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analyzed into two sets of behavior, those behaviors-which aze too 4
high or too low in' rate? The centfal gpestion in this study is '
wvhether or pot teachefs caid be trained {o use the techniqumes made
. available through- behavioral analysis to provide targe number of ,
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the longitudinal effects. (Author/J) . :
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Pupils from a “low socio-edonomic background, both black

and white, are failing to gafn an a?eéuaté education in the
nation's ‘céntrai-city schools (e.g., Coleman, et al., 19657
Dittnan,” 1967; _Evaraceus, 1965; and McCandless, 1967, 1970).
Regardless of their race, their ethnic group, or the part gf
the . country from which they come, the educational
achievements Tof educationzlty disadvantaged studénts have
’ been repeatedly documented as dismal 2s a group they fall
further and further behind their economically advantaged
peers with each year of schoollng (e.q., HcCandless, 19783,
. a number of factors probably contribute to the academi
plight of the inner—cigy;gbild. Anong other things such a
chiiq, begins school poorly prepared to  handle both the
1nformation presented by the tea%ner and the ,middle-class
_format of the classrocm. A8 -a result of his parents?
attitudes, he may have 1nappropr1ate expectations about
schqol and academic achievement. Further, he may receive
1littYe support or encouragement from important people in his
-enviranment. . . . ] .

¢,

* In. spite of these factors, gome innér-city pupils do

succeed in ,school. We think the few successful pupils
-experiénce academic _success early and, finding such success
rewardig;, are motivated to undertake new academic tasks.
| xﬂost 1nner-city students, however, experienceé early failure

rather than success in schooL-and consequently are poorly

-

6




motivated. Further, failure-is conponnded as time pesges s0
thee expectations of fallure are incnlcated, "

If this etiology is valid, "the one logical and humane
courseioﬁrzctionfis to ;eplace fai;uieA_iiEh success. In
order .to implement this course of action, project teache;s'
are trained: (a), to ecphésize success and  minimize failure

and (b) to provide-opportunities for success by matching the

——-material TPpresented to the 1levél at which each child

’

functlons,“ L

In the present study, teachers were trained as outlined

zbove to<czeate 3 Buccess enverHaeqt in their clcssroom,

_‘_, -

e

bnlld. Teachers were trazned xn.the use of a contingeacy

e

managemént . praocedure  with zajor ‘emghas;x f‘on T the

reinforcement of approprlate behaviors (successes) and

-~

minimal nse of punlshment for inappropriate behaviors:

(fazlures).

,management can successfully be applled to the school’

setting. During the - 1960°'s, many ‘behavior modification '

§ =

studles'were conducted 1n a*classroom setting {Zlmmerman and

Zimmerman, 1962; Harrlq, Wolf, and, Baer, 1964 Ball, Lund,

and. Jackson) . Most ofz these focused upon - objective

assessment of individual ﬁupils, according to Zi@mer@an,

Zimmerman; and Russel (1959). Cbﬂfrasting with the single
pupil treatment, Birnbrauer, Wolf,_Kldde:, and‘Tague (1965)
and Burchard (1965) demonstrated good “results utilizing

. 4 - ~2 ~.

2

) - -,
\J‘ 7 * -

. .

A “» -
- - - \

7thezeby %o giqg_guﬁiis suceezsful exnerzences upoh wﬁlch to.__ N

-~

"

“a numﬁér of studies have ﬁlready shown that contlngency -




behayior modification where they concuzrently 'a;¥;£ed .
systenatic treatment to every mé:ber of a ‘class, anhell,_

ﬁrobel “and ﬂichaelzs {1%68) - denonstrated that a 3et of

commen treatments could successfnlly'be applied o a éIass'

A -

as a whole; classroom’ ass1gnnents were not explicitly

constructeﬂ for lndlv1dua1 pppils but were designed so that

' d1fferent actzvzties .were reinforced by dszerential ;pken

T

- »

relnfoncement contlngenc1es.

o> v

Se&bral types of maladantlve behavaors have been .

nodlfled or allevzated in pre—school or . nurse;y school' ;

settzngs. Haxt, Allen,“BuelL- ﬁarris and ‘Wolf {1964) and

Harzis .Johnson,. - Kelley,//and ‘Wolf (1964)- used soczal

-

reznforcement to elzn;yate maladavtzve crying beﬁavioi and
regtessad crawllng. Hart, Qeyno&dsl Baer, Brawley, .and .

<

Barrzs ) (19681 séudzed ,and successfully controlled the”

Obngglous behavior of a 5-year-ol§ girl who was “*balky,

verbally xnsulting, occaszonally foulmnutbeé7~andmgroved to.
tell dlsgoznted stories about v1olent acclaents," Buell, -

Stoddard,, Harrzs, and Baer (1968) condztxéned a youhg

_‘preschool chlld who was physzcally znactzve "and wzthdzawn to )

aevelop socza. -skills by rezﬁforczng outdoor play. Baer

61966) notes a number, of otggx studfes, ail having QOSLt;ve

-

outcomes, lnvolvzng behaviors snch as excesszVe dependency,
:

wild and. -disrupt1Ve spczal playg

ﬂ;eﬁolus;ve _ play, w;th single’

inartibnkaxe uge of language, and h eractlvity. ?i _ A
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. Recently the aim- of behavior nodlficataon studzes in
classroozs has"been.ehi‘ted from‘drsruptzve puozl behavzors
to" pupil achzevemeut. Staats (St@ats and Butterfzeld 1955-
Staﬁts Finley, Winke, ™ ‘E;d

Staats, Hlnke, Pinley, Holf, dnd Brodks 1963b} -

Staats,'l964a: Stdats, 1964b; "~

Wblf: 19632a;

perforned a serzes of studles dsmonstratlng sign;ficant

galns in readxng achlevement utzlizzng tokén reln.orcers.

Staats reported that the token reinforeement system.was very
successful * in mot;vatlng puoxlS'to re&d. holf Giles;, ‘and
{1968) repeated Staatsf dranatlc reSults and

. & . ‘o
deqﬁéstrated overall achievement gains 3n

Hall
a remedzal
classroom, compared wath the achzevement gains of‘a ;ggular
classropm {control class) hy uslng a token reinforcerent

stem Slgnifzcant improvenerit in read1ng achlevement as

4

measured by standard reading tests‘ was reported by c1ark _

and Walberg (1968), where massive verbal rewards were g1ven
b§ the,teacher and these rewards were recorded by each chzld

on tally sheets. c1ark and Walberg demonstrated that in an
wd

edueatlonal setting "the teacher s lncreased use of verbal

(p. 310) . . BN

. T a
-

In  -classroom  settings; then, two general

o . { . .
classifications of reinforcement contingencies. have been

- -—

exolored, social , and. token reinforcement. Praise; teacher

attentloﬁ, teacher am}les, and tqachEr frowns were found to

provide adequate 1chntives for most pupils to perform
. . ‘ _ '4. ~' , .

. ’ . 9 » ) -

1

;//;//grafse has a positlve effect on the scholastic. learnlng of
chlldren who are potent;al dropouts from 1nner-c1ty schools

-’
-

*




’ ' EHall, “‘Panyon, Rabon, and Broden, '1968; Barclay, 1967;,.

effectiwely , in classrooxms: (O'&barf; Beckef} Evans, and
Y - < N )

- -
a -

Saudargas, -1969; Zimﬁernaﬁ and ziﬁgerhan, 1962; Harris, .
’ Wolf, and Baer, 19%4; Harris, Johnston, Relley, and Wolf, e -

1964; Allen, Hart,— Buell, Barris, and Wolf, 1964; Becker, = - °
Madsen, Armold, and Thomas, 1969; Hall, Lund, .and Jackscn, -

1968; Scott, Burton, and Yarrow, 1967; ' Ward and Baker, 1968+ : L

-

=" _

Madsen, Wesley, Becker, and Thomas, 1968). Social stimuli
are defined as the behavior of people, including sych
functions” as° physical . contact, neafness,lverbal Behaviog,ﬂu

and ?hysidal appearance., Where social approval or the use of

teacher nralse and soc1a1 ‘censure have failed, token g

reanforcement has proved to be effectlve in modl‘yzng pup11

&
be@av;o; (Birnbrauer and Lawler, 1964; Blznbrauer,-Wblﬁ, )

Ridder, and Tague, 1965; Bimbraier, Bijou, Holf, and
. P,

' Kidder, 1965; Quay, “Werry, é%gueen, and SBIague, 1966; "
Ruypers, Becker,.and O'Leary, }968- O'Lea:y and Becker,
1967°_ Wbif, Glles Fnd-Hall,,1968). Token relnforcement has
.been de,fm;ed by OLeary and Becker !(1967, p. 637) as 9
t'tanglble ohgects or symbols whlch attaln reznforczng power

N by be1ng exchanged for a varlety of other objects such “as

-

candy and trlnkets whlch are baek-up relnforcers; Tokens

acguire generallzed relnforc1ng propertles when they are

— L - e

pamredm wiih many different relnforcers. The most powerful,

~

comblnatlon of incentives to modify pup}l behavior 1n the ?

¥
3

.classroom appeared to be a,systematlc blend of social and

token relnforcement. . ,




po:mts should be na.de.. Pz.rst, it ’has beez; clearly
demonstrated (and our own observatlons made earIy in the
éburse ,of condhcting thls stndy con£1r20 that on the whole

teachers af 1nner—c1ty pupzls exploy negatlve :and pVen

p
* - . o

With reference to the present study, the following

punltlve ne¢hods as thelr.,maJOr incentive technigue fox

-

behav1or control and’ academlc learnlng. Sedond, it is also

clear that behavior modlflcatlon is not necessar11y a
‘ 9031trve.techeique but can be, and often is, accomplished by

neans‘of aversive incentises. Third, most of :?pse report}ng

L 4 .
in _the ‘1iterature; either, themselves " by way of

spec1allsts tralned by them,’  have been- lnterested « in

. whether & not the.behavior modlficatlon technique worked

. \-..(

'but less 1ﬂterested in developlng procedures for tralnzng

. classroom teachers in - its use.
: W

. *In thisg- study we have worked to move teé/,ers from the

-

employment of a prePonderance of negat1 to a preponderance

of?,positf%e 1ncentives. Approprlate behavior is rewarded,

1nappropr1ate behav1or is ;gnored and almost “no aversive

-

1ncent1ves are used. Second our emphasis has been on the

tralm.ng (preservice and :Lnserdcei of teachers in  the wuse

of positive behav1or_ modification rather -than on the

-

qtilization' -0of -‘specialists. Purther,’,| most behavior.

ﬂodificatioh investigators = wh&'- hawve reported in the

literature have wdrked with individual students or small
L J
groups for %;uited perlods of time, sqch as slx>weeks. In

s

‘the present study a contingehcy management tecﬁnlque was

PR -6 -,




_ irplemented in a large number of innér-c/i.ty classrooms fron
" first to e:.ghth gracde for an ent:.re academc year. Further, s
‘soxe children participated in the o:oject for two successive 4

. years, thus pernztt:.ng some assessment of the longitudinal

¢ o . e

)

effects
;”B" AS a group study, Project Sueoess/.:é:onment was not
o

the sort suggested gy Baer (19 1): Can behav:.or modrflcatlon

solve the referring soci”a], problem, which has been a.na.lyzed
. /r . . . N .
into two sets of behdvioy, those behaviors which are too

-

h:.gh or’ too low 1n rate? The central quest:.cn :Ln this study’

N -

is whether or not teachers can, be traz.ned t0 use ¢he

techniques zade ava:.lable through behavioral analysz.s,to

prov:.de large: numbers of students _f,_rom economically -,

g disadvanta.geé backgrounds , with some modicum of individual
- T success. - // : ) 7 T,
s Enti/tled Progect Success Environment .and funded by L -

T:Lt‘le I}‘I monies, the pz.lot 1970-71 study mcluded e:.ght

1rst,,' secom,i, third, and seventi’n ' grade levels.
- Following this ! initig , developrental effort and its
encouz_'ag'ihg res_gi : ’ t—hipz_'ogram \yas . exparided to dnélude o '\

H

twice the. 'nunfber lof students within a wider age range during .

‘the second year of operat:.on ’ 1974:—72 A reasonably rlgoreus

- expenmental t’iesign was also - 1ncorporated in the Becond . - - .

= “, - . L.

‘ . . - ’ U
~ ear., : -

. )'. 3 . 1 2 ~ . * . -




.

1mp1emented ,in a large number of inner/égty ‘classrooms from .

flrst to elghth grade for an éntlre aca/emlc year. Further,
/

Bome chlldren participated ln the project for two ' successive
/ /

-~

o years, thus permitting some’assessment oﬁ ~the 7longitudinal

I —_ = =,
¢ . .

effects. ’ g c oo
' . J y ©
As a group tudy, ProJect Success/Enizronment was not )

designed as an e r01se in sﬁientlfl

analyqes of behav1or. -

Its purpose, rather, was to answ r an actuarial questlon of
/ / /
the sort sugges%ed by Baer' (19 1l): ‘Can behav1or modlflcatlon

solve the referrlng s f/l problem, w ich has been analyzed

D

into two sets of hehavior, those behaviors which' are too
high or toollow in rate? The central questgon in this study, . °
is whether.or\/hot teache;sﬂ\oau EBe trainedﬁ to use the
techniques- made available through behavioral analysis to .
provide 'large’ numbers ot ’/etudents from economically

disadvantaged - back?rounds, with . some modicum of individual

.7 success.

L

$. ! . . .
/// Entitled Project Success Environment and funded by

Title “IJI monies,‘the pilot 1970-71 study included ' eight

‘ . . ., . .-
experipental -classes with appropriat;/oomparison classes at

irst, secon?, third, and seventh grade levels.

Followin this init' developmental effort andvjits~
g s

encouraglng results, the program was expanded to vinoiude

\

twice. number of students w1th1n a wider age range durlng L
‘ the se ond year of operatlon, 1971«72, A reasonably rlgorousl’ . -:;
' . experlmental 6e51gnk‘was also incorporated !.in-the Second . .. ' =

- J ' S . e
year. = , X . » - , o




N T T ¢EaR Tt 1970-197% -
’ - hd . 4 -

%, e o, - . c ] .

-

:  The ma;or goals ‘of  the- z.m.tz.a.l fnnamg yea.r of the

project (1970-1971) were {1) to develoo am‘i te.st ®a orogram

( \“ (the‘ Success ° Technique) des:Lgned to reduce ~the level of

i d}.sr@tlonm inner-city- classrooms and to increase student® -

invoivenent‘ in ’ assigned acadenic tasks and (2) to dewelop .
effective prooeduresj for training 'teacher;s in the use_of the
Success :.echnlque. The stafs hypothesigzed that 1£ teachers
t had a%equate control .Over ¢hildren 1n r;mer—cz.ty g:a.sses

acadepic - ae.fomance would also be enchazy.:ed- clearly, :
learm.ng cannot oocur in a, dz.sorderly, unmotzvated class,
o _' Thée ‘sdccess technigue actu:ally evci?ea over the entire
2, f:.rst ye/e,r.v ‘A rud:.mentary orogra.m, des:.gned dur:.ng the
' summer of 19706, was. nevised in tnal-and-error fa.sluqn ovar

"the 1970-1971 academic yea.r as data was cbtained on” the

’ effect:.véness of the procedures. The techn.:;.ze defcrioed =
h belew represents the stgtps’of’ the@:ogram at the end of the

. f,ﬁt year,. zh:.s program consisted of a reinfcrcemr.,nt system
3 ﬂ*r
E‘{eszgned to. del:.ver a h:.gh rate of- reznforcement for
¢
4
hpproprlate soc:.al and academc behav:.ors, a classroom

arrangement designed to _ foster small " group and

- 1nd1v1dualzzed teachzng', and some revision of the standard

; \\ /—‘_z ,
currzculum. in addltzon, the teacher of each project class

. was asszgne&-_;n_assz_sj:_%teacher who was also trained 73
— . Ve

T ————

use the techmque’. In this firdt year - the staff belzeved.
: that' the ’ technzque could not be J.mplemented w:.thout .

2

* b £ . - v

-
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additional pelﬁ for thé’ teacher. This entire- package was

" Ae'valtiated ‘as a single entz.ty:.n relation to ccntrol classes Lo
Aasing a, tradz.t:.cnal teee‘m.ng approach.and a single aault per

-

class; thus, we cannot derons.trate ‘the -elative &ontn.hﬁt:.on B
of ea.ch comc:nent to changes in stuéent . Performance._
F:._pally, because the leffect:.veness .of the Snccess Technique
could not be assessed unless teachez;s were applying the
proieduee appropri'ate/ly, an attempt was made to assess
i gsystematic‘a;iy and obje-ctive.ly whether teachers”applied the
‘ reqéisite procedures, primarily high rates of reinforcement

and low levels of g:mi’shment. ‘ )

-
-

¥ethod ¥Year I

" -Subjects™.and 'Design
/- ¢ °

-

_ / " . ¥ - . 3 - ~ * . - v .
. w €ctg attended four inmer cz.ty schgﬁs, a mddle

3chool and three of z.ts feeder" elerentary - :schools, :m t‘he

Edg,e?oo&-xz.rkwood section of east Atlanta. Th:.s sect:.on is &

typz.cal inner- dgz.ty (Aot  hard-core) black commmlty.'

Substandard educatz.onal a;:hievement levels and ‘a high
DroPortz.on of families ea.rzung less “Shan $3, 000 per'year are
characterzst:.c ‘0f the area. Jtll pupils in the prbject were
black there were approximately the same humber of males and
- females. The mean IQ for‘-the elementary studehts was 84 for
the seventh grade student% it was 72. .

.. The - subject populat:.on co¢s13ted of appronmately 600
students ‘naking up three gr:oups* an e:;ée*r;.mental group, a

L= - -

24
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Drox1mal control group, .and a distal conﬁzol grono The
dzstal group was zntended to control for possible sg;ead ,pf
the tzeatxent effect wzthla.the experimeneal sghools. The
experimental group cons;sted of 75 seventh ‘grade students
{three dlasses of 25 each) attending Sam:ye E. Coan School,

50 tﬁird gzade»stnﬁents (two classes of 25 each) attendlng.'
Wesley ‘Aveﬂﬁe Blementary chool, 25 8eC0 grade students

{one clm&nding Whitefoord Elementary ‘School, and 50
TSt grade students (tﬁo classes) also at Whi;efqgrd
Elementary bchool.'At each of these théee’ schools a 1like
nnmber of élasses were used as proximal contréi‘classes[ The”

dlstal contrbl group was located in a neighbor1ng school, C.
D, Hibert Ehementary (contaLns grades K-EJ and censzsted of

eight classes: three seventh, two third, one seconad, andttwo

first grades. X Tt Q
- * - ~ '

The elementary classes were self-contained, and the
~/ele§entary‘ .Pupils- were  exposed ‘Fb the’:lbehavieral
contlngencles th£5u9h0££ each school dey. The.middle sch001
classes, however, were taught by teams (three teachers ne
team in, the sixth grace ana four in thé elghth‘grade)'so
that'the' pupils were exposed to the contlngencles for
approxi@aéely four hours dally duringtphe mornzngs while

attending the basic classess taught by the experimental
‘. o

teachers--readidg, nathematics, gocial studies, and, in'the °
-es y 5C )

‘eighth gfade,-science. During'.the afternoons, the middle
scheol_pnpiié attended non-egperihental expioratory clesses,

’ such as music, art, ‘and home economics. _
S}, . ‘ . -




The success technique "was not intréduced by the

teachers mto the expenmntal classes until the first week
ip Octcber. This ‘proviéed a baseline period for within-

subject analysis: )

-

o

Teachers and Assistant Teachers

Bight teachers voluntéered for participation in the
.project for _'the first year. In 2addition, each- project
' teacher was °éssigned a full time assistant teacher. All

_ assistant teachers . had completed at least one year of

13

college. 2an egual number of proximal (at the same schools)
and, distal (at_ Hubert . Elementary School) teachers were
Selected to serve as controls., The race and sex of all

teachers at each grade level are presentéd" in Table 1, -

— 'y .




Grage - / .

1st Teacker F 3 K P - 3
Assistent teacher P ¥ s .

1st Tezcker 7 3 7 3 7 B
4issistznt teacher 7 8.

2nd Teacker F 3 7 3 7 3,
Acsisient teacher P B

3rd Teache =T, "7 3 z ' B F B

_ issistéint beacher @7 B N ~
| 3rd Feacker 7 3 7 ¥ ? W

Assistant teacher - 7 3 ' :

7th Teacher ¥ B 7" B 7 .83
Ag®istent teacher M - B ’ - ’ i

. [ ) L4
7th Tea\cber . 7 3 - ... ¥_ _*F B2
- Assistent teagcher ¥ 3

. * ) o e

th Teacbgr F B 7. i{! F - B .

' Assistent teecher ¥ =B ' - :

u\' - B . . ' , >

Project Staff

b4
- -
& - »

-

-Ma‘na'gegent of Project Succes3 Environment during Year 1’

was a'ccomplis-hed through the gervices of a Project Dir;c{ior,_

‘T two ‘Projec;: .Coordinators, a %_sea.rch Ass-isi:ant, and ‘wo
v’part-'time Behavior Technicians. . The Project I?ize;:bor

facilitated the developr:;ent and @p{’ementagion If the
- ' - 12 — -
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with the, Superintendent,. the

ntendent for Instrnc'tion, the 'Area v /

_and  project consulfants - from Zmory - e

‘ two Projeet COoré.inators worked d:.:ectly
* _with the elementa.:y ana’ middle school pnncz.oals in the - X
training ang supervision of the project teachers and in -
cbtaining necessatry equz.u:nent, suéoliew instructional
matenals for the project classrocm The Besearch Ass:.stant

,was respons:.ble for the exoerlmental design and evaluation

of the prog;azn and worked closely with the 2ssistant
Superintendent for Research and Develobment and the project
consultants, The <Behavior - xechmcz.ans monitored  and. -
) supemsed the mplement»ation “of the success technigue in -

z Pl

the classroozx and oversaw collectlon of the in-class

observatzonal date’. : *_._ R : .
S .- Nl T e . 7. ¢
. . o ' . “Treatment :
” A———
4 ) ‘ -
- : . ’ ) ) SN )
The Suyccess environment techniqueé utilizes behavior P

madlfzcatzon with the emphasz.s on- pogitive re:.nf c‘é'ment,
"'hree ;’armc:.pal co:nponents are: (1) a re:.nforcement system; .
(2) a classroom arrangement (an eng:.neeted classrobm). (3) a

£ currz.culum. Bgcause these thzee J.nteract:l.ng components were

y ) appl:.ed concurrently so tha{: no, md:.v:.dual appraisal was . ] -
< .
.feasible, they are et_ral‘nat;ed as a gingle entltp . .
< ~ : L R . - ~
¢ - . 1] //
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/ Rein'forcemep,t Systen . LT
. - B » ‘A T

- K In 2 Project Success classroom, the bnvﬁen of

-

»

re:.nforcenent falis upon _ the oro;ect teacher. It is

essentipl to the success technique that Jthe teacher

reinforce her students often. Frequent mid;qgcexent is
hardly sufficient, but it is necessary to cortat the sense
- of failure that the il;mer-city student associates ‘with the

classtoon. The teacher does not reinforce hanhazardly. )

- -
Reinforcers are o*esentea 40 the students as . soon as-

¢

N ' possihle foliowing desired behavior, and the teachker makes

- .): ¢
- . .-it cledr to the student what be has done: to earn his reward.

In brief, the teacher reinforces her students frequently and -

with purpose. Scpetimes the purpose is_only to improve the

- student's attention or,his conduct, but often the intént is
. % - RN o ) x
to increase the 'resvbizse strength- of behaviors whi

indicate that learxung ha.s occurred or is' oec&rﬁi’i@.

o ——— =

- To speak of’ l?.»e.’navsrz.ors which indicate that}‘}e/arm.ng has

ing . behavioral obgect:.ves. "‘radltz.onally these

4

lems have been dealt with as an aspect of curr:.culum

~ e

-.P%eparat:.on,. This is st:.ll the caser ‘within the success’
‘techmque . but ‘another element ig added. The object:,ves, and
the curr:.culum leadlng the student to t‘he objectiyes, are
/ ' se:Lected to allow the pro;ect teacher frequent onportum.t:.es

to raoxutor and, if appropriate, to reinforge- the student's
. progress. Ageoutline of the pro;ect’s various curr:.cula,»
des:.gned to afford 33 teacher these .opportun:l.tle)s is

a . Gr—————

presented in a seg,ar/ te sect:.on. The slgnlflcant point to be

. ) .-14._
. o 19 . -
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made here is that establishing effective reinforcement
cogtingencies cannot’ be separated from, and is in fact
dependent upon, preparing a kighly structured curriculum.
The admlnlstratlon o;A relneorcement is the essential
means for accomnllsh1ng three project goals (1) The inner-
_city student usually has a history of failure, especially ih
the school. It is not unusual for the school itself ¢6 be

viewed as an ever present symbol of failure, Reinforcement

%chieves'the first goal of repeatedly giving the stydent an

immediate sense of success and an Accompanying positive

feeling toward school in general and hi§ own _teacher in

Darticular. . {2) Fuxther, if ' the reinforcements are.

