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1
IMPACT STODY REPORT
BENTON HARBOR
1985-1986
AIntroduction

This report summarizes the results of research conducted in the Benton

the School Development Program.
» Samg" le | |

The study sample included a total of 313 students in grades K-5 who
g?tended jk'elemantarylgahéels.- Of the total sample 173 attended 7 School
ﬁévelaphentxéragram (SDP) or experiméntai schools, 91 attended U4 comparable
i nﬁafprggrém or control sehgglsﬁand 39 attended 3 special schools. All schools
were located in low scaloeconomic sﬁatus areas, However, the experimental
schools were generally lower achieving schools with more behavior and

attendance problems than other aschoola. The special schools were schools in

The teachers and parents of the 313 randomly selected students were alzo
part of the study sample. .
Instruments

A total of seven questionnaires were used in the study. These included
student, teoacher and parent questionnaires. They were as follows:
Student Measures: (Grades 3-5)

a. Piers-Harris Self-Concept Scale: a measure of the child's self-concept

along 6 dimensions. The dimensions are (1) Behavior; (2) Intellectual and
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Sehggl‘staﬁuag-(i) Physical Appearance and Attributes; (4) Anxiety; (5)
P@pulé?ityé (6) Happiness and Satisfaction.

b. . Classroom Environment Scale: a measure of the child's perception of
the elaagfaam el;iéég along 9 dimensions. ihe dimensions are (1) Involvement; -
(2) Lffiliatiaﬂ§ (3) Task Orientation; (4) Competition; (5) Rule Clarity; (6)
Innovation; (Tj Teacher Control; (8) Order and Organization; (9) Teacher
Suppgrta' |

[ Behavior Description Questionniare: a measure of the child'as
perception éf his/her general conduct.

Teacher Héasurgss

a. Sah§9115urvey= a measure of teachers' perceptions of their schools!
climate,

b. Teacher Questionnaire: a measure of teachers' assessments of
children's neﬁﬁaeadamig olassroom performarice along 4 dimensions. The
dimensions are (1) Ciassroom behavior; (2) Group Participation; (3) Attitude
twoard authority; (4) General conduct.

Parent Measures: '

a. Parent Survey: a measure of parents' assessments of their children's

b. Behavior Description Questionniare: a measure of parents' assessments
of thelr children's behavior.

In addition to the above measures archival data were collected from student
recorda af provided through thé evaluation office, on student achievement and
attendance.

Desaign

Pretest data on the above measures were collected in the fall of 1985.




. Posttest data on the same measures for the same sampic “ "e co. 2ote® at the
end of the school year in»tha spring of 1986, after: rne full yoar o SDP
operation in the experimental schools,

The control schools had no special program or it+iwity *n piiace. The
special schools, as indiecated, had creative arts, gifftes ~nd talented znd

Mﬁﬁtésséuri programs.

Generally the aschools selected for partiecipation in the SDP were the lowest
achieving schools with the worat behavior and attendance problema.

Written prior consent was ghtained from the parents or guardians of all
children who participated in the_atudy. Proper procedures wre instituted to
protect the confildentiality of participants. Teachers and parents were alao
required to provide written assant grisr to their participation in the study.

The intervention involved was the implementation of the SDP in the 7
experimental schools. A detailed deseription of this intervention is provided
elsewhere (Comer et al 1986).

Analysis

The analyaic consisted of T-test procedures to examine whether or not
measures for the three groupa of participants (experimental, contreol,
special). The level of significance for rejecting the null hypothesis was set
at .05.

Results

The results are diacussed according to the respective measures,

Clasarnom Climate

Siznificant changes on classroom climate dimensions in a positive direction

)



vire notesed for experimental (SDP) gghaais_ The program schools shared
signif fo=ant impiiavement on students' involvement, atudenta? aeﬁsg of
‘at‘filiatgag, claasroon innavatign;g order and organization and teacher support.
(ne signaEE £icant negative change was :iateﬂ on competition. Classrooms in
pmgrséx ==achools appaareé -1‘;—9 become less competitive.

Cont—ol (Non-SDP) schools showed a significant improvement in task
‘orimtatién as well as a gignii‘iesnt increase in ﬂgmggt.iﬁian, unlike prggraﬁ
schools. Special schools rahgweﬂ no significant changes on any of the classroom

olimate diEimenaions.

olassroomm climate while the changes in coatrol (non-SDP) and special schools
vere not s=ignificant.

