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- A. Introduction .

r and Follow-up 2 oufcomes.

o

_teristics of g.roups*; and 2) findings. The first deals with the characteristics

o results of analyses'é groups with respect to pret\est,,posttest, Fol'low-up 1,

“

a h ~ - - - s L

. in this section, results of quantitative analyses are presented. The
. : - » oo o )
section is organized in two main parts: 1) analyses of the beginning charac- . ‘o

-

- . .
. -

qf MACOS and non-MACOS groups at the out . The second pant‘ presents the - 2 .

i
< A4
~

In most analyses, variables have been t;eated as falling 1nto one of * P

three major groups: N o
. )
- - .Inputs - measures of initial characferxstlcs of students, teachers,
and classes . : . ) e
s ° ’ R
. Processes and classroom climatel - measures of activities and X
attitudes toward the classroom made. durmg the baseline year .-
(aﬂ:er pretest, before posttest, sepcifically, Feb. /Mar , 197‘5
midtest 2) ) .
- v ’ ) : . a . e ’
. Outcomes ~ posttest and follow-up achievement and attitude variables.

Furthermore, in most analyses the class is the unit of analysis. This

. , .
was done to eliminate the correlation of.scores among students within classes,
- ¥ - - P
.. o ° s

hd - »

and thus to.provide independent units of analysis: Thus measures. of student attitude

[

or achievement are class means. Those means are based on Fesults from students

) ! ’ P - ‘ 4 . .
-who took both pre and posttest. One consequence of this approach is that conclusions ..

‘apply to classes, not to individuals. Analyses of the data collected in this study

—5

-~ - .

1. Classroom climate (satxsfactxon with class, for example) could be regarded
as an outcome. Some analyses were made treating climate varxa‘bles as
outcomes. Most analySes treated climate as a moderator or predictor of
outcomes, - L

-
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_ have not attempted to address quesiiocas such as: what kind of studen((i'seem8 to.

[N

_derive-more (or less) from MACOS? Are there aptitude-context interactions
My ) o B ; -

® - -

« ° _ (differential structural or group effects)? Are there aptitude-context~treatment -
S a . . Y . . _-.; - «
interactions?2 - : o -

<
-

“ X -8
Characteristics of classrooms were based on class percentages (for

L]

..€xample, perc'entage of females; percentage of students for whom English was o w
- a gecond language; percentage of students not elféible for free lunch progra;m; *

pergentage of 5th grade étudents - to take nc;n-graded'classes into account - etc. Yo

- ~

. . Characteristics of teachers were treated as another set of attributeé

of classrooms. For cases ih which a class had more than one teacher (e.g.,

S

. team teaching situa.lt-ions), the attribute wys the average for the teachers on

N % . .
-, vatiables for which it made sense to average (e.g., sex was not averaged;ahd - a
. L3

not, used as an attribute; Edugational Scale VII scores were averaged and used).
Class-characteristics. pel}ainﬂ;g to-studepts were based on all students for whom -

6 ° © ‘ .t o

_thé projectehad data, not just pre-post students. E -

- ‘Analyses were also made of responses to some items or questions in

- . 2%

- ’

pretest, posttest and Follow-up 1 and 2 in which ghe individual is the unit of , .

éna!ysis. In those cases, care has been taken to’ideniify suéhianalyse's élean}x ) )
s R L S ' < Wi . ¢ . . -
and to delimit interpetations accordingly. . . o

. : . . V-

- The aims of analyses have been twofold: }) to detern‘line whether‘thgre.

were differences in outcomes between MAC OS and non-MACOS classes; and
. 2) to investigate relationshfps,between groups and within groups, of iﬁput and' pro- '

” * ’
LN

-

. “¢5. Analyses havebeen made of the possible effects of districts and schools.

2 B
P . < o

» - N -




~ test hypotheses related to the:stage.

P N
)
cess variables to each other and to outcomes. The basic plan of analysis has

been~to: 1) create a reduced number of input and process/climate variables -

by a. prmclpzl components analysis of sets of variables 2) apalyze differences

o 'Y e’

in outcome between %d within groups using analysis of variance and covaﬁance,
* : | <
. and fixed order multiple regression techniques; 3) analyze relationships among

-~
o

sets of variables for both groups and within each group, using canonical corre-

L4
.

lation analyses. At different stages, supplementary analyses have been made to'

»

Several critical points need to be stated at the outset. First,the quanti-"

‘ . v
)

tative analyses and conclusions to be discussed in this section are not the total

- - AT

'?s.'c

flndings of this study Much t1me .and effort was spent obta1n1ng and examining -

\' T )

qualltatlvslnformatlon from students and teachers. The 1nformation obtained

° P

bears 1mportanfly on questions of what was done in classes, what the context of

classes wan what students made of their classes, what teachers saw as strengths ®

- by

and problems of dxfferent courses, how students remembered thelr social, studies

¢

course the following-year, apd_so on. The results of repeated interviews with
) b - M

v

students and teachers are given in Section V of this report. 1t is believed that -

they' contributa substantively to a moreocomplete fxnderstanding of MACOS and -,

ron~MAC OS.classes than can be obtained solely from the quantitative'analys es.

- - Y

. Other sources of 1nformatlon have-also been examlned and analyzed to obtain

fuller understandlng of what teachers in both groups did and. why Second a

number of theoretlcal and methodologlcal issues and problems are mherent

>

in a study of this kind. One is the problem of inferring causality from cor-

& i : . .
. ! relations. TQE problem arises in part from the fact that the design of the

o . I-3 - : -

, . 5 | -
ks A -
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study is not experimental. It also arises from the fact that detailed, continuous ’

. * 4 o : ) ' ~ <
observation of classes was not possible. Therefore, determination®f*what was

A

*" Tactually done (the specification of b’r'oces.s’e‘sT‘hja“s“w‘b“e‘fnferred from-secondary

. . .

sources (ratings and repgrtscby_;students and teachers, ihf:ervie .with‘ udents L

° -

N .and téachers). . Also, tl_xexje‘ are igsues concerning the fallibility s, and

appropriate methods of analysis. C e g L .7 .

- Vs ) .
4 "~ Thereisa larzé literature on the methodological problems and.pitfalls ‘ ’ .

\d N

involved in thé analysis of non-experimental data and the intérpretatibn;df the
.effects of correlated and fallible variables.> Analyses reported in this secfion O
. . - R - v . .

have attempt'ed to tike cognizance of the methodological (and conceptual) problems
e :f} ) - - e

in the field. The study has ‘employed the strategj}. of cxzéss-chécking by use of

. _several different arfalytic methods. But even that strategy does not assure de- )

- -
» .
-

cisive conelusions. Different methods or procedures apply different mo-~

\‘!’A . O s ) ’ i ‘ T - ) 'Q - “ ’ . -
> dels and.ask different questiofis of the-data. Not al].possible methods were em-

’ : v "

ployed. No-one method can resolve unresolved-theoretical issues, aor is_it clear

k}é optimum in~th°e face of particular theoreti¢al un~
cértaintiés.,, In the absence of'Ijepliaation oad cross-validation, gonclusiong miust , ' '

] - oe ¢ ¢ -~
v
- . - . L -

’ vyhat combination of methods

bé tempered. . o . : i '
. . ’ AY - )t Iy
o

The spirit of this inquiry ﬁas been to illuminate, not to pass judgment,

=%

- o

but even illumination has its limitations® in time and application. The most tha’t

this study says is that if one wants to use MACOCS, here are some fadtors to con-

. s - . 4 *

. sider based on how it was used by a number of teachers and their results, Itis - = .

% ¥ .

. a study of claés’e:s, in various settings in which no attempt was made to influence

"
)




avoid that. It is thus a study-of a variety of MAGOS and non-MA 308 courses

o 0! [

Y I - ; g‘ K ’ -
what should be taught or how. On the contrary, explicit effort was made to -
E] 1] 5°

R "“that'wereimplementpd in a/v/ariety of-ways-in- a- variety of settings. _ -

v

There were 108 "iasses distributed among 15 districts in 11 stdtes.

The distribution of classes, by group and grade level is shom m Table III-1

e L . Table -1 )
e Number of Classes by Group and Grade Level L
. . » . .
! .Group 5. 6 Non-Graded- = Total ¢
) MACOS -, 20 20 17 - 57
Non-MACOS' - 24y 20 7T 5. . .7
.+ Total .. 4440 2% ¢ 108" - ‘
s ‘ 3 L M N -

3

Table III-2 shows the d1str1but’ion of classes by group and distrlct.

5 - ~ -
P . . - . - ;: >
o

. Table III- .
Number of Classes by Group and District“ ’ X
} . 2 7 =
C _ Distridt’  MACOS'_  Nonp#COS~  Total L',
1., . 5 ) 5 - 10 «
L2, L. 4 - 4 LT L8 4
", N 3: . - ° ) 4. t { 8 ’ ¢
ook S
a LB B 4 T
L L6 -7 .2 (2 4
AT & 4 8,
N A o ome 4 11. .
- S L 9., 8 : "3 ) 11 .
. IR [ 4, .4 .87
- . 11, -~ 4 4° 8
. Co12s - 1 3, 4 -
U & Ny 2 4 .6 *
s 4. 4 S SR -8 '
o - 15. 2 . 1 ’ 3 <
Total ~ 57 o .. 3 108 ..
[N . - ‘ °, - 0% .

-

. N ) - ) . W, o .
“~" 3. California, Colorado, Florida, Illinois, Iowa, Nebreska, New Jersey
] Oregon, Pennsylvania, Virginia, Washington. Districts, teachers*
“and students were promised anonymity in this study. Eyery effort has
: -5 ° . . . o

. . N . * - . -
. - . _ e = [
- - -
i 7 ide c ¢ . A - N N .
. . .
.

B. Initial Characteristics_ of Grougs o ’ ‘ .
) -~ - .
. 1. Classes and DlSJ"}“JCtS BRI . T
3

)

o'ds, .

A}
[
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e i = b Y

The prpcess by which districts, school and teachers entered the pro;ect

¢

J- S

were described in Section HA ‘A further description of a number of char,_acteristlc's

. .
. S s L R . .
- M * - .

“of distr.lcts is given in éppendix B, Vol III. ;_‘Ti T e

- . . - ““
g .

* 2 Z ignment Characteristics of Classes : . . ]

T . In order to ascertain whether there were systematic differences between e

' . . . e

MACOS and non-MACOS classes with_'respect to assignment of students ,geac'her"s .-
. - . . £y 4 B B i - . [O-.
« were asked how clagses were formed. In the majority of cases in both -

¥

- o - : H N - o ’
groups classes wexe formed on a random or heterogeneous basig, or on no spe-
e, . . u 4 ’

N - D

R N ci’al basis.: In some cases teachers described classes as consisting of particular

L3
- v

ability groups or fornred -on other bases such as interest, c%mpatibil;ty Wlth the

- -, . 9 N . S
: . teacﬁer, absence of reading problems, etc. The overall distribution of assign- BRI
; m‘ent. characteristics_f or the two gx’oups is shown in'Table oi-3. o~ ’ R :
k & 0 T Tablem-a R I
T LT - 'Bases ofAssxgnment“to Classes . e v.','
oo Ty < + No Speeial' Basis . Some Form _ T ";
) Random; Hetero- ° of-Grouping @ No . ~ . . - ‘
- L ‘ geneous Grouping  or Selection ° Data- Totalg*, N - °
LR 2 MACOS . - . 66.7% 24,6% - 8. 8% 100.1%. 57
: S Non-MACOS | 76.5 * -~ 13,7 & 9.8 100 51 - .
~ : -
-~ *May not add to 100% due. to rounding :
There w&s somewhat moepe variability of asSignment characteristics ‘
in the MACOS classes. The two overall distributions were not, however, sig-
- . ; . o
.o nificantly different (X2 =2, 019, df‘- 2, p> 30) e T o
o been mate in this report to protec‘ thaf anonymity The computer data 3
. . files_contain no names; only code numbers.-Coding has not been done ; .
. accqrding to alphabetical order's or otlier systematic bases.
¢ R ' Y M6 e S EAPE
. ) - ‘ 3 ’ .
: } ‘ - . ) - 8— . - ’ ! * l
o - . ‘ . ’ ’ / ¢ - T




. 3. Characteristics ofStudents' Pretests L oo .

‘.
L . v .

»
. .

Pretest charactenstlcsmf students, based on class Qverages, or half- L T

- - y

b . class’ averages, are hsted in Table III-4 Table I1-4 shows the overall means, .

. - > “X e . .. coe
stapdard devxahons (SD), standard error of the mean (SEM), the observed rangeOf LT

o

class means. -and the number of-classes’ ('N) for the MACOS and non-MACOS groups

In the cases of the Questionnalre About Animals and~People (APy and th‘e STEP

L -

- . test, the data are given for 'sub-tests as well -ag total $cores.' .