S
admlnlstered properhy, the student feels he has earned them,

thus ha§- coned effectively w1th hig env1ronment. (3)

-Finally, as- the student comes t& feel successful and’

.,

——— e IO

efflcaclous in the success classroon, the relnforcement is
also providing direction and motivation for learning skills
and behaviors’ that- will help the project student in other
ciassrcoms in cther environments, . ‘ 4 )

Goal 3 is very close to the traditional aim of

education. That Goal 3 ' is also the’ uitimate‘tpurpose of

aﬂministering reinforcegent is appropriate, refore, but
hardly innovative. The Tinique aspect of this approach is the

emphasis on attainigg goals 1 and 2 as an inteéral part of

attaining goai 3. The emphasis on engendering féelings of

positlve affect and ccmpetency 18 only appropr1ate if it is

gragted _that students ‘do not hormally assoclate these

¥ ! - 15 -
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-

feelings with their classropmsivéﬁe:a&mitted project bias is

that failure, not positive affect and a sense of ‘efficacy,

- -~

pervades very mahy classrooms, especiallﬁ in the inner-city.
In Operat zon. The | approach held in mind nhi}e"
aBmanlsterjpg relnfbrcement 1s’to accomnllsh our three goals -

P

sequ/’sﬂaily. That 1is, the students are f;rst rnduced to

'assoczate their classroom and thezr teacher with. Dleasant

.

things. Reinforcement theory indicates that when this state
is reached the students are' likely 'to be inferested and

active. They are then glven pnoortunztles to brlng about,;he .

occurrence of pleasant consequences through t“theiy ~ l
. “ & -
efforts. A sense of efficacy is rewardlng in 1tse1f and, .

2

together with the relniarcement received, increasses .the//’.
response strength of purposeful behavior. Gp &0 this point

there has been no d1rect congern wzth what academic mater121

" the student has mastered but rather with whether or not he

.- -

has learned that followzng the rules and playlng the game
pa;s‘ off., If things, are going- well, the student is now
lookiag for ways to earn/reinforcement; and the teacher " can
concentrate more on teaching subjeét matter and reinforcing
a demonStrated mastery of the materia% covered. fhe.“
followirng procedures'were’emplcyed sequentially in order to

put the réinforcement system intg.operation. ’ ' .

- . ..
. BN | . o s .,,_
A. - Day ‘One. Because the ,typical classroom -

-

and its  trappings are  associated . with
b

- failure in the students® - minds, - from

w1

‘first day of school classes.wourc have
- 16 - .

<
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been housed in geo%s:.c _domes, have been seated 111
dx;gouts, “and never, but ‘never, have beea ef?ered a

'textboo): if it were possible. Since rt was not ,possz.ble
- L 4

to replace {'.he tym.ca.}: cla,ssroom,'? the néxt best

.

¥

\

yy -

approach was to change :Lts mage. R

On the ‘day the techm.cme was 1mt.1ated th:.ngs _ -
were done to make the studen»ts aware that the schéol K
’ had changed. Many xnnovatlons.were optzcnal depending

on teacher preferenoe. For examole . some teacners chose

~simply to tell their sﬁudents to come in and s:.t down:

*This elass will be dlffer'ent from any you have been in

before.* Most of the teachers, however, rearranged the *.
desks, usnally i'.nto a U-shape: In every' oclassroom, ‘a
et L

_ set of four or five clézssroom ‘rules of order, draw.n__ﬁ'p

i“"

bv each i-p;-\hhp‘,r_r —was— «é}.—s—pl-ayeé %é- emlamd “he

,sev(f‘a‘f”rﬁterest stations wlu.ch - are part of ﬁrojeét e
: 4 _
classrooms were put into gge _,a.tlon and furthez; served

“to alter both the appearance and the routz.ne,o'i the

L

class. : Most ~important, the reward . s‘ysf em ‘was
introdyced. o ) - .

: . - - s 7 §,.

. There was 1no essential difference —in the ’

4

initiation of the reward. system vhthzn -all proj_ect .

. L ' -
. classes, although checkmarks on special cards were used'
> : ; : . ]
in the. elementary gradeg” and tickets were given, to p

students in the middle school On day one, the students

-

were first rewarded: :for simply coming to school, again

-

for sitting in- their seatg, fhen for following whatever
. . . /
22 T4
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(directipns the .teacher chose to give next. She was free

“to ‘reinforée correet academic behavior on the first day
if -she «ished, -?'ut oe the first day - indeed for the
initial six waeks - a stropgefmphasis was placed on .
r.einr'orcix;?;" i desi;rable student conduct, partz.culary ’ T
attent:.on. ) ) S B A

For . the teacher, the f:.rst day was the hardest.
' She needed to. reinforce every st/gdent several“times for
appropriate ‘behavior- “and to( be - certain that the’
stgdents knew . what they were doiii(; to earn their
rewards, As the students learned the system and the
bemefits ava:.lable .for pl‘&yz.ng the game on suceeedmg
_days, "they . ‘came to follow d:.rect:.ons more eas:.ly, and
thls reduced some ,of the burdeén on the”’ teachers.. Aleo, i

N\
after the first week or blo, the quant:.ty of tokens

[ 4

distributed each day oould’be gradually cut in half. A .

large _ daily quota< of relnfor_bement remained,

- nevertheless. This -quota became stable for " the
: oot - ‘ ,
. remainder of : the year, - although a. shift in

reinforcement emphas,is, from_ conduct_ ,to /qf'acadezgic

-

performance, g'radually. ‘took -place. - ..
Throughout the initial- day of operatlon, henever

»

,a student rece:.ved token re:.nforcement {ticket or

P

qheckma%k) he - also recelved an M & ¥ or a émall piece

of ha:yi’yw"h/zch he cguld : eat immediately if .he

w:.she < Pairing candy with the tckens was continued for

/ ]
sev.eral days in some classes, however, the consensus

v LA ' ’ " ’ 23 : v -
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was that one aay was sufficient, perhaps only_one hour.

The initial paifin§~af a token with candy accomplished

. sevéral purposes., It made -the inaugural ‘day of the"
success technigue d:.fferent, mterestz_ng, and fun for
the stuaents. Through assoclatro;%‘;;tﬂ~the candy,
prlmary relnforcer, the tokens themselves 1zqed1ately°-p

took on/ a p081t1ve value, even before they were

< obtalned in any nunber and exchanged for a reward (the.
rewards ;;a~tﬁéi§f;;;€§ prices were pictured on posters

in alil the claésro?ffl)} The teacher's image also

benefited -by her aSsociation with the bandy, Wﬁich is ﬁ
ganegally a very positive stlmulus-for a br1ef perlod
of tlme Insté;d of belng'3aewed as ‘foreman of the salt .
mlnes, boss of _the yard\?ang}'and glver of the great .
red x's, the teacher obta?ned-a Santa Claus lmage and
got/a head start toward a warm relationship wlth her
class. Her presenca began to_81gn1fy 1mm1nept gogdles.

e . . . - . .

Her directions and rééuests represented opportunities.
for still more-goodies, . «

-« Enough tokens were distributed the first day for

~

mest of ¥he students to have the"qptioﬁ ‘of either

L4
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contingency management system that the subjects both

understand.,that rewards are availab for their tokess,
and - make the exchange &nd actively samnle them.
Sometimes palns rmust be .taRen to encourage‘stndents to
exchandge, but no problems,of thlS nature were reported

by our teachers, 7/

<
»
4

B. Daily. Rontine, B?ter'the flrst day, tokens did not
- e .

fly quite so thiqﬁ and fast. But the fzrst-day
technique of pairing considerable reinforcement with

the ‘new materials and routines in order to make them
/ ‘ . .

attt/ﬁtive and tedch their wuse quickly. was repeated

many times durlng the remalnder ‘of the. - school year.

iy

>

When 1ntroduc1ng anythlng new that required added .
/= .

initial attentlon/and effort from the students, the

object was make the event posszble. The’ students

I -’ s

were to thi /, however vaguely: "There's something in
s . '-g ’

this stuff for.me. .I can use it to get something I

want..tﬁi,fsgad }hat once the students‘ began working

the curricnlum would become-intrinsically interesting
-4

. 4 ..
i - -

as weld.. . ~ ‘ ' .

"The "daily routiﬁemiﬁpﬁrbjeét cla&srooms differed-

considerably.between the elementary and m:.ddle schools.
In the elementary gradef,‘the teacher relnforced her
puplls wlth checkmarks and soc1a1 pralse at the end of
each teacliing ‘segment (about 25 minutes). Bach pupil

could earn a maximqm of four checkmarks durind each

— - . L3

25 ‘ ’
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. . ’ e s )
period ‘for having worked dlligently aiﬁ accurately at
his /a581gned task, The middle ,/;ch601 . teachers g

reinforced appropriate behavior randomily, using tickets

-
-

palred yzth soczal prazse,

*Random relnforcement' is an oversimptified_

~r . - .
description of what went on in the seventh grade

-

tlassrooms. _ Por example,- whefever. the teacher
‘introduced, new material and/or a new - tésk{_ ske
‘%immediately Teinforced the first two or three correet
responses from every student. The immediateo’feedback
faciliteted learning and, again, made the material more
appealing. After‘ the “first several responseé, the™

teacher gave fewer tickets but continued'té dive wverbal

S

praise for~ every Correct resoonse. She paired tzc?ets

+

with the prazse, fzrst at redular intervals and then
moré aﬁd.wore infrequently. The teacher séon abandoné&d

both praise and tickets on a predictable basis. In most
cases, she never ceased entirely to reinforce the

4

aesired behavior, but the reinforcement was

1hterm1ttent and unpredlctable._At thisg p9int"it was -

more accurately a random re1nforcement system.

‘ The "one .aspegt of the~ currlculum that mever came L

to be relnfOrced randbmly was the | order tasks.-
7

Students were given order tasks (descrlbed later) tb

e

complete at tge beginning of the first period every

mornirg and occasionally at the beginﬁlhg of the second:

- . . -

/- 26 ..
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and third periods, depending on the " teacher's

—
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. ’ K - y

period ‘for having worked diligently'aid\gccurateiy at \ "
his assigned task. The middle / school teachers -
q .

reinforced appropriate behavior randdmly,‘using'tickets :
‘ \._ . .‘.. 4

pgired-with social,pSgise, / ‘ o
* . L] - ’ . .
"Random reinforcement" is an overslmp}ified

description of what went on in the seventh grade
. <+
classrooms.” _ For -

»

example, whenever the teacher

'introduced, new material -and/or a' new_.’ task{ she
'\ ) ‘l - » » L%
rimmediately reinforced the first two or three correct

©

responses from every student. The ‘immediate © feedback

facilitated learning and, again, made the material more . t

) L d b l 4 .
appealing. After the first several responsesiffthe -

uteacher gave fewer tlckets but continued to glve yerbal _
praise for every torrect response. She palred ;&;ckets - . ’ ‘m
with the prglse,' first at redular 1ntervq$swand then i -
more and morg infrequently. The teaéhef“séénxfeﬁﬁngbned
O

both pralse and tlckets on a predlctable ba31$.,§n most
. .

~

22

'casé/,.she never ceased entirely to relnforce ‘the

desired behav1or, but the relnforcement ‘was -

'lntermlttent and unpredictable. At this point it ‘was

, -~

.

more accurately a random reinforcement system.’ . £ ///

’ The one aspect of the’ currlculum that neyer came
» A -
to be réTyforced . randomly was the . order tasks. -
It T, , :

Students :Yere given Aorder'tasks.(described'later) t%
:completeLEt/the beginning'of the first period every t\tgiy
mornlng and occaslonally at. the begln’ing of the second ‘,.‘
., .and third: periods, dependlng .on - the ' teacher's

/26 " L “ B
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preferencs. 'Fhey were a.hvays relnfprced for suc;:essful’

~

complet:.on. The pnrpose was to wam the studént up mth
a s:.mole task at which he could always succeed Thus, ,. s
% at the begznnlng of every day tﬁe .student was
suqces_sfu;, uﬁt’/as he had been on the first day. of

*school. : i -

.. - The significance of teacher praise as part of the
- Qn - L R

daily routine deserves mention here. For many students,

‘ +

Jthe ‘technique. could operate on the teacher’s verbal
praise alone, without tokens. Thf single most important 3

gperating rule of the technique is l'ignore and praise.” T

Por z.nstanoe, unless someone :.is gett:mg hurt, the

e et

teacher fo::g.ses her attention 0137/ the, _students near’fﬁe
offender who a.re borkz.ng‘ well, She pra:.ses .them for : !

work:.ng or’ pay:.ng attent:.on and possl‘ﬁly or&sents a o1
-

token also. In 'dn.s way, she p:omnt& the correct

.- L4 -

behavz.or in the student who is m:.sbehav:.ng. Her praz.se A

" of the’ attentive students should be warm and genuine. ..

Y

. 1e :.s amaz:.ng hm: a te@bcher s words.\ can tell one -
.\

student he is doing well and her tone of voice :.mply
% . . -

crzticzsm of another student msbehav:.ng nearby.
Cr:.ta,clsm is avo:.ded. It is deemed qm.te 1mportant to

check correct answers and leawve mstakes algone, ‘instead
M - - P
of, x:l.ng errors and- ignoring the- nght ansvers. The -

student can - determine where he was J:ncorrect, but he —

R [ 4

/J -
. can a.lso feel successfuI for getting some right - -~ and

1 (SN

-

* the more’ iight, the more r!z.nforcement he receives. ..

. 2 R
. v - . R
-"( , 2 7 %t {
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N | not checked as correct again, ;’d then helb student”

. until &11 tﬁe answers cao, be dhecked correct.

: D dlrectlons , With httle l/e‘mhas:.s "placed on correct
| answezs “on succeed:.ng s, mastery of the‘ subae.ct~

As described above ,. on the _imitial day the

teacher reinforced obkeying the class rules ang

following directions . ’On succeeding days:, nastery of
. s ) PR
the subject matter gradually acquired more and more N

t

significante. A reinfofcement procedure consistent ::w;.th

lemented .Dunng the first weeks /

first rel}p»ced __ {

‘ this anorbach was

o; oberatlon, the stu ents were

‘begz.nm.ng an assigndgd tas?:, agaih for working hard e.nd )
. \ ‘ completmg it, then f : d m fpr. the gualitw of j
) ’ ; the:.r work. Some stedents receiped token reinforcement f’
] and teqcher praz.se (e} a;l counts fr,om the be,gj.nning. '?T'
/ Ha;Iy others were naccurate ' - -

their responses; some ]
i

j nevex f1n1she.d, "and occas:.onally someone avoided a task
.: « 3 ' >
' comoletely. Every tudent v’ho made any attempt was ™

rez.nforced and pra:.sed at least once. 21l the seaderts C
soon began to make an: ef.fort. When the teacher believed , - >
that ex?eryone had learned to get, started, she ceased to '

reward start:mg m.th tokens’ ’ ,relylng bnefly on pra:.se .

- .

!" alone, then f:.nally wa.thdrawz.ng ,her g.ra;.se. Latep when

» ‘ the teacher thought that everyone was workz.ng to
& _ ; comnletz.on, she followed the‘ same procedure for fad:.ng h
- - N ’out the use of relnforcé;ent. The original plan was to '
continue * &0 ,reinforce étlart‘:ing, working ‘hard, and
K I S L. 28 - A
- 23 - y
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= completion in a random manner, cencentrating on a few

*(

students having difficuities. Eowever _starting and

eo::mletz.ng nevea: cevelcoped izito ozoblem ,after the

{)

first few days and’ were not remforwd again, -‘ho.kz.ng .

- o - -

hard was snbseqnently remforced whengver a student v
encozmteré drfﬁcuity in attaining ° mastery.‘ The - ,"i

>

teacker nevwer stopped reinforcing mastery, but she dié.
- " come to administer the tokens intermittently.

s It is stfongly desirable that reinforcement be

N . impedidte ‘and }‘écéssa:y that it be ~appropriate, . . B
""herefore, eva.luata.ng per*'omance z.m:ed:.ately, before

‘________‘_;__, handiag out relpforoemn,., was essential, The ﬁeachers

- dui thif.s in several wa}vs: They. would Go .to a Esf,ude_n;

- &t work and Quickly soot-check a few items at ramion."
S . ;
‘./Zf the items were r.ght, relnforcemnt was given; if

too hany were wrong, encouragement and a promise to

-
-

\ Ty return mere offere‘ﬂ. In yariation, the student
) '

-

‘ comolgted a few'items as the teachers watched. Ih- the.
4 e e g o o

‘ thz.rd/ and seventh grades, students exchanged the:.r -
7 ) B okeris for_ the onportum.ty to be '’a mini-teacher. One

. - ’ < -

S ] }°f"‘the mnz—teacher's roles is markmg the work of ~

-

other studenrtg To dd th:.s, the mm.-teacher ‘uses hisg X
. . P / own éaper that” the beact.aer pas first :.nspected,

, cox:rééting any incorrect responses, Pree from marking
all but one paper, the teacher comes by later, quickly

| ‘glarices at the checked ‘papers, and administers

: 1 appropriate reinforcement. . )
.29 'fs.\ . g i " .
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*

s

onno*tuawey for tte stLdent to go to an lnterest

statzon (¢f his choice, if possible) and .either remain

0

=z his desk. With the successful students so entertained,

difficulties., This use of the stations preventegt

students who finished quickly from being "rewarded® by
4 . . .
boredon  or even mnore work. Boredom or plain idleness

was always a problen, probably the single nost

’ dl‘fzcukt problen /fora the teacher %o‘ handle. Each -

S . teacher was 1nstructed never to keep ker badk “to tke

-

class, to be mobile, and to4;ecognlze raised ‘hands at
ra L

- -, Often the c:&lnforcenent was not tokens but an .

there for a time or bring something.interesting back to

the teacher was zble to. work -with those baviﬂg

-

-

-

once if only to assure the student that she would be

there shortly. ) , ] .- Lo

. . Teacher~constructed tests were given, the correcg
answer checked, the tests gzven back, and the students
zewarded for work of - goodﬁ‘qualz*y¢ But the delay

1nherent in this traditional orocedure detracted fronm
LT . b
- its uséfulnggs asv,part of the téchnlqu§7/Long tests

- | were dlsconréged at the beglnnlng of the year unttI the
I‘ /
' students understood the advantages of produczng the

.,,q . N

PN . right answerg.better. Co- } ) .

o~ ) Rnles‘of Thudo..ﬁg;zng the surmer tralnlng Sesszon, the

07 L 4

project teachers s dled reznforcement theory. Aszde from

the techﬁiques iiscussed above, they eptgred the classrooa,

in the fall armed with several "rules of thurb.”  These had

“t & T - ’ 3()
&) . - 25 -, - .

.




.
. - b

been culled from woxk by Becker, ‘Thomas, and Carnine {1969).

. ¢ R . ‘-
Tke teadxers Zollowed thezn ‘during the .;Ittaar and . a

descripticn of the /n&orcexent procedures is incomplete

»

w:.t.‘nout their :anIus:.on' .

-

i. - Speci‘y in a positive way the ru_‘iss wh:.ch are the

basis for your reinfercement. Demqnstrate ‘the
behaviors you gesire by praising the children who
are good exarples of following t.‘;'ze rules. Rules
.are made important to > children by prowviding

reinforcement for following then, Keea e rules-

—

> . ~_to, five or less, 2s the child l-earns to folliow
the —rnles, reneat "them 1ess frequently, puf - _- !
=~ . )
e contmue to praise ‘good classropm peHaviors.

2. Relate .the- children's perfoman;:e %o the rutes.

— fic ut the behamrs ,children ‘show
/ Be speci /aho

-y -

whxchf/meﬁ "paying attent:.oﬁ" “6r -*working harg. ®

/ -7 “Tﬁat‘s nght, youre a hard 'gorker. © "you
. watched/ fhe board aii the tlme/eas’ presenting

— the exa.mole. That's nay*ng atte.ntz.on." "That's a

»

question." ) o ;o

3. Catch t.’ne cha.lazen ’Seing gbod Rez.nforce

behanor J.ncor:fpatzble with th £ you m.sh tQ-

. .. elininate. ‘ ' .-
) '4,4 Punishment will most likely be required when the

2

unwanted behavior is very, intense (so tHat' there

- §0
-

.r &

good answer, You listened - very clos_ely to my

. S .
.is . some potential danger to self or others),dr -




-
-

very frequent (so that there is positive behavﬁbr

.- -to wprk with). T | -
5. If punishment is necessary, f£irst try isclating .

“the child. The child should rerain ij the tizné-"

ont room until he is guiet-for several mlqutes{

A sze one uazning prlor to the pse of time/Gng,

,r/// that the . sarning szgnal can/ﬁé;used most of the )
2 y
tixe a8 a punishment w1;hont the ,need _for time. ’
- / —— 1 . . ; - b
_ = . .‘o‘it)- . e . |
" 6. . Any use of punishment shoiId be accompanied by '
. — - =

the use of te&nforceme t//’:of behav;ors’

znccmoatzble w1th fgg/punzshed behayio:s.

-

; Rewards, The determination of7

- —-—

Eréjeét'SucEéggiblesses during _
great deéi?-df‘ attentiOﬁfdng;ag :

éi/o dévelopedfln advance of the

A qechanlsm of exchange //, s -z

1n1tiatlon “of ‘the tfeatment so th ~ once an elemen;afy ..
school ghfld’leled a success rd card or a nuddle~school

i - o7
stadent earned a. certalng number of tickets, he counild

1nd1cate whether he//ﬁant d to tzade (cash 1n)"for an

znmediate reward or save

elay) for a larger reward. The
rewargs were tangible ’tems‘(e.g.,,candy and toys) aﬁa nén-'
éoing to the’playground, leading 'the

tangible itens (e.
ly mbnths of the project 10ctober—Decem£erf

line)= In the
chlldren at |all grade levels selected tangible rewards

exclus1Ve1y. All food itens were' phased out of the reward .

} . -3;?
- 27 -




.

. systen at’all grade 1evels in early Janunary. a second step, -
made in late Janua.ry, was phasing out the ne:naining tangl‘ble
rewards and SWit,ghing to supervised 'fgee time® a.na. other
non-t-an'gil}le rewards exclusively.‘ '

/ *  Classroom Arrangemeht: : / - y
z ~ _ The classrooms used in thé projeCt are typicdl gelf-
- _°  contained .classrooms. Six of the clzésrooms ‘mre housed in

goftable buildings, one second grade class and two, "third
"g/rade classes in the elementary school and three seventh
< grade classes in the middle school. SR

. The success classrocm is d_:.vided into five major'

interest steiior:s and a mastery center .where academic

L] d .

asszgnments are handled. A floor plan’ of the success

“ classroon is nresented in figure 1, . ' ) oo By

The pupils' desks are arrangéd J.n three groups in theo B
mastery center and assignments are g:.ven ‘here in rea&:.ng, )

) ) ‘ written language » and arithmetic accordlng to the pupils’
ab:.llty and achlevement.(Also as a part of this” center _pre
two study booths which are used by pnpils for academc ‘work
where they are abie to work free from vz.sual distract:.on.

. . The use of the interest stations’is as foltows s

. The exploraéogy' station s set up on a table where

b
science act:.v:l.tz.es are undertaken. Scz.ence is aviewed as an

.

extremely .useful  exploratory activity because of the

opportunity it affords for multisensory exploration and

reaiity ‘ t(esti'ng.’ .

.
1 - . » :
A . 3'3 . L
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The art- station provides the pupils with twb tirpés of

expefiences in. art,. ome. that is coordinated with his
';acad-em‘.c " work and the Q&o‘;ier vwhich is less structured and
- allows the papil a'l greater dégree of self éxpression.
The coz:r;zmriicaﬁion station is designed to Afoster social -

interactiocn and development of cooperative bshavior. The .
language master, record ,player and tape recorder are P

inciuded in this areawhere ore or more pupils may engage in-

. iistening to music and st:c;ry records.

« The library station provides the pupils with books,

magazines, news-pa'pefs r®&nd other printed- materials,

The ~ games and puzzles station is set up to provide the

P .

_ e -
/: “pupils with exercises emphasizing attention, orderly

‘ s . Y . v
response and routine activities;—— — .

L4 . -

.
(.

(&
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i Typically,‘ Project Success Environment classes 4ere//;’/’ k
divided into three groups of students. The three ( uée’ . -
rotated every 20 to 30 mlnutes from the lnte Hgtations,to.' : ;_
seat work on skills, to instruction w: 'the .téacher. To ._/)
help the teacher keep track_of thefrotation,-thére were two__.( :'.
‘cardboard wheels in each’&iassroomfPOne wheéii was divided ',.’

‘into three sections and whahfotated wdu}d assign eachvgroﬁﬁ
to either skills,‘instruction with the teadher, or. to work
at 1nterest stations. By turning the other wheel the teacher '’
31gnaled to’ the group already assigned to the gtationg
which station each. student in that group wag to go to. .

L -

35 :
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-

.y each subject area that perm:.tted :meed:.ate evaluatlon,

Curriculuz __— . A 'S -

The standard cumculmn/emolgyed {n the Atla.nta Public
chhools Sas modified slightly fof w:.th the reznforcement

-

system described 'above. First,’ curriculum materials were

> - 7

selected at levels ap;fropnate to the three groups in each .

class. Second, -an attempt was nade “to aubdz.v:.de the

cnruculum in each coutent area to create modules that coul'd

e co;npleted, evaluated, and reinforced daily, For example, -

ch:.ldren were g:.ven skill sheets providz.ng da:.iy pract:.ce in

<

feedback and reznforcement. In addition ¢to the mod:.fz.ed

I

_standard i:{ﬁ:rlculum, the Sulhvan Reading prog'ram was added

- - at every grade level. Th:.s program also provided mater:.als . -

at several levels and opportmuties for frequent evaluat:.on
and f’eedback.. ) . PR .

