975-76, Hawail
. Deparment of Education, .
51. Other such documents include:- A Curyiculum for Ea dhood
Education, Hawaii Department of tducation, December 97¢; -an :
Foundation Program Objectives for the Hawaii S%*t% Dipargmgnt of = .
- Education, Hawaid Department of Education, pr o »e |
+-52. Testimony before the House Educatipn Comm1ttee by Dr. Shiro Amioka, ,*" ¥
: Superintendent, January 31, 1973 | :
;53. Comment by one teacher on open end ques¥ion of Teachers Questiomnaire.
54. See Technical Rggort, Table H 4 1
55. <See Techn1ca1 Report, Table H-4. 1 _ ¢
56. The 3 on 2 Program. Mawaii Qepartment of Edupat10n, July 25, 1968.
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58. Commont by one toachor qn open—end qucst1on of Teachers' Qucstionnaire.
59. Coment from teachors and principals during 1ntorv1ews.
60. Confer R r'-N 70.
61. See Technical Report, Table- 47 R
62. DF. Patton's report is included in the Technical Report, Cbapter X,
and the classroom descriptions of team members are summarized 1n
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Anyone who has ever observed or parti&ipatod in'a formal debate will
agree that it is at the rebuttal stage that things really get interesting. S

For it 1s during the rebuttals that the two adversarial teams really‘%dko
Y ' 4 PR - .

out dftar each other, attempting to refute the opposing team's claims -and

Sabassa11'thcawoaknesscs in the opponents' proposals. Similarly, the
- - ‘.. » ™

members of our Advocate Team had been 1ook1pg forward to receiving the
 Adversary Team's report so that we cbuld discover where “t}iey"ériadih't”the
Hawaii 3 on 2 Program was weak. e were eager to defend 3 on 2.
It was with cons1derab1e disappointment, therefore, that we read

through the Adversary Team's teport when, on the appointed day in mid-

>

December, we received 1t in Port]and. Oregon, The Advarsary Team report fails \_,‘

to spell out in crisp fashion just what 1t is that our opponents think is W

0 1nadequate about thb Hawaii 3 on 2 Program Oh, Yhere ame’cr1t1c1sms
in the report, and plenty of them qupthe organ1zat1on of the report 1s

/
such that we,found it necessary to read most carefdl}y in order to ferret

ouE\Just what the'deergary Team ﬁe&11y;bel1eves are the major defects of .

-

3 on 2. D, | : ~

Furthermore, a] hough the Adyersary Team recommends by 1mp11cat1on -
?

an outr1ght term1nat10n of the program, they fa11 to provide one 1eg1t1mate
counter proposal for con;1derat1dn Mean1ngfu1 educat1ona1 eva]uat10n
should pr0v1de dec1sion makers wfth information needed to make cho1ces
= among act1on alternatives. Where are the alternatives which the Adversary

- Teém proboses? We had hoped‘tp engage 1nisens§b1e cdntrastS‘between'the
merits of the Hawaii 3 on 2 Pmogram and one or more counter-prdbosa1s ;et

- forth by our adversary c611eagues. But such counter-pmoposalé do'ddt :
exist in the AdJersary Team!s report. No; they 1mp1y that citizens of T

Hawaii shoutd obliterate an eight-yeak, mu1t1mi]1ionqdo11ar-1nvestment'1n

educational improvement." | . , . L - O ow




A

These, - then are the Rdversary Team's major points. How well do they
, Al \

4

_No attention is §1ven'to the financial, educational, or social imp1i-
'cat1ons of such a course of action. No effort is made to explain the
'feasib1i1ﬁy of d1schargfng hundreds of tenured teachers, nor to calculate
the.econom1c impact on the gtate that hundreds of unemployed teachers
would create. nor to gauge :he certa1; educational upheaval that would
accompauy the mass1ve sh1ft1ng of. the non- term1natad teachers throughout

the state should’3 on 2 be abandoned. No, instead, the Adversary Team -

: S ¢ S '
‘merely suggests that the program be terminated. In our view, such a

suggestion w1§h0ut an accompanying analysis of its implications is not
A ] ' - \ . : ¢ .

responsve to the ngéaé»of)gec1s16n-makers in Hawaii.

" The Adversary Team's Main Conclusions

After reviewing our colleagues' report, we were able, we believe, to
sort dut their main argdments. As we see it, the Adversary Tgam‘be11eves
tgat thé Haw&11 3 oh-2 Progéam shou]d be terminated because:s” (1) Cﬂildren'
in 3 on 2 olaesee d 'd not gcore eubetantzally better on qhe aohzevemant
and aﬁf?ctzve measures used in the evaluation; (2) Hawazz aducators do not
view the Aawaii 3 on 2 Program as bezng,aucaeeeful (3) Even though a
eermea of 3-on 2 operatzonal obgeotzvee appear to be viewed as more mebr~
tant by 3 on & teachers, thene dzf erances were not euffictentZy Zarge,

7(4) The ~ Hawazz Ion 2 Program was not effectively installed, nor hag it
been properly nuréured gince its anepttan, (5) The costs of the Hawazz

J on . P?ogram are excegsive; (6) It is poeezble to achieve the same

degree of Lndtvzdualtzatton ™m a eelflcontazned class as tn a 3 on 2 class.