¢ - It'is imp.ortant for the reader to bear in mind that Table III-4, gives::T X wa

T ;- - . o

:L) statlstxcs on classes (or half-classes), nof on, 1nd1v1dual étudents 2) statlstics

PP based only on students known te have been in avpartmular class all year; and.., . ‘

! “ ‘ S e b2 8 s : * : *

3) in the case of attl'tude scales, statistics based on average scale scores forf‘ ‘ O

individuals who passed prede;ermined e)gc.lusion rules wi°th respec;: to number of .
. ~ scale items completed valid'l'y‘.4 Achieven;ent means’-are based on total raw scores. -
Lt Thus, -the figure; perta?n ‘todclas,ses dnd were derived from students who were

» -
. 4 .o ..

assaciated 'with a cl'\ss all year, and who, in the case of ﬁxtude measures, had RN
: "( I .

) . e b . .

what was deemed to be s’ufflclently valid data to be used in computing class means. .

hd » . -
- . »

With one, excéption noted below no cor‘nment on the signiﬁcance of differences
13 4 . . -

. 4..For example, WWA consisted of 5 items.- If a student omitted more than .
¥ ' one on pretest, a mean was not computed for tne student; similarly for * - b
L +  posttest. Either case would exclude the student from-the class means, ,
pre and post. If the student omitted one item on Jpretest-and one on post- .-
~ test, the pre-post averages were still computed' for the student and - b

1nc1uded in the class means. The exception was Study.Choices (SSCh).  *- .
- That was scored by counting the humber of times socifl studies was chosen-

when paired with another subject. If a student ofnitted (or marked in- - -

. . vahdly) orte-or more pairs cont:’unlng social studtes, the scores wete nat _
. *included in the class pre-post means. Genetally losses were small by o
. e the exclusion criteria applied. .: R v . o s .

- . .
) ‘ s

- o, - : v

[

i

i
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R
Table I11-4,

P Means, Standard Devxatxonq (3D),. StaxL_ard Errors of the Means

‘? nge, and ¥umber of Classes (N) for Pretest§ by Group
(Pretest) ~ :

.
L4

. .

rla
Non-MACO§

o,

Instrum ent

_t ¢N

‘Range

L Ammals a‘nd
Pec;ple (AP)'s -~
‘Total'Score

. .
T 9.67426.57" ¢

el
3

~ s

5T

.

9. 10-25.

54

.51

-b. Questions 1-4.
- Animals part

3:50-15.20" . 57

#,75-13. 77

* 51

.C. Questions 5-8
.¢ Netsilik part

1.00-~13.28 ¢ 51

" .0 3.09-13..00

* 2; STEP
-a. Total Score

Y e .

' ©15.38-39.88 .° 56 -

-,

",

_16.84-40,60 -

b. Sub 1, Orga-
nizing Informa-

tion

]:o 50"5. 3,2

56 | .

%
\'1

-

96 -s. 05

c..Sub 2, Ipter-
Qretmg Information

8.00-19. 68" _

8.59~20.95

50

d. ‘Sub 3, Assess~
ing Adequacy of
Data-

_2..,80f:61
S

1.26-4..05 , -

‘oA

-

-

50

-e.. Sub.4, Drawmg
Inferences,
Generalizing

6.59/ 1. 24

3.84~9.00;.

¥

-

-

-7

-

50 °

N

f. Sub 5,
) Reaching
Conclusions

56

56

MK 56
56

/54-2 05

g

50

P

»

‘1. See Appendix E (VolIIl) for pre, post and follow up statistics for these meagures,
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. v Table,III-4 Continued - . . . -
o e e e MACOS K ~ Non-MACOS - e
“Instrument . Mean SD " SEM- Range N , Mean SD SEM Range N i
) 3. Interpretation | 8.95 1.45 .19 5.80-13.11 57 8.78 1.54 .22 5.46-12.00 51
" of Data Test (IDT) ’ ) ’ ' ’ : '
7« 4, Social Studies | 2.33 .75 .10 .86-4.44 57 | 1.99 .72 .10 .42-4,04 51
7 Choices (SS Ch) - S
_ —a
® . .. 5% What Would - . =
o You Think !@#a o .
w0 %A WWA T ALeT .26 .03 . 4.38-5.39\ 57 | 4.80°7 .31 .04 4.20-v.35 51
- B b. W\;y‘ t | 5.48 .27 .04  4,87-6,01 \ 57 5. 40 .36 .04 4.58-6, 11 51
.,Z‘é"t'o ' - — 4, N\ 3
’ ..~ 6. Children's : . N
- ~ .Attitude Toward ¢ 3 ’ \ ~ i
- . Problem Solving. * . = X o )
. - (CAPS, Factored) . ’ . . ,
a. CAPS-1, 2,84 .26 ;03 | 1.95-3.36 57 | .2.88 o, .27 .04 7, 2,30-3.40 51
& . CAbility ’ P ¢ . .
‘ . b. CAPS-2; - 3.79 .20 .03 3.33-4.15 57 | 3.82 .19 .03 "3.17-4.20 51
' Intérest : “© . . ‘ ) .
" c. CAPS-3, 2.91 .26 .03 2,22-3.44 57 | 2.87 .25 .04 2.40-3, 43 51
o -Toleranceof ., - 2 - ' .. . . ’ .
" - Ambiguifye. .
- .d. CAPS~4, = " K .
-~ Creativity™ 3.11 120 .03 ' -2,67-3.88 57 | 3.12 <, 19 .03 - 266-3.57 51
; ’ i ' ‘ . (i i ‘ ’
ot , » o . . \ 2T 4 %
| ¢ o - .’ P - - s “
A ' v «
A2 - " - 13
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“betweén groups will be made in this sub-sgctmn. Resulti of multwarlate tests

- -~
of beglnmng— characteristics of the MACOS and non-MACOS groups will be given

(4

*

. °
r 2

in Section III C-_-2. )

~

4‘ Characteristics of Classrooms -

" teristics, such as average age, were based on data provided for each student by

-

L

“777 7= A number of charactenstlcs of classes were computedr These charac-

*

- N .
Iy v

X

theteacher. Eleven such variables were computed for each class:
- : - - R

B

*

-« -

-average ageof-st\idents,_iﬁ months__, . o

3,

. percentage of students who were female _

a

percentage of students who were white

. percentage of students not eligible for the free lunch program

. percentage of students for whom Engllsh was the prlmary lang\lage,

. v -

“ not a Second language (not ESL)
., Y M
. percentage'of students who had not previously had any MAC(B - 7

-
o, o

classes into account) : _!-‘ - .

. average read1ng level, based on a S-pomt scale on- whlch the teacher
glassified each student on the basis of his/her latest readlng achleve-
ment scores (1= more than 1 year above grade level- 5 = more than

. percentage of students who were Sth graders (to take non-graded

SN
g .
v

1 yéar below grade level) -

.average number of years students in class had been in present- school .

.size of class, based on the total number of students known to be in
the class atfime of posttestlng, even if not at pretest1ng - ) o

-
% ao®

. stability, the ratio of students for which there were pre-post
data to the total number of students for whom there were any

b N ’ . -
] ¢ . ) . b b
o - . P
- . \,/,4’ —
>
P ) 4 S d—, ‘
\’:,,\ & i PR .
s 7 - . - ’
v
’.
” I1-10 e -




! = pre, midtest Qr post data. R o s _. ,
. - . 'Pabla HI-5 gives the mean, SD skewness (SK), ‘kurtosis (K), observed T e
¥ a : 'S > -3 D . . - ™ . .
. . range and number‘“of classes for each group. T o
- 5. Characteristics of Teachers ‘
Descriptive statisties of characteristics of the MACC'B and non-MACOS . "
- teachers that are used in quantxtative analyses of results and relatxoqshlps are . . =
¢ / “ RIS
given in Table I11-6. The table shows Yor each grqup‘ the mean, standard devia-
&w—.oO ____ tion, standard err_or of the mean, observed range, and sample size for each S
" variable. . - ; A ’ o
s . The Objective Categories listed in Table III-6came from the Social
' . . . P ? . . ]
Stutiies Program Survey Form, Part II. Part II contained a 1ist of 40-objectives.
) Groups of objectives were intendec_l to be related to differ;ent majc;r prcgram oot
... emphases listed in Part I of the form. Teachers were asked to rate each objec-
. - . A, a . - 4; - . R
b . oL ) .
g . tive with respect to its importance. Ratings of the group of objectives in each -~
category were summed and averaged. The abbreviations listed in Table III-6 . -
" refer to the following category titles: i - . i S ‘ v
= e . " cat1 (CT): citizenship trahsinission’dbjectives
) at 2 (CD): cross-dlsuphnary/humamties/mtegrated concept o
.0 » - oObjectives - - - . - ) L
.Cat 3 (IMP): inquiry modes and process objectives ‘ .
e : A ) )
. 7 " .Cat 4 (SA): self-attualization objectives - : T
’ 1]
O' 0‘ - - / ) Y} : . »
. 5. This is not, obviously, a beginning characteristic of a class, nora -
- pure measure of stability. It is included here as an index ¢f the class
' N on which student means were based relative to all stua’nts kno,wn to '4”,,
e . have been-associated W1th the chss at any time, 1 oL
. . . N s ; N -~ - ,‘ :E’_:.;
’ - e . E - -';
[ g < : ) * ) ' \ -
e i ) 11I-11 . - : .

-




. * o - ) - ¢ - T \}%-
). :l . . L4 . N . - a *
P o . . i . o @
] . Table 111-5 }
. ‘VIean, Standard Deviation (SD),  Skewness {SK), Kurtosis (K),
e e T e _ Range, and Number of Classes (N) for Classroom . '
n Characteristics, by-Group R e e
MACOS : ) Non-MACOS,
Characterxstlc \'Iean - SD SK ' K = Range ~ N} Mean 7 SD . SK K" Range N -
1. Age in months , 1316 (96T .42 1007 "121.3-134.5 57| 132.0°  6.22  -.96 - -1,20  120.6-142.7 50
2. Percent 48.96  10.10 .16  1.35 20.00-77.78 &7 51.09 9.99 -.11 -.20 * 31:03:76.92 51
. females I ) _ ‘ 2 Ae £
g 3. Percent white -87.91- 16.66 -1.60 1.50 - 37.50-100 57 87.36 ° 18..06 -1.73 . 2,28 29, 06100 .51
‘ students - _ - N ) - O ] X R \,‘ e
* *' 4. Percent not 86.42 13.42  -1.20 - .81 48.28-100 57 | 82.66 18.15._-1.61.  2.95 ,16.67-100 50
. eligible for free .. . ) . ’ - ca . .o
- lunch o7 . : . . - . . 3 S o
.. ' 5.Percentnot ° | 98.38 " 4.12 -2.65 ° 5.86. 82.14-100 57 | 97.19._ 6.71_ -3.66  15.66- 60.87-100- - - 51— - -
= ESL ‘ . . N RS SRR '
T 6. Percent not - 93.11 19.58 =3.51 11.13 ., 8.70-100 57 99.07° 6.07 -6.94 4545 °57.14-100 - 50 ~
-t + . - - ' a ” - -
b _previous MAC'OS . T . . . v .
" students “ . L . < . v
7. Percent 5th - 47.97, 43.45 =~ .10  -1.65 0-100 - 57 53.69 47,22 -.14 ~.-1.84 .. 0-100 51-
graders - = . . ‘ N ) : o T
. 8. Readmg level "2.81 .61 - .64 - 1.11° 1.28-4.56 57 2,74 .54 -, 02 -.11 :.i»».l. 48-4.09 50 °
(5-point scale) = .° T : . . R .
. .9, Years preséent 3.91 1.09 -26 .28  1,36-7.00, 57 4.18 1.12 -.35 . 30", 1-6.7 51
> . school : - > . . e Feo b L ¢ ; N
- 10. Class size Bk 2898  10.87'0 . 1.88 8.96 © 9-82 57 7| 28.20 6.00 - -,37 .68 13-40 51
11. Stability E .17 -6l -17 . .8-L0 _ 57, .78 .13.,-1.14 118 °, .4-.9 51
N . _ ; , ’ ) . -
“+ P . . j . R . . > YR
» ' < " a— -
. . . ¢
Ao £ B 1 - - Y
18 . - , N 17
3 * <
E 1 ) . . ‘
) ' h(;‘ - . Y ) " " . . & -




