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An overview is presented of the procedures, findings,
interpretations, and recommendations related to Hawaii's 3 on 2
'progran. The 3 on 2 program is an orgqanizational concept for the:
priuary grades in which *hree teachers are involved with two
cl ooms in a team teaching aprroach. The four major objectives
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learning, to improve self-concep:s, And to establish satisfying .
interpersonal relationship=. The summative svaluation is baseld on an
advocate-adversary approach, in which one teas focuses on the '
grogram's merits and a second *eam identifies t program's
yeaknesses. The types of inforsaticn gathered byl the evaluators -
wincluded achievement gainss: a+ttitudes of 'students towards school, . -
learning, and themselves: oplnicne of profesglonal rersonnel and .
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.served on the evaluation teams. Dr. W, James - Popham, Professor of
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This evaluation of the Hawaii 3 on 2(§rogram'has required the time
-.", : ’
and attention of many people,

 Teachers have gracious3ly tolerated the intrusion of gva]uatdfs in

their classrooms; they have~spent considerable time answering questions

pffinterviewers anq_respond1ng.to quest1onpaires._mStuddntsmhaQe—takon“m.n...

achievement tests and attitude inventories .and responded to questions of

interviewers. Principals have answered quest1ohna1res, sghedu1ed class-
room visitations and interviews with themselyes, teachers, pupils and
parents, and they have assisted in numerous other ways. District superin-

tendents and supervisory staff qembers have facilitated the work of the

state government-off1c1als, and many o}hér é1t1zens of the state‘have.
generously taken time to talk with the evaluators. |
Superintendent Charles G, C]a;k a&d thé State Board of Education

shou]d be complimented for th¢1r insistence on a completely objective
external eQa]uation of ;he 3 oh)Z Progr&m. Department of Education
atiministrators aﬁd-staff in charge of the program shbuld be app]audéd for
their acceptance and support of the purposes for the eva1ﬁat10n. )

- Spacial appreciation should be extended to Ronald L., Johnson and his

N

entire staff in the Evaluation Section for frequently red}der1ng their
S ‘

'bwn professional work to support the work of the evaluation team,

The_Northweét Regional Educational Laboratory also would 1ike tp

acknowledge the invaluable .contribution of four external evaluators who
/

»

Education at the University of California, Los Ahggﬁesi and Dr. Arliss L.

. Roaden, President of Tennesseedpéchnolog1ca1 University, have directed the

~ evaluation team in every way which they were asked, Parents of the students,



two opposing evaluation teams. Dr. Dale Carlson, Director of Assessment 
at the California Department of Education; and Dr. W. Tedd Rogers, Asso-
c1a§e‘Professdc of Educatibha] Psychology at thé University of British
Columbia, have played key roles on their respe;tiVe teams. Each of these
individuals has made exce]]ent.contn1but1ons and brought special ta]ent§
to this evaluatioﬁ effort. Dr. Michael J. Patton of the University of
Minnesota also served as a consu]tant and prov#ded useful insights in- = -
open education and team teach1n§.
Finally, the opennesQ_and candor of the educatérs and citizens of

- Hawaii,with ;;om the evaluators have interacted have been refreshing. It

is hoped that tht§’;;f:uat16n Q111 serve well Hgbaff's continuing efforts
to improve educational opportunities to childre&[
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF TECHNICAL REPORY,

. >
) Evaluation of Hawaii's 3 on 2 Program has produced a great volume
of information. Results are presented in three separate volumes.

Volume I, Technical Report details (a) the process used to evaluate the

3 on 2 Program. (b) the data collection methods and analys1s procedures

. used-in-the evaluation,-and..(c). results.of _the ..da.fia analysis._ Volume II,

A

Team Interbretat1ons and Recommepdations presehts arguments for and
againgt the 3 on 2 Program, written by two opposing teams. Volume I}

also includes each team's rebuttal to the opposing team's presentation.

This Executive Summary provides a h1gh]y‘condensed overview of all
.procedures, findings, 1nt!rpretat10ns and récommendations presented in
xolumes I and I1I. The volume.conéists of these sections: Descr1pt10n

| of the 3 on 2 Program Overview of the Evaluation Study; Types of Infor-
mation Gathered for the Eva1uation, Summary of Major Findings; Summary
of the Advocate Team's Interpretations anhd Recommendat1ons; Summary of
the Adversary Team's Ihterpretetions and Recodmendations. In the interest
of brevfty, no summary of the two teams ' rebuttals is preéented in.this
¢

volume, )
\

A

Descriptjon of the 3 on 2 Program

’

Creation of the 3 on 2 Program

/anference Committee Report No. 3 of the 1968 Hawaii State Legisla~
turL encouraged the Department of Education to begin a new program: the

"X~3" Progran, or, as‘1tlis now called, the "3 on 2" Program. An &xcerpt

~

From the report reads as follows: . ' o
The Committee commends attention to a new -program which
concentrates attention to the early years of schooling.
The plan would put thrée teachers where two are now o

’ 1
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assignéd, so that three co-equal workers are with two
classrooms. Two grade levels must be involved with
each team of three, such as K-1, or 2-3. If the

~ arrangement of the three teathers for two classes is
afforded, the stage would be set for team-teacfing in
one dimension and ungraded activities in the ofhere
to meet individual experiences .

~

The 3 on 2 Program {s an organ1zat10na} and 6perat1ona1 concept
“rather than gn instructional prograp.."Ac;ord1ng to the report, assigning
three‘teacher§ to & class of beéween 53 and 62 students would ffee
teachers to conduct large- or small-group instruction, or to work with
‘pupijs 1ngiv1dué11y. Other poteht%a] benefifs mentioned in the report

include opportunity for teacher preparation periods, duty-free lunch

periods, counseling timé, attention to gifted pupils, and the benefit of .

the combined'special competencies of three téachers.

3 on 2 Program Goal

The goal of the 3 on 2 Program is to méXimize the intellectual,
social, angtiona1'and pHysica] growth of students by providing for

greater vidualization through the team approach to teaching.

Program Objectives

The 3 on 2 Progréﬁ has four major objectives listed in the 3 on 2
Administrative Guide and Implementation Héndbook (1968). These appear
in Table 1. N

In addition to these four major. objectives, the "3 on 2 Program
[focuses] on improvement of jnstruction through ind%vjdua]ization of

instruction and the team_apgfoach to teaghing" (Administrative Guide

and Implementation HgnQbook, 1968).

i 24
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TABLE

- 3 on 2 Program Objectives

The objective has been met when the

3 on 2 Program Objective student demonstrates the ability to:

1. To acquice bastc

learnings

o Apply knowledae and skills acquired in all
subfect arexs to meaninaful sifuetions

2. To develop autonomy

in learnina’

o Adhere to classroom mansqement procedures
tet cooperatively by teachers and students

“{eelf-girection) — — e Select matartaly, activittay and peldurceds — . T T

that will help him obtain such objectives
o Attand to task to attafn objectives

o Participate in thc evalyation of h1| own

proaram

3. To develop & mere

realistic and
positive
self-concept

L4
A

.

o Understand his role as an 1nd1v1du|1 An

relationship 0 others

o See himself as a capable reader, wr1t0r.

speaker, computer, etc. e
o Accept himfelf just as he is \
o Experfence succCess in tasks baing porformcd

satisfying
interpersonal
relationships

4r T To astablish T

| o Show acceptance or 11k1n0 of others, older
or younqer, the same ace, and of both sexes

o Cooperate with others

¢ Help others - - _

o Accept help from others when appropriate '

o Commynicate his feelings openly

Overview of the Evaluation Study

{4

\

The evaluation study was initiated at the-request of the Hawaifi

« Department of Education.

In response to this request, NWREL submitted

a workplan which was subsequently approved by the Department and the

State Board of Education.

The evaluation was to be summative in nature,

providing the Department of Education and the Bpard of gducation infor-

mation about the effectiveness of the 3 on 2 Program. Department

)

goals. Therefore, comparisons are made between 3 on 2 and self-contafned

officials réquested that self-contained c]a;srbOms be used as a compara?

tive behchmark against which to contrast attainment of 3 on 2 Program

classrooms throughout this evaluatioms It should be stressed, however, .