Self-Cone-—ept

The e=xperimental sample showed significant improvements on three of the six
self-conc—ept dimensions: behavior, school and intellectual stéﬁus and ;
happiness and satisfaction. The control sample shmvie_d a significant decline on
the behav—ior self-concept dimension and nc¢ significant changes on the other
dizension==. The special sample showed a significant increase on the Fopularity

gelf=concmmept dimension and no significant changes on the other five dimensions.

self-concem=pt while the control and the special sample showed no significant

change.

Teacher
The emscperimental sample showed significant improvement on the classroom
‘ behaviéb ==and group participation dimensions. A negative but insignificant

change wa== noted on attitude f.oward authority. The control sample showed a
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aignificant ﬁégative*ahanga on group partigipatiéﬁ and general behavior. The
special sample showed no significant changes on any of the teacher
questiagﬁaire’diﬁénaians.

| Dﬁarall; Ehe,Eiparimantal sample showed a aignifieantly?pasitive change on
the teacher quggtiégnaira'gaale while thé control and special samples showed no
significant ahangé;

Earéa”tignﬂpfqugggggg;imatg

Pérants in the eiperimaﬂtal sample reported a significantly improved
assessment éf thelr children's school climate as 4id parents in the apecial
Eamﬁie-. However, parents in the control sample rapgrﬁed a significantly
negative change in their assesaments of their children's school elim&teg

Teachers in the experimental and control samples did not show any
teachers in the special sample showed a significant positive change in their
assessments of their school's climate,

Children's Behavior

Children in the experimental and special ssmples showed no significant
change in their assessments of their own behaviors whereas children in the
control sample shaﬁedra significant negative change in their assessments of
thelr own behaviora.

Parenta in the experimental sample showed a significant positive change in
their a=scessments of their children's behavior wheras parents in the control

ehiidreﬁ‘s behavior.

Attendance




'pér gejﬁé of damys absent while children in the control and fpecial sampieles
_showed no sigmeificant chsﬁge;
Ach: evement, | |

Ghildrén i=m the e:per-imentsi sample showed a signifiont improvemeremt in
¢claszsroom reacl;i.ng grades and no sigrnificant change 1:1 elaaéroom math gr-rades, _

aes
Chik dren iy these control and special samples showed no sigificant chalmges in
classroom read=—ing or math grades. 7

: On the Cal=—ifornia Aehievemen£ Test children in the exprimental afiomd special
samp=1les showed éignifieant gains in grade equivalent units;in Reading,
Language, Math and the total battery. Children in the caitrol sample m=showed
sigr;lﬁ.f‘idagt ga=3ins in grade éqiiiv*alent units in Math and th total battesery, but
pnot =n Reading and Language.
Discassion

%Generally, children who were selected from schools whie the 3aoboskEl
Dave:l_epmeﬁt Prcogram was being implémented showed signifileomt improvenes=—t in
seif—aaﬁaept, c=lassroon behavior, attitudes, attendance an gchievémeﬂtix in .
clas=sroom read®ng grades. In addition, significant improvirents were m—oted on
chilciren's asse=ssments of their classrooms and parents' asessments of the
clim=ate in theX=r children's schools. The control and specsl samples meshowed
considerably le=ss positive changes in these areas and in sme inastanQ¢s=s the
contx~ol sample =showed significant negative change in desinble areas guxach as
behawrior, self-—concept,group participation or parents' pergptions of t=heir
children's schomol climate.
These résul_ts eloquently attest to the positive impactof the Schoptol

DeveX opuent Pro=gram on school climate, as well as on studet behavior,

attitudes and a—«<chievement.




'l‘The ‘baﬁﬁa premise of the SDP is that positive changes in school climate
st aéaﬂb rwirst and then positive changes :I.n student behavior and achievement
will faliaﬁus_—' The results of the atudy appear to Suppart this premise given the
‘ highly aisﬂtlfinant positive changes in climate and student behavior as well as
the impmvemegt_.a in achievement.