: - . - p . Table III- . b ’
" - ., Means, Standard Deviations (SD), Standard Errors of the Mean (SEM), -
. . . .Ranges and Sample Sizes of Selected Teacher Varlgbles by Group : .
' MACOS ~ 7T . v === Non-MACOS - - o i
. Variable - { Mean - SD- SEM Range N Mean SD - SEM Range . N
- =~ 1, Yearsteach- | 9.26 _ 7.37 = 101,  0-33 53 9. 80 7.67 116 1.00-40 4
T~ _gggperxence ' - ’ ' -
' 2, Years taught 6.04  5.72 . .79 ©0-27 > 93 7.18 5.63 .85 1.00-28 T4 .
> ,in present district| s s - - .
. ~ I : . : . : . ¢
: 3. Years-taught | 2.39 - 71.06 .16 1-4 46 . 2.51 3.11+ ~ \..51 1,00-16 Y RE ]
: " . present prdgram ) T A0 . \ w0
" (1st year =1) - 0T . T v ) ‘ . o .
— 4,Educational.. - e I ‘i 4 . . i
-——‘~——~El°_‘ ‘ Scallgrogré"sé&lsm 86.‘21““ " S 8.4 - —1L.17 ‘r 65-'103““*' 521~ “85‘:5_1i“*-~9.‘1“1 “1 36 - 66-105 . 45 T
score’ A - - - . |
o . b, Traditionalism| 53.00  9.81 . 1.36  _ 36-86 ~ - 52 58,91 . '13.45- . _.'2,00  18-83 45 < 3
score S L . - o i . T
. 5. Teachérs at. | 14.42 - 3.37- _ - .46 - 7-24 53| 15.74 -  4:05 .60 _ 8-26 —~_ 46 . | .
- Work (TAW) ‘ . - . S o AL T R ‘
N - N . . . hd : e B * ‘. '\\w 3 ‘;
iR 6. .- Objectivese = .. 0T P I T ' N R . 2 A
a, Cat1.(CT) © 2,34 .62 .08 1-3.6 547" 2.38 4 55 .08 - 1.2-3.6 - 48 oo
b. Cat 2 (CD) 1.67 .55 .07 1-3.0 54 1.91 .52 .08 . 1-3.7 . 48
. ¢, Cat 3(IMP) 1.59. _. .51 .. 07 1-3.0 - 54 |, 1.92 ~.50 - .07 1-3.2 _— 48
‘ d. Cat 4 (SA) 1.94 . 56 .08 1-3.6 - 54 2,35 - .68 210 - - 1-4,0 ] 48
3 e Cath (éS) * 2.48 .61 - .08 . 1-4,6 . 54 2,66 .56 .08 1-3.0 1 48. -, ;
- f.cate(Vi 1-1.71 .49 - 07 "1-8.0 , 5% 1.94 .53, , .05~ 1-3.0 43
‘. ) g. Polit 2.40 I .72 .10 1-4,0 - 54 2,36 .60 .09- - 1-37 48
° e h. Gen ' ' 1:96 .51 ~..07 , 1-3. 4 54 2,08 - 41 .06 1.4-‘-3?:0* - 48
Q- 18 - . T
ERIC - N L.




-

-

&

[

whom there were data,

' .Cat 5 (SS): the social sciences objectives

- o«

.Cat 6 (V): values clarification objectives _

. S R o
Polit political relevance obJectlves
S

-

e

b &

=, Gen: g'eneral“soclal studies- obJectives . —

4

teachers that were not selected for use in major quantitative analyses.

)

-

descriptive surnmary of the beginning characteristics of the tworgroups.

¥

L

some cases than the number of M‘ACOS or non-MACOS classes

H

~ » -
. -

&

(f;q;c ekample, in a team-teaching situation)completed the Teacher Master Record

"Form.  Those responses are-included here..

It should be noted that sample 31ze may be greater in

¥ .

There were other background charactenstxcs of the two groups of

They

are given below in a series of tables in order to provide a mofre complete

These

~

s_tables'will not be!nnm.bered s"eparately, to save°space. They are ‘simply identi-

-

fxed by variable. All tables are 1n percentages cf teachers :n each group for )

3 - —~-

That 1s be-

~

’0

~cause there were a fe_w cases (in both’groups) in which more than one teacher, -

»
. b AN

v

2. "American Indian
"5, Other

. . L. Sex » ay ' .
g . s %, Male - ‘Female ~ N’ - + «
N + MACQS .. ° 47% < 53% - 55 ’
' " Non-MAC @8 35 . 65 48" T
? . s
. Race: -
y s i1 2 3. 4 5 N- .
o e MACOS 2% 9%, 2% 57 T
N Non-MACOS - 2 ~98- - ‘ 53 !/
R . .o TR e e -
. 1. Black™ e .3. White

4, “Oriental

o

P .




PR [ A — B » T e ) . ) :
. . ‘ " Age as of January 1974 - - o s
_ Age MACOS(N=58) Non-MAC OS(N=51)
B o, V20-25 , . 22%: T \29% - -
" Cos Y 26-30 - 029 N
PO Ce B1-35 .. 19 .21 o - .

. E e 36~4Q~nj 9 . 12 -
s 41-45— -~ .- - 10« R - 12 - N ‘ ‘— B

46-50 5 R T RN
_ 4 §1-55 ¢ 2 PR
‘ 56-60 C2 2 .
T 61 or over 2 4-
. ‘ 100% ©100% - o ) ¥
' ' : Identify with an Ethnic Minority?

. Yes No . N

o+ - Macos ., 13% 87% - 53 .
L .Non-MACOS .2& - 76 45 ‘ - :
. . Education: Degrees or Certificates Earned (Cneck all Applicable) .
- . * ] A 7 .. .
. ' ST U S TP SRNY A SU T N NG
" MACOS - '20%  76% 9% . 19% °/ 3% .19% . 59 T~
. Non-MACQS 23 _ 67 - 12 18 /‘ 10 . 18 = 49 :
—— 1, AA i} &y Other Master's Degree ' s -

.. . 2. Bachelor's Degree —=='5, Master's.pius 30 hours
' i 30 MAT 60 Other L - . “

.
-
o . ]

-

. Type of Teaching Situation at this time (Check all applicable) * T ’:%
= - .
- o . . . e _\ = . .
- : .. . 71 2z 8 4 58 7N
* S * MACOS 43% 45 15 28+ 11 23 4 . 53
. . Non-MACOS 60% 38 23 13 ~ 2 21 11

= » \\
1. Self contained 5. Demonstration classréom

2. Team teaching 6. Non-graded ; .

&

3. Departmentalized . 7. Other . -
‘.. . 4, Open-Space - ) . . .




I LU ' - .
~ . . - | 1 .
S - \ T ) . )
B > S~ .
- . ~ ¢ 2 - - ’ e
3T e What subject do you most enjoy teaching? Lo,
. . o . ) . o b " .
X a Subject Preferences ,  MACOS(N=57) ° Non-MACOS(N=49) R
. : , Social Studies. - ., - .. 2% . 2% . o
‘ Math or Science ' ’ 23 20 *,. e
v _° Language Arts N “18 : " 10 i .
- "~ - . Reading ’ - . 12" ) 6 ° -
e e +_Other Single Subjects T4 , .10 .
) ~ Al Other (Combmatlons) - 28 Y i & R SN,
e e _ 100% ' 99%* | ,
N, =y ' I
N L *Does noE add 167100-du ’~to~rounding \
. . » / N . Ve TTore——2 ——
. - / ) ’ ., e 5 ': °
- =~ 7 ~ g . T
. N ) K . .
T . Some teache/s responded to this questiomby lisﬁng several subjects.‘

~

The lxsts given by, different/te/achers sorheﬁmes mcluded social studies, some-°

C . o
timegnot. T acher.s itving multiple responses are cla331f1ed above under 'All

- * bl Ad

TeT b

- Other. (C‘mbinations)'. The category also includes two teachers who said 'All ’ V¢

\ S ) S z ec*s*, and one who said *No Preferenc’e' The category'Other. SmgleSub-

- -

Jects mcludeb such subjects as’ musw, art, health ete.. e ) - -
L. - Special Areas of Training Related to Social Studies;. Pre-Servic& SR
‘\' ‘. .7 or In-Service ‘ Lot L ]
s 0 B . . ~. \- = : .
-, 12 3 4 5 6 '7 8 9 10 11 12 N .
. MACOS . 73% 62 75 55 50 60~ 57 63 53 37 45. .32 60 )
Non-MACOS 6%, 58 62 57 42 51 55 51 . 58 30 42 38 53
——— 1. Social and emotlonal dev,elopment e o T e
St . 2. Developmg cognit ive skills - T . S o
\\ 8.  Teaching inquiry methods . _ . |
LT - b4, Teachmg How to analyze values and value-conflict = *°.° .
X - 5,. Teaching. m/terpersonal skills to students , - .
» ,. 6. Teaching social science methods-and techniques - , )
b 7. Developing self awareness in students e ' .
8. Use-of questions as an educational method .o Y
. 9. Leading and/or evaluating classroom dxscussnons ’ . ’
7 10. Teaching how to analyze Social issues . C e .

L3
[y
=

Integrating social studles with other subjects:
How to increase relevance of subject matter, to students o
* * 7
/

[y
™




o Pre-Service Training in Social
s - . : - (All training before becoming dgteacher of record)

~

T oo Did trajning include course(s) in sccial studies rpetho‘ds?f

oo l //I i . . Yes _Nl’ °‘.§

e/ _ MACOs 8% C11% - 60 - . /
/ < Non-MACOS 75 25 51 . ‘ : LI
4

T “~—~-—_em_,_“__ JIf Yes, wae it undetgraduate, graduate, or both? - ¢ -
.7 s ——— __Undergraduate Graduate Both N
- MACOS - ;- 66%—— &% . 8% 50"
Non-MACOS - 66 A & G SRR
e ~ . Did pre-service teacher training include any other courses e )
e pecifically concerned with teaching social studies" S T —
" o Tv--._Yes - No N_ : ' S
, - MACOS. . 21% -'Za%, . 58 ' e
. . Non-MACOS . 21 9 47 - ‘ L,
e _ _InService Training jn Social Stidies =} - o c
(All traxning recewed since becommg a teacher of record) . ‘"
Have you recewed any 1n-service trainmg pertaining to teaching social " .
. studies? _ AN B
Yes _I\lg_. N S ' - .
. . *MACes . 6% - . 33% 58 _\ x - R )
. Non-MACOS 48 52 a4 N e
.= .\z = , N 7.

/ '} The Verbs for Ob]ectwes Form.(V(‘). descrnbed in Section 1B 2 1, !

Ay

i
l

vt - -was no} used m ma;or quantit'utwe analyses. This instrurnent was intended to S :
oy . - / . ‘
f teachers' tendencies to gonsider appl‘icatlon-oriented

provide one measure 0
\

- : R
e obj tives as 1mportant. It qu séored by countlng the number of times out /of

- . ” a -

N 1
- 62 igh appli'cation rated verb was selected i‘rom an alphabetized list of :70 verbs.

v o

[

v

. r . - -x - Il
THe distributions.of-percentages of teachers ,choosing a given number-of appli-

" - .o

/u;ation verbs.are shown betow: "~ ]
- N\ : . Lo



-

3 .V - " ":
. - . ; . ‘ T ./. ' .
. s Number of Apphcatnon Verbs Chosen Out of Six 2

N - A ® e b N
¢« . ¢ .- ’ . v .,

--9' 1 '.2.1_ 3 ., 4. 5 N7
~ *MACOS 18%  34% 23% 21% ‘4 o% {b% 56 -
. Non-MACOS 24 45 24 -8 70 ‘

° - —

te

. ' Based on a ﬁypergeometmc probabllity dlstrlhutmn, the exact probabl- e

-
* - . *
\ A L e’

lity of each possible number of seléections is:

“e ' - » = - b 3 » - -‘ ~

" ‘ : % .

» .7 Number of Selections -P “. £
SN} . T.2267 .. . - TS

. L4295 - N - <

-y

. C YT 2684

. 0002 - './.1': : ) 5 "
. o S 0000T L

/-

"%

Ffom this Tk can be seen that the cumulatlve probablllty’of plcklng 0to 1 ’

éhance is . 6362, while the ci latwe proBabillty.of plckmg 2 ﬁ' more .

g me

st of frequehCies cornbjnea .

- ,° -

te? ed agamst a chance expectatlon by a Chl-square

S )

'nto«;categorles. 0,1, 2 ormore selections.

vy

ne1ther dtstrlbutlon exceeded a chance expectatlon, the MACOS group wa,s eo.r;xe- -

K X - -y |

what more likely to pick a larger number/of apphcation type verbs than the non- o

-

'.' ,1

other, they, were found not to dlffer 31gn1f1cantly (X2 5. 126, df=3, p >,. 10) {"

.y ,‘

Cons;derm{g the whole dxstrnbutlons for each group, an index of predlctwe assoc:ﬂ-

- /

1
2 .
. . . 3. ) . .0682 e . . ot .
S T SRR Do.0070 (o, / o -t
6

o V, !\" “‘.
df=2, p,s 10 For the non-MACOS group,‘X2 /206 df 2, p> 90 Thus whxle AR

- i~y
MACOS group .When the dlStI’lbﬂthﬂS of'the two groups wete compared with each k .




. - . -~ - ]

tion iwas computed:6 HGroup is taken as the dependent variable there is a 12%

- ! -

reduction in error of predicting group membership, knowing number of selections.