8.




that this fs not an evaluation of the self-contained classroom structure.
The focus of the present evaluation is on 3 on 2 and variables relevant
!
' to its evaluation. Different varfables would neeq to be added if a

comprehensive evaluation of the self-contained classroom were desired.

Description of the Evaluation Prpcess.

Several alternative approaches to conducting the evaluation were

1

cons1dered and d1scussed with the Department. An advocate- adversary

'evaluation épproach waé selected as best suited to provide the)ranqe of
1nformat1on needed by the: Department. \

In this approach to evaluation, two 1ndependen§ ‘Yeams examine the
program. ‘The Advocate Team focuses on the program,ﬁ merits, and, as 1ts
name impﬁies: becomes the advocate of the prOgram;. The Adversary Team
¢toncentrates on 1dent1fying the program's weaknesses and limitations,
becoming in effect the progkam's opponent. The results presented by
the twd teams, when considered togethgr, should represent all positive
and negative characteristics of the program and'thUs portray the program
as aCEUrate1y and completely as possible. A summary of the results and
reeompendatjons of each team is to be presented orally and in wr1£ten
form to Department of Education administrators who make program decisions.

The advantages inherent 1in tpe advocqte—adversary approach and 1its
particular relevance in the 3 on 2 evaluation were well steted by'State
Superintendent Charles G. Clark in a recent presentation;

For those individuals who may not .be familiar with the
advocate-adversary approach, under this approach one
team of evalUators will prepare a complete case and
present ‘the arguments for continuing the 3 on 2.
Another team will prepare a case and offer arguments
against the program. My recommendation to’the Board

of Education on the future of the program follows soon
after the presentations.

N




> Two factors led me to select this approaash. The

first was to obtain the most objective and complete
evaluation of the program. The usual approach to ,
program evaluation calls for the same individual or
individuals to examine the program in terms of its
strengths, weaknesses-and limitations. This some-
times results in the personal biases of the evaluators

~ creeping into the evaluation, even though all evalu-
ators scrupulously guard against it. With two teams
investigating and then reporting on previdusly
agreed-upon areas--one team arguing for the program
and another team arguing against the program with
neither team collaborating with the others--1.felt
that those unintentional biases could be minimized,
if not neutralized, by the opposing team.

A second factor for choosing this approach was a .
personal one. ‘The typical evaluation report contains
palicy recommendations that are jssued by the evalua-
tors. While this arrangement is not all that bad, in
the case of 3 on 2 I felt that -the evaluators sbpuld
concentrate all of their resources and attention on
an,examination of the facts and issues connected with
_the program. Speculating on key policy decisions .
connected within the 3 on 2 is a matter which I felt
should be left to me and my staff. (Charles G. Clark,
"The Major Policy Issues and Program Implications
Surrounding the 3 on 2 Evaluation," paper presented to
the Executive Committee of the Western Regional
Interstate Planning Project, December 15, 1976. Pp. 4-5)

Teams for the advocate-adversary approach. It was felt that all
team members shou]& be experienced evaluators, and that teams should be
evenly balanced in terms of measurement skills, data analysis andiinter-
viewing skills, and knowledge of Hawaii's educational system. It was
also decided that teams of four members.each would* be appropriate,
given the workload and avatlable budget. Team efforts we;e to be/goord1~
nated by two codirectors, neither of whom was a team member. Once team
members Were selected ;nd assigned to teamg to achie#e the desired ,
balance, teams wére randomly dssigned to the advocate and ad?ersary ,L/

positions by the toss of a coin at a joint meeting. Team members were

assigned as follows®

;
N
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Advocate Team o ~5 L ‘-

. W. James Popham, University of ‘California (Los Angeles)
* " Dale Carlson, California Department of Education .
Thomas™ R. Owens, NWREL
. MichaelfD. Hiscox, NWREL -

Adversany Tegu, o . f, B - | .
Ar11ss L. Roaden, Tennessee Technological Univers1ty '
- : i - W. Todd:Rogers, Un1versify of Bri;ish Co]umbia
T - Witliam'J. Wright; N!REL
- Thomas Sachse, NWREL

¢

-

: s » . . ' _
The project codirectors were Dean H. Nafziger ahd Blaine R. Worthen

of NWREL; as neutral arbitrators, they were responsible for overall

-

'1eadersh1p and adm1n1stration of the study Se]ection of all team v

members, 1nc1qdjng NWREL staff was Gontingent on Department ofwgducation
N . 3 . (

R -.

. approval. _ _','(f~.~«' oW ; _ ;Tn IR
-m-&‘d; "t

A

s PN T

- \ . S '
‘ In order to stay @ithin the budget 1t was decidedeat‘the outset s s

that the two teams would mot be able u:<ﬂyelop eva]uation.gegigns and o . :{"’iff
» J.-_.' ":~ ; .. i

undertake data collection activities 1ndependent1y. Therefore, the 0
evaantion design and‘instruments to collect desired data were joint]yi | ".‘ )
.oreed upon by both teams in advance _ Datd were collected thr0ugh

cooperative efforts of both teams, working under the direction of the

project codirectors, and all data were made‘available to both teams.

| S

1Dr wr1ght resigned 1in September 1976 to assume a new administrative _
position within NWREL and was replaced by Dr. Kim, Yap , » S ¢

2Mr Sachse resigned in September 1976 to pursue doctora] studies at
-Stqnford_Univers?ty and was replaced by Ms. Jeri Benson.

L
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o Type; of Informat{on Collected fg; the Eva}uation

i ‘ -’

Many kinds of informatiOn were needlﬁ} to gain a complete, accurate

- f‘

: , |
picture of the 3 on 2 Program and its’ effects -on students In many
cases information about se1f contained c]assrooms was gathered. for pur-
poses of comparison The types of data gathered re\atbd to (a) academic

S
achievement of 3 dn 2 classroom students as compared to seiflcontained

“classroom students,_%b) attitudes of 3 on 2 students regarding school,

iearning; and themselves as compared §o:the attitudes\of self-contained

classroom students; (c) opinions of state executives, Department‘of‘

' Education officials, principais, teachers, parents, and other interested

citizens about the 3 on 2 Program; (d) absentee rate of ’on 2 teachers

as ‘compared to se]f—cont}ined classroom teachers; ie) costs associated ' .

with 3 on 2 cTassrooms as compared to-seif—contained classrooms;

(f) indiv1duaiization and teaming characteristics of 3 on 2 ciassrooms,

and (g) legal and departmenta1 mandates that have guided the def®lopment

of the 3 on 2 Program 0
The specific types of data collected in each.of these categories :

are summarized below; more detaiis are avaiiabie-in'Voiume I, Technical

Report.

Academic Achievement Infonnation

° 'The academi? achievement of a sampie of 869 third arade 3 on.2
~students (50 ciassrooms) and 534 third grade seif—contained students
. }35 classrooms) was measured in spring 1976 and compared. Each
" studept in the sample had been in one kind of classroom (3 on 2 or

se]f-contained) for at least three years since kindergarten,



DA

A1l students were given four parts of the Comprehensive Tests of -

Basip_Skillg-fReading Vocabula;y, Reading Comprehension, Mathe-

matics Coﬁputdt19n, and Mathematics Concepts and Applieations.

. . o
The.§ample qu,éc1gnt1f1;;11y drawn ;o_that an accurate egtimaté of
académi;.ach1evement could be obtained for studéntk‘in each- type |

of c]assrooq,?and 0 thp£ the students’ socioeconomic status,
,enrollmggt in the Hawaii English Prbgram, and type of school would
not foett the results. Aiso, the test scores were'analyzed in
such_a.way‘that Studentsf“general acacem{g_ab1]1ty (as oppogeq to

achieVement) would not'1ﬁ8ppfbpriate1y influence the results.