-

/

defendfthém? In our view, not well at all. Let's take these claims up, "~

point-by-point, to examiné thgir'validity._ © T ot

' G . ~ ‘ . . _ . - . ‘\ S I
T S S .
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@ Claim fl: Children in 3 on -2 dlassss did not soore substantially
| better on thc aohtcvimwnt and affhotivc tcct(.uacd tn the cvaluat{on
Hith respect to this contontion. our Advocate Team's injaial report deals
extonsivoly with the numerous reasons that the kinds of testing instru-
_ments anployed in the evalu&tion were susp‘ct. In all 11ke11hood, tho
' . urdizaql uchievoment gasts used were instructionally insensitive to -
- fh ffacts of'the 3 on 2 Program The criterion referenc;&";;hicvoment
tests provided only after-the-fact instructional targets, hence no targets
| at a]l.‘_Tho pupil affective meesureé, prepared under considerable time -
pressure, failed to discriminate effectively between pupils, even-!iggul
a particular subpopulation such as the studgnts 1n'3 on 2,91 self-contained
.classes. In short, the results yiefded by these'measuresr while sugges-

. tive, should hardly be considered def1n1t1ve

But, one might ask, if you Advocate guys thought the measuring
' 7

/' ins;rumehts were inadequate, why did yu agree to have them used? After
all, aren't weak measures worse than:j\measures at all? »
® ’ \
" - .~ Well, you'll have to remember the advocate-adversary structure of

this évaldﬁ§1on. -Accofding to our Under;tanding of the groUnd.rUIes, either
téam would have the right to go after dqta‘w51Ch m;ght be usefuf to jts

side of theucasé.v Both teams agreeq; in advanc¥, to secure a wide- |
rangtng array bf potentially relevaht data.  The te;t feSu]tS, if they are
gccepted without reservation, dgtindeed favor the Adversary ‘Team's pQsi-

tion. They Mad a responsibi]ity to secure such data Our tpam would have ~
"iso, had the coin toss put us on the gther sidg of the case. .But if so, |
we would have expeéted that our opponents would.have exercised their .

- - proper responsibi]fty:ana pbointed out any deficfénéies of the'tes#}pgf

1nstrumenfs‘u§ed' MéreTy'becadse a testing device is émp]oyed does not .

-
automatica]ly render its results sacrosanct L
_ ‘ N
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While our team would have been jubilant (and astonished) had the
test results come out 1n~favor of-3 on 2 kids, we wefe.far from distressed
that there were no significant differences between the 3 on 2 and self-
contained youhgsters. Given the natung of the measuring Wnstruments.
such results were to be expected. ThZ})are definitely not damning to fﬁe

Hawaii 3-on 2 Preg}am. ,

_ . - : o S S
Claim #2: \Héwaii edugstors. do not view the Hawaii 3 on Proqrqﬁ{aa. \
being successful. ~In a section of thetr Feport dealing'w1th the Qiews
_of teachers, ﬁarents,‘and principals, the Adversary Team attempts to
deﬁonstrate.that the 3 on 2 Program'fs not -viewed by Hawaii educators as

. betng successful. Their attempt was

decisive failure. Let's see'why.
tn the first fdentified the educational
constituencies ' chers, parents, and principa{s. These //
wére the three gr ups ythat both teams pefsonally 1nterv1ewed‘end polled N

“via quest1onna1res Why 1s 1t, then, that wheg.;he Advocate Team g;&;

down to<partftu1arsl>they almost wholly-avoid r*!?rt1nganymreactjons from

~

principals? After all, pk1he1pals représent a trUly'unique constituency,
y whekeas teachers, @hether they are in a se]f-cdnta1nee or;3 on 2.c1as;7
'.may have partisan v1ews bécauee they are actually funet1on{ng in one ef
the two s1tudt1ons-be1ng evaluated, there_1s:no such bu11t;1n bias thhf
: pr1nc1p$1s-who_h3ve-po€ﬁ 3 on 2 and.self-contained e]asses.An their
echools, Suth principals, as experienced educational 1eaders; are 1h a
. far better pos1f1on to.appra1se,object1ve1y the_?e]at19e mer1;s of 3 oh 2
im | and seif—c0nte1ned classes. th, then,,ﬁere principals’ JUdgments largely
bverleoked by the Advecate‘Team? The answer is a]l too c1eer Pr1nc1pg1§'n

\ : -
eva]uat1ons were om1tted because they represent an emphat1c vote of

W

Support for me__umj_an_z_ﬂmgmm L . " K {
- - * i .‘




Having avoided principals’ deta for the most part, the Ad§ocatc
Team then presents a sample of evaluations from fourt_h_gradmcmrs_

regarding the merits of various aspects of 3 on 2 and self-contained

x

classes. Their fourth grade teachers consistently fail to reporg‘any

dramatic advantages for the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program. ~What a totally

] qnstertl1ng f1nd1ng

Let's recogn1ze Just what's gbing on here. A group of self-contained
teachers_1s being asked to judgesthe relative wogtp of 3 on 2 and self-,
contained classes. Is it not compietely'predicfable that teachers bf ‘
self-contained classes wouﬁd'view wfth more favos that same organizational

structure even‘1t'1f occurs at a lower grade level? That's 1{ke lskinq a

" group of Republican governors to appraise the relative worth of Democratic

versus Republican mayors. Impartiality is impossible.

* We want to emphasize the point that the fourth grade teachers' fail-

ure to be supportive of the Hawaii 3 on 2 Prggrpm does not constitute
s1§n1f1cant evidence. Indeed, it may mereiy represent the pgrt1san view
of a potent1a11y biased group.

In addition to the many responses from fourth grade teachers, the

.

Adversary Taam reports seven contrasts (pages 13-15) between 3 on 2 and

A
X

self-contained based on the reactions of the numerous K-3" teaghers

whose opinfons were gathered via questionnaires. In all seven of.

these contrasts (fyr egemple; with respect to such factors as reading
c?levement and wise ga"'c')f time),’the Adversary Team reported that

there wére no substent¥a1 d1fferehces between the teachers in se]?-

N

S - o S B

onta(neJ.classes and those in 3 on 2- classes 1n their percept1ons of

fy

‘pupils’ average progress w1th respect to these seven character1st1cs

The characteristic phrase used by the Adverserleeam was that there were .