3 *

There is,,however, no reduction in. error of prediction in the OpOOSlte direction.
. o - T~

. Since the over:ili disErnbutions for the two groups were not significantly different./

. it was coizcluded that the strength of predictive association indices should not be '
regard_cd as of consequence. :“ w7 . JoeE

C. Findings - L N LS S . - .

SR 1. Creation of Input and Process/Climate Principal Components (PC's)

v

o To reduce the numben.of input and process variables. principal
N "o )
component analyses were made of sets of varnables.7 Sets were logical groups
? PN A v

"« of variables. For example, oneset was the three'achievement tests: - Questior_i,- N

naire aboug Animals and Plople (AP), the Interpretation of ﬁata Test (IDT). and

’ the STEP, Social Studies, Series II, -Form 4a (STEP) Another set was the group

~ »
- g. . e

of computed cl‘er'sroom char'icteristlcs such as average ‘age of students. per-

. centage of females, class size, etc. The‘ cpngsequence of thig approach is that

. .resultaht principal components- from different sets of \}ariables were nof necessarily

rs
v - .

+

.
- uncorrelated. * The reason for using logical groupings ‘of variables was to retain
' # . o,
. , . ) . N

'interpretability of resultant c'omposites. While it was possible to create a limited

number of compos&t‘es from an ensemblb of meaningfully different variables Wthh +

H l

e would have been uncorrelated -t was believed that, parsimony notWIthstanding, the

- Al ’

the ability to mterpret relatig__ships of composites to dependent variables was the

-

6. Hayps, William L. ., Statistics for Psycholgggsts. New York‘ Holt,
‘Rinehart and WInston, 1963, pgs. 606-610,

s 7. Nie, Norman H., et. “al, SPSS: Statistical Package for the Social Sciences
. Second Edition. New Yoric McGraw Hill 1975, PA 1 routine. Listwise
‘deletion was used

-

L] . - - .
. - -
. 3 t . RN
] - - - -
. .

"




. mpre important consideration., ' o .
Analysis was done u‘sing the"total array of classes from both groups.

. NERA
b N

" For any set ‘o‘f' variables, 4 maximum of two principal components (which are the first '

- T . - A x M <

-, two with the largest variances) was retained. ;[jhe decision rule employed‘v?aé .

that if the first prlnclpal component (PC) accounted for 50% or more of the variance

e A ” P -

for the set, -only jf-was retalneq Othermse, tl_? second PC was retalned in

* addition. The reason for this decision,;’ule was parsimony., ,The aim was to re-

l

L * duce the nu;nf)er of covariates relative'to sampt’é&’hizesi Thére were eight sets

B ‘. -

. ", of variables for which principal cqrr;oonents_vgere obtained and four of the sets had

-

SN B only one or two eigenvalues greater than1.0. In'three of the sets that had more
- - r &_ ) -

AN than two eigenvalues greater than 1, examination revealed that the difference be-

T e tween the second and thii‘d eigenvalne 'was substant}al a'nd constituted a break- '_ L

ing polnt in a curve relating elgenvalues to components “There was'one set r/ '

«;w.‘j o (classroom process varlables as rated by students) in whxch the“breakxng point

came'aﬁer the third eigenvalue, but inSpectlon of component structures for this

. _set showed that including the third component would have picked up only two more T,

°

Toa LS M. P .
variables ouf of a total of 12.-. Therefore, it was decided to retain only the first

L ] - - - -
. * - I3 . <
4 . A i

. two principal components for that sef. In sum, to keep the number of covariates

<« aslow as possible relative to the number of classes to be analyzed, and to
A W » B ’ ' ’ : ’ ) V ~

retain intgrpretapility of composites (covari’at’es), eight sets 6f/10gically defined or

'\.. . . . - -"‘ .' . /.; 4.0
related variables were reduced to either 1 or 2"principat components each, ’ .

.




. referred to hex;eafter in the following abbreviated fory:

MACOS groups.‘ For example, for the MACOS group, the correlation of the first

» ’ g
’ .f . .
Table I-7 gives the structure matrlx Jor each set of prmcxpal com- !

-

» ponents (PC's). " It also shows the eigenvalues of 1.0 or more for each set,

“and the cumulatxve percentage of g\rlance accounted for by tMose eigenvalues.

It can be seen in Table JII-7 that there are a total of 13 PC's which wxll be

3
%

Input Princpal Components (PC's)

S : * . :
' 1. Student Pretest Achievement: Ach ’ : ' - N -
_ 2. Student Pretest Attitude: Att 1, Att 2
. '3. Teagher Experience: T Demo i

- ]

4, Teacher Pre Attitudes: T Psy 1, T Psy 2 . e

.. 5. Qlass,roomactoin'position—and‘Cfl[aract:érisfics':’lflass ‘1,"015‘33'2

)
-

Process/Climate PrincipalCombbnents (PC's) .

1. Process Varlables ag 1 \‘[easured by Student Ratmgs’ S Procl,
" 8 Proc 2 .

-

»

2. Process'Variables~fron'1, Teacher Ratings: T Proc 1, T Proc 2 .

RS

3. Climate Variables as Measux:ed by Student Ratings: Climate i e

. 3 1 , - .
. Table III-8 shows the correlations of PC's for the total group, and for -

[ . . L

i MACOS and;npn-MAC-}OS groups. It can be seen in Table III-8 th‘at there are non-

i

" . trivial correlatxons among some PC's. For example,there is a substantial corre-

o 4

lation between the pretest ac'hievement PC (Ach) and the first component of the
attitude pretests (Att 1). It can also be seen that in a f:éw cases, there are sub-

stantial differences in the intercorrelations of PCL's between MACOS and non-

>

student process component (S Proc 1) with the teacher experience component

‘(‘—

'\ ’ BN . .
- . ,
.

\
1 ©om-21

»




Table I11- 7 ’ .
- I"lctot Correlations, Eigeasalues and Cumul.ltn e Percentage :
i [ 4 ¢ of Variance of Pv'mmpnl Componerts \na[\aes ]
i " ) - First Fac¢tor (PC)Second Factor(PC) Cumulative
PC Variables * Polarily cfVariables ° Correlations  Correlations Eigenvalues™ Gpof Variance
Ach Animals and People (AP) High=+ . £90 - 2.50 83
Pre - . - . - ' . ) -
Interpretation of Data * no . . .90 3 - :
" |Test (IDT) Pre . . )
STEP Pre .94 -
Att 1,2 |Social Studies Choices... High=+ ° L 42 ?.32 2.05° " 29
(SS Ch) Pre . - 1.19 ! 46
What Would You Think " .70 -.37 1.06 - 62
) Part A (WWA) Pre N .
— What Would You Think o )
PL Part B (WWB) Pre " _ .79 .12
= CAPS-1, Ability, Pre " . .29 .08 3
£ " |CAPS-2, Interest,'Pre " . 32 Ry ’
. . |CAPS 3, Tolerance of oo Tl !::.";17 ~
- _{Ambiguity,- Pre - o
1 CAPS-4, Creativity, Pre r - <24 " .63 .
Class 1,2 {Average Age .69 -.55 2,58 22
SD of Age - ., ‘. -.18 ~-.37 2.05 39
- . Years in present qchool - . i .43 -.45 1.34 -1 s’
’ SD years in present ; .48 -.08 1.05 60
, school * . o J1.01 69
%-females ) -.15 - .03 , 77
% not ESL (English as a 35 .53
second languagé) ]
_ % not eligible for frec . .64 1
lunch program ‘ ‘ "
% Previous MACOS .07 -. 02
‘ . |students ’
% white students . .74 .55 -
% 5th grade students ~.70 .47 - .
Class size -. 04 .5%
o Closs stability 1. Ounly values> 1.0 are reported 2 B )
ERIC e R <3
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et LT ) Table III°7 Continued ) .
) . e ' Factor Correlations, Eigenvalues and Cumulative Percent: 1ge T
' L v of Variance of Principal Components Analyses T L. . ~ iy
. - o v . . ) A i E N _— “ 3
e . . - _— ' s y o T : N . - ' ; ‘-‘\\ ™ ‘ Y
- _ S First Factor (PC)Second Factar(PC) - K Cumulative Cfh
-~ pc- ~" Variables . . Polarity of Varidbles  Correlations  Correlations  Eigenvalues S§'of Variance - . ™
. } s T ; : 3
T Demo °|Yearsteaching . S .98 , 1 e , - 62 W ”
- experlené‘e N _ N o . d . > ’ L &
- /Years in present sdhool ) T .95 - { 7 . )
gystem. . , . ' _ ) s ~ RUCE
- fm -4 Years’ experlence with——p—— - — - . R e Ml EENNEEEIEES ISP S f e
' ' present Ss prggram : sl CT - . ' R '
.| T Psy 1; 2/| Educational Scate VII R o . - o281 : B
B Pt'ogressivism ] : ..t - o » b4 ) " 43 .
.| Educational Scale VII . . .06 o Y 4 1. 73 . 59
— 7 Tradltlonallsm . ) ) - R R _
z . ' Teachers at Work (TAW) : .14 . » .57 4 el » C
) Category 1 (C 1t1zensh1p The- higher the, score, the .63 L. -.42 . .. ) ‘
‘Transmission Objectlves* less the ‘objectives in the S . ;4 >
S A g category were rated as o . . ' S TN
’ ” Category 2 (Cross-?hs-— important = . ° : 5 . F e ’ '
clphnary, humam\hes, "o - - i~ - Y, ’
' Hintegrated concept ohjecs ' i : , . bo. °, ° .
" [tives)* . - ) - . ) ’ * ’
) Cdtegory 3 (Inquiry . , - .79 ‘ ~.20 _ : :
{modes and pro¢esses ) o - . SR ) : _ N
¥ lobjectives)* -7 - " - - . P . SRS '
. Category 4 (Self-actua- | T : 17 < .16 L LA
lization objectives)* 1 , ' !
Category 5 (social . ) .73 -, 25
sciences-objectives)* - " . N E . .
. Category 6 (Values ) : © .19 .16 - s
' analysis objectives)* ~ "o _ _ . O ‘ : '
o Poélitical relevance ' .70 -1 - . T
’ objectives* " . ‘ S '
- ) - S . ’ R A . " eo
\)‘ — - +— L - - - -
EKC rom Program Survey Form ’ - ‘ ’ ) , - o - 3 p
e : : 4 L i
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PO o Yo Table I1I-7Continued , - - ’ A

Factor Correlations, Eigenvalues and Cumulative Pez%cntuge

) - of Variance of Principal Com{goneﬁts Analyses " :
‘ﬂ . o D L First Factor (PC)Second Factor(PC) ~ Cumulative -
o PC. i Variables . * Polarity of Variables ; Correlations  Correlations Eigenvalues ¢ of Variance®
T Psy 1, 2|General social studles The higher the score, | .87 T - 12 :
v cont'd  |objectives ‘ the less the objectives y o,
p s R Lo in the category were- -~ T <t ) ' |
B e rated as-important— |- .. ... | . : ‘ |
N T ra— - - - - |
S Proc.1,2'| Teacher Talk* High means little talk - -.12 .07 '3.14 19.6 . - s |
’ Speed 5‘ | High means want to go - 13 S =24 2.89 37.7 " < i
’ . faster R . 2.21 51.5 - -
Listen High means much-time. N .22 ° 1,27 - '59.5 ‘
PR just listening to teacher | =~ * _— +1.19 ) 66.9
_ . [Discussion " |High means not much ¢ £13 ) .71 : . l
_ ? N < * " ldiscugsion L. . 4. . . N
© . Stress _ * _|'High means little stress .64 ' -.49 . . ‘
S L = on grades - , _ Coe
¢ % ", |[Compare o High means little empha~| - .12 ~.63 S
. . sis on comparing o ' . i
o Joking ) . + |High means little Jokmg, -. 56 .07 - W -
. . o " linformality N . . ‘ /
- -{Memory High means little empha- .70 -.22" T
. sis on remembering o - - P . “
L ‘|facts : _ ) ' ' o
Translation High means little empha- .58 % .01
. . o ¢ sis on restating or saying B
- | . "+ . |in‘own words ' o e S -
’ Interpretatif)n , |High means little empha- .56 - .52 (
. ) T sis on jnterpreting what , ~—
’ . - "|things -mean. o - :
i - |Application High means little.use .32 ~ .38 i !
! ) . . |elsewhere of what's, . .
’ .. " . |learned in school - ’
- - : 2
. . - : —_— J
E Wy,S’ocial_Studieé Class Form, Part IandIL. .- . et e T T T )