" ’ - e .
/F'inally, the ch;.ldren mproject classes 6ften started

the school day w::.th a /shor't task requinng only that» they :
foIlow d:.re’ct:.ons. ,Comeré:lally- ava.z.lable perceptual motor - . -

.
v ~

. work- Sheets were used along wz.th sz.mple tracrag,. design

> -
“,c - [

£ .
copy:.ﬁg, and v:.sual df cnma.natz.on ‘tasks, These order tasks .

wefe des:.gned to get the /students involved’ early in the day

wi'tb -5 -/s:.mpIe . task almost cert'ain to " be completed

. A .. o

succes'sfully; L, s - - ' ~ L




. ~  Summer Training ™ ;

The workshop was conducted by three bsychologists and

.

three educators and was de31gned not” ~snly’ to nrovide,

A aad

instruction in the theory and practical application of

operant.conditioning but also t3 involve the teachers in
St . .
nlanning for , the clasgsroon impiementation of behavioral

.

managenrent orocedures and various curricular activities.

During, the mornings, the teachers . participated in

"discussion sessichs focusing primarily on readings in

Course in Apolied
v_.—*—

’ 1971)‘ and otlier 4

behavior modification from Teaching:
- gzchbiggz {Becker, Englemann, and Thomag

sourcesw. The teachers then had an

-~ oy

r --."‘c e
observatiop of their peers. These Dractice sessrons were
P

ecorded on videotape and served aB. bases for. gﬁrther

discussion in classroom management. The teachefs were "also

excosed to systematic classroom observation by collecting.

»

data ‘'in actual classrooms . uszng the Drocedhres and forms -

. [

that trained observers;would use later in fheir classrooms.

.+ In addition, each teacher shared in‘the identifirvation of .

. y-a) M “we o, ..
- the pupils!? behaviors £0 be modified auring the followzng

year and in the establishment of a token , econony to snpport

-

_the behavior modification effort. . .. B
. . "
The afternoons dyrin the- worksho were déyoted to” - %
Nl > 7. /df..

- ourriculnm ptanning, especiaily for the initial weexg of '~

—.,

chool, Emnha51s was placed qn the formulation’of behavioral 3,

" - . .
s ” ‘o
S S 237 . s . 7
: . .

P . .
AR -32- " -
. P . P . .
”y . -, ,
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the  employment of individﬁ&lized

the ~use af orogrammed reading

-

matérials and acaden1c dlagnustic instruments,

2 &.. ~

and the

estabiishment and mainténance of a sneciflc classroom
errangebent. discyséigr of whlch-follows). '

€ o

? Thraughopt the year, an experienced behavioral

managegen% technician was available at least twlce weekly to'

assfst each teacher with current problems- in classroom

management, Individual

'inservice sessions® éoncerning

curr;culum imnlementatzon were also conducted weekly by two

currxculum coordlnators, one of, whom concentrateé' on the

i .
-
»
L 4

elementary curriculim and thHe §oﬁher on the
rg

. o g; . e
curriculuym., . o "

. l.'.
i . T - . f
3 Coe ¢ ) : - ' i ?

. Measures

sy X -

eas:

- project ptpils were measured in’ four"éenerql
' 9

(b)

> -

> _student behavior; academic achieve

{a
fol;gwlng idsgruments and Drocedures were employed to assess

,/'/ ® - -
the experimenteé,effects. P ‘ o

s

] .
/ >y
. s " "
ic ‘aptitude.

towérd ‘self and school'r'asd .The

~

e étudenﬁ/behavior was measured by means of:

./41//‘
; \ Aﬁ// In—@iass

In-class observatiéns of'

. Observatiqns
o ‘,' students oroduced data on student attention aqd
disruption, Wlthln a 40 to 50 mlnute period, the '
S, L ] . .
o : . 38 z - Ce
o ) ' -hj . ‘ - 33 - . T .

e ! / - ‘ : "o

mddle school )

Tary
t7/4c) attitude;




: /-/

.

cbservers gathered data according " ;5 the
following instructions: ’
a. Attention: Théia,are 3 statés of.atten:tibn,°

unisvolvad (DNVOY, medium (MED), . and
.‘invplved  (INVO)« Ideally a ‘child is
e
3§§e;ved to-" be either .invplved- or

uninvoléed in his academic work. The mediﬁ@

catego is for cases where -this is
difficult to determine._/é/ student igl

- " observ afof'z or 3 seconds; his/,stéte ’of -
attention marked&, and the o?;erQér proceeds’
to the next ékudenf until tﬁ;'entire class

. i
has been

/
observed: This procedure %
repeated 10 times. (10 runs through e
- 4 Ve

class? ‘each day and requires approxima%ely

. _2e.to 29/ minutes, Per cent invélved is
calculaggggéxcluding éhexmedium category.

b. Disr?gtion: (See below for obseréat}on

procedures)

1. ' Talking d;t;- TO -

2. Out of Seat - 0S5 | .
. 3.  Loud Noises -.IN a .
a; Physical Contact - PC

5. Making Faces = MF

N .

-

6. Oéhers - 0 - for example, threwing

. - ' something

39

- 34 -
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) ' .
c. 1 Reinforcement - RFCT: Anything reipforcing
‘or rewarding obtained by tne student\frtm

the teacher or asszstant teacher is J!arked
. -
down as reinforcement. This includes verbal
i ‘ and tangible fewards as well as physical — °
. .

contact and the granting of, orivz.leges.

g

d. - "unishmentf - DPOR: Same as above fon vezba.l
and ph cal nunishment as well as the 205’5- g v

of or:,v:.leges and time out. , .

Al

Disruptiogp, r'einforcemen't;, . and o;iﬁishment .- are -
_ obsegfed - s:.multaneously amopg  a grono of 5-8 -

tadents for a perzod of exactly 5 minutes, All
d:.sruotion , reinforcement, and punishment tha/
occurs among this group of students is markedffor

- oy

. the appropriate student. Another grouo is then

.

-

ot

oonven:.en Yy’ g;elected\ (probably seleétlon is

s

e,asiest row by :row) for another 5 minutes- . and
—‘ ) T - ‘ .
four times (five for a =

’ the procedure, is repea

v -

- £ ..
large £lass) qg: 20 mnutés yntil all the. students s

have been obé‘éged (Co‘;}#& the in-class -
q&ervatlon fofms. are 1K Appendix A.) ' AN

. . .

- . . t ~ ~ ,,:i‘

2, Average Iiaily Atténdance?" Attendance data yere

e

. S . ) *
obtained from official school records and "average -

- daily attendance {per cent of total’ ooss:.ble) was

14 ’ v

calculated each .month,




W=t
J

-

Ce - "Reinforcement - RFCT: Anythlng reiaforcing

or rewardlng obtained by the student\\ﬁrom

the teacher or ass1stant teacher is @arked

’down as relnforcement. ThlS includes verbal

and tangible rewards as well as physical f T
’&"'\ gontact and the grantlng of. pr1v11eges.
d. " Punishmentf;- PUN: Same as above for verbai 0
' and physic l' punishment as yell as’ the ROSs Y

“

~of pr;V1leges and time out. o . - )

. A}
” .

reinforcement, and punishment are

"

»

ed - 91multanegusly among a group of 5-8
tudents for. a period of exactly 5 minutes., All
t

d1sruptlon, relnforcement, and punlshment that

occurs among th1s group of students is marked for

v

~~the approprlate student. Another group is then_'

convénlently selecteda (probably selection .is

easiest row by row) for another 5,, minutes; , and .

the procedure 1s repeated four .times (flve for a «

5
- \ 2

L large ﬁ&ass) or 20 mlnutés untll all the students
. " have been observed.(Co s of the in-class,
3 4 ﬁghervation.forms are ‘1 Appendix a.) ‘; -
' . ‘ L .
T e Lo ‘

N “,\1
O ]

2. . Average Daily Attendancei Attendance data were

¢

;: o obtained from official school records and -average '

. . ‘daily attendance (per cent of total possiblss was

 ‘calculated each month, oL D )




. 3. :nverage Daily Tardiness, Ta:rdineés data were -

L - also cbtaided £réh a@ic:.al school recbrds and . . ]
1 ‘average. daily +t3rdiness (per ‘cent of -tota.l

. oossibl&e) was calculated each month. | l
Academﬂf’ a.c&ievement was measured by the Metrppolitan

Achievement Tests (HAT) Lecause the Metrooolitan tests have -

=

been a;ao::tea _fqr‘ city-wide . testz.ng in the Atlanta School

f

_ Svstenm, they were selected‘ a.s the base mstrmre.nt for <
redsuring gain in academic ach:.eveme.nt. The com:olete P
bat;ez.tea for appropriate grade Levels w:re admnustered

but enly reading and ma,.h subtests.were eva.luatea -

Attitude toward self a.nd school ,was measured by the

*‘tfollowmg instrusents: o . S
- e ) -.'l&

.

_gs_efsnxth Belf-ﬁéteem Inventory, Porm B. -'The - 3
- Coopersmith i3 a measure of self-concept that is

. [ 4
. - SO commonly used wz.th school-aged subjects. e ]

2. CrandalI Intellectual Achie\ﬂez{e'nt Resoonsibzlity

Qnestionnazre. . The - children's form ‘of " this % |

Wnt contains 33 ‘forced-choice items in

s : " which the stem describes eitl‘:.e;a posit”i”ve of a

. _;}ggati.ve' achiebement ex';:efie'ﬁce _,‘:hé.t: routinély_f
' occurs in school  (Crandall, -Katkoviky; &

| Cranda’ili, "1955). " The stem is .'fq].‘l‘cwed By 01:1e
C e ‘. a.lternatzve stating that the event was caused by
: v t}'xe‘ chil&’ and a’nother ‘that says the ‘event
: occurreﬁ because of the behavior of" someone. else -

_' ? in the child's irmediate envi:.onmen.t.. A chz.ld'

. l;'




-

" positive internal.score is obtainéd by

- al: positive ewvents for which hé takes credit; T

‘the negative internal 3«:_5:"9? is obtained by
. - Iy ?< -

Rl surrming © 211 negative events for which he assumes

‘ blame. The guestionnaire was 'develop.ed

.," . V:.:g‘znia C.. Crandall and others.

- ¥ et

3. ?1tt . Attitude Toward *School Questi

v o. . '-?1tt's or:.gina. scale conta;.ns ves/no ite:ns .

é_ - evenly soread through tbe whole range of om.nion ‘

fron extr ‘ A;L:.king tog extreme disliking for

o
1

- " school. Ny tues are assigned to'each item of the-
N . - - ~
scale, The scale-yalues range £fron, 9, /Ihlch

PR

corresponds to extreme lz.k:.ng (I 1ike school

Y

. better .than anything e}.se. ) ¢+ to ‘10, 5 that
< 'corresoonds <to extreme dislz.king ("b,hate school

. more than a.nyth:.ng else.').-The score 'is ‘obtained

by calcn’latzng the. meq,;l of 'the scale-values of
the statements with whz.ch the .subgect agrees,

Academic api:i’tutde was assesded by the Ca;iforni'a Test A

© of-Mental Maturlt_gy - Short Form. Agpropriate i)evels.qf this - 1

< _/weli-standardized, grouo IQ test wege administered. _
. . . t 7- ) ” ' . ..

" _(_)2 Tdacher Variables - . . { ’ : |
" . e * i -y 1 ' -~
. . ., #The effects{' of, the ekpér rontalj treabaent on t'he

Sy /- T

of 1n-c1ass

«  Droje ctj teachers| were meaaured by means

-,' obsedvations. {Cpies of the ﬁta-class obsezvat:.on foms )

% A.) The obse:'vatz.qns prodnced data on how the,/

arein App
7 T
/spefxt ker time in the cla ﬁ:oom (task anaiys:.s)‘ and
. 3 / . : 4:7 > N .
7. .

" \ -
-.37 - . \ :




'd

on how frequently size reinforced and mmi;hed ker studenti.'_
¥Within a 15 minute period, immediately after the cbsﬂmtinn .
of stndent behaviozs, the observer recorced data. on, beacher .
—behavior accor&ing €0 the follow:‘:ng instructions:

a, Peinforcement: All remforcement that the teache-

« distributes within a2 5 minute ace.f.emic period is

—~
-

fecorded. The categories of reinforcement are:

1.  Praise - PR

3. Recognition - RG S

3. Positive Pacial Attention - Pa+ .

) 3, Positive Physical Contact - PC+ . .

: "’ 5.0 E;'rantiné 2rivileges - GP .
. 6. _Tangible Reinfon?emen‘ts ~- T .

-

¥/

b.  Punishment: Al ounishment .within ' a 5 mindte
period is recorded. The categorz.es of nunislfnent

-~ 3

are: . .

v ’ - -

- 1. Cnt}*cis-m ~CR . =~ -

%

- 2. Hegative Facial Attentz.on -. P2 (=)
Negat:.ve °hyszeal chtact - 2C (-) e
Wz,thdrawal of 1>::5.w?i.1ege-,s -.WP"

5. Time Out - TO

L} . kS

Others - O _ / BAC
. TNy I
/ ’
. c. -Fask Analysis: The gegcixer is observed very
. 'ﬁ} ~ . T

briefly every ten secohds for-a total of four-
minutes (24 observations). Por ‘each observation
- - 43 -

- . ~- 38 ~
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W

Other Measures.

: - . fAlouws: —~ ‘ -~ . i - - T
i, ° Iﬁd:.vidual Instruction = INDV-

. 2. szm Instroction - GR? )
-z 3. Class Instruc:imr CLs ’
3. Eousek_eeping - HSXPG >

5. - Other Activities - O .

Tkhe four minutes of task analysis observati'gn are-
siaread out over time with one minute interwvals
octmring . both .before and  after 'tea.éher
'.zemforcement is vbserved and the rezam.mng two - S
minutes - taking ©place after: pp.nish;nez_zt. i
observed, '

. Three lot:a.lly developed questzormaires were °
adm.m.stered as & less fomal means of evalua:i;z.on. The

parents of ,pro;ect mmils, the pro;ect teachers, and the ’

‘ -
ject mzm.ls were requested to resoond ta,. an anonymous

guestionnaire ‘concern:.ng their ;eactlons to. the project.

_’Also, some‘ of the m9ré intereéting, but unquanti'fiabl,le’

LY -

Y

anecdotal data are revorted. . .
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L Testing 3'cce&ures Sty

- -5
N

-
-

In-Class Cbhservations . »; - ';_ 4

-

. °re;ect cuoils ind oro;ect teachers mere cbserved
systexatically fonz t;nes oer week, every week, in all eight
experimental classzooms, uh;le* the qontro‘ pn%fis and
teachers were observeé for four days cne honr per aay;
during the pre-tgst~ périod, the nid-year perzod, and the
post-test De:iod. The ose-tész or baseline period occurred’
Guring the month of Seotembﬂr before . the nioject-teacﬁess
introduced the success techn;cue into their classrooms. The
mid-year oeriod tock .ols;e in ‘January ana the post~test
period "bccurred in April, The weekly. data on pzogect classes
were used for dzagnqstzc ssrnoses, 1.e., for assurance that
the success technaque was being contznuonsl; apnlied For
evaluat1on, one week of the 1n-c1ass‘9 servation data taken
dur1ng the nreytest, mid-year, and cost-test periods were

used for comdkrlson with 1like data collected during those

-

oeriods in the control classes.J’ j‘- { .-

H
-

Ih-clags data were gathered by three black female
. assistant teachers, all trained - by .one of éheq;behaVlor
management  technicians in order to increase agreement

between observers. During the observation .period,, the

P ' g

observers ;?ere 1nstructed no¥ to interact with the students
' .3

‘or the tedcher unless it was absolutely necessary.

-1

4

) . { [

Observations -were made only when the pupils were-s

..enéaged in academic activity. If for some reason, academic
45 .

..'40...’- - ’ -
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;activity was interruoted, the observaéiqps‘stq#pzd mmedl
academic aéhtivity was resumed, «

Acﬁievemen‘ Testing

. The - £machers in both the exnez:zenta. and control . s

classes administered the‘netranoi}tan Zchievement Tests to
their " students. As’ part of the Atlanta Public Schoals |
"testing program, the .cunplete batteries of the H32"fgr
appropriate grade 1levels were aaministeied as a pretest in

- October, 1970, and again in an alternate form as a post-test

in Hay, 19%2.‘ Scores on MAT .subtests in Reading, Word
‘Knowledge, and Arithmetic/Corputation were used to evaluate .
‘Septerber to May academic¢ progress in project_and'bontrol
classes. In January, the grojébt oversaw the administratién
= of selected MAT subtests to all experipental and comparison
classes im:. order to monitor acadenic"gchievemeht as the
school year progressed. Since fhe lowest level of the MAT is
- too advanced for beg1nn1ng fzrst graders, first grade -
achievement data “were obtazned by comparing scores on
selected subtests from the VAT Przmary I Battery, given ¢to .

-

all first graders in January, with aooronrlate scores from,

« the May testlng.

)

Testing of attitude Toward Self.and School ) ' .

‘During the last two L weeks in _September (baseline
nerlod) and agaln durznq the last two weeks in Aprll, the

three questionnaires deszgned to measure attitude towatd
'U'fferent versions of the AT were admlnlstered 1n-0ctober
and ffay. In May the Atlanta Schools switched 'to | a ‘
restandardized version of *the MAT, deszgned to take .into
account the problems of the inner-city- ‘

- '."/ - 4-1'-; ’ ’ .

- -, . 486 . )
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LA Y

eelf and school were administered to all sxperimental and

- \ , ]
control subjects abowe the first grade level in their
homerooms., 2 young, black, male graduate stodent

. f -
a&minis;gfed both the 7itt Attitude Toward Schpoi
Questicnnaire © and the Intellectual Besponsibility = °

Questiocnnaire to all subjects. An assistant teacher, also a

young black man, administered the Coopersmith Self-Zsteer

tory to all subjects -In order to minimize the |
'imoortance of ggadlng abllzty, esoec1a11y within the second
and third grade classes, the administrators read each itenm
aloué to the éﬁbjects and keyed them when thq} gere'sugposed"

- to respond.

Academic Aptitude Teéting

Appropriate levels of the Calzforn;a Ebst\bf-xental

urity were adminzstered by the classroom teachers dnring
the baseline period to all expe;zmental and?coptrol pnpils.
Post-test scores for the thiré gradeIOnly were’BEE;ihed fréq
the Atlanta City~-Wide Testing Service which rouginely-testéd_
'tﬁis gréde in March. Therefo;e, oﬁi?*‘results from third
gradgaclagsés are revorted herein. - .

V4 - e -

A
Wy
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' Results and Discussion - .

(3

Effects of the Expérimental Treatment on the Project Pupils

_/

" In-Class Behgvior

. S

-

" Two measures of pﬁpil behavior were taken in all

project and control classrooms: the per cent of time each

pupil devoted to assigned tasks and the number of times each

pupil engaged in disruptive behavior.

1.

On-task behavior. Prom September to April, the

project pupils exhibited a \dramatic rise in
academic sinvolvement as oppoted to a decline

ghown by the control pupils., 2s\ illustrated in’

. Pigure 2, the -on-task behavior of the project and
_control pupils vas virtually identical during the
.September baseline period -~ both groups, devoted

" approximately 80% of available time to assigned

tasks. However, as the: .experi-ment‘:g}" treatment
continued, the per cent of time on-task increased
for the progect pupils, wh:.le it declined gor the

control pupils. By Anr:.l, the attentio‘n level of

‘the project’ pupils ,was more than 90%, ~as

contrasted with the _approximately. 77% ‘of the
control pupils. (See ]Pigure, 2.) .

-A surmary of the per cent!/ of time on-_-task‘
during the pre, mid-year, and st-test periods

is presented in Table 2. These data clearly

. 48
- . - 43 -
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*  indicate ighat * the proje&t classe:‘,

with the o

‘ ,'—" . exception of the .second- grade cla.ss, were' o
. . " superior to the -control classes at the end of the : o -

i ;- year." “In.. the _fi_.r.st; end.. gh'ir'd gredes._.pgrc;j_ect-. -
" . - nu’nial; zt;owed gg:u;s i‘n :azt;:e.nﬁﬁn - ox'rer the h._‘:_ S
R < treattnem: 'mteml.— "-«rhile controi p&oils showed' .= i L
) . - decllne.s In the seven?:h grade, ' iject pupils H . ‘ ) "

- ga.i'ned more’ thari proxima.l controls but aﬁout the °* . > *

same' as d:.stal controls. . s v e

.
- .~ . "
. R - .,

of

’ Tzble2 . . >
. “ < Per Cent  Time On-Task . -
- o « . . 3 — ar .
s { . s - :
1st Grade [2 classés) o _Q'/ Pretest Hid-Year Post-test . Gain ~
Experidental « , /44 82.9 90,6 " 96.3.° 07.4
Proximal . S L3 90.3 84; 5 L 713.7 - 7 16,6
_Distal /’ 313° 915, 95.6 g6 .0 ~05.5 _
2nd Grade (1 class) 7~ . - __ S - N
Zrperizental 22 74.8 , 889 - 6950 * —05.8
© . MProxdmal - ] 24°, 90.3- . 85.0. 844 -05.9

Distal- . - 13 89. 3 - 80.6 " 8.5 -05. 8.

3rd Grade (2 classes) o ., .o < -
Experimental’ 48 72,7 -89.8° - 92.2 | _...19.4 '
Proximal - 34 76, 3 73.9  75.4 -01.0 - - -
Distal - . 45 76.0  52.2 - 54.8 -21.2
-7tn*Grade {3 classes) L, T . T ..

" Expérimental | .« .* 38 81’5 .. g2.2 .96. 8 15.3 ..
Proximal . & *60 £9. 3 ¢ 57.6 « 75.3 -* 5.0 L., .
 Distal * .7 . 60 -+ 72.3 77.9 39.9 ', .-17.6 , .7

R . "‘T' . '-. . J - . -’ ° : .

B » - . - . . ’ '-. - : . r,’_ . - .‘C

/ C : 'Analirs'is © of - .varjance :Lndicated no-,'_'
differences n; on-ta9k behavior among the grqups' T :
’ ‘at pretest but si,gdificant differences at gost-s SRR

, K .-

- " test ("= “33.5, P < .01)  and - sigrifiéant .

’ - ./. ., . B y * : '. : pLTS .
) et T 29 R s T

- 45 ~ g - ‘
,
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’ f in acadenic assignments. ‘Apparently the treatment-

. 2'

v

\\

e/ v ’ L J - v - - L o Y
- - - -
: %ﬁ - : - .-
R - . . . e el R

'y % ‘ g . . € .l «%_‘ .
‘E% v q%i' 27 '

- i (3
. -

. E‘:} : .g. -~ % . . X -
dszen’!ces ’in gains (v = 24, soo, 24 .91) anring
" the year. sDécific Graée X‘?reatnen; eftectg'(w s

20.93%3 “for pqstegest: 2 o= v’l 636 for gains

) scorés) _ reflect " J:k“{e ' adifferehces | Zong
exoezimental aﬁa control-gronps in the. second and

severn'th grqdee, es opp?sed ’to the first and third

-«

» - . 1' A - ~%
‘i-grades. There is statistical evidence, then, that

| the. succesd technique increased pupil igvolvéﬁenb
. . \. ‘

resulted in?gupstantial _increments in, academic

[N . -

<
g

involvement in all but a single -project clas§gt“ s

Disruptive behavior. FPigure 3 éregents the mean

number of dieruption§ {e.qg., talking aloud

3
.

. without. pexrmission, away from desk without

permission,'physical:contact among pupils) per

. % . . “ -y
. 4child_ over a forty-minute‘interval (10 minntes

per_day for four days). Project .pizpi;j.; are less
than one-half’as disruptive as control pupils at
eyery comparisonm, point, including-:the base~line
perioﬂ in Septehberr-'It‘is’unclear whether.the
initial difference is due to puprl differences at

the keginnind of the year or to the training
e received by oro;ect teachers over the summer.

s

-
e

A

disruptive behavior in‘every‘prbject class ‘(with

. the’ exeeption of ona’ second qrade class) was

+ below that of the cOmpardble control- classes
ro ) - 46--.: S

~——
.

As showu' in Table» 3, the level of

-
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during the post-test pgiiod, in the projecﬁ-fifst
grade‘olasées, the lével ‘6£ -~disruption dropped
-during . the - year, vwheéreas, the nurber ‘of
*  disruptions increased in the firsu gfude control
clusses. In the third aup seventh grade project .

classes, the 'reductions in disruption did not

- -

exceed those of the control classes; however,\ghe

levels of disruption in. -these project classes

s were much lower initially. . '

‘ - Table 3
Disruption
. (Mean fo. of Disruptions Per Child Per 10 Min. Intervtl)‘ .

.
?

1st Gra.de . R Pretest ’Hid-Ygar Post-test Reduction .

Experimimtal ~* - -hhs-- . 926 . .315 716 - .208
Proxizal - . - i3 686 - .754 C1.434 -.748
Distal . 3. 361 - .536 .. 1.081 =739

' 2nd Grade g o .
.-_:cperinental 22° .803 .572 - 977 ~.17%
Proximal = - 26 - *.718 .813 514, - .205
m,&al 3 13 321 %, 1.042 1.256, °  "=.935
| 2 - e »
3 gz‘d. - " P o *
Sxperinental 48 1,175 1.056 . .437 ©..738
Proximal - 34n- - 2.875 1.014 , - 1l.414 T 1,461
" Distal 45 . 2.683 . 2.724° 2.407 .276

N ..

Jth Grade - - .

Exoericencal >~ 48 .  .342 088 . . .260 " .o082
Proximal 60 ©  2.364 2.055 | 1.324 . - - 1.040
Sistal 60« 2.165 - 1.060. 533 1.632

Y4

P .Although the disruptive behawior of the -

roject pupils declined gradually ove the coursg?