////_y g".. | 'i s ; 3 _ . .‘.i

-y
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""no discernibie differences“ between the descriptioﬁs provided by the two
teacher groups.
The Adversary Team again used such data to support their contention
" that the Hawaii 3 on 2’Program fails to secure support from Hawafi edu-
cators. They fail to\gote, however, that(there were o?her questions

addressed to the teacne;s'of Hawaii which fail to coincide with. that con-

~tention. For example, as reported by our Advocate Teah,'over 85 percent

of the 1,175 3 on 2 teachers polled and over 50 percent of the 574 self-

contgjhed tpdchers polled want to maintain or;ggpand the Hawati 3 on 2
. Proaram. That hardly sounds like a repudiatioﬁ!
But let's 1ook more closely even at the seven contrasts reported oy
our cdﬂleagues from the Adversary Team. If we 1ﬁspect tﬁe data carefu11y,

we see that when the two groups of teachers were asked to report whether

their studentf«were making “very great" progress, in six of the seven-

contrasts a difference 1n ;avonnof 3 on 2.was reported Does this sound

A

1ike "no discerhiple difference?" It doesn't to us.

¥ In essence, then, we do not be]ieve that the Adversary Team has even
-

some close to supporting their contention that Hawa11 educators fail to

endorse’ the Hawa11 3 on 2 Program To the contrary, the manner in which

— [

our col]eagues have handled the data dealing with this question suggests

that they recognize their vulnerability on this score. As the Advocate
Team demqnstrated accuratelykin its ‘original report, the principals,

teachers}{and parents of Hawaii are all supportive of the Hawaii 3 on 2

Program. -In th1 view, the Hawaii 5 on 2 Program is working.
\..’; . . . . . " . 7\
Claim #3 = though araeries of 3 on 8 operution&l objectives
appeaz{fto‘ge viewed ag more 'if;rpoi*'tant by 3 on 2 teachers, these differences
. . 7

e ‘ were not sufficiently large.. Frankly, we were berp]exed regarding this

92

. ' - R N




\

‘entire section of the Adversary Team's report. Did they include it to

demonstrate that 3 on 2 teachers belisve $dch procedures as instructional -
grouping are more important? They did just that, of course, and we're

delighted. Our oniy guess 1s that our colleagues were looking for larger

magnitude differences favoring 3 on 2 teachers. Otherwise, this section

of their report appears to favor our case.

Claim #4:\ The Hawatii 3 on 2 Program was nof effectively installed,
nor has it been properly nu}turcd since its inoception. We concede this
point withdut debate. - It 1s precisely because of the manner 1n wh1ch the
Hawaii 3 on 2 Program has been 1n1t1ated and coordinated by the DOE that

its full instructional potential has not been realized._ Yet, as we

contended in oureoriginal report, even though the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program

is working, we want it to work even betten§

It fs for this reason that we set fbrth a series of Fang1b1e proposals
to provide more efféct{ve POE guidénce for the program. vNé feel that the
fact the Hawaii 3 6n Z‘Program has sSucceeded, in spite of the Adversavry
Team's claims about ﬁhe lack of DOE support it has received, is a y1n3¥<;\

cation of the program*s basic soundness. . . N
) ®

/Claiﬁ'#S: The oésts of the Hawait 3 on £ Program are exqfssive.
In the final feport.of the Adversary_Team ft is stated tha% "each 3 on
2 student next year (1976-77) will cost taxpayers $355 more than -that
which will be spent on_the education of each sﬁudent enrolled in self-
conyained classrooms." This statement is false.
“The avekage e1ementary teacher's salary and benefits is $20,956 and

1

. for educational assistants is $8,843.° The average state enrollment for

~self-contained classes is 26 students, while the average for 3 on 2 classes

is 59. Thus the &taff costs per pubil for ¢elf-contained classes is $806
. : ' . \/ 93 ,.
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¢ ‘
while the cost for 3 on 2 c1as§es 1s $1.066-ah& the cost for mod{f1ed 3 on
é is $860. The cost for a self-contained class with a teacher and an
educational assistant is ¢$i,146. At the same time certain instructional
" materials costs are lass on a per pupil basis in 3 on 2 classes than in
sé?f—contained classes because the materials can be shared across more
students. For examp]e. the HEP Lanugage Sk111s rep]acilnnt costs for
1976-77 were $16.38 per pupil in se]f-conta1ned classes bﬁt on]y $10 88
per pupil in 3 on 2 c1asses 2 p
In som& 3 on 2 classes the student enroliment has risen té 64
studengg. In 5415 case the per pupil cdét drops tg $982.  With a modi-
fied 3 on'g class of 64 students, the per pu&i] cbst dfops to $793 which
1s less than the existing per pupif cost in the average self-contained
class. The point here is that per pupil costs can be manipulated by
changing the student/teacher ratio. 0 _
in viewing the cost of 3 on 2 to the DOE it should be k' in mind
thatfﬁhe.1egisléture'has appropriated extra funds fo finange 3 on 2 that
are sepérate from the general DOE funds. Thus, the funding of 3 on 2 did
not cause the DOE to have to cut back on other eduéationa] programs. At the
same time, the money approérjated Byithe-state legislature specifica]]}
" for 3 on 2 cannot arbjtrari]y be used by.the DOE fqr other purposes. Several
key ‘legislators have stated in interviews with advocate and adversary team
~ members that if 3“on 2 were terminated, the money would go into the state's
gehera] revenue fund‘rather than rema1n16§ as discretionary funds for DOE
use. The p}ospects are clear. If the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program s termj-
.ngted, the resources forjeducation in Hawaii may be reduced drapatically.
Implications by the Adversary Teém to substantially reduce or e]im—

inate 3 on 2 have serious cost considerations that cannot be overlooked.