i ‘_ o ' ‘ - SRR Tablell\7Contmued St : e LT

Sl e e e e e F.lctor Con I.\tlonﬂlgeq;«qluos and Cumulative Percent: 1go
' . ) % ofVariance of Prmclp'll Combonents Analysés
s - . - - - - . * - ) hl_, ' . r‘%‘-f .
. _ ’ . - ) }‘usi F'lCtOI‘ N C\Second Factor(PC) Cqmufati’ve
PC | Variables Polarity of Variables Correlatlons Correlations Eigenvalues G of Variance
4. .| '?'.'“—;% X ) o, i 7 \ . ‘ _ Y
S Broc 1, | Analysigs—~ - High means little emphat " 62 . .26 - . -
2,contd f - , sis-on‘completeness, - RN ‘ o '
. Y s " giving good reasons, \ R . _ ;
T ) . making" sense _ o |
Synthesis o -High means little em- .48 .34 | « . i —
. . A .. | phasis on making new ‘ A .
) ‘ . : . _. * | things, creating from , : . o,
: C -~ 7| what was learned
Evaluation _ S High means little em- - 17 .60 )
. y 1 S | phasis on deciding on N ¥ .
= . o - right_ or wrong, good or e -
& St bad = . _ . ; . . )
9. ODI . High means llttle oppor-| .03 : ‘.58 ,
T. ) S | tunity for discussicn - L o I~ -
. or involvement Lo % I : e T
. Test/Grade Stress | High is little emphasis .67 ‘.54
I - ce on-grades or right . . " - A
_ ) answers b : * - .
, T Proc 1, | Affect . P‘High means em};élsis 1 .55 -. 42 ’
2. . { of curriculum’ . e :
‘ - - ‘'on affective content ' . . 3.52 32.0
1 | Memory" . High means moreem-_ | . ...01 .. |_._.58. - 2.32. .} __53.0 -
1 : ) phasis on remembering . . ' 1.19 68.9
] bompnehension { High means more em- .05 _.55° ‘ :
- ~ pHasis on understanding ' .
i “Application ~| High means more . .61 -34 ' 1
emphasis on using . ’ - . oW .
knowledge, problem - . . . - N -
) - ., | solving - ) ’ - 1 '

w |
W

Yo
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* Table I11<7Continued

< "7 -~ o / -
, . e I * Factor Correlati iong, Eigcavalues and Cumulative Percentage ’ / Co-
. ' ofVariance &\ercxml Coriibonents Analyses . //
% . : - ) ~ _
’ T - . * *: // ™
’ ) t - " First-Factor (PC) Second Tactor(‘R(\.‘) Cunulative -
) PC" = Variabtes Polarity of Variables ., Correlations. Correlations Eigenvalugs ¢ of Vn';'ianc;ev )
T.Proc 1y .Ar?alysis vy * |High means more A .65 -.10 f [
- 2 ; M ﬁ’ emphasis - S ©) :
i Cont'd - | Synthesis | ,  |High means more - 41 Voo N
' o . emphasis - . g
B 7 Eval'n - High means more -0 -
gl emph'ls1s - - . ‘ *
- . Indiv.  +-° High/means more indi- S A - .
- . R vidial activities LT . -
L Group- - jgh means more group . 23 .
) j , iscussion activities e . s b
= 1) - | PM . ,+{High.means morg per- .38 - .69 . e
I ’ ceptualmotor a tmttes, et :
L] Total ‘Group High.means mof'e group .83 . 26 .
C s actlvitxes‘and ro;ects,
. - . / includmg discussions !
. /,r ' o
Climate Satisfaction Low means more satis- ~ 94 * 0t
' . faction ‘ . - 2,45 . 81.8
. Apathy 7 |High means less apathy . .93 ' - ¢
L " Difficulty-7 - igh means work is rated -84 : 2.
/ . less difficult y ) ’
' o Y . ) i
) T ; . o - - sl
, ' e . o - . .
- ’ B I hd ‘ i
» N © [N
- - s Vi
;




. Table I8

Correlations Between Principal Components. BC's
for Total Group, ‘T (N=81), MACOS, 11\,& (N—45)

Lo | and Non-MACOS, NM (N= =38y~ .
. ) - & i o - *eq i N 4 N 3
S s PO _ - i B R A
. 3] p-ut - . r
PC_ ' Grou < < < o 0O 2NN I = I > |
. Att1 T |56 |- N ",
N .M |45 ’
- onmies |7 .
. Att 2 T. {01 |05 ’ ’ ~
M foz |11 o
NM.Jo02 {01 . - . .
Classt T {73 |48 |-14 : .
_ M |73 |28 |-13 ot :
S B RN : ' '
Class2 . T ~|03 |97 | 15 | -15 : ,
.y S M _03.) _0\)‘\ 35 -32. . i a -
) Nmv |12 j15 | -03 02 - '
TDemo T [Fl4o /01 | 06 =12 01 -
: M [23 |12 {.05 | -16 |-20 Lt
NMpo2 |17 | 06 f-07 |23 | . 3 ’ R
TPsyi. T |04 |09 11 05 |-15 | -20 )
» M°log 15 | 03 | o4 |-05 | -02 , .
. Nmlor boo=f 15 | o8 [-25 |-a7 (. T R
TPsy2 T 03 -07 ,03 1 -10 {-04 21 =02 . S 5
M |o02-]o1 |-23 | -08 | 00 14 |-46
, Nmpos |10 { 22 |-12 |-05 | 30 | 26 <] -
- "SProc1 T |41 |26 [-08 [<43 [-08%]-31] 01 | -26 K ;
- M |44 |27 | 08 48 |-04 | -51 | 01 | -22 | *
NM |37 |25 |-15 37 |-12 1-04 | 04 | -29 | '
spmc 3 T 05 |01 |-02 | -08 |=10-] 04 | 07 29 08 .
"M H11 o5 |-22 |-18 | o7 | o02°|-09 | 38 | -I2 . v
NM | 06 |-04 18 | -01 {-27 06 | 13, | 08 23 |
T Proc1 T F00 |18 | 08 .| 13 |-01 10 [=07. | =21 | -03 | ~43 |.
. M 08 {03 [.18 16 |-16+ | 07 -os\ -32 | -01 | -49. L
. NM |10. |38 |-01 | 10 |17 19 |-20 02 | .08 | -25 4
. TProc 2, T |02 |02 09 01 | 08 17-1-12 | 45 | -21| 18 [* 06
- M |23 |1 | 09° 09 |27 | -00 |-30 | 36 | ~04} 01 15
P NM k20 loz (oo |-08”)-06 | 42 |-18 | 41 | -42} .15 19
-t Glimate, .,T |16, [17 | 21 11 | 11 | -06 [-02\ | -39 04 | -40 | 22, |-33
' m-lo6 {e3 |18 | 10 |-3d |-06°| 13.|-34 | 2043} 31 }-20
Nml2s |26 | 4v | 12 {45 | -05-{-02 |-82 - -}7}+25 |-04 |=26
’ o

- b /'
1. .Dec¢imal points are omitted.

based only on student PC's.

See Appendix E for similaf table for l:u.'gest sample,

g
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(T Demo) is ~.51; for the. non-MAC OS group the.correlation is -.04. The same

' . .
5 . N Nt

F3 - .‘ . <)
* - correlation for the total set of classes is -, 31. T
PR The following, based on Table III-7, are interpretations of each PC. » .
D [} : R i y : . - -

R Input-Principal'ComponentsiPC's)' St T -

Yy

'\ oy Pretest Achievement of Studehts ’ i
R s Ach: generalized pre échievement level The three abhievement
' . testsg STEP ‘iDT .and AP, all load highly ot this factor. .

L praen U
{‘ - . Pretest Att,xtudes of Studepts: - 3 .

' o Att 1 tolerant of zlmbxgulty (CAPS-3); rates unusual beliefs and
. “ . . &behaviors fiove posltwely (WWA, WWB); tends to choose

/’%\ ; . “social stuc'hes over other courses (SS Ch). o »

\ - »
.

| . Att 2t 2t 1nterest in complex problem solving (CAPS-2); thinks of -
, L T .selfas having creative ideas (CAP§-4)

[ 2 T ) e
b . [

, R Cl"\ssroom Charaeteristics . - . .
'. . Class 17 older, white, non=poor clagses (age, percent whlte, o
S percent not ellglble for fre2 lunch) ) . L .
- . ' e
' " Class 2 larger. younger,-homogeneous classes \class size, Y.
. . * percent not ESL, & percent whlte, percent not eligible for, -

oo, free lunch, avex 2ge age) LT . ¢

) ' “Teacher Experience ' 9 -, .
) - 4 T Demo: more experienced tegchers, althot. h not necessarily

"'“ e ‘\. . *," with present. program . o ‘
) 'Ieacher Attttudes : . . g

‘ . . . T Psy ¥ generalists; teachers who te’ld to see many obje\.twes as - .
o LT N desirable, not certain categorxes as ¢éritical.- . o |
. / « . . - . h . » '

T Psz 2: conservatlveS° teachers who score hig‘xer on ES VII ' )

. ‘ tradtttonahsm and TAW, and lower on ES VI progresslvism.
" ‘ Process/Climate Principal Components (PC's) : . L
. Process as Rated by Students ‘ : ’
. R S Proc¢ ¥: generahzed lntorm'lhty, no apparent emphasis on . ,
. - : "parttcular types of activities,or on grades, from students' .
A \ -, point of view. ) . - ' .o

. . - - . - < . . . T
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- ‘ * A : LA

- N {

S Proc 2 generahzed traditional class; stress on grades,

L . relatively little discussion or comparing, more
- 7emphasis on rememherlng facts, in students'
perceptions. % . .

©

“

’ Process as Rated by Teachers .
T Proc 1: emphasis on group actmtzes and hxgher order cogmtwe

processes.

.

I

T Proc 2: emphasis on knowing, remer_uhering,» and individual work.

“ n

.

-

' Classroom Climate as Rated by Students
.Climate: students like the teacher and clais. Correlates posxtwely,
i a limited extent, with Att 2, T Proc 1 and 2s negatwely
coe A thh T.Psy 2. :

} . PR

Plots of th&dlstrxbutxons of each PC were made for the total group of

¥ -

- classes for whxch there were complete data for all variables and separately for

MACOS and non-MACOS groups. Hxstograms of each PC for the total group are

shoWn in Appendlx D. Most PC's show symmetrxc, ormal-appear;ng dxstrxbu- »

" tions for total sample and each. group. Tor. the total group, and for MQCOS and

voald

<
%
v

.r

* «

non-MACOS roups, there is some. negatwe skewness for T Demo. In}effect

. -
7 - . -

i ooth groups years o of teachmg experxence tend to lump toward the Aower end
of the distributions. Class 1 shows some bxo-modalxty i both grou/ps, whxle
Claos 2 had three non-‘V[ACOS classes that were off to the low ex{d of the distri-

butxon, producmg negatwe skewness for that PC for non-MAC

and total group.

-

~'There was some negative skewness in S“Proc 2, and pOSlth% skewness for T Proc

"

{
_for the non-MACOS distributions, with only shght effect on  the overall dxstrx-—

v

butxons, as cap be seen from the histogram in Appendix D Normal plots and

4

I

: cumulative ogives, not shown indicated essentially what’ can be seen-in the histo-

r - “ -

gram; viz. , most of the PC's have reasonably symmetrxcal distributions that

appear normal, and do not show outliers.

S Igzgi

T

2

The dxstllxbutxons of PC's were consxdered




«

. reassuring for use in sﬁbsequent analyses,. although it may be noted that nor- ‘

_ 7ma1ity is not a necessary assumption for tests of differences between.groups of - -
) ¢ 4
approximately equal size and equal variances. Table JII-9 gives descriptive

- “statistics for the PC's for MAC OS, non-MACOS, and the tctal group.

. 2 Initial Comgarabrhty of Groups

~ 2

M A question of interest is whether the two groups were comparable
¢

Cinitially. A multivariate analysis of variance was made to c?mpare the MACOS

and non-MAC OS classes with respect to the input PC's. 8 )

;I‘wo separate analyses were made.’ The first ilsed only student-based

» - PC's (derived from class means, not ndwxdual studen‘ts), thh resulting samples i

-

. o£55 MACOs classes and 47 non-MACOS classes.9 The PC's were pretest

, achievement and attitude, and classroorn characteristics (Ach, Att 1, Att 2,

.- "',‘(;‘lass i, and Class 2) The second analysﬂis_included, in addition, 3 teacher ‘ <
cPG's nertaining to experience and attitudes (T Demo, T Psy 1, ‘and T I;sy 2). |
This analysis had sampie sizes of 47 MACOS and 41 non-MACOS ciassés.
‘ Neither analysis produced a significant difference between the groups.
For the co;nparison u‘sing only the’ sttident PC's, F;5 96 =631, p .68, .while for
- - the comparison using both student and teacher PC's, F8 795 287, P .98, It

-

appeared that the groups could be considered as nok different at the outset with

. 8. 'The program used was the Multivariaté Analysis of Variance Program ’ -
.of the Biometric Laboratory, University of Miami. -

9, Th'e analysis described here did not include 4 ciasses from a distri‘ct
that did not participate in the follow-ups, plus an additional 2 classes
for which there was missing STEP data, either pre or post. The ' .
classes in the district that were not. included here were included in
other analyses to be described later.