© e et

E of the year, the ogorall reduction in disruption

, ‘ s

- 48 - o




- - - * - >
fron September to April was not statistically

significant. . The project staff and teachers

L1

agreed, however, that the level of disruption in-
oost project classes was weéll within reasonable
.linits. In anw event, no prqject pupil was _ sent

to his principal fotr dlsc1qllne. Such a. stateﬁent

cannot be made for the contrel puolls. ’

S

3

Average Daily Attendance

bt

" Pupil attendance data from official fecofds for the '
first eight 99P°?1 moﬁths {where a school month cons;aps-.of
twenty sedool daya)' are shown in 'igures g agd's.. The%e. ]
graphs show average daiiy aéteﬁdance in pefcén@aqe terms for
eac£ month and an overall yearly;aVerage for the distal
contgol, proximal éohtroi} and experimenthl groups. -

' Figﬁre. g deolcts summary data for the prlmaég’grades
(first, second and ,third). 2s -indicated by the yearly
average bar graphs at the far right of the table, attendance
was 89. 2% for the . distal control group, 89,7%, for ,egg

proximal - control group, and 92.1% ‘for ghe experimental

. vy . - .
group. It is interesting to note.that_project classes - had

better attendance records than control classes during each

-
’

monéh in which the "project was in “operation. ' Figure 5

3

presents data‘for the middle school classes (seventh grade)

a »

Yearly averages shown are 92. 8% for the dzstal . control

group, 85.4% for the prox1ma1 control group and 88. 7% for
the experlmeptal group., ' . » lﬂ . . .o

. ¥ c
.




" from September to April was ‘not-”statistically

N

“C : " slgnificant. - The project staff 'and 'teachers_ '//‘ B

. agreed however, that the level of disruption in:

lmost project classes was. well within reasonable

limits In anw event; no;project puoil was - sent

= to his principal for discipline., ‘Such a statement
cannot be made for the control pupils.

-, . b

Averagi Daily Attendance - e o

Ld

’ Pupil attendance data from//off1c1al records for the

- ' first e1ght school months (where a school month cons1sts- of

»

. twenty school days) are shown in- Figures [ d 5 . These

) graphs show average daily attendance in pe;céntaqe terms for

each month and an overall yearly aVeraqe for the distal

- . A .

N control proximalhcontrol " and experimental groups.é/f\ : B
. A ’

-~

Eigure 4 depicts 'summary data for the prlma. grades

&

(first, "second, and . third). ,As;~indicated by~ythe yearly

average bar graphs at the far right of the table,hattendance'
was 89.2% for the distal control™ group, 89.7%, for the
, proximal .control group, and 92.1X% for the experimental

grogp. It 1s 1ntere§t1ng to note that project classes had

3 ~

better ‘attendance records than control classes during each - - \
month in which the project. wislgin *operation. ~Fiqure 5

L

presents data for the middle school classes (seventh grade).

_Yearly'averages shown arg . 92.8% for the. d1stal? control

. «J\;
group, 85. Q% for the prox1mal control group and 88, 7% f\x

l' ? ‘ yoo X

the experimental group. - - ..
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- ) Alth;ugh it is questronable whetker the success
treatment affected attendance in the middle school {project
attendance for the year was greater than proximal attendance

- but less than distal attendance), the treatment had a clear .
effegg upon the primary classes;attendance by the primary
project classes wasjmgre than two percentage points‘.greater
than at€endance by either the proximal or distal cosErol

~ -
. -

groups. ‘ -

>~ Average Monthly TArdiness

Tardiness: data are nresented in Tables 84 for the
primary graées and Table 5 for the seventh grade in ternms of
average daily tardlness nercentages for -the first eight ) "

school months 'and for the entire year. As expected,

tardiness was lower in the primary project classes (0.6%

yearly average) than in ea.her the proximal control classee«»dh

A
13‘.

(1.2%) or the distal control classes (0.8%). In the sewénth
. grade, bogever, tardiness in the project -classes did not . -
differ from that in the proximal control classes_(a.zxf;
aitheugg‘it was considerab1§ higher than tardiness in the
distai control grouos (1. 1%). Evidently - the success
treatment had a benef1c1a1 affect uoon tardiness im  the,

. primary classes but not in the middle schqoi’clas§es.‘

e

- \




- - Z
-
v T . Tadle § - - -
) Prizary Grades 1, 2, and 3 ) R
. - e ¢ Average Daily Tardiness in Per Cent ]
Boaths 1 2 3 4 5 6 _1 _8 JYearly Average ' 's
Distal Conrrol 0.6 1.4 1:0. 1.3 0.5 0.6 0.3 0.5 0.8
Proxizal Coatrol 1.4 1.5 0.6 0.9 ~1.& 1.4 0.8 1.9 i.2 )
Zxperimental 0.2 0.5 1.6 0.4 06 0.4 0.1 0.9 0.6
7 Table 5
) 1Se{rent.h Grade Tardiness Classes
. ’ . v" ‘
! Hsnchs‘ - 1 2 3 4 3 6 7 8 Yearly Average .
{  pistal Coatrol 0.1 1.7. 1.3 1.2 11 1.1 1% 0.9 ° 1.1
} * . v )
| ] .
1 - Proximal Comtrol 2.9 4.4 3.1 5.6 3.7 3.5 3.7 7.3 4.2
. Experimental 3.7 4.8 4.5 4.2 49 4.6 3.4 3.4 4.2
- e : . / ’ . .
Acadepic Zchieverment ' /} ,

If project pupils are less disruptivé in class and more

~ involved @n:assigned‘tasks than, controi pupils, they should
. proé%ess more rapidly in their academic ;ork.’ﬂoreover!i
their frequent e sure to positive'Areipf§rcement should

have benefici effects upon moti&ationzvand‘ acadenic

behavior. Thus, lit was anticipated that ?toject' pupils
-




R -~
would display more academic improvement than ccﬁtrol pupils

as measured by standardized achievement tests.

;a Cctober and again in May, the Atlanta Public Schools

administered appropriate levels of the MHetropolitan

* Achievement Test (MATY . to all students in the Atlanta

System. Scores cn MAT sunbtests in Reading, Word Xnowledge,
and Arithmetic/Computation swere used to evaluate Septeﬁber ]
to May academic progress in project and control classes. '

-2
The 2egf@lts from these adchievement tests (presented in

~=  Tables 6-10) igre iqponclusive. However, the data _are at
’ _ least suggestive of two things: Pirst, the success techniqueé
does not re academic achieverent and may be capable of .

improving it (There is evidence that this|occurred in the
third grade classes.). Second, acaéemiq progress is

discouragingly slow among £he inner-city population from

which the project and control pupils weré drawn.
Table 6 contains the resuits of. first grade HAT Reading
and Word RKnowledge subtests administered in’fgguary and May. -

The” entries in Table 6 and all achievepment tables are mean

grade-equivalent scores. A gain of 1.0 indicates an increése ]
of oné grade le;el ih'acﬂievement. There are no s;gnificant
differenceg between experimental and control {irst-qrade ' .
classes in. Reading and Word Knowledge gain. The rather large

_gain in Word Knowledge among distal comparisoﬁé students i;

¢ Vi t .
the only instance in .the data, reported here for all grades, -

where achievement progressed at, or above, the averaqe:r"éte; &8




e

and ~ even the=e students were not at a second-grade ievel in

H&Y Y "\ - - ) ) . . - . .

L ]
A - - -
: . . .
o . . .
- - <
Table 6 S L

L3 -t
! AT Peading and Word Knowiedge
. zirst Grzde ..
(Jamury md Hay. Grade r,quivalent ¥ean Scozes)

~ .- >
- Hid-Year Post-Test &
Peadin -
~. Eyseripental £0 . 'l. 575 1.715 ) . 0.139
AT .
Rk s 5 B - 1.610 . ©1.651 . 0.0&1
‘-~>.:,,§-is:.-11\,’__ .. .28 - 39457 - i.511 0.054
N S.oe T S =, " ’ e
Wor?:‘?\‘@. HedpEre - - Sepmema~ L
—_—m et -:;\" ' "‘o- - - . .
ExperizentIT= . B3 Sy 0 La3m2 ""*a—-—- 1.7077 y 0.335 //
PR TS R o R oA
rroxdnmzl - - - 40.'\‘.-,.;;«3\1;&&0 . I.Zé{ - 6-307 -
K, -.._“.__ -""’s ~ . : " e T - .. .-
.’i’stal . 3'0 b \“c:_j\g?_’-‘{":wlz:s‘_)%:._:\ .' 10'890,- ° _"" 0-37?0 - .7
) i T . calt - TS "’*;-"{; tgfé‘% ) ’ ) ; ’- “ - T
. . . ' ) ) . . :Q_"-.Qv\~\- - o .
.. ] e .. 7"?{:‘_" S .
. _‘~%4\<‘_ AR
- R : ) w"\":ﬁ‘{: -~ .
# The Readlng and Word Knowledge ore. W ga:.n .

. e
. il
\__u -l - ~— “-—_

560::‘58 for , the™ second Sthi * a.n& seventh g;ﬁ%* e‘\ "’;_‘
N

e -

E \ h '-‘-:' — ‘
sum:na;nzed x’cé: les 7 an *Po;%r , over all grade.s, — h

tlze s _no. s:.gnmferw in MM@ the ’ .

P

.- "‘Q.,_._
expérirgental, proxzmal4 &@s;.al classes.%e‘_@tlvely

\4 Ty

large qa:.r; feported for ’the second-!;:ade distal c]:ass "v‘faﬁ\

‘given “little weighi':, due to the sﬁall mmbef of cuu:.ls T
oresent in that class dur:.ng the October and Ha:y testlng.
Por Word Kncwledge, over all grades, the;ce was a signiflca_n’c R
d:.f-ference in gains in favor of the exnerimental‘classes (_g(‘

- 69 !

- .

<
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™
3,528, p< .01). Obviously the comparatively huge gains

among project third graders were responsible.-

\

Z‘e;:de 7

¥AT Reading
(Grade Equivaleat Hezn Scores)

~ . L 4

Pre-test Post-rEst

1.909 2.145
1.791 . 2.345
2.000 2.7867

-
-
-

2526
2.155
2.391

3.785
. 3,774
4.518

X

Table 8 -
MAT Word Knowledge
. (Grade Equivalent Mean Scores)

- Y eSSty
-— - —

-~

7nd Grade -* .
} Pre-test ) Post-test
Experimencal 1718 T———2.223
- Proyimal + 1.773 2.355
Distal . . ©2.073 ’

e -

3rd Grade

| Exp_ednencel
- Proxizal .
Distal

Jth Grade

_ Experimental - . , 0.287
"+ Proxizal 47 ] y 0.332
Distal . 61 ‘ . 0.077

2 comparison of the tiird grade project oueils with.all
( .
thlrd grade pupils in Area V of the Atlanta School System

indicated superior performance by the project oupils. (Data

{
, for all pupils in Area V was available only atc t third

grade.) The project pupils scored reliably higher on the MAT




post~-test in both Reading (z "= 5.72, p { .01) and Word
Knowledge (z = 9.702, p< .01).

While gables‘ 6,, 7, and 8 =show p;ojeqt stn&éﬁts
performing well below grade level in May according to the ‘.
Reading and Word Knowledge achievemenf tésts, data available
from Sullivan Prpgrammed Reading . are not consistent with
these achieve;;nt data in the elementary grades,

‘ TéSIe 9 indicates the reading level attained in the

Sullivan materials by project pupils as of the end of April,

It is not clear wﬁy the project's elenentary pupils'on the

averggg~3£§;;eadiﬁg above grade level i Sullivan but rot

P

scoring equivalently on the MA?.' Sullivan's grade level
scale is intended to be roughly cé%parable to that of ‘the
MAT., Whatever the explanation, the Sullivap‘information can
only be encouraging.; '
. o Teble

Sullivan Prograwmed Reading ;" e
April Status of Projeet Students

Grade R Median Book Mean Grade Level i
st 46 - 4 - 2.5 '
2nd - 24 ‘ 6 - . ~ ~3.0 B
3rd 49 S, 13 . 4.4

7th , . 66 i1 . . 4.2

As (seen in Table 10, the Math aghaevement data also =
s .

show the trends evident in MAT Reading and Word Knowledge.

It was only at the third—grade level that the experimental

class made significant1§ g:eéfer éains in Math than thé

B, 82 L .
( . : . :

.« - 57 -

{ IA




control classes '(.g = 15,178, p« .01.). Within the other
grades, there were no significant dJdifferences in gains-

between experimental and control classes,

N
4

Tabie 10 ‘
) ¥AT Hath Achievenment . .
! (Grade Equivalent Mean Scores) .
E. Pretest - Post-test Gain -
Arithzetic, Grade 1
Ixperinental 38 1,721% . 2.163 0.647 ;. :
Proxinal 29 1.569% 1.879 0.310 ;
Distal . 21 1.371¢ 1,490 0.119
.  Arithmetic, Grggde 2 '
) Experizental 22 . 1.645 2.250 0.605
Froxirmal 20 1.585. 2.420 - 0.835
Disral 9 1.978 "2.83¢ 0:.822
Cozputations, Grade 3
Zzperimental 47 2.564 3.221 0.657
Proximal 29 . 2.372 2.176 - - ~.197
\ Disral 35 2.391 2.571° 0.180
k Computations, Grade 7 " -
- Exoeripental s1. . 5.008 5.216 0.208
Sroxizal 43 5.214- .- 5.535 J0.321

vistal 64 5.438 T 5.686 0.248

. A

(%]

P
3>
- . .

e ;
Why the ~success - technigue had a positive effect on

f : achievement in the two third grade classes but.not in first

- -

or second gf&ae classes is unclear. Poééibly this is only a

g

. chance phenomenon; perhaps the third-grade project teachers

are exceptiopal with or without the technique; or perhaps

*

children at this specific’ grader level are ‘especially

’ _'/ susceptible to the experimeniél _treatment. The limited v
l ? *spirst grade, pre-test data is from Jaxiuary testing. .
CERIG- -T2 T 63 S
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academic gain among the seventh grade pupils is somewhat

eaéier to explain, ‘2 pattern of deceleration in academic

-orogress as the nuoll advances in grade. level is typical for-

1nner-czty children and may ref’ect a hlstory of fajlure in

»

school and -an accompanying loss of motivation. Thus, our

older pupils -eSpeciallv may have'ente;éé préject classes

- possessing habits and expectatiops incompatible with

.

achievement. These hahits ang expectations, developed over

. . 3 > -

‘vears of traditional schooling, may not have - been

susceptible to great chanée-during 2.span of one year.

Attltuﬁe Toward Self and School L. ’ .
¢ . >

Tf ~ -~ inner-city chzldren who - have . consistently
. v

experienced failure.in the acaderic -environment begin to

erperience success, thelr attltudes toward thenselves and

.

toward school should begln to shift in a oosrtlve leection. ¢

As academic achlevement is realized, parallel changes_ln
- - l/ »
attitude should result. Because the project staff

A s :
anticipated academic 'gains as a ~result. of the success .

. . . . ¢
treatment it was hyoothesized that project ,3pils .at the

end of the school year would have ‘a better self-concept and .

a more 1nternally orlented locus of conﬁrol (1 e., they b

. »

'would ‘have begun . to belleve that-they, rather than other

people, are.responsrble for thelr academlc duccesseg and-

< P

- failures). T o PRV - ' . ’

2 - i . 3
"

psychologlcal tests’ to suppoft the present hypotﬁe31s. The

61 . '/,

- 59 -
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ST T sittle —evidence —was _Mga;ned ffdm thé résults of .,

$
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project ‘pupils gained very little, if any, in self-esteem;
only the third grade gained more than bdOth <control groups
and e%en here ‘the gain was 'quite modest. ‘The posgitive
attitude shifts by the third grade pupils parallel their
gains in IQ and academic achievement. Although the evidence
is tenuoég, the projeGgt pupils may have shifted somewhat
toward a more internal locus of control; i.e., they may have
become more willing to accept responsibility for success in
school. There was n6 indicatiﬁn, however, that they became

.

more willing to accept the blame for academic failure
themselves. In addition, the experimental treatment did not
seem to affect the pupils? attitudes toward schoel, but

there was strong indication that the project pupils were

. - i
generally quite happy with the program. .These results are

-

not surpriging since they are similar to the findings in the,

academic sphere.

.

The following instruments were administered to project

L3

and control pupils in September and April, in an attempt to
measure . variables associated with self-evaluation, locus of
' control, and attltude toward school-' . . .

»

a, Coqpersmlth Self-Esteem Inventory, Porm B

Table 11 . lists gains 1n self-esteem from_

* 5. 5

Seotember, -1970, to ADIll 197l;/as measured . by '

the Coopersnuth. Although the dlf’ferences ifr‘gain

were significant as far as treatment (F =’ B.547;
Pa - . ’

"$< .05) and grade (P = 5.885; p{ .01) were
= . , =/ = .
concexned, they may not reflect ftrue effects
’ e
) — e ’
W . 6')

- 60 -~ N
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‘because the groups’ differed initially, These

initial :iifferem_:es were detected in the pretest ‘ "

w:.th respect to both treatmel;t {z = 3.624:_12(
.05) and grade (¢ = 4.700, £ < .01).

;In contraéé, )the ,;nalysig of the gain
scores, but nof thai_of thg éretest, indicated a
éignificant Grade X Aéreatment interaction (P =
b.126,‘§§}< .01). Zﬁifﬁgr%nces in self-esteem
_deveioped among the groip§ during the year, but

- these differences weré not consistent for all

three gradéé.A Apparently the project -pupils in"*

the second and seventh gradés experienced 1little
gain, éeﬁen losses in self-esteem,lés compared
with at least éne of the aépropriate control
groups, w%ilg the . third grade' project- pupils

-

experiencéd & very modest gain in self-esteem.




s A
prs
=
. ~—~ .
s - Table 11
Coopersnith (Self-Concept)
2nd Grade H Pretest Post-test  Gain . oo
Y Experizental 19 60.000 - 67.579 7.579°
- Proximal . 20 . 56,400 69.800 13.400 c |
3 % Distal g . 63.111 . 65.77&\\. ,2.667
- . 3rd Grade ) .
) Experizental 40 63.100 64.000 0.900
- ‘Proximal 24 58.333 58.000 0.333
Distal ' 29 66.069 63.172 - 2.897
7th Grade ' ,
Experimental 56 60.393 58.714 - 1,679
Proximal 35 53.771 62.800 9.029
Distal 58 55.862 65.724 9.862
) <
/ ~
.- . b. Crandall Intellectual Achievement Responsibility
- ' : - . =
. /’ .Quéstionnaire - ' ]
. Ve . A
N % . .
) ’ " ¥ - The Oragdall gauges locus of control in the: I

o

sc?gglj environment alerig both positive  and
. - negative dimensions. The scale assésses pupils’

befiefs that they, -rather than other people, are .
I A . - 1y
responsible for their Engpllectugl-academic

L4

.- succegses and failures(, The subgcale scores

. .

i ’ e e m . , - *
3 measuring , responsibility for. success and for

; . failure are generally ihéependent of each 6the5. ¢

. ;Zz o 1. Positive Internal Locus gngohtrbl. Table )
/~\' 12 illustrates that ihe'experiﬁental pupils
, , ‘
. 67 ) s
Q ‘ ’ . : ‘. _ 62 ~ L ' . ///




in all fhrge grades’ exhibited greater gains ~
from pretest to posttest than the rcon;:ml
.pupiis: i.e.,. ‘the project pupils mVed- -7
towa.gd‘ acceptance of the belief that - they
had. pez:so-;;l - control .over acadenic
a.zchievement. This effe% ?ay have been due

jto the ' esperimental treatmeni:.'?'(z = 6,853, -

»1’34 .01), or it may haye resulted from the
fact that the experimental. "and control

groups differed ¥nitially. According to the

analysis  of the ‘pretest resul'ts, the

. -

] I ] . \ . ', '/
" lower than those of the conmyfol pupils. (F=. 77

. . ) M4 y
project pupils' scores were iighif,icaﬂtl’sg‘}l“ ,"5/ .
- 3 ‘6‘ . A ) .

»

; . ./ .
6.853, p{ .01), It could be that ‘dains at

the 1déwer . end of the scale are easi_.e?; to
.make than those at the higher end. This
interpretatiox_': is stréngthened' ‘by the i
eviC}ence that the post-test scores of . the

project pupils did nét differ £eom those of

the control pupiis. '

LN




in all thrge.grades exhibited greater_gains
_ from pretest to posttest than . the «congrol
. o ,pupils; i.e., the project bﬁpils moved
’towagé—accepégpé; of the beiief that they
had pegso;;1' control ‘over ac;demig :

[

. achievement. This effeﬁx may have béen due

bt §

to the experimental treatmenE“XE = 6,853, . <" ,

pY .01), or i& may”hayg resulted from the

fac; that the experimental and control

qroﬁps differed ;ﬂitially.;According to the .

anglysis\,/of - the pretest results, the

ﬁro}ect_pﬁpils' scores were significantly ' ) ;
k o ' lower tﬂ;n.those of the cont;ol pupils (é =
6.853, p<{ .01). It could be that gains at
_the - ldwer .'end of the SCaleHaré easier “to
make than those at A£hé/vhigherw qndﬂ Thié
i ‘ ) interpretatiqp is/'/strengthened by the
; /j :~ evi?gnce that the post-test scores of . the

project pupils did not differ ﬁ4om those of

- d D the control pupils.

s
- .- 2 * !
-{ . “ . N ) -
- ¢ v - .
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Crandall's Positive Inte;ﬂa.l Locus of Control

. - ~

. .
- .- e ) B -

2nd Grade | - Pretest : Spst-test Gain-

Experimentali 20 . 8.450 ¢  11.350 2.700 )
Proximal - 1& 8.57y% 9.786° ' 1.214 |
Distal. 3 9.545.5 10.455 0-309 ., |
° 3rd Grade . = ‘ . ' .. .

Experimental __ 46  10.370 12.130 . 1.761
Proxinmal’ 28  '10.321 . 12,038 1.714
Distal 32 10.813 - 1.563 0.750

7th Grzde

Experimeatal 56 12.500 °  13.53 1.036
Proximal 66  "13.015 ..  13.3%94 . 0.379
* Distal © 59 13.28 - 13.622” 0.305

. T H . " b -

T i
| 2s exoected, the graée variable had a
- s:.gnzfzcant effect as measured by¢ the -
”/ . - pretest, by the post;-ﬁ:est, a.nd by- the gain . .
.o sco'res. Apparently the h:.gher the grade, ,~ I
the - more. likely thp oug\} w111 acceot

.t responszbllity for success in school » not
only at the beginning ef th%:yeaz\but also
at the end of the year. Proj‘ect .and: conﬁrol

Sy ptmils in the Seventlr“grade scored‘ higher
B )'. _than thoge in the third gr'ade_, who soored-‘ |
. “'h:r:.ghez.‘ than' thdse in " th,e secdnd grad_e. The
L ' ga:.ns', however-, _were gz:eaterwfo;\eh;}e who e

scored lower orx the pretest' i. e., Ehe\
A ;owei- the grade, ‘the more likely the\pﬁp%ls;

.
A Y - L 4 - <
~ .

£ ‘ e, L . ' . 2. -
. by P P
- - L4 2

.-64_ ;/' - .
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would change his pogitive locus of control
over the course of a school year.

Negative Internal Locus of Tontrol

The experimeﬂ%ai tre?tment ha& no

xﬁjor- effect.\upon negative locus of

" control, as’ measured by the Crandail

Q%estionnaire. fhe gains made during the
school year (TaQiE 13) were not reliabl:_(':

different among the projeét and control

pupils, Although Grade and Grade X
Treatment effects‘ were detected by thé
pretest and the post-tests, the gain scores .
could not be differentiated on these bases.
In summary, the. higher the grade, thé.more
likely the 'pééil " would accept
responsibility for failure in school; but,
unlike posit{ve locus of ;;ntrol,, there
seems to be' little or no relationship
Eetwéen g?ade:level and the likelihood éhaf

the pupil will shift his neéativé‘locué of

control during the school year.




o .

_ o Tadle 13
Crandall's Regative Ingernal locus of Coarrol

2ad Grade by Pretest Posr-test . ‘Gain
Experimental . i 8.053 6.632 -1.421
Proximal 14 7.928 7.786 -0.143
Distal : i1 6.909 8.818 1.909

3rd Grede

Experimental 37 9.189 9.892 0.703
Proxigal 28 7.821 8.071 0.250
Distal 32 7.719 8.094 0.375

. 7th Grade . , -
‘Baperimental - 56  10.446 10.196  -0.250 . -
Proximal 66 10.682 11,123 0.439
Distal, 59 13.475 131,203 ~0.271

v

c. Pitts Attitude Toward School Questionnaire N

P Table iﬂ‘lists gains detected by the Fitts
Questionnaire from October, 1970, to Aéril, 1971,
Por +the purpose of  dnalysis second and third
grade students were pooled. 2nalysis of gain

gscores showed that the exoerlmental treatnent had

no 1mpact upon attitude toaard schopl. ’ =~

-




A
- ’ Tzble 1
Flits Lttitnie Toward School ‘
(Suﬂler Bomber Zepressts Better Sﬁmxx.éiiﬁtuﬁ.)
204 Grade ¥ Pretest  Post-test  gaig o
Brperimental T 9 3,939 3.879 0,050
Proximal - 9 5.007 - Ba337 G.670
- Mstal 6 L5728 2.8£8 1.610
3rd CGrede
Brperimeptal 29 3. 716 3.991 " ~0.275
Proximal 1 L.507 L.607 9,199
Dstal - .- 27 Losw . ‘5-.71,1 OO%D -
. 7th Grade
Experimental 52 544312 C L.sE8 & -277
Proximal 45 3:%& 1&'238 "275 Te -
Distal 31 4179 | 5.260 -, 031
T Academic Aptitude:
Appropriate. levels of the <California Test of ¥ental
Maturity were administered_during the pretest .periocd to all
experimental and-control pupif%%in the third grade. Both the
experimental and the control’ grouos made gains fran
September, 1979, to ua:c'ch . 1971, but the: gains of the P
exnerlmental grono were the most dramatzc (Table 15). The Ié '/,,

scores of the progect pupils climbed eome 17 points,

I

shiftiﬂa from ﬁeil below average to alibst precisely the - i

national average. -+ Ee TS fered according to the
- ~pre-te§t (P /’/” .572, b A=FF 1), ‘but these differences

- g V/_(/(z//, -
increased de/;ga %= & year, resu’tzng in.considerable

72
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: ~

' 2nd reascnably reliable'(? = 2,601, o( .10) unwazd movement |
by the o'oject pupils, ”here is a strong suggestion, then,
that the experimental treatment served {0 elevate academic

aptitude for at least the third grade.