The elimination of 3 on 2 ‘wy have disastrous financial and personnel

g




repercussions. for Hawaii since the program currently employs 485
écachers. the vast'major1t} of whom are tenured. Termination of 3 on 2-
would 1nvolve.raa116cat1ng some of these teachers and the'boss1b1e

. termination of others since Hawaii does not currently employ that many
probationary teachers vkwoufd bc the first to be let go. The Adversary

Team has failed to address thase crucial economic and humane problcm&.

Claim #6: It s possible to aoiﬁ'cvc the game dcgf‘cc of individu-

aiization in a chfLoontainca olass ‘as in a 3 on 2 class. d@1s claim, if
;_\Miubjected to any k1nd of_]og1ca1 ana]ys1s;‘1s patently falso; It 15

absurd to contend that & ;1ngle teacher can create th same kinds of
individualization opportun{ties as might be devjse‘ where thrgé te'achers
work togabher. The individualization botent1p1 in 3 on 2 classes is.
dramatically greater. ‘ |

And hgw do our Adversary co]leagues‘sqbporf this 1og1ca11j;3uspect
claim? Ne11, 3n Octobér they“re€f1ved an hour or two's worth of tra1n}ng
from an individualization expert, thgn spent th;ee orlfqur déys observ1ﬁg
classes in dperat16n._ Indeed, they V1s1tgd 21 3 on 2 c]assesfand'only
eight self-contained clhsseg. Yet;lon t;¥ basis of~“their scant training,
their obviously part1$an interests, and a data-base ;f only eight self-
contained classrooms, they expect someohe_to beliéve'that ”w1th{n self-
conta1néd classrooms, 1t i1s possible for the teacher-fo achieve the same

degree of individualization expected from a 3 on 2 téam.f Inéred1b1e!

Reprise | ' //

o) summary, we have demonstrated.that each of the major c1a1m§'made
by the AdVeE%ary Team is basically unsupported. They chide the Hawaii

3 on 2 Program because "{it is not A program, but a structure, a class-

room conftguration." Ne11, so what? If it's a cJésskoom'configurat1on

”

95

9 ..



S
‘that workﬁ. that's just fine. And the Hawaji 3 ol 2 Program is working.
It c&ﬁ wqu better, that's certain. We h;ygggngjntd a sér1gs ;;>Eqncreto
proposals ta 1mbfove it. Our bppénents of?éf-only a vague implication
that thé program be terminated. |

. , [
They congratulate themselves for carrying out their "charge faith-

fully™ and for their ability to "tell it like it fs." ,)3*'GF*“i:fi their
cﬁ&rgé Qas“fo rehdér-an.éva€0at1on that woula be he]pfﬁ] fo—gawa1f
deciéion—makers regﬁrding the Hawaii 3 on 2-Program; An ﬁﬁp]ied recom-
menéatioq that the program should be' terminated, not fo]]owed up by
analyses of the effects of such an action, provide$s little help 1ﬁ&eed.

The Advoca;e Tesm reasserts its chief recomxzzdationﬁ,namely, that
fhe Hawai i % on 2 Program be maintained at its breignt 1gve1 as an
instructional option for Hawaii primary educatioﬁ,}and-thaf creat19e_
efforts to improv¥e the quality of the program be initYated without de]hy.

On the basis of that educational evaluation, the choice faéing
Hawati decision-makers is clear: ,f

(1) To terminate the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program

. (2) To maintain and improve the Hawati 3 on 2 Program

E

 We believe that of these two options, for the sake of the children

of Hawaii, the choice must be tb maintain and improve !
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FOOTNOTES &

-
- .

1. These figures and the way in which thé} were derived are given in

Table 47 in 3 on 2 gvaluﬁ§1gn Report 197§-.773‘V011 I, TEghg1ga1 {\f
Report. Portland, : Northwest KRegiona ucational Labora R
Ja . -

nuary 1977,

2. See Tec““‘iﬂ Report, Table 48, - - ¥ \
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The Hawaii 3 on 2 Program was evaluated through. the use of an advocate-adversary -

-

evaluation design. By random assignment, one team of eva]uators:(the Advocate Team)
dssumed respohsibility for {dentifying strengths of’the program; and the other team
(the Adversary Te ) assumed responsibility for 1d;nt1fy1ng'weaknesses. Both teams
used the same badzmof data, which is reported in a separate- Technical Report.1 Each
team has filed a report which was shared with the other team for rebuttal This 1s

the Adversary Team S rebutta] of the Report of the Advocate Team 2
2 ’

Recommendation and Conclusfons of . the Advocate‘Team

\]

"~ The Advocate Team has recommended that the 3 on 2 Program be maintained at its

present level. Conclusions advanced by the team are: (a) the program is working; -
(b) it is working because it possesses some unique 1nstruct10na1 advantages. and.
(¢c) 1t should be maintained as an instructional option for the children and teachers.
The.AdveHsary Team will show that these conclpsions-are not supported by any
educational olitcome data. o B
Jysti ications Adx‘gced bvﬁAdvocate Team in Support of Its Conc]usions

-
The folllowing was advanced as ev1dence in support of the "it's working"

conchysion. R N
}i; THe team claims to have visited,”sohe" 3 on"2 classrooms which Had
preﬁddds]y been identified by the district curriculum specialists as being excellent.