In Fall 1976 evaluators measured and compared the academic achieve- |

" ment of a sample comprising 456 fourth graders who, during K through

| 3, ﬁad\g::n in 3 on 2 classes for at least three years, and 349 D

fourth gradeys who, during K through 3, had been 1h self-contained
"
(ﬁgsses for/at least three years. o

- , . &
A1l studénts were given one of two forms of a criterion referenced
‘test developed for the evaluation. Together these two forq§>
measured performance on six mathematics objectives and six reading
r

objectives selected by Department‘curr1cu1um specialists as impor-

tant for Hawaii ch1gdren.
: ”

These students were scientifically sampled from the students who

had been tested the prev{ous spring when they were th1fd graders.
Therefore, the pdtenpja] effects of students' socioeconomic status,
enro}]mént in HgWaii Eng11sh Program, énd school typé on the results N
were évo1ded through the‘samp1ing techniques, and- the pptentia]
effect of students' academic ability was avoided through the method

of analysis.

14 8



o & The academic per?ormance of a sample of 657 sixth grade students
(257 had been in 3 on 2 for three years and 400 had'bgén in self-
.confainea Classes fordthveé years) was measured in Fall 1926-jn
ordgr toldeterm1ne if the 3 on 2 Program had any measurab]é 1ohg-.
term effects: All students were given five parts of the St;hford .

Ach1évemeht Test, Intermediate Level II, Form A: Vocabu]afy,

Reading Compreheﬁsioh,\Mathemat1cs Computation, Mathematics Concepts, -~ — ——

and Mathematics App]icationé.

\4

Student Attitudes

] Attitudes of the same students who were 1p-the th1rd~gréde pcad%mic t
achievement test sample were measured,ih Spr1ng-1976 and compared.
Students were given three scales of the Schodl Sentiment Index--
_General, Sécial'Structuré and Climate, Authority and Control;
three scales of the Self Appraisal Inyentory--General, Peer, and

\

.School; and the Me and.ScHoo1 Inventory.

) In Fall 1976 qvéluators measured and compared the attitudes of ;“
sémp]e tompriéing 257 sixth graders who, during K through 3, had
spent three or more years 1n 3 on 2 classes, and 400 sixth grade
students who, during K tHrough’B, had spent three or more years

in self-contained classes.

The same students who were in the sixth grade fall acddemic aChieve‘“‘-' |

ment test sample received the attitude inventories.

-~ " Opinions About- 3 on 2
° Nearly 300 personal interviews were conducted by evaluation team
members. Detailed notes from the interviews were made available

to all evaluators to familiarize them with the history of 3 on 2,

14
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and the range of current perceptions regdvd1hg the program. To
ensure interviewees' anonymity, interview data, are not reported in
tﬁjs evaluaiioﬁ.'-However,fthose data have bgén extremely useful in

1dent1fy1hg 1ssués and variables for further 1nvést1gat1on. For
I/'- o . ! . - . |
. ex mﬁle, a‘majority of the questionnaire itéms described 1h this

’

.report were posed to investigate variables and assertions suggested

Pt N

during 1nterv1ew$ “In add1tfon, some 1nterv1ewees proY1dea 1eads
to other pources bf 1nfbrmat1on or helped to verifyzfﬂé accuracy

- of data mol1ected through® other means.

\

The number and types of persons interviewed are shown in ?ab]es 2

and;S.

|  TABLE 2 ’

NU"!le;‘ of Interviews with School Administrators,
Staff and Parents: By Oistrict

l

Oistrf‘ict g:;;”gﬁ ‘Principals g::;:g‘l‘}:?s Teacr\ors Pardénts
Deputy '
Homolulu 1 14 1. 7
Leeward 1 2 L 18 6 B
Windward 1 6 1 ) 39 14
Central 1 3 t 24 10
. Mauf 1 2 1 _,zf/ 6
Kauai 2 & 2 1 12 6
Hawaii 1 ; 6 1 15 -, 3
TOTAL 8 - 35 7 146 52

10
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‘ w.
| ‘." . . . Tkert 3 ) ' -
v : Number of Interviews with State Officials and Others ° .
) Category ’ . :: . f:::t::c::
¢ ;tati Government O;ficilll (Executive or Legisiative) N
Boerd of Educ3;1on Monbars‘ : . . 7
: Department of Edbcation Administrators and Staff | | 23
e \ _____'.__M.Fomcr Department of Educ _l__!_g___Qf_f_i_CLl_l!__ e _.__.__‘
Union Roprtsontltivcs o _ 4
Press chrosbq\ag1vcs L B
Higher Education Representatives ' 4 )
S ToTAL | ‘ - 48\

° Six- public meetings were held 1n Spring 1976 to a]low 1nterested

persons throabhout the state to offer opinions about the 3 on 2

. x4
. Program to members.of the evaluation team. ‘The 1ocdt1on of
meetings was planned to enable persons from all 1s1ands and d1§tr1cts
< to offer testimony. Table.4 summarizes the locatign and attendance
for each meeting.
o TABLE 4 .
Pubiic Meetings Held fn May 1976
. Approximate “Evaluation
’ : District Date Number Member(s) Location
. . Attending Attending

Honolulu May 12 52 ‘| Popham McKintey High School

: Roaden 1 (Honolulu)
Leeward and May 12 | 80 . Nafziger Pearl City
Central : Elementary
(combined) . (Pearl City)
Windward ﬁay 12 100 Hiscox Benjamin Parker

: Wright School (Kaneohe)
) Mau{ May 12 40 Owens Watluku Elementary
. v Sachse (Wailuku)
Hawaii May 12 " 14 Carlson Waiakea £lementary
- Roqers (Hilo)
‘ Kauai May 13 15 Popham Wilcox Elcmentary
Roaden (Lihue)
Worthen

;;Eﬁqk; . | o ’ o | 17 | - .\ﬂx\\\\
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) In Spring 1976, teachers, panc1pals. and pQrents were asked ‘their
opiniong ,of 3 on 2; a separate survey questionna1né was given to
qj; o " each of the three gp?yps Quest1onna1ré' were ¢@signed th cover all)
-~ major aspects of the 3 on 2 Program, and, des 1te d1fferences
anmong the three quest1onna1res, there was a zscons1derable common- ’

( Lo )
ality. of 1hformaf10n obta1ned:across the fhree groups. ~-»;--m'- e

Quest1onna1res c;ﬂ]ed for 1nformat1on on theé f011ow1ng top1cs

1. Goa]s oﬁ 3.0on 2 and self-contained c1assrooms

7
’ 2. Unique 1n5truct10d‘? opportunities within 3 on 2
' . ang seif—contained c]assrooms
' \y
3. Percéived academic progress by students in 3 on 2 and
- self-contatned classrooms

4, Perceived affective and psychomotor progress by students
in 3 on 2 and self-contained classro?rs . o

‘5. Perceived progress in other areas affected by school1ng
by students in 3 on 2 and self-contained classrooms

6. Types of students for which the 3 on 2 or self- conta1ned

'classroom organizatfon is preferab1e

7. 'Parent involvement in the assigoment of students to
classrooms .

8. » Imptementation of 3 on 2

9. Parént involvement in classrooms -

10,  In-service training for teachers and principals

11. Teachers' pgeferqncés regarding classroom p?ganiiat1on

12. Strengths and weaknesses of the 3 on?2 Probram

13.  Suggestiong for improving the 3 on 2 Program if it were

’ continued
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" returneg thém. And, a sypple of 1,897 parents selected to represenf\(

N / N - - .
. avery classroom in the state were sent the parent questionnaines;

Questionnaires were sent to all K'through 3 teachers in the state

| (?,379) and 7%5 percent returned them. All elementary principﬂs.

(175)7in the state received the questionnaires, and 82.3 percént

>

‘e

50.8 percent returned them. o

In Fall 1976 a samp¥e of second and third grade 3 on 2 teachers and

‘third grade self-contained classroom teachers were given question-

» ¥

naires solicitimg their views about the following:

1. Amount of teaching time spent in various activities
2. Range of options available for various teaching tasks-
3i Confidence in tarrying out teacher tésks o

4, Individualization and student self-direction
5. Their own clas%szoms
6. 1 Their own studerfts
These questionnaires were sent to all teachers whose classrooms were

included in the spring academic achievement testing. In all, 222

questionnaires were mailed; the response rate wds 65.3 percent,

In Fa11 1976 a questionnaire waé sert to a sgmp]e of‘fodrth grade .
teachers who each year teach.students coming out of both types of
c]assrbomé. They were questioned on-- |

1. Their recommendations for.3 on 2 in the future, and

2. -The relative performancg of 3 on 2 and self-contained
classroom students,

"In all, a total of 148 questionnaires were mailed; the response

rate was 81 percent.
13
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Data ’ .