, " . Teble 15 T
P 1Q Stores
(Grace 3 Only)
E ' Pretest Posi-test Chanze ’
Experimental L2 85.683 93.6282 14.000
T Proximal 31 754290 84,129 . 8.839
Distal L0’ 82,250 93.275 8,025

s
”
- a
<

Effects of the Experimental Treatment on the Project

Teacher’s In-Class B&amor

The implementation of the success technique depends
heavily upon the successful training -of project teachers.
. Thus, é basic and paramouné objective\pf Project Success was

to train teachers in the use of a technique that would

-

guarantee higher levels of success eAenences for project -

pupiis., T‘eachef training 'coasisted of theoretical and -

praci_icum experiences designed: = (1) to increase the
frequency with which teachers reward project pupils, (2) to
decrease, where n'e'c_essar;r; the f’reqziency' of punishmen:s
" dglivered, ahd (3) to increase the amount of inéividuali and

small group teaching relative to "full class" lectm::.ng.

- -

— -

:?
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In order to determine whether project teachers were in

¢

fact meeting these cobjectiwes relatiwve t6 control teackers,
all classrdors were observed for four days ‘in Septerber
. - : - 13

before implementation of‘the success technicue, then fer

four days in January and 2pril., . Project classes were

-observed four days ver weekx tﬁrougrout the year.

Frecuency o‘ Positive Reinforcement

-

Cbhserwvers recdrded' the frequencies o0f 2all forms of

» .
vositive reaction to children (e.g., DOS

tive comments,

w.

- recoonition, the awarding of special privileges, and
tangible rewards) during a 10 minute period. The* total
number of rewards adninistered per four dav interval (39

minute obsérvation interval) is presented in ?1gur° 6. * .

€ .

— Several conclusions nmay be égawn from an inspection of
. /“;z;ure 6. Tirst, both project and control teachefs delivered )
_' few"reiﬂforcgpents during the baseline- period. On the -

1 averdge, froam two té five children .of the 25 to 30 pﬁgils in
the ;lasses were rewarded during a tegininuﬁe:in£erva1. For

the next 13 weeéks project teachers began to administer . .
rewards mﬁfmwmﬂmAt&em&,mﬁwtammeue,
delivering 20 to 23 reinforcements in a ten-ninute interval; .

that is, ‘they were delivering enotfigh "successes™ to reach

‘.
s . -

‘almost every child in a ten-minute interval.
. //,'"/ By T——g ..
- Although the frequency of rxeward delivery was more -

Cy
snoréﬁic beyond the 13th weex, nroZi”,reaéhérs continued to

pro::ote more success ex?er:.ences tnan d:.d control teachors.

- S i TR
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In addition, the rewards. éelivered by project teackers

reached a 1arge* n*ooortﬂ;a o‘ nrogect pupils, In April, 357
p2r cent of the project pugzlstrecezved at least one reward
‘during the observational inéérval, as-opposed to.lo per cent
©of the control pupils,

N N
There was some. indication that the project teachers

delivered more rewa;ds during the January test period than
did the control teachers (£t = 1,57, :t_z( .20). Bowever, there
was strong evidence that_ the project teaéhers (with the
exceptioﬁ of the secpng grade teachers) provided more
success experiences dbging the April test period {t = 2776,
P { .01), Gains in reinforcement rate were mixed but

-

generally in favor of project teachefs.
Table 16 nresents the meag%nunber of relnforcements
received by each child. T‘he data are lz.sted by grade 1level,

with the ¢twp control groups (proximal and distal) listed

separately.




-

-

Table 16 - .

. : o 2
q 2einforcement )
’tﬂE“‘EﬁESér of Peinforcements Per Child Per Ten Minutes)

ist Grade I‘ K Pretest.  Md-Tear Post-test Gain
Z@m!al u - 0&7 > 0059 - 102 > 0055.
Proxiral 43 000 - .013 .023 .023
Distal 31 000 .000 .088 .088
20d Grade v '
, - . e me——d
Experimental 22 .000 .152 000 .000
Proximal 24 .000 .000 .000 T .000
Distal 13 .000 .600 .000 .000
3rd Grade - )
. Experimental 48 .0%0 .205 026 ' -.064
Proxinmal 34 67 .012 .017 -:%s0
Distal 45 .106 .047 006 . -.100
. 7th Grade .
Experizental 58 .038 .115 .272 .233
Proximal 60 .00 -, .000 .000 -.004'¢
Distal 60 . .018 .005 .004 -.014 "

- ~

Frequency of Punishment ' ) .o

AN

" Observers recorded the frequency of all forms of
punishment ge.g., critical Acommenté,‘ sarcasn, physical

contact) delivered to children over a ten-minute intervel.

These data are surmarized in Figure 3 " where each int

&
represents the average number of nunishments administe ] in

a fprty-mlnute period (10 'mindtes per day for four daff).

Clearly the nzo;ect teachers administered fewer pun1shme

than did control teachers. At the three comnarisbn point

project teachers _de11vered apnroximately one-half as man

punishments as the controls. The initial baseline difference
y

77 - .

. ' - 72 - .
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5etwegp project and control teachers was probably:due to the 4
fact that the project teachers had been trainép in ¢the

0 ° ’ "
surmer workshop to avoid . pumishment whenever possible in

%
order to nininmize the failure exppriences 6f theﬁ’ pun(is. :

While the differences” between the orogect and \ccntrol

,.

teachers were large at the three ccmnarzson po;nts, :they ”
were not reliable at the .10 lewel of 31gn1;1cance. .. /f

It is obviopus from a comparison of Pigures 6 and 7 tha?,
the project teachers mlnlmlzed failure exnerlences and

maximized success experiences in their classrooms. On the
. ] . - =S
7

~average, the project teachers reward their pupils eight to

ten times for each punishmen xperience. In contrast, the

bontrol puapils received azaverage of only, two to three

- . Individual and Small Group Instruction

- //4/As .evidenced by the'data in Table 17, project tgachers~
attaineg the gpal of working more with individual pupils and .
small groups. T?e figu;es ‘'in‘ Table 17 'represent. the
percentage of total Aeaching time spent either with
individuals or smali gréups, as opposed to tige with.the
éhtire Eiéss: 211 projéct teachers at post-test spent mofg”.

“™Ehan, 80 per cent of their teaching time with individuals and ;

- small g?@dps, with large qains‘f;om September to .Aoril. In
c&ntrast;,control teachers typically spent less than half‘og‘
their timé\teaching iﬂ small groups, and in no Eases devotgd
more than‘75 per cent of their teaéhing time to small group

s \ * -

£ _/‘ . ~
~ .. A - P

3
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greatly the amount of small group teaching over the year,

or individual instruction.‘Control‘teachers did not chﬁngé

.

- - »~ : - 4;\. .
—_————— .
= . Table 17 - _ ’ :
oy . “\.
Percentage of Ipdividusl and Swall Group Instruction B
ist Grade b} Pretest  “¥id-Year Post~test Gain
*. -— ——— ,_
" Bxperimental 2 ) o, 100 08
Cofitrol 4 239 . 22 L6 o1
Experinental 1 57 100 i 100 L3 .
Control 2 38 A 50 2
2rd Grade A -
“Experizental 2 . 55 81 . 100 L5 ‘
-«Control 4 53 53 19 =34 .
7th Grade ‘ - T SR -
’ TR S .
* ~ e t -
Experimental 3 54 81 - 8 = ~31
Gontrol .. 6 28 22 3~ 10
. ) ’ . A\ ) - h ) < j * Lo~
) ’ o PRI
Other Measures of the Effects of the Experimental Treitment Co
e . . o - - * i".- : ) ‘
W B . LT "o
Student Questionnaire . - ) o -, S
) Quest;onhairgs were completed by. the DrOject puoils in - L .
‘ _ﬁE?, 1971, to obtain their reactions 6 toward the projeqt.. .~‘ﬁf
Replies froﬁ 55 students indicate that they are generally
guite. fa ably d1sp¢Bed tgward the program, as - shown in/
.Tab'lgl/av‘at — : - . ‘ ) :
. Tt ;,'. ! o
\ s . - ,
v . > . : Al ‘
. . - N = y ¢ )
s - . Loy r,.- ) y )

W
\
\

w

c




Table 18 .

[

PROJECT SUCCESS ENVIRONMENT

Questionnaire for Students

\\ (Replies received from 55 students are categorized beneath

r‘

%§§§° ch question, ) .
X I ey

-

1 : ;1

-

NZEE - 55  No - 0

i‘ybu feel that getting tlckets;a; checkmar?s made you
t\;@arder than yqp did in la§£§§ear s class’
‘bi

3
AN

2 ‘f’!g-*a- - - ' <
X EEEQT-—r haw?gg,two‘%Eachezs in the room instead
PR .03

-

- AL - : .

- bid you keep on doing your best work when some of the

rewards were not given any more?

Yes - SOF No - 5 ’ _

5, - Were you upset by the visitors who_came to observe Y°WL§)

‘ ©  class? . = R

RS Yes - 5 No - Q9 . ) . N

* -

6. Do you look fo:ward to your groun s turn in the centers
of statlons?

«

.

~fes - 51 . No - 4

- 7;. Do you feel that you are learning a lot in school this"
> yeif? . . . ‘
< - R R . - : l

i Yes =-¢52 - No -~ 3 e




~ Y SIS
»

62

8. Do you feel that gyour teachers thls year are more fﬁn

- -

to be aronnd than your, other teachers?

Yes -~ 45 o - 10 .- PR

v, ~ -
.y . . .

9. What did you enjoy’ most about your class this year
' besides theé rewards you earned?
_Centers - 20 ., Classmates - § .0

Trips' - 7 " Classwork - 9

Tickets - 5§ Other - 8

Teacher - 28

10. What did you dislike about your class this year 'or what

-

would your like to see'éhaqged?

. <
No change - 28 Dislikes an cﬁanges -7 .

Teacher Questionnaire™

A

-~

" the project teachers! reactions

technique in general and to eac ’of.éts

N . - - 4 - s N .
partlcular, were assessed b anonymous questidnnaire,

Eaéh yes-no question was wor?e sozthet the teachers coﬁld

" respond with answers -

anqging grom definitely yes to

'definitely noJ’A‘s ry ¢f the reéoonses to each questlon
X .
] .

.is presented in Table\}Qc : . ’

The responses to \questlon 4, 15, anﬂ 27 best reflect'
teacher opinion conceyt 1ng the effectiveness of the success
. technique. The respojises to queétion 4 indicate that most Jf
" the teaéheré (five of seven respondents) beligve ' that the
technique produced positive , changes i’ the academic _

performance and school attitude of project pupgls. Half ‘of
‘ -‘ ‘ |

| ' - _77 -
o 777. 7. 7 . . LY -a" 82. N -.. .
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8. Do you feel that your teachers this year are more fun
to be around than your. other teachers? -
Yes - 45  No ~- 10 . o i

9. What did you enjoy" most about your class th1s year

besides the rewards you earned?

_"wngenters - 20 . Classmates - 4 ' r
Trips - 7 Classwork = 9 : ’ /
Tickets - 5 - ‘Other -9 '

-Feacher - 24
10. What did you dislike about your class this.year or what

would you like to see changed?

No change - 28 Dislikes/ang/éhanges -7

Teacher Questionnaire™ -

Y]
‘.

The ° project teachers' reactions to the success

asic components in

technique in general and to eac of itg
particular, were assessed b a anonymous questionnaire,
ﬁach yes;no quéstion was wbrdé so that the, teachers could
anqging from "definitely yes" to

-

ary :f the responses to eagh question -
is presented in Table\}Q. I o .

\ - N 7
The responses questlon 4, 15, and 27 best reflect’

respond with answers '

'definitely noJ'A\su

teacher opinion conc e effectlveness of the success oo

technique. The respo ses to que ion 4 1nd1cate that most of

/

the teachers (f1ve df seven respond nts)’ bedrece that' the

¢

technique produced pos1t1ve . chandes 1n’ .the academic : .

performance and school attltude of project pupr&s.' Half of
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.- 'i ‘s
,the, teachérs reom:tea mcreased ach:.eveznen; zat.;vation ana

im’:‘z’b'.red sel f—esbeez: n Epeir mzoz.ls. aesxmnses to Qnest.on ‘.

15 mdz.cate that s:.x of the seven z?soonding tea.chezs are

.coxmim:ed I:hat the nrogram fias nan.t.vﬁs ev:.éu{?ed bg the ,'

*esmnse.s to’ cuest:.on‘ 27 ’ sz.x of the arogect te‘&'chers clan

_to ccntmue usz.ng sosne asuects of the Drogect, even aftér

L 7

:témznation pf the - nrogz:az:u ’E'he comonen..s o‘ the orcfg;am

‘L.

S

) that most teachefs wish to contmue us:.ng z.nvolve the basic

'-elenents af the technzcme, -1.e., ezzphasis on posi.tive .

0

w 4- .
asoects of‘ behavz.or, tg use of "more rewards | than

\..W

gnm.sh:nents, and‘ the grdzm:.n"g pF students. ’ s

"‘ In general, then, oro;ec" teacners se

1

mth tﬁt; effectzvezress “of tne success techniqé/

e ®

evz.den‘ce of this om.,m.On, ail Drogoct teachers have‘ﬁeched —-—

.
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\Q -

conducted during’ Year H. ’(See -Toomer -log,)- .-

Several mn.or chanq’es m4 ~nr9cedure, ) @rﬁqfem_ ) ;mi

..‘ ~.’ .

I exoermé‘nta,’g desiga wexe also -?.zade- . Becaase thé ",te"c}?_giég’g‘_"’: .

et

ap‘geaxed to oroduoe a subsi‘;,ant:.al z.nczease }n {:estea 1.Q. at

the tﬁbrd grade, tﬁe was aam.m,sterea pre and post !:p

¥

’ {; aa.l. exoezmental ana control classes to determ.ne the

- »

"‘ gengtallty of' t.’us fs.ndz.an 'F}ze nm@er of' oz;OJect classes
was exoanded to 16 51"!(:.11151!10 fzrs% second,, tblrd fourM

& . I C e

,' 3,' s:.xth a:n& elq‘tth qra&es.t'f‘hzs e%;pans:.on nade 1t ooss‘zble (l‘)

>

to ‘.‘:est t'he nroara:m over ﬁ wa,aer z:aage of qrade' Ievels and

.r;' » . > e I ¢»4'

(2) (:o 3:&9:1 fz.rst-year oro;ec,, chzldren m nrogect. classes .
: * - ’ """ 2 - ' s e -
ﬁ::',;«;.;_/ ,ct?zl,d . yéga;;. The™ 3.atter %cz.s:.on Drov:.ded ‘an s
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”opportunlty.- -i:o examme b%xe effects of the m:ogect

.

longz.tudlnallnr Pinaﬁv sc‘aool ai:t:. u&e ’ locns of contrel

- ‘. -"J

and soc1a1 desz.rabz.lz.t; scales gere aamlm.stered to'selected '

'

groups of experlnenta,i and conttol cIasses to assess whethei
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these nsycheloglcal var:.ables wculd show change wz.tﬁ f;he
et \& N \ fe * - I

= 'texoected ,change :m acad

'i.

W

LN

Ayt e

RN




!-'ethod Year I
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o ‘ Subject,s and l)es' gn ~ - o .
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The sub3 ect. ~populatz.on

pro3ect conszsted of 367 male agd 363;; female black aupils

. enrolied in the same four mne{vcz;:)? schools from wh:.ch the

l

fu'st year's nopulatilon was dra}zn. :35 snown An Table 1 ,

e .y

. subjects attended the fzrst, f‘econ;’f, t};u.rd, fourth, ,slxth,
- and e:.’ghth grades an;d were aiv::éed& into an expermental .
- . group‘arzd a c;n&oligroup of 1p And ‘m classes resgect;.ve;.y,.
) Tsith 22 to 25 pupz.ls per expe%.;aeﬁtai.i, ciass and 25 Qt.:o‘ 28

»

. pupz.ls per control class. "fhe ] ontrol classes at f:he\

v

: -

) elementary level were. d:.stal z'o; thge experme):—dl classes,

b p L2
. - ’ = - /Q

o whz.le_, ,.those at tne mddlé school level (sn:th and ez.ghth
grade/sj wei:er grcx:.mal Gf thg ;3%: exoermental suh;ects R 151; -

.
S .2, "’-" ’

- wer’ “e sea ./to the treatn;_ent‘ over .ay ,per:.‘bd “of tWO ) -,_.

-, =y -" -

- i .

) consecfué:.v/ acad’emlc’ y,eaz:s and rﬁe re’r_aaz.nder were .}nvolvéd
: . 3-p ’
for the . _Seco'

” »

yea: alone f so thaﬁ the»
T a. -
Se , s e .

rcentage f r"two-%eaz; opupzls m the exﬁrunenj:.al class.es . 7,

r

mg ;ﬂ{e sécond’ year ranged kfrozn zerg. :Ln seyen classes to .
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.Methdd Year II - _;

NG

Subjects and Design .~V

o . 7t ~ o

/ . v

- f .ihe suibject _population' dariné the secpnd year of the =% .-
T, .

hproject consisted of 367 male and 363 female - black pupils‘
enrolled " in the same four 1nner-c1ty schools from which the .
‘first year's populatfon was drawn. As shown..in. Table 1,

~

subjetts attended /the first, OSecond, third, fourth, srxth,

o

and elghth grades azd were d1v1ded into an experlmental

group and a control group of 16 and-14!b1asses respect;vely,

e-

.w1th 22 to 25 puplls per experlmental class and 25 to. ‘28

puplls per control class. The control .classes at the

“
% t

elementary level were dlstal to the- experimental classes,
/ Y
whlle/ those at the mlddle school 1evé1 (51xth and elghth

”

'grad7s) were p oxamal Of the 355 experlmental subjects,,154

-

. N “
-

werk ex osed

the treatment~ over perrod of two

consecutlve-aéademlc years and the renalnder swere 1nvolvéd N

- v .

}n the’ stu Yy for the .second year alone, so that the=
: t “ te v v N «°

pércentage,of‘”two~ﬁear pqplls in the experlmental classes

: . ' g

' ddring . theé second year ranged from zerg, in' seven classes to

.
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a hlgh as 81 per cent in two classes. L ‘~
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‘° hlthoudh contrcl subjects were identified during both

years of the project, those for whoq*daté are reported ‘here

>

were selected .just pricr to _;he beéinning of the second

.

s

academic ﬁear. With the exception of. the flrst grade pupils,

the experlmental and control subjects were matchea ?n the

-

baszs of reading scores obtazned the previous Aprll on the
PR

Metropolztan Achzevement Tests. .. " -

> The teachers of. the 16 exper.mental classes served on &

voluntary basis w1th1n the st“ndard framework ef a public

school settlﬁg. Eight of the‘,eacners part1c19ated in the

study from 1ts incepticn, wnzleﬂiggg/ refaining eight
. " (] r’ -

. ) : 97 '

"092 -~ - . o3 ’ -
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. ', hlthough control subjects were identified during both

years of the project, those for whon data are reported here

>

were selected .just prior to the beginning of the second

academic yeaf. With the exception of the first grade pupils,

the experimental and control subjects were matched ?n the
basis' 0of reading scores obtéined the previous April on the
Metropolitan Achievement Tests. -

D The teachers of. the 16 experigental classes served omn &

voluntary basis within the st.ndard framework ef a public

school setting. Eight of the geachers participated in the
study from its incepticn, wvhile'. the- remaining eight
. ‘. [ e’ -
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g s - 97,
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*participated cnl" G .:g tre seccnc year. as tu& begz;n;zg

of the secord ;ea., thp 1% _ceatrol teacher chers were sel@éted cy »

’
their'srespective yrinc:.pais from the avalle_\ﬁle facul!:y at
.se anpro"rzate grade levels., Host of the experzmental and

control® teachers were fe.a}ﬁ and black (see Table 1), with

previous classrocn exoerzence of frcm one to 13 years. A

caraoré°e551onal aide was available to each experz:éntal and
ccntrol teacher for approxinmately 90 minutes per,'day to
assist with clerical and logistical tasks.,

fost of ' the training of the eight new experimenta;
-teachers'was accomplished in a three-week workshop Huring
the sumer preceding the second year of the pfoféct. (The

] . .

'4§§igé£,expefienced tedchers had already participated in a

’ ~ -

similar ~two-week workshop prior to the first year -- see

Summer Training, Year I).. In Order to take best advantage oﬁ<:f

the suzmer training, for Year II, the experimeptg.). teachers ™.

r

bedan using- the success technigue during the firét week of

school. There was no baseline periocd durimg Year II.

.

-
.

- . -

. Project dtaff -

" Two lead teachers were added to the project staff
before-the beginning of thé.second year. One worked during
" Year' II with the middle schobl ‘eachers, the other with the

elementary teachers. With t . iception of- these  two

additions the prngect staff rem~ined as™ was 1n the first -

year {(see Pro;ect Staff under lMethod Year I.)
93 S
. - 93.07 '
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ﬁnrzfg tne i'rst year of operaticg, &hree grincipal

- . - ) ol - - 4 s 3

comacnents of’ the sgccé%s ftecnnique .evolved: a. positive

v

rezn:orcement system, classrocn arrangeﬁent, ard a
*rzculun. The teahnzcue as 1£42éd évolvec during Year I
was relpstztuted ‘during the seccnd year., Because these three

iniéracting conponents were applied cbncurrently so that no
Lndlv idual appraisal is £feasible, they are evaluated as a
box ’ =
single entity. A detailed description ¢f each of the three .

_components is contained 4in the Metho@ section for Year I.

However, seVYeral changes in the reinforcement system were
made for Year IT and are outlined below: - . .

. . ;A . . .

For the £irst’ six to eight weeks ©f school, the

positive reinforcement of desirable classrocm conduct wag

emgna81zedc1n an effort to ‘increase the frequency of on-task

o . e

behavior and to @eqrease the freguency of dzsrupﬁlve .

-

behavior. On-task behavior was.defipned as apparent attention

.
to assigned academic tasks, while disruption was any -
unsolicited behavior serving to distract pupils-‘ from - o

agédemic,tasks, €+, physfcal contact or_ inappropriate
- : P . kS -,

SOE?al conversation among pupils. Appropriate. classroonm
behavior in the elementary classe,, was' §tipuiated by the -
fq;lowing set of conduct rules agreed upon bf the elemegiary
teachers during the summer . zi.p: (1) St?y'in‘your seat;

(2). Work hérd; (3) Paf,attentic;; (8) Raise yout héﬁd. ‘The

rules agreed upon by the misd’ . school Eeaghers were: (1) -
) . ’ /’ -
Q 93
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7 .

.% . _— L = >

S N ) - - o -
]

a

_?%y 4é:§eh:2enz {2) Zave recessary.tcols for worky {3} Sizy

cn task; {¥) Raise your hand for retognition. ce .

7he rules were. displayed 1in evéry experimental

- * . /’ .
classrocm and the -teacher used them d@s guidelines. She

concentrated on consistently and freguently reinforéing her

studesits for following fhese rules. In fact, the display of

.

rules in the classrcea wags\intended more to renmind the
roject teacher of Lher reinfoicggﬁni responsibilities thkan
to direct student bDehavior. If they are reinforced’or if

they see someone else reinforced for folldwing it, students

e *

learn to appreciate a rule,

s ) N ' -
Althougn these benavioral guidelines were cormmen across
* . A “
. _ L, .
classes, each teacher was encouraged to interpret .them in
b 4 . N

accordance with her individual teaching style and to_relate -

. her precise interpretation to her pupils on the first da& of
school. Some 'teachers, for example, cnose to specify that

their pupils remain in’ their seats except wihen grahte%

*_permission to move; others indicated to their pupils‘that

'they could circulate freely within tife classroom provided

- s

they were eéngaged in an acadehic’ gﬁsk.‘ Within their
e - : -
respective classrooms, the teachers were consistent ‘in the

- %

specification and execution of bekavioral contingencies.

Once defired conduct was 'establishea within a class, the

k4 .

emphasis shifted strongly to the reinforcement of acadenic

behavior, _ | . .
Throughout the first fise w ks of school, the quantity

| of tickets distributed in ke m.adle school was gradually

.
[}
-

109 .
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- ettt

reduced as «.-.red soc‘.al behaviors m.are‘e.sx.abl..sheﬁ azﬁ -3.3
-tke case of second-yea.z ymnls -— :e-—esta.blzs‘hgﬁ- "nrmg
SeStermber,  toes, ‘ "e.n‘;:*cen.’nt was d:.sz:enseﬂ lessTand less
f_reauently 1 order to establish an_ mte’r;l tent s::aedﬂe p""
—_—— - —— -q?:—-’—ﬂ-r;’—v ~

waZintaining behavior. 1In ’tne e}ez:eata:gy scaoala
iptermittent schef.dle was established by reciurm

pupils to earn zore Lnu more cneckmarks in order to. cgmt.,et

- 3 °
reward cards. The nunber of checkmarks per card mczeag:eg; !