The J.’aak?;} of significant change in the perceptions of their school climate

amns tegabasra 1n the exparimental sample cannot be eag;;y explained,
espesiglly :L_n viair af the gignifieant positive changes noted by tea@hera in the
spijal scho-eols. It may be that teachers' expectations for climate change were
quite hi.gh azsnd were not met withig the at.udy period. However, it is important
thit a saigni= ficant ;ﬁgit-ive ehanga in thei*r perceptions of achool climate
agrred Emox-ng pgzée;n;tg- in the experimental sample while no such significant

chages occli—rred amang paréﬂts in the control and speaial samplea. This

improvement m=at the SPMT level and at the actual implementation level has begun
to hive posi®tive influence on home-school relations and a beneficial impact on
achol elima®te.

farticuiesarly striking were the achievement gains realized among children in
all three greoups but particularly among the experimental sample. Children in
the experimermntal sample were the lowest achieving but showed the most
sigificant s=ains in all areas. .

ftudents 4in the égntrai sample failed to improve significantly in Reading
and Langllggé_ These dat.a provided further support for the effectiveness of the

Schwl Develsopment Program, not only in enhat;ing achool climate but in also

jmproving acm=demic achievement among atudents.
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Table 1
_Hean Changes on Dependent Maagures for School Development Program
Sames =~ Ex:péﬁi-imental

J—— S A e R ——e —— e

e : ~ 1985 . 1986 x

o X X _____ Change = T-
Glassmnm Sli-lnsté , :

-Involvement . - .89 1.5 .61 . .09 6.8 .000%
Afﬁliatiaﬂ o 1.1 1.4 3 07 4.3 .000#
Taa}:,;qr,lgnﬁaﬁiﬂfﬁ‘ 1.2 1.2 <0 .06 0 1.00
Competiticn 1.1 5l = 17 .06 2.8 L0008
RoleClarity - -~ 1.5 1.5 o] .10 0 1.00
Innovation 40 1.3 <9 .11 8.2 000%

- Teacher. Captral 1.2 1.3 «1 07 ‘1,4 07
Order.and ..

Organizatiop S W40 1.3 1.1 .09 10.0 000%
Teacher Supporft 40 1.3 -9 : .09 . 10.0 .000%
Tﬁtalﬂ . <91 1.3 =39 .09 3.3 .000#
,Behaviar‘ e 8.0 8.9 .9 ' 37 2.4 p15%
Physical 5.9 6.3 U .35 1.1 175
Anxisty 3.9 4.3 ) .30 1.3 <179
Popularity . 2.% 3.2 .6 <31 1.9 077
Happiness and

Satisfaction L. 0 4.6 .6 «31 2.0 .053#%
Total : 5.0 6.1 1.1 .31 3.5 000%

Teacher uegtiatlﬁﬂk,!ire
Classroom
Behavier 5¢ 53.7 3.7 .90 4.1 .000#%
Group
Attitude to

Authority 24.5 23.8 T .98 .71 .510
General Behavior 28.2 29.0 .8 1.4 .57 .56
Tatal 31.0 32.8 1.8 1.0 2.0 .063#

Par-etnts' Parqs’ tiocens :
(F 1.8 .6 .09 6.8 000"
2.1 e .10 1.04 «299

.63 -.3 .03 - 1.2 .234

,,[chimrenvs?genaviar-{-’;63 1.0 .32 .05 6.9 - .000%
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Table 1
Mean Changes on Dependent Measures for School Development Program
Sample - Experimental

_ 1985_ 1986 % ,
% X _______ Change Sx___t  Sig

33.2 29.0 4.2 2.1 2.0 .ou7®

Achievement

Clasaroom Reading )
Grade 1.8 2.0 .2 .06 3.3 .010%

Classroom Math Grade 1.6 1.6 0 .57 0 1.00

Reading Grade
Equivalent 2.0 2.5 5 .05 10 .000%

Math Grade Equivalent 2.3 3.1 .8 .06 13.3 .000%

Language Grade )
Equivalent 2.3 2.8 .5 .08 6.3

Total Battery 2.1 2.8 0.7 05 14.0 .000%

.000%

Note N=176 df=175
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Table 2
Mean Chsnges on Dependent Measures for Non-School Development Program
Sample - Coantrols

1985
X

R
7]
%] oo
o

X
____change @~ S¥ =t = sig

Climate
Involvemert
Affiliation
Task Ordientation

»
L]
Lo

2.0 0 <12 0
1.9 A .11 3
1.3 0.2 «11 1
2.0 1 1
1.5 0
1.7

Rule Clarity
Innovation
Teacher Control
Order and-
Organization .52 44 - .08 .09 .89 42
Teacher Support .55 .52 - ,03 .0l .75 .57
Total 1.3 1.4 .| .10 1.0 <29

| =10
0 <14
.1 - 11 .91 .16

fw]
gw
L+ ]
]
I~
luu
E:
o]
=]
e I
L] L] -
O WD - LT D

Self-Concept
Behavior 8.
Sehool 8.