Cost

Tepcher Agggntog1sm _
Information comparing the absehtac1sm rates of a sam91% of 3 on 2

and self-contained: c1assroam teachers was Obtained from .Department - - - \7ﬁf

files. The sample c0ns1sted of taachers whose classrooms were
4

1nc1uded in the spr1ng academic achievement testing. ‘
L : . ) o : o \:}.-;

A

Informat1on on costs oft the 3 oo-2 Program were obtained from

Degartment records and through iAterviews with Department officials.
These data 1nc1uded operational costs for '1975-1976 and projected

-

costs for 1976-1977.

Costs for converting 3 on 2 classroohs into self-contained class-

rooms were determined.

Costs comparing special Hawaii Engl1sh'Prograﬁ costs for 3 on12

and’sel f-containeqd classrooms were also obtained.

A1 cogt figures and the means by,which they were derived were

officially verified by the Department of Education.

Cléssroom Characteristics

L

Detailed observations of classrooms_wére made separately by the

Advocacy team, Adversary team, and a-spec1alist in open education
] .

and team teachﬁng. Table § summarizes the number and type of

' ~c1assrooms_bbserved by each team and‘by the specialist. <Classrooms |

were randomly selected from throughou® the state for observation

. by the Adversary Team and the specijalist. The Advocate Team. . ~//

_‘observed,exemplary classrooms which Qere recommended by District

-

currico1um specialistss and which had high achievement test scores.
14
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Classrooms Visited Within fach District
By Soth Teams and Dr. Pagton ‘e
. . ' sy .‘ ‘ .- -,
, ‘No. Obur\,md \Co Observed:  No. Oburvod
District ' by Adversary y- Advocacy | by /
< Team . Team Or. Patton
- 3 ‘ . , . - * { o
_Momoluly 7 - ! LY S
Lesward - 4 ©2 ‘.
Windward ' 7 6 5
Central . . 4 3t .
Maui e g ' - -
Kauat .o 3 .
Hawa 11 - - -8
TOML Y 18 14
¢ ’
N ‘
1
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N Findings

The maJOr'findings of tne evaiuation are summarized briefi} in this ‘
section. Only tthe results that bear directly on the-3 on 2 Program
are reported here. Other fjhoings, such as differences that might occur
among socioeconomic groups or between classrooms which do and do not
eapioy the Hawaii- English Program are purposely omitted It is impor-
tant to emphasize that variables such as socioeconomic status and partic- o
1pation in the Hawa:i English Program were retained in the analysis only

for a statistical purpose: .to eradicate any influence they might "have ﬁg

;,on the results of the 3 ¢n 2'Program\

Further, details régarding these findings are available in Volume I,

Technical Rébort. N - - ,/A

~Academic Achievement

° On the Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skilis, academic achievement
for third graders in self- contained classrooms was greater than for
students,inJ3 on 2 classrooms in Reading Vocabulary and Reading
Comprehension. No differences were found in Mathematica Computation

and Mathematics Concepts and Applications.

] For fourth grade students, the criterion—referenced test revealed

no overall differences between students who had been in 3 on 2

-

classrooms and those wno had been in eelf-contained classrooms. )
However, within socioeconomic groups tnere were contradictory

’ results. Of the low socioeconomic students, those in self-contained

,classrooms performed better on two subtests (Selecting Examples and
Synonyms to Matcn tontextuai Definitions and Fractionai Numerals

’ \\’ )
and Number Words), and of the high sotioeconomic students, those

A
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A

in 3 on 2 classes performed better, However, on each of two sub-
; | ) .
tests testing other objectives (Ordeéring Cardinal Numbers and

Addition with Two Digit Numerals),>this pattern was exactly keversed..

Academic achievement of sixth grade students on the Stanford
Achievement Test revealed no difference between 3 on 2 studepts and -

self-contained classroom students.

1 ) .
In summary, bécause of the very few differences found among.the many
comparisons made, it was concluded that no meaningful dtfferences

exist in academ1c achievement betweén 3 on 2 and self-contained

classroom students.

Student Attitudes

4
At the third grade level, students in 3 on 2 classrooms had a more

positive "general school sentiment” fhan students’ in self-conta1néd
classrooms. No overall differences were found between the two
groups on the, other six student att1tua; scales. However, aéong a]]
students of middle socioeconomic status, 3 on 2 students had a more |

positive general self-appraisal than their counterparts in self-
L 4

" contained classes. Anq for high soc1oecdnomic students, students

in se]f—conta1ngd classrooms exhibited a more positive sel f-appraisal.

4

Ve

L 4
At the sixth grade level, no overall differences in student atti-

tudes were found on the seven subscales-between 3 on 2 students and
those who had been in self-contained classrooms in earlier years.
Among students of low socioeconomic status, those who had been in
3 on 2 classrooms showed higher scores than se]f—contafned class-

room students on the Peer Self Appraisal Scale and the Authority

17



and Control Schgol Sentiment Index. Within middle-and high

IR—

socteeconamic groups, students from 3 on 2 and self-contained .

: 1
classes had similar scores.

@ _
“In summary, becau;e of the very few differences found among the

comparisons, it was concluded that no mean1ngfu1 d1fferencesjgxist,

LN

in, student attitudes between 3 on 2 and se]f conta1hed c1a§§room

students.

Opinigns About 3 on 2_

Teachers and principals generally agreed on classroom goa1§ Feg&rd-
less of the typé of classroom. However, 3 on 2 teachers more
frequently cited the following goals:
Peer tutoring
Individualized Tearning ' _ .
One-to-one .teacher to pupil instruction
Small group instruction g
Instruction in the physical sciences "
‘Flexibility in using classroom space
- Parent conferences . J
Principals indicated there were no differences between 3 on 2 and
self-contained classes regarddhg parent complaints, interfaculty

cooperation, or discipline problems.

3 on 2 teachers more than se]f-cdntained classroom téichers
believed that tggchers with whom they worked c]ose]b were effective
in coop(?;iive p]ahning, team teaching, shéring\teaching techniques,
using one another's strengths, and sharing learning mqtér1als.

Also, 3 on 2 teachers more than se]f—cohtafned classroom teachers

_ _ A
be]ieved that the 3 on 2 Program helpéd teachers work together as

~a team, promoted chances for professional growth, and allowed

teachers to share 1deas on the most effective way to.teach a child.

18
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Principals also believed that the 3 on 2 Prqgram helped teachgrs
work together as a team, promoted chances for professional growth

A

and allowed teachers to share ideas on effective teaching.

In mogg afeas, pr1n¢1pa]s perceived no pdrticd@%ﬁjdiff&fencen
'bgtween the academic progress of,gtudents in 3 bh;2 classrooms and
those in self-contained classrooms. In the areas of arithmetic,
" science, music, and social studies, 3 on 2 teachers rated their
stqden;s higher than self-contained clasgroom teachers rated their -

students. : , t

Téachers rated the progress ;f studeﬁt§ in 3 on 2 and self-
contained classrooms equally in exercising self-control, taking
an interest in school, getting along Q1th others, and developing a
more positive self-concept. Principals 1ndi¢ated no difference in
“taking an interest in school.. However, principals were divided
" between favoring 3 on 2 and indicating no difference regarding
déveloping self-control, developing a more positive se]f-coheept,

and getting along with others.: .

Also, 3 on 2 teachers rated their studénts' progress in physical
edﬁcat1on~hfgher than did self-contained classroom tedchers, but
principals believed that all students progressed equél]y in pﬁy51Ca1

education.

Teachers rated 3 on 2 and se1f-contained classroom chi]ﬂrgn about
equally dn progress in bécoming an independent learner, but the
.majoriky of principals believed that 3 on 2 students progressed
“more in becoming an independent learner. More than 3 on 2 class-
room teachers, self-ebntained classroom teachers 1nd1cated that

o

their students used time wisely. A1l parents, regardless of tF
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type of c]asskbom in which their children were enrol]ed.,rated | ,
the1E_Ah11drén moderate to high ih self-control, Sbility to
communicate;‘ability fq exp:;ss feé]ings openly and ﬁongst]y. ;

abil{ty to re]atentb their brothers and sisters, and ability to . -

use time wisely.