Thegteam id not identify ho# many such classrooms were visited (only one was

W
desoribed in the Report). Nor did the team expTain why a biased sample of classrooms

proyious]y determined to be “exce]]ent“ was se’ected for visitation rather than a .
mo}e scient1f1ca11y defepsible random selection of classrooms, which could have
r!Vealed a compfbhensive view of them.

¥
fﬁf’_Z. The team reports results ﬁfom a questionnaire 1tem whi sked elementary

pr1nc1pa1s, teachers, and parents w}at they feel should happen to the 3 on ¢
1{ B

Program Half or more of each respondent category, ‘or sub- category, 1nd1cated a

greference to expand or keep it at its preserm 1eve1 Not mentidved was the fact
101
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that 50 percent of the respondents in two sub-categories, teachers jn self-contained

A

classrooms and parents of students in se]f;contaiﬁed cfa§srooms, also recommended
° A { :

reducing or eliminating the program.
¥ R . [ I

3. Pﬁ1hc1pals. whose schools had: both 3 on 2 and se]f-conta1ned_c]aSsrooms.
were asked to nggpate whether students in 3 on 2 or self-contained classrooms were
making greater progress on each of .14 aréas of content, knowledge. and personal
development. Thosemwhonseleeped-pne of the -two eiasséoom-organi;ations-tendedﬁto~_—¢~
be]ieve_tﬁat 3 on 2 students were making'greatej progrese. However, the reader

{

.must wonder why t&;oteam did not'report that 50 percent or more of- the pr1nc1pa1§
e differences in progress between the two forms of clasgroom

-believe there. ar
organization on n1ne of the 14 areas} and on the remaining f1ve areas, at least-30
percent said there avefno differences..3 Also, not reported were estimates of
teachers on the progress of pupils in their ¢lasses 1n these same areas, which reveal
no discernible differenges between 3 on 2 and self-conteined teachers fof any~of

lthe 14 areas.

ot Six presumed advantages of 3 on 2 advanced as evidence in support of the "it
isvworgiﬁé-becquse-df unique instructﬂonaliadvantageg" conc]usion'were: (a) flexi-
bility to organize students, (b) teachers can instruct in their areas of strength,
(c)_co]legial 1nteract10h of teachers,_(d) {1ke11hood of compatib]e\student~teacher
relationships with three teac@ers in the room, (e) the instructional program can go
on when a teacher is absent, and (f). younger children can learn from older children.

The following evidence was Lresented by the tea& to support the ”advantages"

1. A speg1a1ist in 1nd1v1dua11zed instruction thinks there is a higher than

usual degree of real teaming in 3 on 2 classrooms than that he has found in other
settings on the mainland. | /
2. "Large proportions" of parents identified four statements as major strengths
of the program (from among_13 possible seJections). |
| 3. Teachers.agreed wffh 3 of 14 poéftive'statements descriptive of the 3 on 2

5fogram; and princiba1s agreed with § ofsthe 14 statements.
: - .
2N



o ) \ .

Evidence presented by the team for Qpra;erving the Qroqram as an instructional
option" was derived from responses by bf1nc1pals. teathers;-and patents to the
‘question, "How important do you feel it s to keép 3 on é'ds an option for those
schools, students, and teachers who want it?" Most respondents thought it wa;
either “very important” or “somowhat important."

“ n_summary, the Advocate Team has recommgnded retention of the 3 on 2 Program

at_its current Tevel, on the strength of the followifig: (a) responses to a cumu-

lative total of five questionnaire {tems selected from three quest1onna1re§, one
each completed by elementary principals, teachers, and parents{,(b) team visits to
“sdme" 3 on 2 classrooms previously judged by d1str1£t curriculum specialists to‘
be excellent; (c) a spec1a11st in individualized instruction thinks the team1ng 1n
3 on 2 classrooms is better than that he has seen on the ma1n1and,,and (d) presumed
inherent logic of the 3 on 2 classroom configuration.

'That is all there is to the recommeﬁdqtion and to the evidence advanted. There
is no more. A less than convjncing case for expending 510,m11T10n.next yetr.fdbd

even more each year the probram is continued at its present levell

-v .

4

~ The Rebuttal

»

This rebuttal is diretted primarily to threg aspects of the Advocaté Team's
ﬁeport: (1) unsubstantiaﬁed criticisms of self-contained class;OOms; (é) the |
sparsity of data in support ot.concl sions; and (3) the Team's failire to consider
student achievement . data. | ’

<

Unsubstantiated Criticisms of Se]f—Contained’C1assrooms

Ope cannot fault the Advocate Team for supporting.the 3 on-2 Program. That
\
s what 1t'was charged to do-~--to 1dent1fy and report strengths of the program.
What one can and must fault. the team for doing, however, is attempting to enhance
A7

3 on 2 by deprecat1ng self- contained c]assrooms (and teachefs in self-contained
c}assrooms). One section of the Reoort, titled "Self- Contained C1asses--Se1f-

Created ProbTems,” contains such unsubstantiated charges as: (a) "Al too often,
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teachers in self- conta1ned classes are obliged to assign wheel-spinning act1v1t1es
to the rest of the class just so they can give attention to those groups who need
{t:" and (b) "the idea of providing susta1ned attention to 1nd1v1dua1 learners must
surely seem 11lusory to the harassed teacher of a self-contained c]ass. The team
further asserts that it was because the self- contained c1ass carried with it such
"built-1n 1iabilities" that Hawaii educational architects initiated 3 on 2, The

six "advantages" advanced for 3 on 2 are ones which the team asserts, Ycannot be
present’ in W single-grade se]}-contained classroom."” Nhtle all of these claims are
unsubstantiated, the most reckless threat Ps that ".er1ous nagative consequences--
negative consequences that would be experienced by the children of Hawaii during
thetr crucial, format1ve years wou]d result it 3 on 2 were e11m1nated~or seriously
reduced 1in magnitude. The team fa11ed to 1dent1fy what these serious negative
consequences for ren would be. Certainly there is no evidence to suggest

they would teann/T:ii?\or be‘Jess positively inclined towardlthemse1ves, their .
school or their peers.