Physieal 6.

5.
4,

T =.97 LAU2 2.3 .02%
9 .8 .48 1.7 .09
0 —_.3 .48 .63 «55
Anxiety 2 4 148 .65 .46
Popularity 2
Happineas and
Satisfaction y 6
Total 6 3

.3 Ll .68 .37

- is i51

Teacher Questionnaire
Claasaroom Behavior  50.0 51.9
Group Participation 22.7 19.5
Attitude Toward

Authority 23.8 26.7
General Bshavior 32.3 26.3
Total 32.0 31.1

.
[ Yol
el 1Y

oo
o

. .
=

L]

PeX
=

E

JT M L

[
0 O W
i I Y
L L =3

2 .0
.39 .40

1.9 1.1 - .8 .14 5.9 .000%

Teachers' Perceptions :

of School Climate 2.1 2.4 .3 17 1.5 .14
Childrens' Behavior ]

Self-Assessment .96  «84 - .12 .04 2,9 .005#%

Parents' Assessments

of Childrens' Behavior 1.1 .58 .52 .08 5.9 .000

Percent Days Absent 30.5 33.2 2.7 y.2 .66 .511
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Table 2
Mean Changes on Dependent Measures for Non-School Development Program
Sample - Control

1985 1986 x
X X ___ Change Sx T _ Sig

Achievement
Clasaroom Reading Grade
Classroom Math Crade
Reading Grade Equivalent

1 1.00
1
2
Math Grade Equivalent 3
3
2

9 0 .58 0

7 1 B 16 .726
1 1.6 .89 1.8 .065
5 o7 .26 2.7 .010%
0 o7 39 1.7 .098
6 4.1

Language Grade Equivalent
-7 A7 .000%

Total Battery

Note N=91 daf=90

oy
o



Table 3
Mean Changes on Dependent Measures for Nonschool Development Program
Sample - Special

1985 1986 _
x
_ F x Change S% = Sig. _
Glaasr-gam Glimate
Involvement 1.4 1.4 0 .16 0 1.000
Affiliation 2.0 2.0 0 .16 0 1.00
Task Orientation 1.9 1.9 (4] .20 0 1.00
Cooperation 1.2 1.5 «3 17 1.7 .102
Rule Clarity 2.0 2.0 0 17 0 1.00
Innovatioen 2.0 2.0 0 21 0 1.00
Teacher Control 1.6 1.8 .2 .12 1.3 <21
Order and Organization .62 .59 - ,03 <14 .18 .865
Teacher Support .64 .67 .03 .05 +57 «57
Total 1.5 1.5 0 15 o 1.00
Self-Concept
Behavior 9.2 9.4 .2 .68 .30 .T76
School 8.9 9.3 .l .78 43 672
Physical 6.9 5.1 ~ B .72 1.2 .223
Popularity 4.3 5.9 1.6 ;75 2.1 .0L1#
Happiness & Satisfaction 5.3 5.4 .1 Th 14 .B91
Teacher Questionnaire )
Clasaroom Behavior 56.5 63.1 6.6 .7 1.4 .168
Group Participation 22.2 25.0 2.8 1.7 1.6 .111
Attitude to Authority 28.6 30.2 1.6 2.6 .62 .549
General Behavior 36.8 . ho.5 3.7 3.1 1.2 .232
Parents! Perception of
School Climate 2.3 2.0 - .3 .15 1.9 .053%
Teachersa! Perception of
School Elimate 2.3 2.9 .57 .18 3.2 .002%
Children's Eehavinr
Ealf—Asseasment 1.0 1.0 0 .08 0 1.00
Parenta'® Aasessmenta of i
o Children s Behavior 1.3 1.1 - .2 .08 2.0 .06
23 20 -3 4.8 <54 «59
.. 16
7 I AL
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Table 3 (Continued)

) B 1985 1986 o ) o -
o X X _ Change Sk T sig.

Achievement
Classroom Reading Grade
Classroom Math Grade
Reading Grade Equivalent

2 1.00
2
3.
Math Grade Equivalent 3.
L
3

1.00

-Th 0.0
0
0 .000#®
0
0

«13 0

‘ .16 5
=9 =15 6 .000#8
3 004 *

5.0 .000®

.8 .27

Language Grade Equivalent =27
i .19

Total Battery

S NN
£ ] » [] L] L] [ ]
U L R =g
L]
o

Note: N=39 df=38
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