- » -

progressively from 25 to 50 to 100 to 150.
. -~ ,

&4 gr@ater wvariety of non-taagible rewards was made

available, to prbjéct teachers in mnid-October when the
project’é first activity room was opened at Wesley. Activity

.

rooms were also opened at "nitefc‘ord’ rand Coan in early

M .

Decexber. Project pupils at Neslej and Wmtefoord were able
‘to trgde.tokens ‘for free time in the activi,ty rooms, which
were supefvised - b;v paraprofess;onal aides and stocked with
_such fun items as games, toy cars, comic books, sg';ring kits,
doll‘ houses , dolls . ez:broidery‘— sets, Tinker Toys, and
Lincoln Logs . A—p'ugil‘ ét:ould gain eﬁtr;.; to an activity ocn
for ‘—25 - minutes by gd;:’gie'ting ( a 150-checkmarked card.
Checkmazk‘s";réi:e earned, ,a.?or the most part, by the successful
completl ,_____gf ass:.gngi academ.c tas}'s. It was possrble for'

ementary pro;ect pupil’ to sist an activity ‘room twice

each e

week. - v

A

+ The 'activity‘ i;;’oom at Co:n continued not only games,

s, and puz;b’és, b .t also records for  listening and

L

.
-

. . § . .
. , _ _ 101 . -
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e.eméﬁtaﬁ? s-aobﬁggﬁidﬂ aiddle spnOﬁi

=5 23 gw wasg cont,w.gézﬁ; n,x.z.; academic z;erfb‘r:z.ar.ce A
;giﬁn. . :

upil - visit t

,&; ll"&‘ it he “roonm Por .20 to 30 3Q%gi~ $y

-‘fulfml}laé*a g@ﬂtracb fn.gﬁ hg" h§4 negot;ated Twith ~ﬂ¥3

> -

,é:cher' '”hg q,r.ract,yas ag agreement to. eomplétg ce

» .« .
R , ‘-_ “A‘:&

asszgnneazs~gwe:'a ,our—oa: pe*,od az g4 aaéééry dever

- N .V

per . cent. * It nas a¢so g0531~;e ;or the pup-I}ﬁb v"
>

aCtivity ICCE Cp OTLer days ©0of the, wegg ny traalhg in

7/ - . *
- - <

tickets earred Ior eLthner fox.cu-n, the class rules or for

.

. 2
acader:c performgrce other than that specified in the

tontract. W h 3ﬂ .
_' N -~ - - /
Activity. fezin ‘qxcers ‘otner- than the actlvxty rooms were

)

P g - .
available at cotn gthe elementary and the middle scﬁool

levels. The olenentaf? SuRils coyld trade in tokens fg: the

P e - - )

privilege of assxs;zng the ;eacnef for a dgek in bsudh

capacities as room monitor, playground monitor, chalkboard
. t * -, c . -

-

monitor, fiag salute monitoi, and “mﬁhi-‘e&cher' lor ; tutor,

.The middle acnoo’ suplls could earn the right tﬁhtutor their

P . %

” —

fad ’

peers_and tb ua;e field trmp’ ol L g

-~
t. -~

Althéugh " there’ had ggen sams;COﬁcern that the puplls ' :

would find the transition £rom tang@ble tolnon—tanglbze' .

-

. T T s . & .

rewards unpalatacle, there were 'nc. apparent detrimental .
- - \ . -

- 3 ° . e ‘ -'-

effects, pernaps because phere’ was ' ‘a four-to~six-week

N %

»

., -
<

k' .
overlap:. between the two typR “of reigforcementecand thé

- L]
_t x .

-

pupils had been told of :izfénding Ghal

six weéks in :

advance., Immediately prior to the -, fznal convers;on to .

Pl
activity reinforcers, ST clgssroom held auctions to

192 - A

»
\»
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" The train'i;ig--’qg the new teachers” for Year II'was.

. accomphsned if 2 suzzer woz:kshdp ‘similar -'%o the, dne'°
precedmg bne fz.rst year of the pro;ect (a ﬁ'escrlotzon oﬂ

2 )
the. woszhOp is- presenbed m the Method setg:zon for Yea.i' 1’7. )
) ” , P o )
e ,T.n ordevz ta z.acz.lltate a pos:..,:.ve a"ta.tude to%vara ﬁhe

4 Y., .- T - -

I 4%
.= progect on the” part of the new tra:.nees,.three th;.ngs were

f e -

- done dl?erently aunng the second year worksﬁm:. F:.rsrt,
tramlﬁg ivaSu.‘oie neavzfy welgh ed - " toward the gmfésophy
behz.nd tlze tecn.nlque. 33cond, Year teacherS' vfere emp]:‘oyed

L 2
to assist in the traming SO . tha‘é new 'teachers‘ couid “be.

:4’
eypesed to- thei ;c attztudes about’ ..he technlque. and th;}&j

v . v

tegcners we‘re g:.ven more appl:.ed traz.nmg w:.tb summér school

?- - -
- students "in ;3 elassrpom settmg so that they could be-tteri

PR 4 .

4 Ve

understand the pro;zedure from bﬁe practlcal perﬁpedt‘z.ve of

-

g

Y ] a o . -2 .
tne clasS:ooza‘, ., N ' ."‘7
- .. - - oo
. IR _ - S 4 _
: ¢ . . e
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. m: Bff?‘&ts- Qf the /srugcess tecthue an the projec

ek -

four general areas: classroom.

- pupzl§ Zwere .' me 1\:3
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AasgeSSeﬁdsv zﬁ:ﬁ; o‘ systeza zcwebServatzons ccn“u;tea dally

in all expe;xzantal and ccntrol.classes du:zag the flrs-

three "eeks of scneoz.ahd ‘wzce-ﬂeeklj &or the remazngér of

0

tae schdoi Jeaz excent énrzng teStzng'anﬁ boliday oer;ods._z

on-task rehavior, 153.,

Trained obﬁg:?ers collected-eatagfoz

‘a’é sagf and stﬁ&oi . ".“< f‘ P S
. 2L i3 pekavier in. the .classdaﬁ;

“ - ) M ’q

% -t

atfenti 'ste assigned  aczdemic , tasks and disruptive
cenavior { ?p- s of tne . in-class observation = forms ate .
’ * e L N . e -
. . _ gi o - © v
AT i..a?eﬂ' ix ‘»-ﬁ L ) < . .
: ) T . <. LY 7 -
‘. Disrugtidn. Dur;ﬁg 15-minutes, fhe data-gatherer
contimiously scafined . the entlre class for /ihétancés of
_ disruntive -pupil oehavior. in generai, dfsruption
. - - n
‘eficompassed any unsollc;ted pupil behavlor serving to

distract dtneg pupllé from acadermic tasks- talklng or being
/,’
. 6ut of seat wltho permzsszon- generatlng Youd no1ses,
. /

dzstq;nlng b“’ r phplls

g

or

and

elther vegbally, or by means of

,“"

pnyszcal c ntact, by :'hanailng another bupil'

7

- possessmbas// A szngle pupll could not be . observed,for
£

[ 4

-~ ——

4

S dlsrupt{gn more of%en than -once every ‘ten

. seconds. Thg
4’:;& rion meagure was the average nuﬁoer of dasruptlons per

-pu il per 13 ﬁlhutes, octazned bv -.vzdlng the total number

.
~s

: f dfsru tzons récordéd by . tre number of u ;lS resent
. P P
. .;-" 7, < e J o5
iad .during -the observatlonﬁseé on. . T, ,j'
X LA .- - . " :
o~ 2: ‘v - P > V4
e T gL - p _t\ , .
4 2-'0).'- . - /. » -
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s, Btieniign, Attentive benav.c* »as also cbserved for a .

-

total of 15 minutes. One-tazfd D. the pua1ls asszgnea 2n

aca.dem.c ta.sk ngL2 onserved au. :.ng each of tnre- f-ve-:nn.uve

"

iods,- with 't e ‘ocus being on their at ntwm’. ‘Each pil
eriods, pur

L4 . -
| .

was obseryed " for attentive®  behavior -one tike conly for 29
(%4 " M
< NPT . y s 2 -
seconds. Tiie data-gatherer recorfied the numbers of secords
< . T - =z .. . -7 . -

. , ) )
during whith the pupil was off-task; i.e., during each'20-

- second. interval the Zehavior of oge pupil was observed and

- ‘ “ T ° 1 t a P )
the amount of time apparently devbted tc other thar acadgnic

" tasks was recorded. Each pupil observed. was classified as

INVOLVED (0-53 second- pff-task), MEDIUM INVOLVED (6-15-.
seconds off-task), or CHINVOLVED (16-20 seconds off-task}f—

« 4 - . -~ -

. The criterion measure was the pe*éentage of tl*e on-task fox

tne entlre class, calcuLated by addlng the nunéer of puplis .

classzfled as INVO VED ‘to one-half o‘ the number cla551f1ed

4 ~

as MLDIUM INVOLV“D, then lelQng the sum by the total

I
iy, 31

number of pupl’s observéd, ,&ad ﬁhl iplying the quotleut by

s

\/ ‘- . s .- ‘?, P . '1 ’
, 100. i .t - - i ",. , . e v
. v /’ -"b/,- .3, . )
‘ ) As in Year I, academzc speltude was, assessed by the
. ' e - 4

—
-

Californd{a- Short Form Test of.&e tai Haturity (CTMM)

\ o

Academic achievement was measured by tpe Callfornla
Y

Achlevement Tests ,(CAT). .

/ . self s . . L v ‘

¢

Attltude - toward s.a0ol was measured by the

“

Coopersmith S€lf-Esteem Inventory (Form BJ, the Crandall-

Intellectual Achievement Reszonoibility Questionnaire, and

_the Fitt.Attitpde Towaré Scheol Questionnaires All these
" ’ / . P
instruments were used assess attitude toward self and
/

1 4 -

- 100 -
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schepl éur.~g the first year of the preject, and each is
rs M . > .

descrifed - Ir.  Ie Method section fcr Year I. T addition to

- N — :

-
-

“these three instruments, the Crarndall Personal Reaction

Ipventors: (FRI) was also administered during-Year IZ. The

- >

. ¥
PRI measures tle ‘extent to ‘wnich sutjects responi to _
o. L - '/,:.x._- " .
Anstruzents iIp the soccially accepted direction instead of
} - } -‘4 > - ’ *
giviakgz nonest &nd cren answers.

fror Septemver{, 197%, through May,

monitored 1in the classroom. to

determine the extent. to whicn the success technique was

being applied. Data were ccliected ' on the frequency . of

teacher punisament and reinforcement. Except during holidays

e R

and testing periods, ,in-class opservational data were

gathered deaily for all prozect a:d control’ teachers during

WwierXs 0f sclocl and t¥ice-weekly thereafter

(W
1]

& q o 4=
the first thre
- «»
p

(Copie;rof tie in-class chservation ‘orms are in Appendix 3.)
. : ! c S a Pr

* , The average number of  d:tive reinforcements
. ) )
¢
- - - ~ L4 - - 3 . "
administered per student ir. a2 15-pinute period congtituted a

p . M fv. A

criterion measure, which was obtair . oF d%yiding the total

)

number of reimforcenrents adminizt<zed by the number of

pupils 'present ‘during the c.oz-<vation session. A second

___t‘;- - ,? . 3 . . . . - i
criterlon-measure consiste: ol * : t-tal number of instances

e . - -

©f punishment. ,

it N

Teacher behaviors recorded as positive reinforcement

included verbal praise, pc-itive physical contact, granting

of privileges, and admln;,t;étion of tangible rewards such
\)4 ] . 1 y
ERIC -~ N
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. .
.

as candy or tokens (thCh _were administereg

experimenta. classes}. Punish mert zncl;ﬁed: criti

"explicaity or 1=paxcity through threatsof consedﬁences, voice
/

t

-~ ¥
tone, fac:al expressson, awersive ph

kl
(l)

\n\’k
t
.0
(o]
U
fn
n
ff
33
g

. . { — e -

.pupils, withdrawal of pupil privilieges; ’and isolation of

pupils. ° : : S

-

Five ©black, ZTerale [paracrcfessicnal data-gatherers
trained by one o0I tre zmei«vi.Or manageﬁent technicians -
.systegatlcally cpserveg teacser and 354 21 behavior.” During

the f£irst three weegs of schoci, aa*a were collected daily

- .

in all exuerlmella - and contrcl classrooms. Duriné the 7
remainder of Fs gé&z, data vere gaw.zredé twice weekly. For

a g;ven:'claés, £he observaticn criod lastedtapproximately

45 minutes. - = BN .$ ' . « -

> ™ . - . - - - - -
Buring a 45tminute ‘okbservat:icr session, the relevant

e - - p ,
behaviors were.ocserv ﬁ tnree tizec ... structared 15-minute

seguences in order to-o -i more y_.-:>21 behavior samples. .

- -

Within a single 15-minute seguénce, a were obtained using
b

.

three differént. procedures to - :2rve and redord-teacher .
R . . « i =

.

< . ~s,
reinforcetent and punisnment, pu: . disruption, . and  pupil

atténtion, 4in that ‘order. . .- data sheet on which these
observations were reqprdét . ‘eprcéuced as Appendix B.) - : B
‘ L \ ) L ) -
’.,A. . . s » - - «
. 7 IJI' . ~ .
¢ - . - - -
| . . - 102 - .
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Y
-

- P _ .
Cbservation periods were varied ' from morning to

afternocn. Class time not devoted to academic activity was

-

not appropriate for observation. Further, if for some reason

— such as a principal's voice owver the intercor or the

. ,arrival of visitors into the classrcom —- acadenmic actiwity

was interrupted, the observaticn stopped until academic
: p . - i
,behauior)was again the appropriate behavior for the class.
. . ” .
Wwnile in the ctass for the furpose of obtaining data,

»

-

opservers were not <o interact with-the class or the teacher

at

any wmore than w?g absolutely necessary. It was desirable

that the class coze tc i1gnore the observer and take her
. . . . - - ;f; -
presence £or granted. . - .

Reliabirlity coefficients were obtained periodically for -
. » . - ,
the five data-gatherers ty ccmparing their observations with -

the simultaneous observations of one of the behavidbral

- management technicians. ‘The majority of the resulting

coefficients were_ above .80. The median coefficients (over

12 .reliability .checks) for reiniorcegent, punishment,
- - {

* disruption, and attention respectively were .94, .7é, .90,
’ ' :

and .88. , .

.

-
L

-Achievement Testing ) .

- all experimental and control pupils except those in the

v .
first grade were administered Q%E“ggeading and arithmetic
- " -

sections of the California Achieve@éht Test as a pretest jin
P ) i : ] ‘
~ N . - -
September. All pupils, including those in the first 'grade,

- were eposttested by: means 'of--the/ CAT in May.'Each’ grade
L4 . «
: 193
- 103 - ' .
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Observation periods were varied "from morning to : oo -

afternoon. Class time'not devoted to, academic act1v1ty was 7
4 .

- - v

not appropriate for observatlon. Further, if for some reason

-~ such as a pr1nc1pal's voice over the 1ntercom or the

.arrival of v1s1tors into the classroom - academlc actlvxty i “

- m—— s o— R ORI

- 19

. —_—

was interrupted, the obsenvatlon stopped' until academic - Lo
belNVior was again the approérratgabehavior for the«class. A
‘. While in the class for the purpose of obtalnlng data,

observers were not to, 1nteract with - ‘the class or the teacher ‘ ’ .

any mere than was absolutelx)pecessary. It was des1rable ) Co

that the class come to ignore the observer and " take her e

P

L)

" “presence’ for ‘granted. : - . - " R
Reliability coefficients.were obtained periodically for .

thée five data-gatherers by comparing their obsérvations with -
. - . s , »

the simultaneous _ observations of "one of the behavioral - .. .

i v

- management technicians. ‘The majority of the resultihg 4

i

coefficients ‘were above .80. The medlan coeff1c1ents"lover i

.

12 4rellab11Lty checks} ‘for rexnforcenent, pqnlshment,

-

¥
»

Ve

dlsruptlon, and attentlon respectlvely were .9&,/.75 .90,

]

and .88. . |

. / .
. 7
-

Achlevement Testing ‘ - o

¢

All experimental and control pupils except thoser in the
first grade were administered ;ﬁghgieading and arithmetic

- v

. 3\\ 4 '

sections, of the'California Achigvemeht Test as a pretest.in
September. All puplls, lncludlng those in, the flrs£

grade,
ﬁ& were posttested by. means ““of - the CAT ln May. Each grade
:;"' ’ ‘\"‘» [ 1\)3: . * ' 4 r ] ,. ,

- 103 - 7
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except the first was adpinistered the level of ‘the CAT .
comparable <o the mean, reading level attained by that grade

on the posttest gf the Metropolitap Achievexment Test

-
- -

administered during Year I.. . S . .

Testing of Attitude Toward Self and School ¢
c. . ) » . e
. . -
dn September, all ‘experimental and control pupiis.in
- 2 .

the tnird and sixth grades were sdmimstered the Coopersnith
, -

sélf-zsteg'm Inventory (Férm B) and the Crandall Personal

Reac.._lon'-lnzfentocy, while those in tne fourth ‘and eighth

e

-

grades were aam,nzsterea _the "1tt a.ttltude Toward- School

Survey and the Crandall Inte llec tyal 2chievement

>

Responsibility Suestionnaireé. These instruments were again

v B= Sl
adp%btered ._o the appropriate glasses in Hay. )
The project researchs ass’.stan\., the mémbers of h:Ls ’ -

‘sta§f, and the two behavior technicians adm.m.stered‘ tﬁe g

» e

questionraires.’ To -minimize . the importance of reaging .

ability, the administrators read, each item aloud to the "2 - =
"subjects and xeyed fhem when they yere supposed to respond.

v
) o % )
— . N
) = > B -3 . . . . -
’ . 2 - ’* .

Acade:_:gs Apt:.bude ,:estlng,% . ‘ 2os L . .

14

Approprlate levels of the "{:allfornla Sho::" i’om "’és of

Mehtal Maturity (C‘i’:»ga) wvere adm;*m.stered by the classroom 1
- \

teacner. to all eypermen._jnd control pup,lls as ’f pratest

-

in September-1971, and as a' rosttest in Aprll 1972

“~ 4 - .

,-" - »
.
L]
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Results and Discussion.

Effects of the Experimental Treatment oz -the'Project Pupils

P

-
’

- . s ~ .

-

In=Class Pupil Behavior : B
¢ - - . .

i. Disruptive Zehavipr

< -
4 . . s s Ct
The data gatherers recorded the occurrence of e€ach N
r ) :

.instance of disruptive behavior during ° the cbservation

period. These data are summarized in Figure 1. As
~ ° . " ) -

showh in this <figure; <the lewel of disruption-in the

.disruption’ in the controcl clagses at every point of

' co:npa’risop'i The figure presents 'the mear number of

-
-

disruptions per pupil during 15 minute interwads. Edch
of the 18 data points along the a.bsc:f.é;a represents the"
f :

average .from a mnaximum o0f four “observation sessions

< during a period 9of one week {over the first four weeks

of SCSOO'].) or during a period of two weeks {over the "

redaining 32 weeks) 4 v

"%; There was.a signific#et difference in diSTUpEIvVE _
' b_‘eh.'awio'r between tl;e 1;rc;ject’ .and control. pupils, .as '
e, T ;é;eézle.d: bi an _;nalysig pf\ #ariance comparing the
%oject lam_i control classes by grade level (/eléejtar; —

. "ver?us niddle) 'ac_:r"oss tile *36 week sc?:uoo/l year (F =
d .2.‘30,_.p_.<...Q1)l. There was, h:wéver,, n;a difference in the

”
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" level of disruption betweea the elementary and middle

schoal project classes.

Alihough tﬁe number of disruptions per pupil was
hi;éer initially. in the classes of the- new project -
teaghers’ ccmpa;Zd to those of the experienced projecé
teacheprs (0.84 wersus 0.60 respectively during the
first ;éek_of school), t;e;e was very little difference
by the 36th week. .

Wwhen all the project classes were considered

~

b

jointly, there was 'a .significant - reduction in the
‘average nuzfer of disruptions across the school “year (F
= 32;.0, :::3( .01). In the e2ementary schools, disruptions
in the pfogect classes declined from.918ﬁ disruptions
per pupil per 15 minutes dﬁzing the_ first ﬁeeﬁ of

scnool to an ﬁaverage of 0.21 disruptions during the

- ;ast two weeks of 'school. The' average number of

~disruptions in the elementary comparison classes also

declined slightly, from 1.41 disruptions the first week

of school to 1.19 disruptions during the last two
weeks. At éhe.mfddle school level tﬁe average nunber of
disru&tions “;? the project classes fell from.O.RB to
0.23 ovefﬁ;he ;Surse of the year. In the niddle school
contfol tlasses disruptions almost -doubled during the
scnool year, from 1.21 the flrst week of school to 2, 20

by tke end ‘of theé year. By the end of the first week of'

)
: scnool there were_ fewer disruptions in  the praeject

. - . f
classes at both elementary and middle school level than

112
B ’ / -
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in the control classes. Thus the project teachers were
able ¢to apply théir behavioral mn:age.meﬁ.t techni’.gue
frem the first day of ‘school and to. begin .benefj:ting'
frco their efforts a@st immediagely. .

Cn-Task Behavior {

-~ -

~he lewvel-of acadenic inwvolwvement in terme 0f the

mean percent of time on task is preseated 1in Figure 2.
AS i the previous figure, each of tke

18 data points along the abscissa represents the

average from a maxixunm o0f four. observaticn sessions
during - a pericd of one week {(over the first £ weexs
. e,

[3

of school) or during a period of two weeks {over the
repaining 32 weeks). -
Asi:-réve.‘aled in Pigure 2, the percentage of
on-tas¥ behavior exhibited b'y the pnéje;:t -eZasses is
consistently ‘n%g’ner than the percentage of on-task
beham{pr e;';hibited by the control classes. The
percentage of ®ime ix;volved during the first week of
school_ was 71 'pez:- cexrt .for project pupils. This
percentage increased to 93 per cent at mid-year and
declined t'o.8:’> per cent by the end of the year. The

elementary control pupils, on the other hand, were

task~involved 59 per cent of the time during the first

»

week . of school. This percentage rose to 68 per cent by

mid-year and declined to a lo:d of 53.per cent by the

-
A

end of _the year. Thus %iere was no averlap in the two

X 3 ’
, i3,

- 108 -
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distributions of timé- involved in cn-task behavior for
. A ¢

the elementary pupil. The post task-involved period

for the controls (68 per—déht) was less than the least
task’ involved pexibd for the pfoject pupils {71 per

cent).

L

Task-involverment  at the middle school level
followed & similar pattern. The average amount of task-
invoiveaent for tre project classes was %0 per céqt as
compared to 60 per cent for the control classes. By the

thard week qfﬁgggpol, tiie percentage of time spent in

e

o )
on~task behavior head risen frqm 78 per cent the first
veek ‘to 94 per  cent. .The lowest p€rcentage of tdask

involvement ever obtained‘fSE,Zgé remainder of the year
“ ) 2 S
. was§§8 per cent tasg;;nvplved at mid-yéar. There was no

decline from mid~year to the end of - the year as,
.I. -. - . - . _,\/—"
exhibited .by the elementary pupils. The percentage of

;ask—inéolveggqt exhibited by the middle schéol control

[ 4 -
classes remained fairly consistent thr?ughout the -

. school year at 60 per cent (raﬁge: 49 to 68 per cent)
b .
" task-involved. The differences -in task-involvement

-

-~

&~ X ’ R
between the project and cdntrol classes _wds’

statistically significant according to a 2 X 2 x 18’
- . # -

analysis of variance design. (£ = 60,89, pd¢ .01). In

* addition, the difference between projecé and control
classes increased significantly across the school year

(P2 3.42, p<d .01).