The Advocate Team implied that the level of competence of e]ehentary teachers
is a natter of chance. In 1ts reflections on self-contained classrooms, the team
stated, "If ue were 1ucky, we d}eu a good teacher and we learned." Presumably,

3 on 2 would obviate this draw; all students would be lucky. Such an argunent pre-

supposes that (a) teachers are less than competent and (b) working together, three

less-than-competent teachers constitute a competent team. Neither of these

suppositions 1s true in Hawaii. No differences were registered in responses of

-3 on 2 and se]f contatined teachers who were asked to indicate the percentage of t1m.

in their own teaching when they did not fee] totally confident in their subject

matter competence 4 Both groups expressed a high level of confidence. A]so, both

self-contained and 3 on 2 teachers indicated they possessed a large range of 1nstruc-

t1ona1.strateg+es.5 Further, there were no discernible differences between self-

’

- contained and 3 on 2 teachers in the reported percentages of the work week they'

spent in such activities as sha11\group instruction, individual instruction,

o loa - 10{
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-superV1sing seat work, preparation of lessons, and counseling with parents and

individual students;e.nor were differences reported in goals of their cTasses.7

The classroom observations revealed s{milar classroom activity prof11es.8

. . .
97 percent of the teachers in each classroom organizational structure indicated

Finally,

they felt "sure" or “"extremely sure" in carrying out all of their teaching

rQSponsibilities.g

Succinctly stated, since the pupil outcome data revealed no differences fn._

103 on 2 has not proven to be a viable, working alternative to today's

learning,
self-contained classrooms in Hawaii.

The Sparsity of Data in Support of Advocate Team's Conclusions
TR : T _

The overall evaluation design of 3 on 2 was unusually comprehensive. The
data gathered 1nc1uaga\nogn1t1ve achievement test data at three grade levels

(using multiple forms of tests), affective achievement,data at two grade levels,
two questionnaires compqetéd by teachers of the primary gradés, one questionnaire
completed by each of the following: (a) fourth grade teachers, (b) parents of
children enrolled in the primary grades, and (c) e]emenzary %choo] princ1pa1§:
There were clasﬁroom observation reports, printed documents descfiﬁtive of 3 on 2,
and much more. The Advocate Team cited data from three questionnaires, but/was.

strangely silent on two others. The team cited only five items from the question-

1aires, from among a cumq]a'?ve tatal of more than 90 substantive'items; The

team manifested no interest(in objective c1éssroom obsgrvation data. Furthermore,
che team failed to use some printeh information descriptive of 3 on 2. For example,

-he team proposed,six advantages of 3 on 2 which, it maintains, were "not plucked

irom any Department of Education document . . Nonder why? Surely the team

ould not presume to claim orfgina]ity of these "advantages" which are published
. 4
11

in at least three documents made available to the team.
Where- did all the data go? A1l were published in the Technical Report. All

:ere available to the Advocéte Team. They just weren't used by the team.

105 )
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Had the team used the data, it would have found that those six "advantages"

don't measure up. The first one, "flexibility in groubing students" is a goal of
12

sglf-contained teachers as well as 3 on 2 teachers,
13 |

and principals see it as a

" goal of both. Observations made by the Adversary Team, and docuﬁented in the
Techhical Report, revealed that teachers in six out of eight'selfacontained class-

.rOOms observed regrouped their students into smal]er, more homogeneous groups based'

on abi]ity Furthermore, in 15 of the 21 3 on 2 classrooms observed “teachers.

indicated the students wepe placed in essentially three groups for 1arge blbcks of
1nstruct10na] time; these groups are hot appreciably differeht from three se]f—
contained classes 1h’one large room'.14 ' : t |

The second claim; “that the 3 on 2 team can capitalize on 1t§ members' particelar'
instructional.skillsISO thgk teachers can instruct in their areas of strength; such
as music, science, or art, presumes that 3 on 2 feaching teams were formed qn the
;%sis of each teacher's subject matter expertise. _The,teaehers, however, when
asked how their teamg were fOrmed,.eatd by self-selection (47 percent) and by

’

persona1 compatibility (45 pertent)n Only 15 percent said "to balance subject
matter expertise.’ 15 - \ - _ | «

Fhe third c]aim, that co]legia] 1nteraction amOng 3 on? teachers makes them
more professional, stronger teachers is not borne out in thedata; particularly,
'pupil learning outcome data ref]ect no djfferences favoring 3 on 2 teachers.

The fourth claim, "children have a better chance of finding an adlit to’whom
‘they.can relate" is mathemattca]]y true (by a ratid/of three-to-one). There seems
to pe a presumption, however, that teachers are by nature 1ncompat1bfe with a segment.
of their pupils, but that pupi]s in 3 on 2 c]assrooms, by shopping around, can find
one compatible teacher. One.self- conta1ned teacher who had previous]y taught SiX
years in a 3 en 2 c]assr00m said that she was able to know her students better in the

) | ] A 4 . \
sglf-contained class “that students in 3 on 2 classes tended to play bne teacher !

against the others.lQ




o

He fifth point, "whep one teacher is absent, instruction fn ic classroom can
.go on ﬁargely undisturbed, by the other two teachers," seems to argue against the
need for three teachers. | .