.
Teachers, principals, and parents did not agree about the types of
students for whom 3 on 2 yas apprdpriate. Princ1p§1§"1nd1cated o i?
that‘3 on 2 And self-contatned classrooms were appropriate for ;;1
students. Many parents indicated that 3 on 2 may'bé inappropriate

for students who lack sef%-direction, but rated both types of class-

_rooms as abpropr1ate for other students. Teachers of both 3 on 2

and self-containdd classrooms were divided bbtweénisaying 3 on 2
«

was not appropriate and that both.types of classrooms were appropri-
ate for children with learning disabilities, children with short B
attentigns, and chiidren_ﬁﬁoLlack self-direction. Séff-contained
classroom teachers were divided about the appropriateness of 3 on 2

for shy children and kindergarten children. Otherwise, teachers

rated children as appropriate for both types of classrooms.

-~

The majority of teachers of self-contained classrooms indicated”

that students with learning problems were most often assigned to
self-contained classrooms, although most principals and 3 on 2
teachers said that these studentg,Were equally divided among types. .

of classrooms.
-a

Parents' preferences for the type of classroom they wanted for their
children were dependent on the type of classroom in which their

children were already enrolled. “Pérgnts of 3 on 2 students preferred

20



to have their'ch11dren re@gin in 3 on 2; parents.o? self-contained |
classroom stddents preferred to have their children remain {in self-
contatned éla;srooms; aﬁa parent$ with . children in both types of
classrooms were divided in their preferences. A majority of parents
and about half of the teachers indicated that parents were not

given a choice of whether their children would be in a 3 on 2 or

-!

self-contained classroom. However, a slight majority 6f-pr1ncipgls__“m_ o

said that parents were given a choice, although principals said

 that parent 1nvol§ement in making assignments to classrooms was not

Y

_adequate.

M;Zt teachers and principals felt that leadership from the state
apd districts for the implementation of 3 on énwas inadequate.
There was confusion about reSpons1b111t¥ for adopt1n§ 3 on 2 in
individual scﬁools; tegchers beljeved their principals were'reSpOn-.

sible, but principals indicated they did not know who was responsible.

"Also, principals and 3 on 2 teachers did not believe that they had

been adequately involved in developing guidelines for 3 on 2. At
the same time, principals and 3 on 2 teachers overwhelmingly agreed

that principals had supported 3 on 2 teams.

Most 3 on 2 teachers felt the program was not too expensive§ about

half of the self-contained classrogom teachers said it was; and

~ principals were divided in ‘their responses.

The type of class in whicﬁithgir children were enrolied did not

“affect the fregquency with which parents said they attended PTA,

" parent-teacher conferences, or other school activities, or helped

tﬁeir ch11dren with homework .

P
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Pr{nc1pals and teachers” of 3 on 2 classrooms most often attended
1n-ser§1ce wofkshopé. Principals and 3 on 2 teachers were generé]ly
divided about whethgr in-service training was adequafe or inadequate.
Self-contained classroom teachers were least 1ikely to rate it
adéquate. Those workshops rated highest were on fnterpersonal
relationships, improving self-direction, Hawaii English Program
t?a1n1ng, aﬁd improving children's. self-concept. _Inzégrche_erkf
shops least often rated as effective were Department of Education

sponsored 3 on 2 orientation workshops.

Most 3 on 2 teachers indicated ‘that they would prefer to teach in
a3on? classrdom; most self-contained classroom teachers indicated
that they would prefer to teach in a self-contained classroom, but

with a full- or part-time aide. Both groups would feel some disap-

'pointment if forced to teach in the opposite type of classroom from

their present one.

Principals, 3 on 2 teachers, and pareﬁts generally did not agree
with self-contained classroom teachers about the strengths and
weaknesses of 3 on 2. However, the major1ty(of'a11 teachers and
principals bé]ieved that 3 on 2 students could find at least one
édult with whom to gét along, that 3 on 2 children had opportunity
to learn from each other, that there was a greater variety of

learning materials in 3 on 2 classes, that teacher absences did not

‘interfere with instruction, and that teachers could get other ’

N

ideas before taking action. Parents believed that shy children and

th@se with learning problems got lost in-3 on 2 classes.
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° I% they were able £o choose how to use money presently designated
for 3 on 2, principals and 3 on? tea;horg would most often' choose
to maintain 3 on 2, although some would cﬁooéghto revise the program.
Self-contained classroom teachers would choose to reduce class

‘ ‘“size in self-contained classes or prov&de for specialists. The

“m;J ity of people in each group felt that it was‘at lTeast somewhat

- important to maintain 3 on 2-and-self=contained -classrooms-as options., ————

° A common theme from interviews with brinc1pafs and teachers,
13 testimonies at public meetings, and written conments by teachers 1is
that compatibility of personalities and philosophies among members

of a 3 on 2 teaching ppam is crucial to the success of that team.

~

° Teachers of 3 on 2 spent less time instructing tqia:otal class than
did se]f-c&htained classroom teachers, but there w

nq_substant1a1
difference in the time §11ofted to small group 1nstrucfﬁon.
individual instructjon, individual counseling, supervising seat work ,
counseling with pareﬁts, preparing lesson p]ans1 record keeping,

and assessment of pupils.

° Most self-contained classroom and 3 on 2 teachers felt they had a
large range of instructional techniques avai]abfé to them. Self-
contained c]assrobm.teachers more frequeht]y 1gdicated a great
range of available disciplinary procedures and 3 on 2 teaghers more

frequently noted a wide range of options for evaluating students.

>
° Most teachers, regardless of classroom type, felt confident about

their teaching ability. And almost all were willing to ask other

teachers for ideas or assistance,
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When askéd to describe their classrooms, 3 on 2 and self-contained

classroom teachers responded:

ilarly. When ei\h group chose a
1ist of descriptfve adjectives, 3\on 2 teachers described their
students as active, friendly, interésted, and outgoing; self-

!

\
contained clqssroom teachers described their studeqts as active,

curious and friendly.

_._ugst teachers, regardless of classroom type, agresd that it was

possible and 1mpdrtant tb-1nd1v1dua11ze instruction in the-pr1ma¥y
grades.r However, more 3 on 2 teachers than self—contaiﬁed classroom
teachers supported these ideas. Further, most felt that schools
should promote se]f directed 1earn1ng, and that not all students

should regeive the same 1nstruct10n.

0f the fourth grade teachers surveyed, s]ight]y fewer than ha]f

believeﬁ that 3 on 2 should bg maintained at its present level or

expanded, or that it was important to retain 3 on 2 as an option
)

for all students. At the same time, a large majority of the fourth

grade teachers believed that it was very 1mportanf to have self-

 contained classrooms as an available option for all students. If

given a choice in how to use the money allocated to 3 on 2, fourth
_ : .
grade teachers most frequently said they would reduce class size

or provide teaching specialists.

. 5
In comparing former 3 on 2 and self-contained classroom Students, .

the majority of fourth grade teachers cited no-major differences.
However, a largeeminority believed that former self-contained
c]assreom students ‘were better prepared in reading and matﬁematics,
used their time better, and that former 3 on 2 students misb%haved

more frequently.
' 24
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Absenteeism of Teachers

'Y No differences in absenteeism were found between 3 on 2 and self-
’ . A
contained classroom teachers.

"

Cost Data

o  The estimated operational cost for the 3 on 2'Pnpgram above the

cost of educating the same students in self-contained classrooms

“was $8,877,549 for the 1975-76 school year and $10,221,468 for the

1976-77 school year. Some savings in materials costs, especially
when Hawaii English Program matef1als were not needed, w&s realized

b

in 3 on 2 classrooms.

The currenf cost of conVérting two self-contained classrooms into

, one 3 on 2 classroom is ﬁpprox1mptely $6,000. The cost of con--
verting a/} on 2 classroom into two self-containe& élasSrooms is
about $5,000. Presently there are a number of empty classrooms in
elementary schools throughout the state, and about 25 percent\of

’  the 3 on 2 students could be moved into self—coqt&ined classes ujthf

.m0 conversion costs.