= \) ‘ . ¥ B . ) r,; ’ _
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Table III-9 ' : ' R

4

1. Sample sizes are: MACO& 45; non-MACOS, 36.
data, i‘ncludmg posttest and follow-up measures.

These are samples for which there were complete tgachér and student

-

7
-

.
~

o

- . Means, Standard. Deviations (SD), Skewness (Sk) L,
Kurtosis (K), and P.ange for PC's by‘Gx:oup 1/ e 7 ,
71 - - e - .
) R ™ MACOS - . Non-MACOS
3 PC |Mean SD Sk K. Range Mean SD : Sk K Range * -
© 1. Achl |.12 1.51 .23 -7 -.57 =3.4-3.0. .01 1.52 .23 -l..g8 -2.9-3.0 %
2. Attl .12 1.28 -.08 -.96 ~2,3-2. 7. -.06 1.49 -.20 - -.42..  -3.0-2.6
3. Att2 =. 04 1.07 - .24 -1.26 -1.7-2.0 .20 . 1.03 .06 .55 -2.1-3.1
4. Class1 | .05 1.59 L. 59 -. 56 -3.7-2.4 -. 00 1.58  -.40 S - 22 ~4,0-2.8
5. Class 2 | .26 1.14 .35 .26 -2.3-3.5 .20 . 1.51  <2.72 10. 52 -6.9-1. 8
6. .T Demo |-.02 1.31 1.53 2.79 -1.5-4.7 .04 1.20 .40 1..02 -1.5-2.6 . .
7. TPsy1l {-.58 _ 2.03 .37 ° .17 -5.3-4.4 i31 2.02 -.21 -.88. =3.6-3.7. -
8. TPsy2 {-3.1 1.12 .34 . -.67 -2.3-2.4 .45 1.55 - 47 -.13 -3.6-3.5
9. SProcl| .14 1.75 . .03 . " -.66 -3.8-3.5 -. 01 1.84  -.12 .18 -4,2-4,3
10. S Proc 2 |-.41 1.66 -84 1.27] - -6.1-2.2 .59. 1.58 .76 -.43 -1.2-4.5
11, T Proc1{..48 . 1.88 . -.16 . -1.18 -3.2-3.5 . - 28 1.45 -. 09 -.74 -2,2-2, 2
12. T Proc 2{-.60 - 1.38 -.10 -.46 -3.8-2.2 .7.58 1.36 ~ -.04 - 71, -2.6-2. 8
13, Climate | .44,  1.38 .39, -/36 -1.9-3.9 -.64 .1.69 .07 -.96 - -4,0-2.8
: T T " { TOTAL'GROUP .o
PC Mean - SD sk ) K. Range . .
1. Ach1l . 00 1.52 .00 - -89 -3.38-3.02 » ‘
. 2. Att1l -. 02 1.37 -.10 -.73 -2.98-2.72 .
3. Att? .06 1.06 -- .18 . -.54 -2.06+3. 09 - . ’
4. Class 1 - 04 1.57 T .43 - 47 -4, 00-2, 84 -
) 5. Class 2 .18 - 1,31 -1.50 8.16 -6. 87-3.46 )
6. T Demo -01 i.24 1.14 1.58. -1,54-4.72
7. TPsy1l. - - 07 2,14 21 - 28 -5, 255, 51 ,
+ 8. T Psy 2 . 04 1.34 S.03 . -.29 -3.56-3, 45
. 9. S Procl - 01 -1.79 02 -.42 -4, 23-4, 28
- 10. S Proc 2 .03 1.67 -.20 1.41, -6.09-4.45
. 11. T Procl . 04 1.78 . .03 - 90 - -3.71-3.51 —
" 12. T Proc 2 -.04 1.49 + -.05 -.44 -3.77-2.82 :
13. Climate -.02 - 1.58 -. 04 -.29"\  -4.03-3.86 :

-~

L1
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-with ;respect to the array of these composite variables (PC's) of student pre-

test,classroom and teacher characteristics.

e ~ -
H

Noxmally one would not make a further examlnation of the s ignificance

.of individual variables if the overall multivar_iate test is not significant. That

pr:actlce, to protect the Type I érror rate, has typlcally been followed inthis -

-

study. What follows is a departure from that principle, undertaken because of
continulng interest in the nature of the two non-experlmentally formed groups

of-class es. Table III-10 glves the means and standard deviations of the student

andfi;lass‘{oom PC's for each group, .the dlfference between means, and the F-

statistlc and p-value of the un1var1ate test of d1fference for each PC.10 ‘1t may
AR

1

. be geen-in Table III-10 hat none of the student pretest and classroom charac-

&

\ .

' ter1st1cs*PC"- reaches 51gn1f1cance on a umvarlate bas1s

\
.

. Table III-11 gives “the same statistics for the unlvariate analyses of . .

dlfferences that include, the teachers PC's as well as the student and class ones.

<
-

’ As before, none of the.student or class PC's reaches significance. However,

7

the second teacher attitude pr1nc ipal component (T Psy 2) was s1gn1f1cant at the

.05 level P 013), and the first teacher att1tude PC was nearly S0 (\ 058).

The orlglnal varla,bles that correlated strongly w1th the T Psy 2 component were

the Educational Scale A Tradltlonallsm score and the Teachers at Work (TAW)

10. °It will be recalled that the pretest means and standard deviations for
. the individual variables that were combined in the principal component
comp051tes were presented earlier in-Tables IlI-4, 5, and 6. Tests
of :-ugnxflcance of differences of the individual variables were not given
for the redson that it was believed to be methodologically more sound
to make an over-all multivariate test with as much power as possible

before attempt1ng to interpret a test of each of a large number of variables -

"separately.” . - . . S -

53
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.7 " Table II-10 N 4 ‘
! _ Means, Standard\Deviations, N's Differences / :
‘ ¢ o “Between Means,..and P{Values of Univariate F-tests -
R R . 100) Bétween MACOS and Non-MACOS, Classes
” 7" . - Adjusted for 5 Pretest and Classroom PC's
o . : . T . .‘(\ oot i . .
Principal - ° . o MACOS . *, Non-MACOS Difference P
- - —_——— . -
Component(PC) , Mean - SD N Mean- SD. N
" Pre-Achievemént N . . . .
Z " Ach L .07 1,60 55 -11 1.60 47 .18 . 589
Pre-Attitude . * S _ :
v Att 1‘ ‘-:- - '} * . 11 1. 260 55 - - e 17 1. 6_3 \‘. 47 .o "28 . 324 :
Att 2 -.01. 1.06 55 . .10 1.13 47 -11 .632
. . LT kY .
_Classroom ' - , b ’
Characteristica ' e - I T . .
Class 1 - =01 1.59 55 -+ =00 1.60 47 -01 . .97
. Class 2 17 121 55 =17 1.68 47 .34 237
he 'I\ .
\‘\ - ) B \‘ i
° ) \\ )
AN \ \
N\ . - \\
o : ’ =
;."! -
. - - )
%
° “ 0 - - :
. < ; ] ’
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: S , Table HI-11
e . "Means,  Standard De}yztious, N's Differences =~ . . _
. Between Means, and*P<Vilues of Univariate F-tests o
i (df 1,86) of Differences Between Means of MAC OS ’ . - ”
' and Non-MAC OS for 5 Student Based and 3 Teacher- o
T , .Based Background PC's
© . o ) o . . b . . L
' ‘ . - . MACOS B . Non-MACOS  Difference  P—
. . Mean | SD . N Mean @ 8D..  N- . .
Pre-Achievement _ - oL - - .
L Ach .10 1,48 . 47 -11 . 1,53 41 .21 .503
' Pre-Attitude L. T _ ‘ . '
R 1 ¥ .09 - L.26 - 46 -, 23 1.49 41 .34 .284 -
- Att2 T -, 04 1.05 46 .14 1.06 41 -.18. ©  .439
. Classroom : - : , S .
. Characteristics . i ) ]
s . T Class1. . . .01 - 1.58 47 -.04 - 1.5 . 41 © .03 .928
Class 2 . 7,26 1,15 47-© .06 , 1.49 41 .20 '465
- Teacher o ) ' . /
Gharacteristics’ ) . - :
T Demo.. -.08 1,31 47 .15 1,42 41 -.23° . .440
TPsyl -47 2,18, 47 .39 . 2,02 41 . -.86 .058
. T Psy 2 -32 1,11 47 39 - L4909  41- T -m 013 .
’ . By . N *

. N - .
» * v
- . -
% oI N . : 3
. ) " . N P .
{ * [ . - .
. E o .




’ mth the first teacher attitude component (T Psy 1) were summated ratings

- Thus there is mdication th"lt the two groups of teachers were ditfﬂ&r‘ept with\ o

. -

-

score.” On both measures, non-MACQS teachers on the average scoted

significantly higher (at’ the 05 level) than MAC OS teachers, i.e., inthe e,

direction of traditionalism. The variables that correlated particularly well

N
-

- - [

ot‘ the importance of different categories of objectives. There were three

v
) < -

"’categories for Wthh there were sngnifinant differences b COS a

; non-MAC,OS teachers,. on the average. Those were Category 2 (obJectives

. o < ! 7.
_intended to be related to a cross. disciplinary, humanities, mtegratéd concept)}

C atekory 3 (objectives intended to l;e related to inquiry modes and proées‘s’es);

“ ] ‘and Category 4 (objectives intended to be related to self-actualization as a’

. -

. -t

goal of instruction) MACOS teachers. on the average, rated thode groups

of obJectives more posxtively (as bemg important) than non—MAﬁOS teachers.

* v

respect to certain attitude,variables. There is‘ no indication that the classes -

of students in the two groups were significantly'differeht with respect -t,o certain

preachiev_emen}; and pre-attitiide variables. - There’is no indication that the

classes of students in the two groups were significantly different with re°spect'

X -

to classroom demographic characteristics, using PC's as measures.

.Subsequent aha_lyses of covariance and regression analyses vvill

-

statisticallv remove initial differences, aithough,they may remove some’
treatrhent effect as well. In light of possible ipitial differ‘ences between' the

_groups of teachers, homogeneity of regression tests of outcomes on inputs

‘b_ecome particularly important; such tests and their. results are described




L. . a. Djendent Variables - o

et x.)»,‘\ ) . N . - - PR [} - -

-\

. . . )

b'elow.u\ Furthermore, caution is needed in interpretations of results and in

latter, it is restated'here that material obtained from interviews with students
“and teachers and presented in Section V is considered to be an important source
Cof ipformntion bearing on possi{le explanatory hypotheses. <07

N

. 3. Major Outcomes

P

PO -
N .

Dependent varmbles are orgamzed accordmg to whether they were flrst

year outcomes (posttest), Follow-up 1 outcomes (FU-1) or Follow-up 2 outcomes
' N v( * .. - L)

(FU-2). Poiattest"meashres were:12
. - " N

Ap-" a MACOS course content specific test

- o ) - - . - L4

. S S 43

- IDT the Interpret'ltlon of Data Test (lnterpretation and use of
u _— ethnographnc data)

.

STEP STEP- Socml Stuches Test (socnal stud;es skills and knowledge)

*

.y . "~ SSCh: socml studies choices; the number of times social studnes
) was picked in preference to 5 other subjects

'WA What Would You Think Part A, attltudes toward unusual,
beh'lvior, customs or beliefs -

WWB: What Would You Think, Part B; attltudes towards people who
m|ght do such thmgs or have such customs or bellefs .

"CAVPS 1: ratings of ability of self’as problem solver-
CAPS 2: ratings of interest in solving problems
N CAPS 3'°-1°'1tings cf tolerén'ce of arhbléuity‘ 'itfprobler'ns :

11. To anticipate, the results were that the hypothesls of homogenelty of

- regression of outcome variabies on leacher coniposite v'lrmbles were

accepted at the 05 level.,

- . =
12. All outcome variables are based on class means.

- x
. < 1 . »

UI 36

. formulating hypothezes about possible causes of effects. With respect to the . "

n




~

15.
16.

Follow-up 1 measures were: . - ' ' .

Follow-up 2,measures were: C . R . S

.13. My Social Studles Class This Year and Last (MS“CTY L), Part IIl, items

. reports; 5; how to tell the difference between'facts and ppinions; 6} how

14.

»

CAPS 4: ratings of creativity of self.as thinker "

° ’

»

skills: the average of ratings of 8 scales which for each
"item, range from 1-learned how to do this last year
and found it a great_ advantage this year, to 5-didn't
‘learn.how to do it and wish I had because it would help .
in social studies this year. 13
© Know: the average of ratnngs of 7 scales pertaining to knowledge

- of topics that may have been studied last year; same

) ‘geale ‘values as for skills(i. e., values-ranged from 1-learned

this last year and found it a great advantage this yeﬁto : - e

~ 5-didn't learn this and wxsh I had because it would help

.. in socia! studies this year)l4 © .« -

-

[l ad

. Interest: responses ona 5 point scale to the question of how
' interesting you find social studies this year compared
to last year 1isalot. more, 5 is a lot less

.