Finally, the team's assert1on that "younger children can 1earn #rom the older
children in 3 on 2 classes“ may be possible. However. the value of students'
tutoring each other as a formal part of the 1nstructiona1 program is far from being:
universally acclaimed by teachers. Twelve ?f 13"3_on_2 teacher;n?qtervieyed in
conjunction with classroom observations by the Adversery Tealh indicated that they ..
de not be]ieye in the practice; nine of them said student tutorinmg was more of a
hindrance than educational benefit; and four of the eight-self-contained teacher&
interviewed sa{d %t was 3 hindrance.17 | |

In summary, data eresented by the Advocate Team in support of its conclusions
and recommendations were unusually sparse. Advantages of 3 on 2 cited by the team
are festatements of arguments first advanced in 1968 when the program was begue.
In 1968, these Statementslwere promises of what 3_09_2 might accomp]ish.l Today,
nine years ater, they are st111 promises. Taxpayers have a right, indeed an
obligatiom, tq ask when wi]] the promises become reality? When wi]] students be

éxpected to learn more because of this program? There are not yet any student

achievement output data whi¢h favor the program.

Failure to Consider Student Achievement Data

The Advocate Team ackﬁewledged that’ results of the extensive testing program
did not favor the 3 on 2 Program, eut the team maintains it never expected the tests
to 1dent1fy<d1fferences between students in se]f—contajned and 3 on 2 c]assroems.
The fault lies in the tests, the team suggests, not in the ebsence of 3ctual
differences which favor 3 on 2. All of the test§ were criticized. The nohn\
referenced tests (NRT) were criticized because they were norm referenced; the
criterion referenced tests (CRT) were criticiied because of el1eged "after;the- _

fact" use of the tests; and the affective tests were criticized because existing
9
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1nsthuments-were.used rather than the evaluation team's undertaking the develépment
of heQ ones. | . . |
These criticisms are not valid. From the outset of the evaluation, it was

' recoghjzed byvboth the-advocate and adversary evaluation teams, and hy the project.
- co-directors that students would need to be tested in the cognitive and affective
areas, and mult1p1e forms of meastrement were se]ectee The selection of all tests

___ _was endorsed by both teams, the phoJect_co:djrectors,_and.hepnesentat1yesmo£mth§t_;_mm

Hawa i1 Department of Educatjon. | ’ |

Use of Standardized Tests. In~se1ect1ng the standard1zed tests, particular

attent1on was given to content validity--the extent of agreement of the test with
the educational object1ves in the basic a$eas of read1ng and mathematics. Additional
“selection criteria 1nc1uded the appropriateness of the test matér1a1 and su1tab111ty

of the grade range of the tests for Hawa11 students. 18

Criticisms of the use of standardized tests in program evaluation are’ not
unusual. Critics generally assert that the fegte cannot detect differences when
two or more programs are contrasted, and they cannot detect differences between and
among’ groups,, GVen when other data have ref]ected d1fferences

The 3 on 2 evaluation, a]though comparative in nature, is not a ghogram

% evaluation. Two phograms with different or unique progham goals are not being

| compared. Rather, 3 on 2 is an a]ternative.classroom organization with the under-
lying assumptioh that‘students in these classes "will exh1b1t greater gain than
students in self-contained classes in attaining the program objectives which are

. the same for all children regardless of classroom or‘ganizat1on.“19

] ' . .
‘ against the use of standardized tests because of their inadequacies to identify

Thus, arguments

unique program objectives are not pertinent in this evaluation. With the program
objectives (except.anticipated level of attainment) be1ng the same for both groaps,
it 1s rea;onab1e to expect larger means on test scores of 3 on 2 than.of self-‘

- contained classrooms because of the "treatment effect." The means, however, are not

- '
larger. T | *

. - : ‘ | | . y‘,‘ ‘ '
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Also, differences were.c onsistent]y detected, as 8xpected, among the levels of

socio-economic status. )In,that regard the standardized tests did detect differences

[ 4
L

when differences were known to extst.

The cumulative ewidence suggests strongfy'that there are no differences™in '
achievement for the tests to-detect, and that the Advocate Team has presumptudusly
attributed the failure of 3 on 2 to yield greater ach1evement'ga1ns on deficiencies
of the tests. ‘ ' )

Use of the Criterion Referenced Tests Many who criticize standardized, norm

referenced tests do so in conjunction with "pushing" another test form, theucriferion
referenced tests. This is the position of the Advocate Team (except. tﬁe team criti-
cizes the uselbf CRT 1n the 3 on 2 evaluation--criticisms w;}ch surfaced after the’
tests failed to-de}ect differences favoring 3 on 2). These ;rguments, ‘CRT versus
NRT, are for the mos% parf hollow and "sJoganese." of importance are (a) that
whatever tests are used be content valid and (b)‘that.the tests be equa]]y approp-

20 Both_of these matters receWwed careful attention

h

riate for all particibants.
in the 3.on 2 eva]uatioa

CRTs were used to supp]ement the standaré}zed tests. These tests (12_
subtests) related more specifically to subobjectives w1th1n reading and mathematics
than tﬁe standardized tests which measured more general objectives. The ERT S were
se]eéted with the same high degree of care And'attent1on as described above fdr.
-the standardized tests.z-1 - '

The Advocate Team's claim of "after the fact" administration of the tests is
patently false. The criterii are émong the‘estab1ished, widely announced, ahd
distributed sets of goals and objectives for 511 Hawgii students. They have been
judgéd by Hawaii'educétiona1 personnel’as_high1y 315n1f1cant in the deve]opment'
of young p;ople. The *inding ¢f no differences between 3 on 2 and self-contained
students suggests, once again, failure of 3 on 2 to enhance the Qétginment of a

common set of learning objectives.