Classroom Characteristﬁgi

P

¢ Inform&f1on from cla;;:sbh\gpservat1ons and interviews w1th_teachers .

suggested that 3 on 2 teache;g\gxhibited a higﬂer'than usyl degree
of teaming. .At the same time, in some cases‘self-cont;ined classroom
teachers joined with other se]f-contained?téachers in prde; to

effect team teaching. Regandidg.1nd1v1dua]1zat10h of instruction,
there seems to be confusion about the way individualization should

be done. The Hawaii English Program seems-to contribute more to

individualization of instruction than do guidelines for 3 on 2.

25
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PREFACE

-

The authors of this‘repont were assigned the task of serving as

advocates of the 1nstructfona1'program being evaluated. Thay perceived

. . AV}
their assignment, consistent with the adversarial evaluation model -

being employed, to defend the merits of that program as vigorously as

possible on the basis of available ev%dence. logic, etc. It should be

e
° v
i
COE
3"
Wy

recoghfzad;—thenefore;—that~thempos1t10ns-ekpresséd_1n—the—foliowing-~mm"——_———wm-a

'

 pages may not represent'gge’individual or collective views of the

writers.. o e
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Hawaii's 3 on 2 Program represents the most ambitious atteﬁpt ever

seen in American educat{onal history to create a team-taught, flexible,

and individualized instructional program for primary grad; children.

Never before has an entire state attempted to instill a comparable 1nstruc-,‘
tional scheme dés1gned_to upgrade the quality of its instructional program

for primary g(ade children.

Self-Contained Classes and the 3 on 2 Program

The inherent limitations of.the self-contained classroom are well
known: the unlikelihood of all chslgren relating well to the same adult;
the difficulty of the teacher's'g1v1ng adequate attention to children who
need spec{al help; the need for the teacher to be an "expert" 1in all sub-
ject matter fields; and fhe lack of flexibility in organizing the children
into various groups for different types of learning. -

It was because of these builtin 1iabilities that H§w§1i's edﬁcationaln.
architects initiated a major instructional réform in 1968 to-1mpro§e the
quality of educat16n in the primary grades. In brief, the Hawaii 3 on 2
Progrﬁm created a large number of team teaching situations in which three
teachers were assigned to two classes of pr1mary-ch1{dren. This report
constitutes one segment of a systema£1c attempt to evaluate the merits of

that program. It was prepared by an adversarial team whose responsibility -

was to defend the merits of the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program.

)

Information and Conclusions

A wide variety of techniques and sources were used to determine the
value of the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program. Our team spent'hours talking to

people in Hawai# who were close to the program. We interviewed teachers,

*parents, administrators, children, legislators, interested citizens,

Department of Education officials, and a host of other assorted folks who
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had views on the hrogram. We observed classes, botﬁ/ébon.Zandse1f~
contained. - We gathered questionnaire data ?éoﬁ tdzchers. barents. and
administrators. We gave achiovément'tests_of-many kinds to children «in
3 on 2 and,ée]f—COntained classes. We administered attipude inventories
to those youngsters to find out how they felt abouj/se]f-céntained and

-~

3 on 2 classes. ' e

-

As all of this 1nformation began to accumulate, the data led us

inescapably to the following conclusions:

1. The Hawaii 3 on 2 Progﬁam, while ogpable of being improvcd,'ia
currently functioning effectively to the educational benefit of
mosﬁ youngsters it noQ 8erveés. \

2. The Hapaii 3 on 2 Program t8 funotioning effectively because of
its uniqge ingtructional fbaiures.

3. Citisens of Hawati should be 3ingularl} proﬁd of the Hawatt
3-on 2 Program and gtrive to strengthen thalexcellencc of this
high vietbility e&ucational reform as an option for the children

and teachers of Hawait.

The Hawaii 3 on 2 Program is Funct1on1hg Effectively

fhe.op1n1ons of 130 principals, 1,749 ggaéhers, and 905 parents
regarding the effectiveness of the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program, as collected via
quest1onna1res, of fer cons1derab1e'support for the contention that the
program is funct1oning effect1ve1y. A1l -three groups were agked to
respond to a key qdestion, namely, "Should the 3 on 2 program be (1) ex-i
panded, (2) ha1nta1ned-at its present leyel, (3) reduéed, or (4) elimina-
ted?" Whether or not thé group'haé anx special 1nyo1vement or personh]

stake in the 3 on 2 program, at least 504pgrcent of each group want either

to expand 3 on 2 o* maintain it at its present level. For some 'subgroups

l

30

36




(A

the proportions are con§1derab1y'h1ghek; principals range from 70 to 90

pencent._ Indeed, over 50 perceht of the teachers of self-contained

classes want to expand or maintain the program. A solid 86 ptrceht'of
the te§\hers of 3 on'2 classes also wish to maintain or ekpand the pro-
gram. In view of this resounding support from the professionals who know
ﬁt best, the 1hference must be drawn that they Sel1eve the 3 on 2 Program

is working. ) 'l _ : .

’

Other items on the questionnaire asked respbndenfs to compare the
progress of children in self-contained and 3.0n 2 classes. The reactions
proQided by 111 e]hmenfary school principa]s,'know]edgeab]e regarding
both 3 on 2 and self-contained classes becauserof their day-to-day contacts
with bofh,kinds of classes, yields a startling vote of approvallfor the
Hawaii 3 on 2 Prbgfam. These Hawai { elementary school pr1nc1pa1§ th12§

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

self-contained classes. Principals think the children in 3 on 2 classes

are making greater progress than children in self-contained clssses in

basic skill areas such as reading and math and in areas consistent with
the announced purposes of the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program, for example, encour-

aging children to become more independent learners.

Test Resdlts

In this evaluation, as in many of the previous evaluations of the

Hawaii 3 on 2 Program, -standardized achievement tests have been used as

an index of the program's effectiveness. This time, as in the past, there
s%éms to be 11ttle evidence favoring 3 on 2 youngsters. As is almost ij)

always the case, results on standardized achievement tests turn out to ,

/—-1

reveal "no statistically significant differences" between an innovative
/ .

program (in this case, 3 on 2) and the more traditional instructional

-
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program. But do these results rgflect shortcomigg; in the new.progr;ms,
or do they reflect shortéomings in thg kinds of testing devices used? In
the op1n1?n of the AdvoCate;Tgam. iﬁd a growing number of educat1ona1.
measuréme&t spe¢ii11s£s, siandardized achievement tests such.as those used
in the cuﬁrent evaluation are inappropriate/for aﬁsess1ng the effects og
instructional interventions such as the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program, Such
' tests were devised for purposes other than evaluating educational brograms
and should not be cons{deréd indicators of a program's sﬁccess. The
completé report of the Advocate Team describes their deficiencies in
~ greater detail. Problems with other assessment devices used in the
examination are also discussed in that report.

"~ Members of the Advocate Team believe, however, that w1th’the use of
more appropriate assessment devices and a results-oriented monitoring

system, the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program can be substantially improved. Specifics

of such an improvement scheme are provided in the complete report.
» ’ ~

Unigue Instructional Advantages

What 1s 1t that léads SO magpy yzople to asseft'that this program is
worth maintaining or even expanding? In the view of the Advocate Team,
thét's a fairly sETple question to answer - The fact is that the Hawaii
3 on 2 ?rogram 1ﬁéorporates some instructional advantages that c1early.\

cannot exist in a conventional self-conta1ned class. A number of these

have been alluded to earlier, Let's spell them out more formally, SO

* they don't go unnoticed.

1.  Teachers can more flexibly organise 8tudeﬁt8 go that they can
be taught, as itndividuals and as groups, acocording to the

children's needs.
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8. The team oan ocapitalize on ite mcmbcra' parttoular tnatruottonal
skills, so that teachers oan instruot in their areas Qf atrvngth
for example, musio, soience, or art. o o
3. The collegial iﬁtomotion among 3 on 2 teachers elevates their
professional standards and strengthens their instruotional
sktlls. |

4. Chtldren havc a better chance of ftnding an adutt to whom thcy

e e —— e
o

oan rclate, both pereonally-and tnatruottonally

5. ~If a .teacher is absent, the team's instruotional program oan go

on largely undisturbed because two team members are present.