. . - - s -

Such ° behavioral: changes are in/‘tﬁem§gives‘
significant; the inmer-city classroon. his beéé:e 1a
- pleasant, sﬁccess-briented envircnnent, 'éﬁd students
appear willing, if got_eéger, “ learners. However, 'tﬁéi:q
experienceg of the first year of'the project sﬁggested%i
that simply reducing the 'level of diérﬁptign~4and  j'
< increasing task-involvexent aié not guarqntée~éhénges

in academic apiltnde or achievement.: Consequentlj, in

-

the~ second year, teacpérs geze encoﬁzagea. re.nfbfce

ev1dence of acadenmic acnlevezunt almost exc1n51velj

once aaoroo*z.ate soc:.a. nenavzors were estaz:l-sned -.

hd -
—~ . »

- ’ . . .. / .
Academic 2Zptitude i d

Jpecause there was séme .indication during Year I that

L2 the success tecnnlque served to elevate academlc aptltuae

L & £

(IQ), approprlate levels of the California Short-Form Test

of Mental Maturity (CTMM) were administered to all project

and . control pupils in Sepfember and in May. The.mean IQ

. - L .
. scores and the mean gains in IQ for each grade level are
' . - .
presented in Table 2. . . s "
- -I : . '3..—.‘ . - -
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’ ¥ean I -Gain = -Septerder to May -
Ca.l:.fofrm.; sﬁ?rt - 'o::m T&st of Heatal xaturzty ¢ ‘i

-
-

pt

-
-

2 N
2 i'\,wo

C ;Seot. i N.ay- .Mean Gain-
Grade = - : ' a . ¥ean. IQ Bean IQ in IQ

[
O e

4 Projecd 35 - 98.60 - 98,49 ~0.11
. COBt.rQi -\'_ 3#(\‘;1_'_ »’ 86 33 Z 96)18 - . 9.83%'
2 ?rgiect il 86.03 194,21 - 8,38 .
- o - Cox};rog,’ 1] 2l _86;!1 . 92.?0 5.‘89.
w3 ‘f»mg’ec .. 81" 8B.28 ¢ 95,58 7.26
-,~~~ %e-zt:eﬁ- -35 . 30,54 92.9% . 2.40

s ,.f‘-: ‘Froject™ | 36 - 91.68 F  1D5.56 13.87
%, copbrol , .43 .0 85.86 - 'B7.70 - SR

. " .5 - ‘Prodeck-: .83 .- 8%.70 91.40 - 5420 7

ST » ixphtrghc. | 497 - B6,250 - 86,96 -ND.51
i C T PP S IR 7 ST RORY .
' -8 A 53088, T m.er 0 268
A -EontiSLt: 306 ., | ~FB.65. 75.88 - 0.22
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« -z ‘2112. m?"ﬁ‘t ﬁpéségv}e, caange occurred .at the fourth
S (/;_%ta “{aqrg the, propcg pugils gaznesi almost w IQ poz.nt.s
PP A A A "', .
2 <,,‘,1:: P ;0 2 5

.‘ iﬂ‘-"r"é—lgﬁt iﬁéntbs, ;as ggjms:ed 3 gaz.n of lgss tnan two
g znf;é ‘i:ﬁe coxttrol-' pupz,ls AB qnaly,sz.s af . variaficg’
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n.

:”ar 7% - 127 /” S > - "' .
e 2+ uiav? . s N .
},,,«» /g: . ;négaﬁ’éd‘ th,at the §szergzé’g in’ga,m bet* een the two groups
N R S :
Y, %Iag £E1% ;g_r; = 26;;39, p,.{,,,om., Perhaps the onhstandlnq-

S ’:"‘.’?'_ ?, o%aﬁ,ce rcf t?il;‘? grot}z!, as Warrea wzth. hpth the contrbl

)

ana the 1{:vrogect pi:r,‘vils at”. g€hé othat fz.ve graae‘ ]
- "'leveis, cart bé accoun.ted for on t‘be £act that 81 per cent of -

" -1

thgse chz.ldren haire been exyoaed to the success techgique _,'.J

'U‘f'.
Wi
0‘\ u

o f,om two,conse.cutzve years. (See* Table 1 for the" percentages
‘ ,. - (4"’ . : ; : -)' ’ - ’
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4

of two-year project pupils at the othe_r' grade Ievels) . Over

the two-year pericd, this particdiar group of pupils pas

‘exhibited an éverage gain of 20 IQ .points,  from 85.69 1in

) Septenber, 1971.,‘ to 105.56 iIn May, 1972. The fourth- grade

. pupils, then, have not o}y improved dramatically in tested
- academic aptitude but have exceeded the mational average,

Although- their gains vere not as strikJ:.ng, the project.

puprls at each of tne other grade levels , With the exceptlon_

of the f:.*st, acm.eveo. greater IQ' ga:.as than the control

i'mpzls. The dszerez_zc'es in “gain were also lsta't"i’stically

significant et 'the third grade level l(_{ ‘= 6,02, 3(.‘.05)‘, and

the difference’ at the sirt”a ,grade level (£ = 5.13, pA& -05),

- .wm.le " the olfference at - themgath gxsa.de levelzpproached

stat:.st::.cal s:.gm.flcance (_g = 3.26, P< - gm,‘ . -

L4

< Only at the flrst ‘graa’e le.rVe’ did the ‘control Eupz.ls(

- e

.,-

-

autoerrom the oro;ect pum,ls, m.th a fean gain of aif.:aost 10

f\’ - ..
poa.nts veérsus [ a sl:.gn?: loss of one-tenth poz.m;r. it z.s .

¢ - - ——

;mportant to note, however, tnat tae fz.rst. grad’e pre3ectf- Iy
puo:.ls oe@n the *year 'mta a h.gher z:.an score {9s8. 60 versus

86.3:) and»._achle_ved a somewhat bigher mean score on the

*

-
‘-

r

. posttest (98.43 versus 96.18), -

Imr conciusmn, tb{e evzdencé J.nd:."ates that the auccess
. - s F

technlque, or certain aspects of 1t, had a benef:.c:.al effect

. urjon ;cademz.c -'aptltuo:e. The pro;ect pup:.ls at five of the
six grade levels under cons:.deratz.on garned more in tested ".;

- f

Id than ‘their control counterparts, wrth statz.sitlcal}.y

j szgm.f:.cant ga:.ns at’ four of the six le:zels.

e, .
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Acadénmic Achievement

) If:project pﬁpils are both less disruptive in class and
more involved in assigned tasks than control pupils, they

should progress nore rapidly in their academic work.

i e
Moreover, their frequent exposiite”to positive -reinforcement

should have beneficial effects upon motivation and acaderic

pehavior. Thus, it was anticipated that project pupils would
. display more academic improvement'than contgol pupils, as

measured by standardized achievement tests. The following
discussion is based on change scores between September and

-

April administ;ations of the California Achievement Tests

.
B

(CA;). -
-mc‘ ¢ - . . "
1. Readin g ) . . e
’ ) Three scores are reported for the CAT in Reading:

Reading Comprehension, Reading Vocabulary, and Total

" Redding. Table 3 presents the mean change scores for '

N

preject and control classes on these ;hree subtests.

v

Cursory examinatzon of Table 3 reveals that project
classes made greater gaiﬁs at every grade level in

Reading Compreheﬁ51on and on Total Readlng subtest. in

s

addltlon, greater gains were ég@é by pro;ect puplls on

-’
e

tne Reading Vocapularyffest except at’ the fourth grade

> 3
e

level, . )

L , . - t“ng T
i . ,’ ) -:”Q-
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Table 3

. ‘=¥eezn Chenge Scores - September o April
Peading Subtests of the Califomia rscnzevement Tests -

. \.-’.eadfng . - Peading Tozal
Grade -— . Comprehensicn Vocabuiary Reading
2&3 - Project: 5.09 . 16.8% . "21.08
Control _ 4.-99‘ ' 10,86 '/ . 15.58 )

o4 Project 10.02 - 4,335 14.96
. Tontrol 7.96 - - 86.57 14,52

%

658  ‘Project N 4.92° ‘10.65 .
Control 1,10 .64 414

»
L3
. -~

- For the middie schocl cldsses (grad'ee 6 angd 8}:,2.:1

analysis of variances per ormed on the change scores

rd

fndicated that the ga:.ns made by the proyect classes

(=4
-

were  highly statistlcally significarct (Readang
Cozziprehension: F = 18.853, p( 01- Read:.ng Vocabplary

= 7 68, p( 01; and Total Qeadlng E= 18 93, p( .01). »
The data for’the 51xth and eighth grades: (and for‘the

second and third grades) were analyzed j_ointly ‘because 'l

thle same form of ' the CAT was.administered to both S

grades. . © - - N o '
e . . . .

) At the elementary -school 1evel, the analys=s of
vax:.&nce indicated that the second and third g:r:ade »
project _puplls made s:.gnlf:.ca.ntly greater gains than 8
tne control puplls on both the Reading Vocabulary.
subtest - (F = 17.43, B'< .01)° ‘and the Total Readlng -
sugtest {E = 9. 77 p<. 0.1) Although the average gain |
made on the Readlng om‘prehenszon subtest was greater
120, T
T T 15 - L /
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» -

for the project pupils, this difference did not reach

__statisticél significarnce,

. At Lthg fourth grade leh‘l\.‘the project pupils
made greater averagé gains on the Reading Compréﬁéfﬁsgon
and on +4he Total -Rea.di_.ng, subtests. These gains,
h w;avé;, were not statistically si:gnificant. On the

_ Read:.izg Vocabulary sybtest, the cofttrol ‘pupils made
o _ .
greater gains than project pupils, but these gains were
L (‘ *
not statistically significant either. I% should be

P - ° 4
noted, however, that the fourth grade made higher
scores on both the pretest and on'the posttest for the

Total Reading test,

T . -

The mportance: of introducing the success
technigue at an ea'fly grade ieve,l is 'suggested bj? the

results -of- the CAT”g;iven to the project and control:

ST . .
pupils at the- end of the first grade., As may be .

-

-

observed in Table 4, the reading scores made by the

project pupils in April were higher than the reading

- scores made-by "the” cohtrol pupils in April.
g_"/ N - ." " . h f
EY : N %’ \ (’w
Table L - : K\' .

Posttest Scores on the Reading Subtests of the

=
Califcrnia Achievement Tests - First Grade ‘; -
. Reading . v [T Total
Grode 1 : Lorprehension Vocabulary Reading
Project ‘ 3114 52.41 58.64
" Control 22.00 43.07 46.57
121
a‘ !
~ e .
- - 116 -
5, - 116




.. . - .
These , differences in reading” tests: Reading

Comgrehensicn (z = 11.52, p£—-01), Reading Vocabular)
s .
(r = 10. 32, B ( 01),‘and Total Reading Achlevement (F =

12.25, ;>< 01). uecanse most entering flrst graders do

not know how to read, it was n&t easxole to administer

A\ 124

- 2 readlng achievement pretest during Seotember. Thus it
must be assuned thJE pro;ect and con.rol pupils w
similar ugon entering scnool. The pro;ect pupils
have a hlg IQ as measyred by the CTI
~ -
oeglnnzng of scnool year; however, the resu{ts

Y "

mid-year testing session indicated that ese IQ

‘differences were minimal by January (mean IQ ef ‘first ;,’
grade project | pupils = 102,80, mean IQ of'firsé grade’
controls = 100.40). T e - ,,

These data suggest the posszorllty tnat gazhs may
be made more easily at the lower grade 1evels where .
pupils are exposed to the success technigue early in
their educational careers. This conclusion is suggested-
by the fact that first grade pupils made con51stent
gains and by the fact £HAL the greatest dlfference 'in_ -
final readnng level between pﬁfject and control puplls .
occurred at the second grade- lekel , )

Table 3—presents the{gercentages of pgpiis‘ﬁikiﬁé..
gains, lossed, or no change begween the GAT.preteet and
pesttestt These pefeenteges. are broken down into .
ele?entary and _ middle - school levels for both the-
project and 'eontrcl pupils., Por the elementary'aed

. )
e

1 N9

=




*These | differences in reading’ tests: Reading'7 o 2’¢1:
Comprehension (F = 11,52, |p( .01), Reading Vocabulary ) TA

(¥ = 10. uz,wp {, 01),\and Total Reading Achlevement (F =

12,25, p'< 01) Because mostaenterlng f1rst graders do .

‘ ~ o’

not kpdw how to read 1t was' not fea51b1e ‘to adfminister

.4 -

eadlng achlevement pretest durlng September. Thus it
a
must be assumed that proJect and control pupils we

similar upon entering school. The projectl/pupils
- ‘have a higher IQ as measyred by the13CTﬁﬁyat
beginning of schooi year; however,'the resufts ]
'mid-year testing se551on 1nd1cated that

d1fferences were mlnlmal by January (mean IQ of - »,.&f% : T% .

. N
grade’ prOJecﬁ‘ pupils = 102 8o, ‘mean IQ of f1rsv gradef Pl Y
: u’ n 'R
controls = 100 40) o 4 T W,Jc,“
- “ k4 )“‘, 1’:* "-’___‘:M ;ﬁ" “51'

e These data suggest the pOSSLblllty that galns may

—~

be made more ea511y at the lower grade 1eve13f Whereg
Aﬂ&%{
pupils are exposed to the ‘success technique eaf&yxln
) b
their educatlonal careers. This conclu510n 1s suggegﬁhé

by the fact that f1rst grade pupils made»conSLStent

ains and by the fact that e greatest d1fference :in‘ ) A
) ‘
‘ ' ’ S

final read1ng level between project and control puplls N *./

/ o N . .
occurred at the second grade lekel : . . . . /ﬁ
Amable 5t presents the,gercentages of puplls maklng

" gains, losses, or no change between the CAT pretest and f .

posttest. These\ percentagesg are, broken down 1nto ’ .

elementary and\;middie - school levels' for both 'the<

project For

and 'bontrol pupils;_

.*" ') s
~-;\ .- 17

the elementary and
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rucnle school clasges, tne oercemtage of project pupils -

~:aking gaans was higher than tne perce e of controls .
zakzng gains. In addztzcn, the percentage of project
pupils m2king losses was less ‘!an the percen.age ‘of

) ccntrols ‘making - lossesﬁ There was a tremendous
T C . . -
difference at the middle school level il the number of

—

‘project arnd control pupils who made gains in Reading
Achieverent, le over fcur out of every five pro;ect

pupils made a *gain on tne CAT in rTeading, only -enree 4
-
out of every five control pupils e sucn a gain. At

the elementary school 1level, one oat of every ten
/ ! -

centrel pupils suffered a loss, ccmparéd to ome out of

every twenty project_pupils. At the. middle school . -
level, tnlr;;-tnreewper cent of the ee;trol puglls made

a lower score on the posttest of the ) read1ng .
achievement test than” they made on the pretest Only 15
'per/;kent of the preject pupils demonstrated such
losses. These data indicate that a very high percentage
lﬂe*‘of “pupils Dpenefitted by ravzng been in a Pro;ect
Success classroonmn, ! - ' - . > - \

[ - - ~
> Table 6 presents - the mean prétest scores, the .t

-

)_zzean posttest scores. the number of months gain, and
. the posttest’ reading level (gﬁade equ;valent) for the A,;m
project and control pupil-. %s ab?e 6 lndlcates, the
project “pupils galnea from £ e to.thzrteen months in _
reading from September ta April, yhlle the control

pupils gained fropm ﬂeneﬁ'to 'six months. The grade -

3 ™" M
< . .

- -124 o —
<119 =

-




eguivalents listed in.'z‘a.ble 6 a::e based o:; the 2April
test scores. Since the caé Qas‘aﬁministezed'on méan
reading 1level rather than cn—ﬂéf;;;‘ level, grade - °*
equivaleat‘ scores may be' inflated. adwever, szﬁcefboth
the project and control cupzls were tested using the
same test, these scores do convey the relative standzng ’ -
of the project pupils toc the comtrol pupils. It was -
only at the fourth and eighth grade levels that ¢the *°
mean reading level did not coincide ; wiﬁg‘/f;rade
piacement lével. R e

~ ) -

T Tedble 6 .

Total Reading fzin - Septemder IO April
Catiio rnza Achieveument Tests
x>

. . .

SepremSer  ° April Gain in  Posttest
Grade - ¥ezn Scores  Y¥ean Scores ¥oaths G.E.

e o

L S 3

W~
/

1 Project - 58.64 7
- Coantrol -~ _ . 46.57s  —5 -

2 .  Project  45.48 75.66 ,
: Control © 43.70 62.98

- N
L . 3
D W

3 froject = 58.31 T~ 22,95 \
Confrol T85.17° - 76.64

NN
Al .
w W

4 Profect . ° 62.58 " 77.53

~-. Control ° 47.00 . 61.52

o
W oW’
L 3
00

»

6 Project . 56.65 6500 77
Control . 55.7¢6 63.03

&An
L3 »
oo

w W

8 Project 59.22 70. 83
Control 64.01 67.16

b N
wwn
o v
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2. Arithmetic -
Zhree scores are reported for the CAT in * - ~ .

-

Arithmét%g; --égéthmetic Funéamentals, Arithmetic

Reasoning and Total Arithmetic. The mean change scores .
for project and control pupils for these three §u5£ests
are presented in Table 7. Table 7 indicates that the
average gains were higjer for the'projecé puﬁils than’
for the control pupitk om all three—subtests at the i

second, third, si:xth and eighth grade levels. .

Tzrle 9
-
Yez Thange f:jres - %c::cmber. tc Aprild ;
Aratrmetic Swntests of the Czi:fcrmlz Achiewvzpent Tests
- h
Arithretic - Arithretix Totral
Grade Fundarentzls Reasoning = . Arfthretic
253 Projéct 10.89 8.2 .  Jg9.21 .
Control 8.99 7.49 . .16.3E:
& Project - 28.18 ) 8.22" - 36.40 . -
LControl 30.94 . ‘9. 40, 40, 34
6& & Project .  7.64 3.85 . 1129
-Contyol -3.68 . 2.74 <7 6.33 . -
. - <\"\ " -
-~ Por Fhe @iddle school classés (6th and 8th . .o
. 4 . - Lo : ‘ .
grades) an analysis-of variancé performed on the change
. score$  indicatgd: <that these -gains were highly ™ < < -
' significant for the Arithmetic Pundamentals subtest ~(F .
= 7.73, p{ .01) and for the Total zrithmetic.scores (¢ ) . .
= 4.17, p 4-.01). As for the Reading test, the data .for
-~ et P — . e x ] _

— P

" _the- Afithmetic test zt the sixth and eigﬁfh grades (as -

well qs—fo? the second and third grades} were analyzed .

. = i < 9
- 1 ‘
. Z .
H LA .
-‘ 121 - ) L ] -‘-’:‘. - ¢
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jointly because the same form Of the CAT was

adninistered to both graaes. - i

—

At the ele;entary school level, tﬁé.analysis ef

vaziance indicated that the .gains made by the second

-

and third g*ade project pupils, aluhough,g:eater'than '
the gainms maae by the confrolk ngii;— weré not

significantly di‘fereqf’fggggpztﬁé//galns ﬂade by the

,d

contég%rgapils.‘ht the fourth grade level, the comtrol

Y,

pupils made slightly greater gains than the project

pupils on all arathmetic tests. These differences in
gains, however, ‘azled to be statzstlcétty—iignzflcant.

It should ke noted that, as in the °ead1ng Test, fourth

graae project pupils made higher scores on both the
pretJst and posttest. - .

% :Eheacdiﬁférences.in arithmetic achievement scores

‘

at the end of the first gradé are worthy of. note.- . 2

c, . |
—

Although subject to the sape restrictions mentioned -

with regard to reading fi.e., no pretest was feasible),_

- v -

the project puolls exceeded the performance of “the

control - pUDllS on all the arlthmetlc achievement tests.

- {See Table 8 i o . / .

- \ . Lo - T ";

| Teble & -

- . Postteéz Scores on the Arjiscretic Subtests of the
California Achieverent Tests - First Grazde

-

s e

Arithretic Arithmetic Jotal
Fund a~entzls Reaso“-rz Arithretic

., Project = 6:23 2&.32 © ., 55.45
Cofitrol’ ~ - 3.50 7 20.45 22+.45




These differences were highly significant for
Arithmetic Fundamentals (F < 6.40, p( .01), 2Arithmetid

Reasonibg (f = 429, p< .01) and Tofal Arithmetic (f =

9.22, p<£ .01). The fact that highly statistically
significant differences were - obtdined for -all
. £

arithmetic as well as for all reading subtests strongly

suggests the possibility that eocountering a successful

acadenic environment from the very first day of school
. (Y4

can have a profound influence on the acnlevement of the

first grade pupil. To follow the 1longitudinal g-fects

of -early ‘exposure to a successful acadeamic career will

be of considerable interest.

,

Table 9"presen§s the percentages of pupils in -
boto'projeot and control classes that gained, lost, or
tade no~'change “on the CA” in Arithmetic. These <
perc S are provided for both elementary and niddle . ~

acpl classes. As may be observed in Table 7, there

was little difference in percentages making gains or -
» - losses for the project versﬁé.the control classes, Al
puof%g_fn both'the pfoject ano’the control classes made.
gains in the middle school, and over 90" per cent in
both project and control cfgg;esﬂ at the elementary

school level mide gains. Thus performancé for both

-
. —

groups was good. Wien it is considered; howeVer, that

f/}

many of'the gain scores presented 1n Table 7 fayor the

project puplls over controls and that the analy51s ,of

)

-varlance confirm several of these differences
. L . Coe
128 .-

~ 123 <~
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statistically, %t may be stated that, while most pnpils:
-

made a gain in tnezr ar;thnetac achievezent ovbz the
scnool 1ea. bhe‘gazns zaﬂe by the project popils were, - e

in madj cases, gregter‘.than gge gazns madg by the .

controls. T, . - . T L
- - i -

Table 10 presents the nean arithmetic pretdst . "

scores, the mean posttest scores, the number of months
gain and the 'posfiest arithmetic achievement level’
{grade equzgalenti fo; project and control popils, As .
hay gg observed frcp the data presented in Table 19,
the project #upils 'é?in frcm 5 to 7 months in

arithzetic achievemenbf while the control pupils made
ot ”

-

- " I ° . :
gains anywhere from 2 to 13 months, At. the second, .
* . * -
fourth, and sixth grade levels the posttest grade

equlvalents for the oro;ect pupils were hzgner than for -

af

_the controls. At the third and e1ghth grades, however,

.the controil ouolls enjoyed a- slight advantage.




3 » ;‘; . _‘ . Table 10 ) | =

Iotal Ar.i:hmené Gain - them:&rf.’o April
" California Ac}:m"e went Tests

) Septesber . "Api—u Gain in Posttes

Lrade . Mean Scores ¥ezn Scores . _Xonths G. E

1 Project | - -~ 55,45 6 1.6
i 0l - . 42.45 3 ~ 1.3,

2':  Project . &5,61 . 67.68 - 6 2.0

Control ,43.93% 58.67 o 3 1.7

3 Project, 56.56. 73.62 .7 2.3

: Control 63. 32 . 81.‘74_1 13 . 2.9

&. Project 124,85 . - . 1€1.D4- 7 &3

Control ~ .9D0.52. 130.86 7 3.7

6 Project - G 48.3%. .4 8120 .-, 7 3

“* Coatrol . &47:65 . T 51,71 2 154

8 ' Project . . 50.32 . , 60.38 52 5.8

' Control 55.51 - $2.51 . & _ . 6.0

.- a§ - oL

- - -
z
= -. . - F . ..

-

[N

In summary,” it oy be noted- that for .both the

. rea&ing ‘and arzthmetlc 'subtests 'of' the". CAT,

«

. adm;nistered to severa; grade leVels, there'were hlghly P

statlstlcally szgnzf;tant galns made by the progect

puplls over the courses‘of the schogl year. In no ,' 7

instapce was the:é‘a statxstlcaﬁly cénflrme& gain in

% . 2.

achlevement fayor;ug a controlrgroup. This achlevement 8

data, then, provzdeﬁ, strdﬁg evzdence that for this . , .

3

_’ group Qf inner-city school puplls who part;CLpated ln ,

Pro;ect Succe§§ Env1ronment the succéss technlque has e e e
o,l'!
made a SLgnlflcant lmpacﬁ in promot;pg‘thezlevel of .

. ey

. achlgvement while countering academic failure. -
’ . .
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Att1tuﬂe loward Self and School

’cOf_’

LS ?ZO: 'tae oeglnnlng of Pro;ect Success—:nvironment 1t

-

was: suggested that as znner—cxty ChlIdIED began to

- t

experzenée ‘success’ ln schcol tnelr attltuaes toward both .

thenselves and school would 1mnrove. apec1f1cally, it was

- ‘

nypothesized that prOJect puplls, havzng exoerlenced success_

thrquhout-the sdhool year as a resolt of the Success

. PR

tecnnlque‘ would ccme to have oetter self-conceots, more.

_positive attitudes. toward school . ané be" more internally/

-

-

h 3

oriented (i.€., they _would Degln o oelzeve that they, -

ratner than other people, are responszble for their’ academlc
successes and fazlures) Eacn of7these hypotneses was’tested

“with appropflate znstruments*

I_{;!. -
1. :+ Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory, Form B

-

teacner s pralslng“and rewardlng the chlldren s correct

responses and approprlate behavlor whlle ignoring

errors and dlsruptlons woula "be” an increase in the
" children's Je?el of self-esteem. L

Performance of pro;ect and control pupzls on the

* -
- . e

_f’ Coopersmltn questlonnalre are presented zn mable 11

. ) P

,'<§oth experlmental and control,groups zuéreased thelr

0 -
D e self-esteenbscore.ﬁy about five’ nts over tne school
. . e
F

year Tnus, there were/go szgniflcant dlfferences in

i . e ca,

’ s L

however, 51gnlflcant dlfferences between the third and

. -

s1xth grades and between the responses of the malte and

L ' 132 ce

"It  was hypothesizEd the one’ result. of the

galn between progecﬁ and contrél pupzls. There weré,”

<

» -

-




female pupils-: on® Eoth A;té:pretest and the posttest.
; e iawing

L1

‘Whereas the sixth grade pupils hid the higher self-

esteen séores. on the pretest, the ghird'gtaae pupils -
had the higher scor;; on th;‘ pQ§tté§q.? Pemale pupils
héd_”gignéfic;ntly highgr,selffeéiégﬁ‘sco#es than male
~pﬁéil§,oﬂ both fhe pretest and .the po*.?ttes;:r
: Table 11
qupemgﬁ&b Self—E;?aﬂgggméniogy

.
P .
& A

| Gxade . < F- . Pretest . 'Pesttest GChange
3. . Project 68 ¢ 500 T o 0323 0 ;5423 . -

-.” Control ’ '-33 32N - B 2 B %

"6 Progecte< 58 s SRGT Bbut8 -1.48
Oor*uro" .‘,69 56457, - L, SheTh T L =108
e - . .', - s

B . . s

it is interestlng to note that pnpzls who had

been exposed to the'success tecnnzque “for two years .