-
- x
o

SS'Ch F: 6 pair comparisons of soclal studies, ‘arithmetic, science
. English, scored for number of times social studies was
‘« pleC‘d (0to ’3)16

v

1-8. The iteins’were: 1) how to make or use maps; 2) how to make or °
use graphs; 3) how to find information in the library; 4$ how to write .

to support your ideas s5r opiniions with evidence or facts 7) how to work 3

with other siudents in small groups; 8) how to look_ at all slde,s of a ques- . ——

tion before deciding w‘nt you. think. See Appendlx Ao LY
VA o .

bid. , |tems 9—-15 The items were: 1) how peopiz and thenr environmen ?t

- affect each other; 2) the hist.ry and/or customs of our country; 3) the

history and/ or customs of other countries; 4) different beliefs people
have; 5) how different animals behave und why they behave the way they
do; 6) similarities and differences in ways animals and people behave; !

. ’ﬁ‘learmng lxd underst'mdmg more about myéelf and other people. See . Lo
- *’Appendlx A ] . .

Ibid. , Part I, |tem 3is : . . ’ ST

3¢
+

This was @ modification of SS Ch to take mto account the fact that 7th
grade programs do not normally mclude readmg and spelllng

’_Lq“ o} ’ i .




, L WWAF: same as'WWA o Y Y S

oL WWBF: same as WWB b . -
T - ’ 37 .
- .WWAPF: ‘two WWA-type items concerning attitudes toward unusual
: , . (behavior of a hypothetical peer .-~ . .
P ¢ &

WWBPF: attitudee tOWard the péison that might behave in this
. . unusual manner AN, ;

~

AP1-4F the man and- other animats part of the MACOS speciflc

. questionnairxt;P) .
T . SS: on absolute rating on a 4 point scale of how much social studies .
. . is liked this year 1 - diglike very much; 4 .- like very much; - s

-

-7 b, Multivariate Comparlsons ‘and Analyses - ; _ 7
With 20 outcon;e or depen_dent variables, oné might expect. by. chance ¢

*

" alone to find significant differences at the .05 level in one or two cases if each

+
»

) ariable was tested individually. assuming independence 6f variables. . As é,
- A Y \
means of guardlng against that poss1b1hty, a multwariate analysis of covariance '

- \

/ ~ - i .
Was made. "' The independent varlable was Group (MACOS non-MACOS), t}.\e - -
- ﬂﬂ____,‘ - : ——t
- cob r1ates wcre tne lnput,_ process and clxmate PC's. -All 20 outcome variables

‘_ﬁ___u- & . e [
J— a . - . -

Mre sed slmultaneously as dependen_t varlables. - Cy-
. 4 ! i . N -
:'.’ ) Two an'xlyses were made. The first used only the 8 student based PC's
. oo
/

v X . ., as covarlatés (pretest achlevement, att1tude, classrodm characteristics,

student based ratmgs of processes and classroom climate). This provxded§ .

sample size wnth c\omplete data of 97 (54 MACOS and 43 non-MACOS classes). 18

S [ S ’
s 17. The progna\m used was again the. Multwarlate Analysis of Varlance\
/ Program of the Biometric Laboratory, University of Miaml 3 . —— F

L T 18 By including fo low-up measures in the analyses of classes, 4 classes ,
- \from 1 district that did not participate in the follow-ups were lost. )
The other 7 losses from the 168.classes were also mostly from follow-ups
~ except for 2 cases for which ther was missing STEP data, elther pre © ,

T or pps;. £

R

»




' The sejond included, in addition, the 5 teacher based PC's (teacheé' experience, <
. e - - ¥ . .
attitud‘s, and ratings of processes). The samplesizes for the second ahalysis

S S x - :
. were 456 MACOS and 36 nonsMACOS clagses, ora total of 81 classes. The

.
., - . .

j .
rationale underlyiug these two analyses was as follows. The analysis using

- -

onlyz’the student-based PC's gives the maximul;n sample sizes having compl'ete i

. -
-

~dat:£ sets and thus involves’the samples of most general interest with respect -
- - T p’ R . IR ) —

- 4

to- outcomes. It also minimizes the number of covariates. It adjusts outcoinf

’ /tneans statxstically for dnfferences between groups that might have been asso-,
> h' v
g / ciated with pretest ‘characteristics of clasaes, average pergeptions of class

- ’ 1

k]

b‘?. ) - -] - ° N
adtivities or processes, and averagepercept:ons of classrobm climate. Any

. ‘or all of these ma»y be related to curriculum, ahd to the effects of curriculum ‘ .

e . 4

?

. Thus, the analysxs essentlally,addresses the question of whether, by equatmg
L S
- statistxcally for differences in potentlal oper;ational and mediating characterns- i
N . - (-] . 5!

ttcs of courses as p‘ercuv&by the classes of students, as well as in {nitial’

v e - » «

4
characterastlcs, there is still reason to believe there are differences between

the two groups with respect to the total set of outc'omes under consideratxon. !

That is, the analysls tests the null hypothesis that the MACOS and non-MA{OS

o} ‘

groups of claggés v Were not dnfferent with respect to an array of outcome vari-
ﬁu ables, when /those outcomes were statistically adjusted for input an.d‘nntervemng

characteristics. The reas.o'ns.for do'ing the second analysis with the teacher.
°* PC's included were to examine the possiblity that differences in teacher charac~-

. S S _ . . -
teristics may have influenced. observed, multiva'riate differences', if any, between

-

groups, and to establlsh characteristxcs of the samples for whw’h subsequent investi~

. ot LR *

LA : ‘_:‘




~ N -
~

gatious of relationships of variables, inoluding teacher variabies, were of o
. L Ta

e D ‘interest. It should be hoted. that in both caseq/ the anaigses address\he - -
. : 5 . . I;’ﬁ

»
question of differences in outcomes associated with groups, not.of possible
~ relationships among variables within or betw een ‘gr'oups that may help expia_in

,differences. The latter-will be addressed,in subsequent analyses, - ' T
i

"

v B

¢ ,- The results for bothnnalyses showed a s%nificant difference between DT e

T Co groups for the muitivariafe F-test, (p{..001 in both cases) Tabie III-12 ) e
T > |
gives the p-values of the univariate tests ‘of each outcomé vag;iabie adjusted - e
P 2 . * R

.~ for the 8 student PC's and, in addition,” for the 5 teacher PC's. Adjusted and e

- “unadjusted means stax d.dev; tions and differences between the MACOS
justed m wed de

_ and non-MACOS groupe will be presented following a statement about homo-

1
. -

geneity of regression tests made of each varlable. At this point, the results ¢

- >

support the hypothesis that the two groups d:ffer when all outcome variables )
_taken together are adJusted statisticaily for student (and student and teacher)
‘. ) backgrouno. classroom process or activnties, and classroom climate variabies. : Z.

.++ - The univariate tests of adjusted outcome va)uabies point to at least sjx ~o»utcome N

R T N

. * M .—-

variabies in posttest apd- in each follow-up in which there is mdication of ? P

- interpretable differences between groups. .

-

NI 4. Homogeneity of Régressions Tests R
. Nt . . N . N PUPPE S
N ¥ . “ .
“Homogeneity of regression tests of each outcome variable were made ) < -

)

, A S R
o~ for each case (the iarge group and the reduced group). The availabie program
.. _419. For the analysns using the 8 studeni~based covariates, Fa0,68=3.681, - |
. " p<.001. For the analjsis us1ng all 13 covarnates, on o7 3-215, p.c aol.




v

. -

) Table III'-12 T -
: _ R P-Vaiues of Univariate F-tests of Differences . : .-

Between MACOS and NoonAGOS Classes on 20 , : ‘

Outcome

Period ° Variable

. - Posttest and Follow-up (mtcom,e Variables - “.

Adjusted, for. 8 Sfuderxt-PC's. and for 13 Studgnt A © o - '

- and 'reacher PC's. :

-

P-Values for F-tests (df -'1 87)
Using 8 Student PC's as Covariates
(MACOS N= 54; Non-MACOS N = 43)

.
= -~

- + ) - . T e »
- T e

P-Values for F-tests (df = 1 66)
. Using 13 Student and Teacher
PC's 28 Covariates
LMAC% N =-45: Non2MACOS N = 3)

Posttes AP
" STEP
- IDT
SS Ch
- T OWWA
T WWB

CAPS-2

: CAPS-4
.} Follow-up 1 Skills
b Know

- Interest

Follow-up 2 AP1-4F

. SS Ch F

-

I

SS
WWAF
'WWBF,

, WWBPF
*p .05
**p<,01
*4xp e, 001

or less.

CAPS-3 .

o " WWAPF.

CAPS-1 |

A

. "

A

*-

LS
LOOT*RF T

.277
. .346

. 497

.079°

. 595.

- 064 -

*.619

103"
', .046%
N AL
.Q13%
. 002%*
.293
.459
. 296
.030%
.423
.504

.
. e
.

.

“
.

"\

<
-

" Note; these desxgnatxons are made as a visual aid to the re'lder, since subsequent

. reference will be made especmlly to outclome variables with p-values of . 0.)

-'.

. 001***
.528 w
T, 4605 ot
: , .916
- ©.018%
.} ) 0412 \ L « : ~;
, .63 . ’ ‘
a4l -
. .895 SN
.446  ° '
,{'115 - T .
L009%*
056 . C .
< . \029* N
.600 - .
.581
:.978 .
. £.318 :
. lass
- o - .940,

.. . hCH

r
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could not handle 13.covariates simultaneously.2® | Therefore, the homogeneity

I3

_ . . . . tests were made separately for the 8 student-based PC's and the 5 teacher-

hased PC's. Thes_e anglyseo in both cases involved again liist-wige deletion, but
,' . for the specific va*riebles ihvolvedlih a gi_ven analysis. That is,’ eac_h class’ was
-’-"J‘ . 'tncluded for a variable 1f .there were date for the c_ltgtss on the _perticular ‘outcome
& . ‘ ._and particula"r'set o_t PC va;iahles rather than dl"op;!‘i)ing the whole _olass if there

) T were any data; xhiesing on any other P?J or outcome Lariable;\ ‘Thuq, the sample

3 . ‘soiz’e“sf: ranged from 97 to 102 for different analyses. ‘ For the reducged group, the
27 . homoéeneity tests were made only for the 81 cases for which the'r: “_rere complete B

data for teachers and students. The reason for that was further analyses ‘including .

- - .

teacher variables were to be made of that set of classes, and thus an analysis of _ :

"“f‘““ ~ 77 “homogeneity of regression specificall} for that set was wanted.

21

For the total group, using the 8 student-based PC's,”" therewere

ot ' two outcome variables for whxch the F-test for homogenexty of regressxon was
* significat at the .05 _1eve1: WWA (posttest) and WWAPF “(Follow-up 2).

In order to assess which covariate or covar:;tes were associated with non-homo-
genenty of regressu?n, the hoxhogenexty tests were redone for the two outcome
.%%i;artilbles for each covariate. When WWA was regress ed on each PC mdwxdually,
. all régressxon slooes were homogeneous except for Climate. For WWAPF,

there were mteractnons for ACH Class 1,°S Proé 1, S Proc 2 Climate

1Y

20. One Dimensional Analysns of Covariance thh Homogenelty of Regressnon
Test, prepared by Dr. C. Mntchell Dayton, Collége of qucatxon,
University of Maryland. .

o1, "Ach Att 1, Att 2, Class 1, ‘Class 2, S Proc 1, S Proc 2, Climate.

: 22, The I'~test for among-slope differences for WWA was TS, gq4= 2.121
A p <. 042 and for WWAPF, Fg g0=5: 371, p £.001. Group sizes for
»Te - - posttest variables were MACOS = 55 non-MACOS 44,

"/

-

-

_m-4,2 i

—— ]

.-.-'""/'
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Results of homogeneity of regression tests for the 8 student~based
;1 i - - - - -

PC!s for the reduced group of classes were that there was non-homogeneity

of regression for WWA, WWB, WWAPF and WWBPF. 22 Again, analyses for

mdundual PC's mdncated that for r aJt except WWAPF, Chmate was the only

varlable for whrch there was heterogenelty When he 5 teacher PC's (T Demo,
TPsyl, T Psy 2, T Proc 1, ‘1‘ P,roc 2);were used to test homogeneity of re~

» gression for each outcome variable, all regressions were homogeneous. These

’ - i . %

‘tests, of course, could only/be_ done with the reduced group since that was thée

-

group with complete teacher data, - - . 1 -

The regression lines of WWA and WWB regressed on Chmate for the

-
- 2

>~ tWO groups are given_in ]71gures Inm-1.2, 3 and 4, These plots show the reglons

of siguificance and non~sngmf1cance of difference between the slopes as determined

. - .
§ ,’ v - e

by the'Joh_nsoh wad Neyman technique', based on 95% confidence limits around the

k

P

difference between regression lines. 24 Each figure also includes for each group,
. N *’ A -

. i - ] . :
the unadjusted and adjusted means and standard deviations of the outcome vari-

ables, and the regresswn mtercept slope, and standard error of the slope (SERB).