8.  Younger ohildren can learm from thc'older ohildren tn their

two-grade classes.

While there are other advantages assoc1ated‘w1th the team-teathing
organizational structure of the Hawaii 3 orf 2 Program, these 8ix instruc-
tional dividends are pecu]iaf to a 3 on 2 setup. They cannot be present
in a single-grade self-contained classroom. Three teachers and 60 orlgo
children simply have it better thap one teacher and 25 children. The
flexibility pbtentia]s of a 3 on 2 class dramatically outdistance those
available to even the most energetic and devoted teacher in a self-

contained class.

Uniformity or Options?

There are d1fferences among children. There are differences amohg
teachers. The numerous’ parents, teachers, and pr1nc1pals who supplied
questionnaire data recognized both of these pojnts when they offered

solid support for the-contention that the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program should be

preserved as a choice for those who want it. When responses are presented

to the question "How important do you feel it is to keep 3 on 2 as an

. - o - 33
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opt1on for thosc schools, students, and teachcrs who want 1t?". no. matter
what group responded. substantial numbers of the respondents indicated |
that they wanted to reta1n 3 on 2 as an opt1on for those who wished it.
Sim{larly, se]f—conta1ned classes should be ma1nta1ncd as an option for

Hawa11's teachq{i\und 90p1ls. g;uuh

e -

An Investment with Dividends

'JFhe_Hawaii“S'on“2“Program"ha5“been—in"ex1stenca“for;a—numbar“of“years—“—“““_“-*“"

now. It has attracted widespread attention, not only because of its
substantial magnitude but also because of the forward look1ng 1nstruct1ona1

features it 1ncorporates. Whether the people of Hawaii capitalize on this

situation to strengthen an already effective instructional scheme or waste

their eight-year, multi-million dollar investment in educational reform
remains to be seen.

ﬂb recommend, therefore, that the Hawaii 3 on g Program be maintained
at ite present level ag an instructional optioo for Hqgaii primary edu-
cation. Né recommend, furthor; that oreative efforts to improve the
quality of the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program be instantly initiated. To eliminate
or seriously reduce the magnitude of the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program would &
create serious oegative consequences--negative consequences that would be;
experienced by the children of'Hawa11~durtng their croc1a1, formative
years. While the resources devoted to the Hawaii 3 on 2 Program are sub-
stantial, thé adverse effects of abandoning this‘effect1ve'1nstruct1ona1

program are too severe. The Hawaii 3 on 2 Program must be maintained.

» | "'(4() )
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. PREFACE. /

The design of this evaluation study required that one team of
eva1dators fdentify strenéths and'anofhcr'tCam‘fdehtify diffcibncfos of
tg;.program.: Thus, this Summary'of‘Tho Report of The Adyqf#ary Team
{s only ona part of the fullJ;vaIuation report, Takeh by\itseIf, this

Summary_does not répresent an overall perspdctiv;~of strengths and

mmweaknpssoS%mnThe—points—advancedmby~£he—Adversaéy—Team;nhowever;~are

v

supported by data and‘by 1ogic.

A
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This 1s a sunmary of tha Report of the Adversary T'cam.I a rcport

- of dcf'lc‘lcncies 1n thc Hawa11 3 on 2 Classroom 0rgan1zat1on Proqram.

'mdm Report summarized . hcro 1nc1udes documentation in support of tha pro-'
gran*t deficiencies which were identified; further detai]s of the study Jasign.
data anIbea , and the evaluation findings are cohta1nad in the Technical
Report2 of;fﬁb evaiuation team.3

f

| AN
% e
_Achievement ns=-L0gn
One part of this ';va1uat10n compared a random ‘sample of 3 on 2 classrooms
w1th a random sample of quf costained classrooms at the third grade level on
measures of student achievement--cognitive and affective. Further comparisons -
were made of students who had advanced to the fourth grade, and }o the sixth

grade, 4

Tests of achievement included two norm referenced tests (with two sub-
. scales each on reading and mathematics achievement), two forms of criterion
referenced tests (with six subsca]es each on’'reading and mathematics achievement),
and a student attitude inventory (with seven subscales on student affective
e‘!’chievemént).5 '

It has been the assumbt1on that students in 3 on 2 would exhibit greater
gain on Tearning outcomes, stipulated by DOE as important for all children,
than students in self-contained c]assraoms.6 Thus, this evaluation of 3 on 2
was a search fof ev1dencelaf greaté? gains on the following goals: (1) to
acquire basic academic learnings, (2) to develop autonomy in learning (self-
direction), (3) to develop a hare realistic and positive se]f-concgpt, and (4) to
establish satisfying interpersonal relationships. |

Overall, tﬁe 3 on 2 Program has failed to produce any greaier gains on the
cognitive and affective program objectives than outcomes produced in self-
contained classrooms. Student achievement in the basic skills of reading and

mathematics was no greater for students who had spent at least three of their

school years kindergarten through grade three in 3 on 2 classrpoﬁgﬂ§han for

/
/
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students who had spsnt at least thrce of those ycars dn sslf-conta1ned classrooms‘

The results were the same rsgardless of the tsst form, Morcovor. the result

were the same, regardless of the point in time when the students were tested/-

fhird grade, fsurth grade, or sixth g}adc. , -7 - - }
The seven affective subscales in the Student Attitude Inventory Qero:‘

(1) general self-appraisal, (2) self-appraisal in relations with psers._(3) self-

. L J
appraisal in school situations, (4) general attitudes about school, (5) attitudes

~1n relation to school soctal structure and climate, (6) attitudes in relation to
schgol authority and sontrol. and (7) instructional self-directedness of students.
The Inventory was administered to the two g}oups of students in the third grade |
described above who took the cognitive tests and to two grons of sixth graders;
one group of whom had studied as least three years #n 3 on 2 classrooms and the
other in self-contained classrooms during the primary grades.

The results for the affective areas were consistently the same--no signifi-
cant differences. (There was a contradictory result in the third grade testing
on only one subscale, "attitudes about school in general," which fasored 3on2
students. This finding q1d not hold, howéver. in the sixth grade testing where

there were no significant differences.) oY

Views of Teachers, Parents and Principals

Questions were asked of teachers regarding their views of student perforﬁance
on the f6110w1ng objectives: (1) reading and mathematics, (2) becoming indepen-
dent learners, (3) exercising self-control, (4) wise use of time, (5) develop1ngv
a positive self-concept, and (6) getting along with other children,

Aithough these objectives have been descr15ed as important ones for 3 on 2
classrooms, there were no‘differences reported’by teachers 1in proéréss which
favored the 3 on 2 classrooms. Most of the fourth grade teachers who could
r1dent1fy.wh1ch of their students had been in 3 ¢n 2 and which ha& been in self-

contained classrooms reported that the statements "are well prepared in reading"

and "are well prepgred in ar1thmet1¢" were more true for self-contained than for

414 .
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h . 3 on 2 students. These data reinforce the student test data reported earlier ‘ 'ﬁ

which failed, emphatically, to make a casc for 3 on 2. o ‘ ,
| At g1von po1nts in t1me sinco tho 1ncopt1on of 3 on 2. particular object1vos _H;
havo boen enunciatsd which are not rolatod dircctly to studsnt oducat1ona1 out- l

comes, However, some. of the objoctivos. 1f_qch10vod, would be support1vc of

cognitive and affective outcomes. Where data are available; the views of teachers,

"pa?ents and pr1nc1ba1s on the relative importance of the following objectives for

3 on 2 and self-contained classes are reported: (1) to_?EEFiisiméaﬁﬁiiiiﬁiumm”“m"m'ﬂi

services for pupils and parents, (2) to assess each pupil's educational pfogross.

v
5

(3) to accsmmodate students with sp§c1a1'qreds. (4) to provide for variable

grouping, (5) to provide for flexible scheduling, and (6) to provide for flexible

use of classroom spase. ‘ .
Teachers and\ba(g?ts who expresssd an opinion on the relative importance of

"these objectives for 3 on 2 and se1f;conta1ned classrooms saw po discernible |

d1fferences in the 1mportance to e1ther form of classroom organization for

- achieving ogyéct1ve numbers 1, 2 and 5. In the opinion of’ tnachers and parents,