5 . .

galned almost thce as many poznts on the Cobpersmzth

in the one-year perzod as the pupzls who had been

\ exposed for only one year 7. 78 versus 4. 14 poznts},

?x the difference was, hoﬂaver, ‘ not 51gn1f1cant. In .,

I's v

; conclusibn, it is not .fOSSLQle to confzra thev
hypothesis that ;pcreased achzevemept w111 result in
J“ - .
. ° enhanced self-esteem, ,but’ 1t “is- plear that g:ogec;

P - . -

‘ 1 ’ - ) o 2 7 )
Success Environment does not have any negative effect

- on ‘self goncept. ’ ' RPPE . -
' . % . - 7. T, . “ e \ o
h ' ,‘,'(, > ’ . ® Q'.,' . 4-'. 4
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—2. : Crandall Intellectual Achievement R.soonsmbzllty (IAR) /

Questlonnalre 3 : )

/

3 «

. The Crandall IAR ‘assesses pupils’ belzefs that ’ /' .
they, rather than other people,,;pze 5esgons;b1e for
their zntellectual-academlc sqgcesses and failures.,

a. Posztlve Internal LOcns of cOntrol . L

The positiwe scale measures the extent to whlch

= puplls accept responszbillty fo; thglr acadenic
successes. As may be observed in Table 12, therglwas no | /
significant difference between project .and control ‘

pupils e;n ;helr wllllnggess to accept responsibillty/

for academic success(P 0. 06, ns) On both the pretes

sex dlff\_gnce. at the beglnnlng of the year
P

-pup;}s.’ were slightly more inclined to , Accept .

-

reéponsibilfty for t@éir school success; bys the end ~of
P § X -
\p‘

tﬁé xpéf, female pupils were more wiIliﬁg to acce
.n) A

‘such‘responszbllzty,(F =17. 98, p( .01 on Posttest)

g ’ ’ ' N - . ¥
{ ) -4 . ) . ‘
" . - Teble 12 - .. ot -
,/"’ R _ ] ] ] i L
. *Crandall Positive Lecus of Conirol
ot GraXe , 1_* ' pfetest . Posttest .. Chenge
Cf 4\ Project” 83 T T12470 " 12,65 . - 0,05 -~
{ © Comtrol 43 T 2,00 12.30 .30 )
S8 \P_roject /7:, © 13.53 13.33 ‘- 0,19
Control ~ A0: - 12.55 : 43.29 e g 25
[3 / . i ’Aﬁ -~
b . ~ * .
. ) . ) . P 4 o . .‘ I
- - 1 4 . i - :
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Hegative Locus of Control - . . - s

The negative scale measures the ‘extent to which

pupils ‘accept responsibility . for their qcedehgc_

. ) A
+failures. As may o€ observed in Table 13, there was.t
~significant dlfference on the pretest between projec

dnd -control pupils in their willingness -t04a¢CEpt ‘

. €

responsibility for their hypothetical académic ﬁailure.
COver th§§3¢bdrse of the school year, project pupils
?ecame more willing to accept responsibility for their
academic <Zfailures while the control pupils becane less
nlllzng to accept‘§uch responSLblllty. Analysis of -the
change  sScores 1nd1cated that these changes were
significant’ (? = 7.42, p(_.Ol). This dlfference was the
result of nlgher /seores being made on the pretest by
the control pupils t;an were made by the progect pupils
(pretest control mean: 13.006;_preteét project mean:
10.155). On the pesttest there was no di%fe:ence
between the project and control pupils.. Thus the
1n1t1a1 superiorfty demonstrated Dy the cont:p pupils
on this measure was lost On both the pretest éﬁ& the
posttest, the elgnth grade pupzls were more wzlllng

accept responsibility for their fallures than were;:he.

fourth grade pupils.’ -"”“/f
: \ _ Table 13
l -
Crandall Hegetive Locus of Control
Grade f H Pretest Posttest Change -
1; PrOj‘GCt AB :-"*‘s- 3‘72 . 90 79 - ’ 1007
Control f8 ~*», 10.23 10.54 . 0.31:
8  ~Project 73 ~ 11.00 11.30 . 0.30
Control. 101 11.38 T, 10,61 T -0.76
o ’ 135 '
=T - 130 -

.t

-




- It may be noted thgté-dgijng Year I there- was a
significant imprpverent on thes positive intermal locus

- \ i ;
of contr ‘measure by the pro;ect pupzls, whereas ﬁn;eo

Year II the significant change was made on the negatibe

scale, .
' . : i
The Fitt Attitude Toward Schooi Questionnaire

.

Results for the ?ittéé questionnaire are
_-presented in Tabie 10;

/ * s can be seen in Taﬁie 14, there was a
significant difference between the project and contréi
pupils at Dosttes-t (F = 8.409, é<'.05). The attitudes
of the project pupils toward scnool were sxgnlfzcantly

1mproved. There were.no dlfferences aerween progect and

.

control puplls\ln their attltudes toward schdol #:2;3—' ‘

'f iven the pretest in S ember. Thus the ‘h pot esis
g >4

that, as a result of of their @more  successful .

1

environmen{z the pro;ect puplls woull éain a more

p051t1ve attltudé tcward sc ool was conf med .

4

Fitt Attitude mw%,i School (logar« Score indicates.better attitude)
; g Pretest Posttest - . Change

_Project 38  L.52 ! 0.60
Control 35 Lel2 Lok -0.12
Project. 51 D by - L6l - =016 ’
Contrcl . _ 88 L.56, " L.86 ~0.30




. . It m@y be noted thatuwdéﬁing Year I there was a
. . o {
51gn1f1cant improvement .on ﬁhéxp051t1ve 1nternal ‘locus °
¢ - SR
of cadntrol

Year I} the 51gn1f1cant changeiwas made on the negatibe

A o e

/

i scale. ' . . o

The Fitt Attltude Toward School\Questlonnalre

Results for the‘ Fltt 's questionnaire are

pfesented in Table 14, P

significant~diffefence between the‘project arid contr

" —

B ﬁupils at posttest (F = 4.409, p( .05).

The attltudes

. of the project .pupils tOWard school Were

+ control pupllssln thelr attitudes
Lof 7 < " .
- - " given the pretest in September. Thus the hypothesis

towerd

that, as a result of of .thei¥ mo&e

environment; tde project pupils .would  gain

positive attitude tqwéfgwggﬁﬁgl'Was confifpmed.,

. LI ///”

B % L
* X . [
* ; . g

¥

£
Table &4

1’

\

Fitt Attltude Toward School (loyer score nndlcates better attitude)’

Pretest Posttest LI

Change

Grade ) ‘ N

measure by the - p;}bject puplls, whereas z“i‘n;q

/ © As can be seen ' in Table ‘14, . there was a

e 1mproved There were no dlfferePces getween project and_
. &

school when

- .
successful

a more .

'

L3

Afﬂ - /

x o~

k3

i

*

significantlg?%)

4

Project

" Control

Projéct_
Control .

38.

35

51
88

L.52
Lel2
Loy
L.56,

) 3. 91
Afkh

o6,
L.86

0.60
=0.42

57 "0016 ’ . n.- )
' —0030 '
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5, Cra.nda.ll's Persona. Zeactisn Inventogg (PRI) "

-

.v:" . -0 »
L . -

;= Because of the possz.bé.lz.ty that the pupils mght
rbSpond to questiomnaifds in a socially actepted manmer s R
°  rather- than iA aceordance with their own thoughts,.

Craxzdall's 9er§ona.l R;,écticn Inventory was administered :
tan-tm.rd and sixth gra.de pro;ect and control gupz.ls.
ﬂae PRI mnsmts of 47 yes/no itenms, -As may ke seen in

Yable 15, there was a highly ezgnzfzcant difference

-
_-¥

between the project ané control -  classes "when the-,
gretest was given in September (I = 7.26, 2( 01). In e
Septecber, the .control pupils were more honest in their .,

answers than were the pro;ect pupils, in April, there .

-

. e
was ro d:.fference between the wa ﬁrogect and control fart
pupils responded to the PRI, apalysis of the;z%hange

scores, howwevar, did not reach statistical .

/szgﬁificénce. it nay also be noted that on the pre-t«est— '

there was a h:.gnly s:.gm.fz.cant dz.f.ference due td grade o

(f = 77.74, .E( .01). This a;.ffe;_}f::e is due to the’ fact .
- . *‘# . ) -
that third grdde Duplls are more prone to respond z.n a

‘soc:.'_ally desirable manner :l:o_ the questz.onnau'e than

sixth graders. . - L >

1 c ~ Crandzall Personzl Reaction Inventory

Grade ¢ ¥ ' ' Pretest - Postiest . Change

3  Projeet 60 . 32,57 32,18 T =70.38"
. lcontml 3[} - ) ‘26.59 . 290% . 201}7

6 ﬁojegt 58 2i.22 - .19.78 . ‘ - 1.1;‘5 .o
Comtrél 49 . 20.57 20.51 L 006




“a3 -
-

. y 1IN sumary, it should be noted that there was a

— szgnzfacant change to a more positive Attitude toward .
I schdol Dj the project pupils. In addltz.on, whéreas t.he o
. . . 25 ’ D gt

o
— control pup-ls respcnded s:.gm.flcan tly more favora.o}.y

" onm Dotn thg €randall's Personal Reactiocn Inventory amd -

on the Crandall's Xegative Internal s'core, these L

- - - - . -
ifferences ;derealost over. the course of the school

« ,year as the project pupils began to give more honest, :
rather than socially accepted, respojgses and as they
began to accept more resgotfémllity for their acadenic

failures, \ .

n
e

Effects of the Experimental Treatment on the Prbject

TJeacher's In-Class Behavior . Lo . ,

- . ~ Y oo
of the necessary prereguisites for providing a
‘o . B - .

Succe sful’ environment for bunils is the, training of T
téach in .:ne use of the Saccess technlcrue. Cbnsequently, -
. “ »

" the pro:ec teacners were given . theéretlcal azxd pract:.cum

A -

experlenceﬁ des:.gned to :|.ncrease tne numbexr of, re'n'ards glven

v

forﬂoprlate behavior, and to decrease\ the ntmber of O Pats
‘punishments .given - for 1napprop='1,ate behavior (by z.gnorz.ng N

such benav:.or mstead). I-h ordex:§o determ‘ine tne extent - to

. ! Al

which the projec'c, teachers were, in fact, using the success
. R _

LI . . ° ’ . ’ ~ -

° tgchnigue, trained data gatherers made in-class observations

k4
.

" of the -teaehers and recorded the nunter of relnforcements

e * -

Fand punz.shments adm.,m.sterec by both pro;ect a.nd control

.
» “s I

teachers. - . - . a
e N ) g

’ 138 . v | _~

: . - 133 - .




requency of Pesitive Reinforcement

- E

The data £for tne 3% weeks of school are symmarized ‘in

Pigure 3. The £figures present the mean number of
reinforcements per puéil during i5 minute intervals, Each of

the 18 data points alcong the abscissa represents the mean

N

fron 2 maximum of four observaticn sessions during a period

of one week (over the first four weeks of school) or during

< e

a pericd of two weeks (over the remaining 32 weeks),

An- examination of Plgure -3 reveals that the
project teachers administered ‘considerably . more

reinforcements than did the control teachérs. The elementary
. ® \ . R /

teachers dispénsed an average of 1.30 (range: 0.82 to £.78)

7

‘reinforcements per pupil during a 15 minute interval while
the control teachers administered few reinforcements {mean:

' 0.20, range c.0% to 9 38). #While the rate of e;nfbrcement

-was‘not“qulte as high in the middle sch \1 as in the
elementarﬁ, the project teachers etill averaged almost one
reinforcement per pupil per 15 minutes (mean: 0.92, range:

0.6 to 1.77) while the reinforcement iate'ofﬁthe control

_teachers was almost negiigibie {mean: 0.07, range:‘lp.oo to

0.60). Clearly, then, the rate .of reinforcement 6f the

project teachers was four.to five times greater than the

v - rate of reinforcement of qge control teachers.

In, the, elementary control classes, the incidences of
. . 3 »°* -

’ posxtlve reznforcement began to drop during the second week,

approachlng zero. by the . fourteenth week. 1In the middle

P . ‘.
s -
i

3 - 139 ]

- 134 -
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sthool ccntrol elasses, “incidencey of positive reinforcement
were’virtually non-existent after the third week. ° -

) - P -5 .

-
-

An analysis o0f variance was performed on frequené& of
reinforcement delivery with tre&tment group (project versus .

control), grade level (elementary versus mniddle) and < e

observation interwval {18) as factors. Consistent, with the

/

above observation, project teachers 2dministfered _

-

-~ L4
significantly more reinforcerments than control teachers (¥ =

3¢.98, < .01). There was no difference in the-frequgpcy of

reinforcement of theeelementary versus the middle school

- - . -
project teachers:. There was, however, a significant decline

»

in the amount o£f reinforcement administered during the
schgol year (¥ = 4.63, p < .0%1). A comparison of the

performance of new versus experienced project teachers made

at mnid-year indicated that there was no éifference_in the

fregu?g;y with which reinforcenfent was delivered by the ¢&wo

-
.

groups (f = 0.263, ns)«

T These datéiiprovide strong evidence that the project
3 -~

— " g
N ..

pupils were exposed to more positive reinforcement than .the
control pupils and that they continued to receive this o

reinforcement throughout the School year.
- ‘l’v' ’5 -

. . L 2

Frequency of Punishment ) . ¢

Figure 4 is a representat‘on of the average number of
punishments per fifteen-biqpte interval delivered by project ,
and ;ontrgl teachers by grade level., As shown if Pigure 4, »

project teachers were iLuich less punitive than control

. .
.‘Q, - *
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teaéhers, partlcularlj during the flrst ueeks of school.
For the first two weeks, project teachérs at both elementazy
) anﬁ middle :sgpools administered fewer than one-fourth as
_ many ?dnishmente as control teachers. The rate of punishment

declined over tke. school year® for all groups. At the

elemeatary level, oro;ece and control teachers ounished at
about thé same rate during the last two weeks, waile at the’
middle school level conitrols continumed to adnminister more

-

punishment throughout most of the year. In line with these

observatlons, an analjs’s of variance performed on freauency‘

of punlsnment delivered with treatment, grade fevel, and '
observatzon interval as facters, yielded significant effects

for- treatment (F.= 3.35, p(.01). In addition, grade- level

and observation interval interacted AE = 18,20, ;:( .01)
inéicating the greater declzne in punishment rate at the

elementary level than at the middle school.
,The data-gatherers recorded the frequency of all forms .
of éunisﬁment administered to project and controk pupils
during tne observation periods. Over the entire school year,
the average number . of punlsnme;ts administered by the
brojec; teachers was far less than the e§erage number of
- punishments admlalstered by the coniz>l teachers. Whereas
the . ,elementary control teachers administered, on the
average,aepproximete;x one purrishment per 15 minutes  (0.28
punishqents per pupil per 15 mninutes) the punishment

delivered by the ‘project teacher was almost negligible. See

Tabré 16. . g




Teble 16 - | ] Lo

\] ¥ezn Incidences of Punishment ‘ Cs

Per 15 ﬁinut‘es - - - -

<

. Project Classes - Control Clazsses

Elemenfary School . 0.28 - 1.00

I
Middle School . . D.46 .1.58

A

In the middle school, both the project and the control
teacnhers delivered more punishments than their: elementary

school  counterparts, However, the average number of

punishmeats deliviered by the project'teachers was still far
less than the average number of punishments delivered by the
control geachers. Whereas projece teachers delivered about
0.46 punisyments per . 15 mlnutes, the control teachers -
delivered 1.58 punishments per 15 m;nutes. Cliﬁﬂ;y, then, at .

both the elementary and the m;ddle schooi levels, the, . 2

4

project teachers delivered less than a third of éhe;‘number : .

———

of punishments delivered by thé control teache:s. S
. L) ‘ . % . é
'Sumﬁary, Year Ii
e - .- , / ;..

The observatlonal data 1nd1cate that the pro;ect pnplls

were exposed to szgnlflcantly more posztlve relnforcement

than their countergarts in the coﬁtrol classes. Althpugh the.
rate of punishment was relatzvely low in both pro;ect ‘and * .
. a

control classes, 1ncidences of. punlshment ln the pro;ect R

T 1-1‘1

=139 -

A4




‘e

classes were almost,non-eﬁiétent, less than pone-third the

e . * L4
.

rate in gontrol classes. On .the average, the- project'

teaghers rewarded their classes from 16 tJ 46 tiﬁes for.egcﬁ
incidept o" ‘punishment In contrast, the ccntxol classes
recezved an average of only 8 to 10 rewaxds per punzshment.
The project teachers, then, were effectzvelj-xra;ned in the

use of the success technique. They maximized success
exp?riences wnile mninimizing failnre experiences in their
“classrocms. C o ‘ :.

The pereét staff hypotnésizea that the sﬁcégés
technique wouid rédqce disruptive beha#ioé in the classroonm

-

while 'increésing attention to assigned academic t%;ks. The

staff's HYp%theses' were confirmed. In-class observations

-

were made twice weékly by data gatherers’in both project and

- - . 4 -
control - classrooms., ‘Two behavioral measurts' were taken

during the "observation.. periods: the number of dzsruptzve

L4

behayiorélin a typical 15 minuti;period and’ thé per cent of

.

time the pupils appeared £6 devote to assigned 3cadem1c

tasks.

—- . L] ——

The observational data clearly indicated that’ Eng
-project éﬁpils in both the elementary and middle shhools
vere szgnzflcantly less dzsruptxye in ‘class than the control
‘pupzls. Ip additiohm, the level of disruptlon in the project

classes declined szgnlflcant‘y der the schoof year. During

the first week of school there were, on the avgrage, almost'-

two incidences of disrhption in the control classes for eath

o .

incident in the project classes. By the last two weeks _in

’

£,

o'




-

there here 12 dzs*uotzve 1nczdences in the ccntrol

school ?

~op

classes for each znczdent in the pro;ect ciasses.

-
~

The pro;ect puplls a.so devoted szgnl.Lcantly nore time

to assigned academlc materials

-periods. éoi the most bart, “the attentzon level in the
‘project classes *acreased durlng the’ first few veeks of

school

‘attention level for the control ‘classes was relatively ‘low
throughout the school year. Dpr «ng the first week of scheol,

the elementary project cfasses were on~tasx an average of
\

71.0 oer cent of the time as contras;eo wzth the elementary

-control classes which.were on-task

« * -

time. In the m;ddle scnool the pro;ect.and control classes

‘were on-task 78.4 per cent and 67, 5 per ,cené of the time
o e

respectlvely. :rqm that DOlnt, theré was an iricrease ln,gn-

task behavior '1n the” progect classes' whlch - gra&ually

e

stablized  at approx1mately 90 per cent in both “the

schools. In contrast, the on-ta K
P L

in the control classes contlnued to be a good deal

elemengary and middle

behayiof

- -

lower and more err tlc, ranging from a high of 68 per cént

I

.
ot - e
R 4 .o L - . »

-

to a low 48 Der cerit.

. 2 %

Frem the in-class’ observatlon data, it is apparent that

s

. ihe'sﬁccess technique did indeed foster desirable social

. behabiqr' 1n “the class:oom Tnls fzndlng parallels beth the

. results of Ln-class observatlons dur1ng~2ear I (See Sammary

.2nd * remained at a nlgh level thereafter.:_The-

39 3 per cent of the :

duriﬁg the observational'

.

PENR

.

.

’ ﬁ

Year I, p..85) and _ ;he ‘results oﬁ a pllo; study in

s

whlch the success technigque was

. .

S 146°

. . .
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applied on a.egchoolewide
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o bas’s"zn ‘ani-elementary ,schtol hav;ng a’ cun;l popalatzon .A,_ 3
szm.laz to th;’;rOJect populat.gn. Ehus, ‘there zs little” . '
doubt that the stccess technzgue-can, and dzd establish an 2 A*i
'aopropria.e envzronment for acadenitc acnzevement . fei

3ecause ‘there uas» so:@ and.cation duzlng Year I that

tbe success tqcanzgue served.to elevate acadenzc aptitude ° ]
= - Lo

(IQ), approprzate levels of the.Cal1sorn1a:Short-”oznfﬁbst

of Hental'ﬁ%tu.l were admln.stered to all ptogect -and - . e

contzoL puslls in Seateﬁber and May. The ev.dence inalcatea
“ that the sncbess techn;aue had a . beneficial effect upon

acaaemlc__apymtuﬁe. The project ,puplls at five of ghe 8ix

. -

grade levels under considerafion gained mote .in tested IQ

N To. & - .
than their. control  counterparts, with statistically :.

. significani-gaihs &t four of the six levels. <
' " The resuits of the fiist year of‘the pre§222‘15eé Sum+

']
- = .

m&iy Year I, bp, 85-86) . suggest tnatﬂalncreaSLng puplls

»

-apparent attention to academlc tasks and lowering - the
dlsruptlve level of behav1or do not guarantee 1mprovement in

‘academic performance. Thus in .the second year of . the -
: N . - - " .

projéct, project pupils were heavily reinforced for aéademic_

-

succestes, As soon as disruptive béhavior’ was réduced and -

task-invclvement was high, reinforcement was_madé'contingent

[N - e

upon academlc performance. As a result of this change from

.’\"

Yea:;i to Year II, it was hypoﬁhe51zed that pro;ect pupils °

, would make 51gnif1dant‘gazns in academic’achiewvgment.

®

.o -Aéademic‘ aChievement in the .areas of readlng and v F

; azlthmetic was measured by means. Of .ﬁbe California ; Sl
; .. - .e L ] t{ . 1 ’1 7 L * .. .

e s . =182 -




‘"bAchzevénent Tests

.. pupils as a posttest in april.

(CAT; admanzstered to al1 project and

control classeé in Se - and lﬁ Agrll The project

- .

pupils made hzgher gazné on all the readlng subtests at all

-,

‘grade leveis except one (Readrng Vbcabulary -at the fourth

.

gggde). Two of the three gains at £he second and third grade

] . 3 :
*levels and all of the gains at the sixth and eighth grade

.

1evéls were st&tistically significant.

r-f

1eveL§;gazns on two of the three suntests were in the xaght

_at-the fourth"gxade

direction bue‘ dia not reach seatlstlcal 51gn1f1cance. ”he

CAT was administered to the first gréde pro;ect and control

‘The first grade pupils scored

szgnlflcantly hzgher on all the *eadzng subtests.

At botn the elementary and the middle school levels

more gro;ect_puplls made gains than control pupiis and fewer-

made -losses. In terms of grade equivalents, thé projéet

-

pupils gained fron .five to thirteen months while the control
ne to ‘gix. . i

classes galned
Id

In ;arithmetlc, pro;ect pipils made higher gains at the

second, tnzrd, sixth;’ *and eighth grade levels on’ all the

e

arzthmetlc subtests. “Bwo of these galns at the sixth and
elghth grade level weére statlstzcally sigﬁificant. Whéh
- -

the CAT g5 a posttest LﬁxAnrﬁl sfirst grade pro;ect

R

puplls scored s;gnlflcantly hrgber

glven

T;pn all _the arithmetic

. subtests than d1d first, grade control pupzls. In terms of

A

grade equxvalents, the prq;ect puplls gaxned anywhere f:bm

.five to seven #&onths in arltnmetlc achlevement while the
controis gained from two to thirteen months. —~~
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5 : in summary, the application of the success techni
L} N L

Qithroughout the school year produced a more reinforcing,

punzshlng classroom envxronment with few dlsruptlons and a
- . *
high de%ree “of task involvezent, - increased  academic -

P 3 .
aptitude, and greater academic achievegent than traditional

-

- _methods of teaching. Thys in each of these areas of concernm,

: the data indicate that the Su¢cess eavironment better meets

L“-v - "w‘
’ _the needs of imner-city. teacrers ahd pupils than tradditional .

-~

metficdsy

it 1s-ofteq argued that the failufes.expetiehced by the
* . inner-city child nottgﬁf; a;fect his performance but also
K alter his perceptioss of his school and h%mself: The project

stafﬁ hypothesized .that .the Success - technigue might

bounteracé"thesc psychological effects. For this reason, .

project and control puplls were. g;ven- the Fitt -Attitude”

r

éﬁt, Toward School, the Crandell Intellectual Achiev t
T 3 2
- Respon51b111 Questlonnalre, the Craﬁdall Personal Reactlon

Inventorz, and “the Coooersmlth Self-Esteem Invbnto;x, Foé;

B. The resultSvlndzca ed that prcject puozls bec4_g,fmore
."-‘T\] 9051t1ve in thclr attxtuue toward school betweéh~September .

-

and Hay. Pro;ect ouplls vere also more willing to accept

responszolllty for thelr academic failures than controls. On

L]

gt;he-other hand, pro;ect and control pupils did not differ in

‘their self-esteem . or in the social desirability of their

6 recponding. Thus the hjpotﬁeses of the project staff with .

’ respect to these psychological measures were partially

. ' confirmédﬁft might be added ‘that if no case was ¢che effect .
N . ' 149 S
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of “the #uccess technigue psyéhologically harmful ‘and on two

measures (the Fite Attitude'Towafd,School Questiopnaire and

- '/”
-

the . ‘Crandall Personal éééétion :Inventory), signifféant

improvémegté were made. - . \\
In addition, quéstionnaires were admigistered to
project teachers, ﬁupi{g and parents. The responses éo these
questionnaires indicated that, in general,‘ali ﬁhfee;groups
;;i§§d the éro;ect, ané felt that' i facilitated acadenic

échievement and made school moré enjoyable. Almost all the

respondents expressed a desire -that the project be

_ continued, : , T S -
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improveme ts were made.
A
" In addltlon, questionnaires - were administered to
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