. ‘ 2 109




1

¥se of Affective Subtests. Both teams supported strengly the 1mportanee of 4

data describing %he performance of pupils in the affective domain if the efficacy gf

’

the 3 on 2 organizational scheme were to be proper1y ascertained. After carefully °
assess{ng the availability of such instruments, the Student'Attitude Inventory, with

seven subscales, was:" compiled from well- known attityde sca]es pub]ished by the
!

Instructional Objectives Exchange;zz‘ There were no differences 1n the affect1ve

subtest scores. The students, regardless of c]aSSroom organization, possess for. -

the most part positive attitudes toward themselves, their class, and their schog].23

L4

Summary Comments | ]

The Advocate Team aréues‘for retention of the 3 on‘2-Program mainly on the
basis of presumed logical ‘advantages, logic that‘has worn thin ovek,the years,
when‘one conéjders (a) the absence Qf pupil outcome achievement data favoring the~
program and (b) the presence of a‘$10 million price tag next year which:wfll
continue to grow in the years ahead.

No doubt, as a diversionary.technique in the absence of supporting data, the
Advecate Team elected to attack se]f—confained161assrooms, the evaluation study
aesign, and the entire range of tests used in the evaluation.

The team could 'not counter the facts thae 1earn1ng outcome data failed to show
any advantages of 3 on 2 over self-contained c]assn/9m§/ and that teachers and

‘\parents generally described the progress and behavior of their students and
children in the same way--no discernible differences attributable to c]assroom
organization. The only consistent]y sUpportive evidence presented by the Advocate
Team was information from the principals' questionnaire. Principals tend to like
§ on 2. The obsenved discrepancies, hewever,,between the principals' views and
pupil performance data together with the judgments of teachers and parents, who
each day werk with these students, prompts one to wonder, if the myriad of daily
administrative taékg does not overshadow'the principals"capacity to keep abreast
of the performance of groups of chi]dnen in eaEh class.

.
' . -
.
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The Advocate Team's claim that "t't‘lre‘_#w‘hers and 60 or -.‘o children simply - =~ ( -
have it better than one teacher and 2% childraﬁﬁ was put 1n'berspect{ve by dﬁg

‘teacher whd noted, “As a teacher, I prefer a 3 on 2 situation; but for my own

children, i requested self—coQ;f1ned classrooms for them, knowing the ﬁand of
\ R

Ee;rece1v1ngi"24

concern and teaching they woul | |

Tﬁe Advefsary Team has ackﬁbwledged’the fTew va]id_pqﬁﬁts registered byﬁthe
Advocate Team, and has pointed out glaring weaknes;égfq? fhe Report, weaknesgqs.
which afe legion. Much of the Rédbrt c&ntainéd poSéa photographs which couldﬂf,
just as easily have been made in self-contained c1a§§rooms, ahd;fictional

stofies of children. - Fiction 1is fictionVWherever it 1s found, but fictibn in

an evaluation report is more than a Tittle diéconcerting.
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" “tat{ons and Re
EEucaf?onal , ratory, anuary 1977.

.__“_3.__A -ekample- of- the unusual manner-in-which these- data ‘were- redorted—~4—m—n_¥l~~

4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9,
10.
1.

12,
13.
14.
15.

W. James Popham. Dan Carlson, Thomas R, Owens. and H1cha01 D
197

-Hiscox. 3 © Evaluation e r

II_ Team Inter re-

by the Advocate Team is contained on page 16 of the team's Report:

.for the 37 perceat who perceived a difference in the effeltive-
ness.of reading instruction, 84 percent favored 3 on 2." On thid
item, 31 percent favored 3 on 2; 6 percent favored salf-contained;
and 67 percent saw no differences.- This is an exampleé-ef_ the team's ’
claim that, "Some of the comparisons are astonishtngly favorable
toward the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program," even with two-thirds of the
respondents who saw no differences in pup11 effect1veness in the a
two classroom organizations .

See Technica] Report, Table I-1.9

: }
‘See Technical Report, Table Il1.10

See Techn1celAReport,_Tab]e-I;1.8

See Technical Report, Table H-4.4

See Technical Report, Appendix M .
- .
See Technical Report, Table I-1.17

See Teohnical Report, Chapter IV,

The six "advantages" can be found in the following documents:

(1) The 1968 Conference Committee Report #3, Hawaii State Legis-
lature, pp. 9-10; (2) 3 on 2 Administrative Guide and Jmplementation
Handbook, Third Revision, July 1973; and (3) Report of Meeting on

3 on 2: Review of Conference Committee Report #3, January 29, 1974.

See Technical Report, Tab]e H-4.4.s

See Technical Report, Table H-4.4.s

See Technical Report, Appendix M

See Technical Report, Table H-i:2
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f6. See ggn jgg] nggrg. Observation No. 22, ‘Appendix M - y

/
17. See Technical Report, Appendix M

18, - See ?eghnjcg] Report, p. 22, for-a descript1on of Test Selection
T Procedures. : .

19. 3 on 2 Long-Range Program Improvgmgnt Plans, 1974 77. Hawa11 Depart-
. ment of Education, July 1974 Lo

26~ This position was reinforced by discussions with Professor Lee -
Cronbach of Stanford University about this controversy.

s+ 21, See Technical Raport, pp. 34-36, for a description of Test Selection  ~

Procedures. -
L 3

22. See Technical Report, p. 57, for a descr1pt10n of Test Seiectfon
Procedures. v

23..  See Technical Report, Chapter V.

24. Response on open-ené question of Teachers Questionnaire for Grades K-3.
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