3 on 2 classrooms have limitations in accommodating "students with spec1a1 needs"

(abjective number 3), Self-contained clsssréoms'weré viewed b{'teachers as more

apprbpr1ate for childten who lack self-direction. Most parents believe that chil-

dren with the following chdracteristics should not be placed in 3 on 2 classes: |

"children with learning prob]ems," ?nd "children who lack self- d1r?ft1on, and a

third or more questioned, the advisability of 3 on 2 for "children with short

“attention spans," "children who learn slowly," and ?chi]dren who don't behave

well in school." On object1ve number 4, there was no discernible difference

between the way in which teachers of 3 on 2 and.teachers of self-contained

classes viewed the importance of individual d1agqos1s of student learning. There g

was, however, a small difference favoring 3 on 2 in the(1mportance of the goals

_rélated fo the formation of groups: flexibility in grouping sfudents; use of

smaﬁ] group instruction, and one-to-one pupil-teacher interactions. As expected,
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'3 on 2 teachers, in comparison to self-contained teachers, rat& objective )
number 6, "flexible use of classroom space," slightly mofn positively. Princi-
pq1s. who expressed support for one clagsroom organization over the other,

»~

tended to favor 3 on 2.

Basic Deficigncies in Design and Operation of 3 on 2

&

Listed below are some problems associated with 3 on 2 which date back to
_the conceptualization an!gdesjgn_of.theuongah1zat10n&].modi;_and_uthens_that_ﬂivom_um“.m"
plagued its operations oQér the years: |

- 1. The 3 on 2 program was not inaugurated as an experimental brOQram;

rather, it began with the expressed objective "to eliminate the self-confained class-
room 16 kindergarten through grade three and eventually grides four throuqh's1x."7

2. Objectives of 3 on 2 have been ambiguous since its inception in 1968,
Overall, the objectives which have been enumerated for.3 on 2 are not d1fferenf,.
from objecfﬁves of all primary education 1n Hawaii, except for expected level of
spudent perforhance. |

3. Contiary to the welliestab11shed principle 6f program planning and
, development that "form follows function," 3 on 2 was designed as an organizational
form without a clear understand1n§ of educational outcomes or functions whfch were
to be served by the new classroom organization.

4. Contrary to another well-established principle of prograﬁ'p1ann1ng and
development that "those who are éxpected to implement a program are involved in
its design,” 3 on 2 was concebtua11zed and'des1gned with no abprec1ab1e partici-
pation or input from teachers and pr1nc1;a1s.

5. By definition and in practice, the 3 on 2 teams are without effective

leadership for planning. Team members are defined as "coequals" without a

de$1gnated team leader,
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6; The compos1t1on of 3 on 2 toams 1: w1thout a d1scorn1b1o rat1onan wh1ch 'i

| 1: app11¢d uniformly. Poss1bly. tho most porvas1v0 comp1a1nt of toachors and o
pr1nc1pals about 3 on 2 was "incompatibility of team mombors "

ﬁ Z. The substantial costs of 3 on 2 education boyond tho costs of sblf—
contained Classroom education .cannot be Just1f1cd to Hawaif taxpaytrs on the
bas1§ of,eduéat1onal merits of the prbgram. It is worth pointing out that close

«to $9 million ‘in adg];jogal personnel gost was cxpcpd.d on the 3 on 2 program

~ for the past school year (1975-76), and over $10 mill1on {s projected for the . .-
coming school year (1976-77). Since the extra costs ér. not accompanied by . ‘\f
increases in student edycational outcomes or other evidences of educational | |
merit. the inescapable conclusion is that the 3 on 2 Program represents a long-

term investment of fiscal and human resources without visible promise of payoff.

Classroom Descriptions

Dur#ﬁﬁ the Spring data gathering site v1s1;. meﬁberi of both teams visited
"schools in all of the state's school districts. Observations were carried out
in 25 classrooms, both 3 on 2 and self-contained; and pr1ﬁc1pa1s, teachers,
parents, and students were interviewed. As a consequence of this experience,
the Adversary Team carried out more cdntrolled observations in the Fall, fhe
team drew a random sample of schools, and randomly selected 3 on 2 clefgﬁﬁoms
(grades two and three) and self-contained third grade classrooms to oBéerve.
Dr. Michael Patton, a consultant on Open Education who was secured to ass{st_
in this aspect of fhe evaluation, visited 14 classrooms; and membefs of the
team'col1ect1ve1y;$}§1ted 29 additional, classrooms--21 3 on 2 ahd eight self-
contained. A wide Féhgg of 1nd1v1dual1zeh teaching was observed in both forms
of classroom organization. ,In-Qnegschoo1,,fof example, three self-contained
fh?{d gradg teachers were teaming to teach spec1al1zed.sﬁbgects in keeping w1th
the spec1a{ expertise of each teacher. In two other self-contaired classrooms,

individualization exceeded that of any of the 3 on 2 classrooms observed.

a1
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Conclyding Observations

The QQaluation teams were charged to evaluate the offo;t1vonoss of 3 on 2.
As the ev&luation was being carried out, many questions were raised about the . B
political and economic considerations of 0xpand1hg. retaining at thQ.CUFP.nt L
level, reducing the scope, or terminating the program. These questions are
_1nterest1ng to the teims and are of enormous ;;portanco to the oducatiopaI ,/’(,.J

policy and decision-makers in the state. However, these matters go beyond the

charge of the evaluation team, which was obligated to study the program thor-
oughly gnd carefully, and to "tell it 1ike 1t is." The Ad?ers&ry To;ﬁ ha§~
carriéd out 1ts‘charge faithful]y: The weaknesses have been 1dent1f¥§a.

and reported; and all are supported by the data.

The team coﬁéludes that the 3 on 2 classroom organizational struéture has
failed to_provide educational outcomes beyond those of self-contained classrooms,
7 that there are seriou§ 1mperfect{ons in its conceptualization, des1gn_aqd opera-
tions, and that, 1ndeed; it is not a program but a structure, a classroom con-

figuration. The team has found 1ittle to recopmend it for the future,
| -
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. 3012 Evaluation Raport 1976-
Eiboratory, Jnary 1977,
a

ratory, January 1977,

Data which were gathorcd luded test information (cognitive and

“‘atfective) from students;#data from classroom observations; . 1nfbnmn-""“'*’““”“"“

tion gathered by intervisws with officials of the executive and
legislative branches of State government, Board of Education’ nlmbors.
Department of Education (DOE) leaders, teachers, parents, principals,
district school ledders, students and other interested citizens; and
questionnaire data collected from elementary teachers, principals,
and a random sample of parents. In addition, .numerous documents
descriptive of 3 on 2 2:;’i¥%ves were reviewed;: a cost study and
teacher-absentee studiex”wére done; and six open hearings were held
to which a]] 1nterested citizans were 1nv1tcd

Socio-oconomic status of thc students, measures of their ab111ty. and
-enroliment in classrooms using Hawaii»English Program (HEP) materials,
are independent variables in this evaluation study. Other controls
were exercised through randomization.. HEP.was not an independent
variable for sixth grade testing, but was contro]]od through random-
1zation. ‘ -

Norm referenced test used in third grade sample was the Comprehensive .
Tests of Basic Skills (CTBS), Level 1, Form S, The Stanford Achieve-
ment Test (SATZ, Intermediate Level II, Form A, was used for sixth
grade testing (as part of the statewide testing program). The
criterion referenced tests were two forms of the Instructional ﬂa

Objectives Exchange (I0X) tests which included objectives in Readihg '

Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, Sets and Numbers, and Mathematica
QEerat]§n§ an§ Ero%Ert!es. T%E affective test admipistered at the
third grade and sixth grade levels was the Student Att{tude Inventory,

a compilation of several attitude scales published by IOX.. As a
covariate, aptitude scores from the Coloured Progressive Matrices
developed by J. C Raven were used,

3 on2 LEng-Range Pro?ram Improvement Plans, 1974 1977. Hawaii Depart-
ment o ucation, July 4,

'The 3 on 2 Program. Hawaii Department of Education, July 25, 1968.
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