Figure II-1 shows the regression lines of WWA for MACOS and non-MACOS classes
|
for the total sa ple of classes (N\= 108). Flgure II1-2 shows the lmes for the

-

same varmble for the reduced groups of classes ( N = 81). Figures III-3 and 4-show
the regresswn lmes for WWB (posttest) and WWBF (I‘ollow-up 2) for the rée%ed
_group of MACOS and _non-MACOS cldsses, since only in those samples were the \\
T 23, F-test p-vhlués with § and 63 degrees of frecdom were: WWA, p . 025;
WWB, p .«:,.b24- WWBT, p <. 048; WWAPF, p=,000; WWBPF, <.043.

24, Johnson, T. O., and Jackson, R.W.B., Modern Statistical Methods .
~ Chicago: Rand McN’llly, 1959 .

I
i
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- Ag
. Figure -1 - )
A . i Neyman-Johnson Regions of Significance Between .
. . ’VIACOS and Non-MAC OS Regression Lines for WWA
\ .. Regressed on the Climate PC-(total sample) -
- ‘ j o . : -
| S
- ; - - -
; C . > ’ 2 =
"0.2* . >, - o ‘
2.0 . - i
o 1.5 - : o
- 1.0
} - ) 'Non-MAC-OS .
WWA 0 ' MACOS
(posttest). )
-5
_ . S N N o S .
SN N ‘
. _ . :
L - -1.5| Region of o _Region of
i ’ Significance Non-Significance :
!'\ "2- 0
. 1o ~ -0 4:0
s \\ . ’ Clxmafe
. &\‘ .
“‘ ) Unadj " - Adj , .
\ . Mean SD Mean [ Intercept Slope SEB .
‘ MACOS 21 93 .16 .92 .24 -.06 09
Non-MACOS -.26 1.03 -.20 1.02 51 \-<4_ .24 .08
. ) , -
*Boundary of region of significance. \
B . ' - ; .
( . ) . N
N
I11-44 .




7 ;-
e
- - / L ~ D
. o  Figurelll-2 o :
. Neyman-Johnson Regions of Significance Between
mcos and Non-MAGCOS Regression Lines for WWA
. Regressed on the Climate PC (reduced 8ample) -
- . ° \
- -, 06% 2.95x% -
- 2.0. o
.‘ “ 1’5 ] #
- Non~MACOS
. WWA :
{posttest) .. )
. || MACOS T
Region of Non- Reg.
Significance of R .
. . . ‘ Sig. .
-2.0 z . *
) Loy — £Zo .
: 4 0 . Climate
. Uhadj - TAG) Adj . o
Mean SD - Mean SD° N Intercept Slope SEBR
- MACOs .19 .89 .16 .89 45 27 =19 .09
© Non-MACOS  -.20 1,04 ° -.26- 1.04 36  -13 25 = .10.
*Boundary of regions of significance. .
L] - ’ : ® i




SEg

A ' Figure I1-3 -, S
o - Neyman-Johnson Regions of Significance Between )
MACOS and Non-MACOS Regression Lines for-WWB
o  Regressed on the Climate PC "«
N : B o (reduced sample)
¢ ) B ’ ’ t -
. //’/
. 2.q K ®
N 1.5 .
. WWB
(Posttest) . < - ) . .
- -5 Group difference is nop-gignificant over
- -| ' the range of the covariate.
~1.0 o
T T -1.5 -
) -2.0f
“ . © -4.0 0 4.0
Climate-
: ) Unadj ~ Adj. Adj o
) ) Mean SD Mean SD N Intercept Slope
\ MACOS .22 LT .15 , .74 45 .21
- Non-MACOS - 07 1.06 .03 1. 03\ 36 211
.- & R ‘\\ .
- " ) r
Y N » - ¢

.08
.10




RN | | L=
P} h \§
. - . '* TFigyreIlll-4
. ) Neyman-ll ohnson Regions of Sigaificance Between . \
- T MACOS and Non-MACOS Regression Lines for WWBF ) \
o Regressed on the Climate PC - . SN
' (reduced sample) , \
B ’ ¢ . -.39% © . - /.
;
L 2.0 .o A
.o - & . ¥
RN """‘1’ Sttt el AN ;'/
S‘A « \: . 5 . . /’ >
. -
. .10 ff
: . /
. 5\ //
" WWBF ( /
(Follow=up-2) |
f -5 | | A
. L~
e a ":1.0 ) . ' - " ; PP .f. . . .
| Region of Significance Region of Non-Signilicance ,
'-1' 5 : . :' \ . . [ 4 v \ . ; /
b : f ’ = . /w’
-2.0 j .
° 4,00 ' o . ' 4.0
_ Climate
- t;} .. ”® ’ °
;) : . .. Unadj Adj Adj
' . Mean 8D Mean. SD. N lntﬁmznt ...lnp.a SEB
MACOS . »20 .85 <19 .85 45 .26 -.13 ~.08
Non-MACOS  -.15 a4 .14 .94 36 -. 05 .15 .09
*Boundary of region of signi-figance. 3 ‘ . -
_‘". ,’ . . . « . -
¢ ~ < 1
Q - - I11-47 ° ' d ,
. 5{j . < R 0




< . tests of heterogeneity significant with respect to Climate.

~

o, 29

rd

Figures II-1 and 2 show for WWA_ that both for the total sample of

tclasses (Figure III~1) and the reduced sample (Figure II-2), there is an

1nteraction with respect to classes that rated classroom climate as poor

-

-,

(the negative end of the Climate PC scale) MACOS classes in that range rated -

i unusual customs or beliefs more favorably on posttest, even if they had rated

\

classroom climate lower in midtest 2 than non-MACOS classes"TlLI‘here is
N c.*.. L‘

indlcation of the opp081te being the case at the upper end of the Cli ate*range -

. for WWA in the reduced sample (Figure II1-2). That may be the result of a

change in sample characterlstics owing to loss of classes in the reduced sam-

v -~ Y

ple, although except for the MACOS regression slopes, the other parameters

-

of WWA_for the two groups are essentially the same in the réduced sample

as in the tot'il sample Generally, the slope for the MACOS classes is flat

»

-or negative. The slope is not s1gnuflcant for the full sample (the 95% confl- B

~dence limits include zero); it is just significant in the reduced ia:mple. The R
slope for the non-MACOS classes is positive in all cases, and significant ex.ce\p_v\t;
H

b
PO

for WWB for the reduced group. The implication is that Climdte bore little

or no relationship t how MACOS classes rated WWA or B items, while there- |

° A

" did seem to Be some posxtive relatlonshlp between ratings of classroom c/‘l mate

v .

s

variables arid ratings of customs and of people who hold them in the non-MACOS

PR [

&

classes.

< < - N N h H

‘25, The apparent slopes of the.regression lines shown in the figures are \
exaggerated by the scaling of the Y-axis relative to the X-axis. - :

Also, bou{idaries of regions of significance are not drawn to exact ’ !

values on the x-axis. . . \
P N

» d . '
7 N N .'. .
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"y

' variable m the set of va'riahles that contributed most fo the significance of
‘ heterogeneity for, the group slopes. However, that variable per se was not

} ) - . - \ . ‘
- significant at'the .05 level (the p-value of the F statistic was .075), ‘The plof

_Figure III-3 presents an interesting situation. Climate was.the one

AN -

" of regions of significance indicates. that there was not 2 ignificant difference

: - - -

of regression slopes of WWB onClimate over the range of the climate variable.

. Therefore, .one may conclude that whiie collectively the 8 of of PC:'s produced

a heterogeneity of the regression.,hyperpl%nes, and whileC irhate’was the likely ’

X} 1

candldate for accountlng for the non—homogeneity, it _2_ sey ontrlbuted more._
. - v

than any of the other covarnates-, but not slgmfxcantly, to thi\ overali heterogeneity.

R > o \

=
of Chmate and WWA (posttest) res

The overall concluswn 1sf hat there. is reason to consxder lnteractions
l lonses between’ groups.l For WWB posttest ~
and Follow-up 2.in the reduced s'lmple,. classroom Cl:mate may have dlvfferent ."-
effects in the two main groups (MAGOS, non—MAC OS) Figure\m-‘i for WWBF,
agam suggests a,dlfferent effect ofChmate between the two groﬁps on ratmgs of
people who might have unusual beliefs or customs. However, C\llmate in the non-

MACOS groupg is assoclated with more negatnve ratings. Both f r WW B and WWBF

the MACOS regresslon slopes are not sngn;fncant ‘while the non-M COS ones are.

. With respect to WWAPF, there appears to be a complex mteractno\n based on_

\

1 ®

_ several factors. Johnson and Neyman confidence intervals and regions of.signi-

. .
» [

’ ‘,f'icanc_e were computed for each PC for which there was hetE‘rogenei\ty of reéres-
s / ' - .

sion, :palthough they are not presented heré, The pos ition taken is t't}at interpreté;-

, " o I11-49
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R = little emphams or weight should be put on those two measures. They are

-

included in other analyses, but not mterpreted The consequences of hetero-

geneity of regression’for WWA and WWB are more important gn.thm the overall

g . L ) . . o
' context of tire study.

' > The overall importance of the analyses of homogeneity of regre&sions

L -

) . . : ) .
P’ of dependent variables on the various covariates is that, with the exception' of
o the attitudes towards customs and people measures, there do not appear to be

' . b ot i . . ) ¢
o . interactions between groups. Thus, énalysis of covariance is supportéd as an

oo \_ analytlc strategy,as is the use of fixed-order, stagewise regression.

- - v

As a fmal step in exammmg the nature of dlstrlbutions of adjusted out-

RS - etos

e o comes, residuals (observed minus expected values) of edch outcome were com-

&

puted usmg the 8 student-based PC s as predlctors. bcatter-plots of standardiZed
' residuals plotted against standardized predicted dependent ‘yariables for the -

. e _total groups‘ were examined. ‘They are shown in AppendixC . Examination’

-

’ of the scatter plots suggest that there were, no unusual patterns in the swarms . /

of the dlfferent variables, nor were there more extreme values than. would be

9 .

,expected by chance. .The same pIots for MACOS and non-MACOS classes were

A

. +  made, with similar results. It was believ‘ed that distributions of residuals would
. 3 ‘_ , ’ ', ) - N \
) Y not seriously bias further analyses.
. c
. -t Several conclus1ons were drawn from all these analyses. There were

differences in outcomes between the two groups of classes (MACOS, non-MAC osy ’
| when they ivere adjusted for student, or student and teacher, input, process ,and 1

? . - .. : -

clifiiate variables, and when all’outcome variables were analyzed simultancously.

«

L] .f
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- /

“The assumntion that regressions\fqutcom:(v/au ables on the PC's for the
two groups were homogéneous was suppor} for the majority of varisbles in
the large and reduced samples. lee’{he assumption of homogeneity of re-

N
4

ression could not be s yin) l‘o/rWWA (and also for WWA WWBF and '

WWBP " uced sample), it was found that the one covariate associated

with non-homogeneity between groups was chmate. The variable WWAPF showed

interactions between gx;oups on a number of predxctors. . - : -

’ v x ~
»

- 2) Aﬁalvses of Differences oy } ) . -

'} . ®

-

On what outcome variables were there differences between MACOS

e .

and non-MAC OS classes‘> Table I11-13 and III-14 summarize the unadjusted and

-
‘~

1

-

adjusted means, standard deviations, dlfferences (and p-value of the F~-statistic)

for each outcome varlable, for the largest poss1ble group of classes with all

varlables for a given oﬁtcome These tables were obtalned from the analyses

'
A

of covariance described above, Tgble IF-15 and 111-16 give the same information -

o

for the reduced group. f. In this case, the a'nalyses were’held just to the 81 classes _

-

with complete sets of data in order to provlde a comparable summary

speclfically based on the sub-sample including all teacher variables on whlc&

-~ -

.

subsequent analyses were planned. . ) et

Table I11-13 shows that when no adjustment in standardized outcome
e v -
means for the largest group was made, there were outcome dtfferences ins
. AP the MACOS course content specific test, w1th MACOS
. classes outscoring non-MACOS classes on posttest, on the
L s average, and also AP1-4F, the Man,and Animals part of

AP, in Follow-up 2, a‘year later;

L]
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S . : Table 111-13 - . .o
' ' . Unadjusted Outcome Means, Standard Deviations, Differepces g ,
’ - and-P-Values of Outcome Variables (z-score form)~ ‘
. s . . ] -
. Outcome © MACOS ' Non-MACOS .
| period  Varisble - Mean  SD N Meam  SD N piZ P
- 1st Year | AP - .38 | .96. 55 -.46 .82 |7 a1 . 84%xx | . 000
" (Posttest)| STEP .01 |1.03 5 | -.05 .94, | 47 .06 .78
IDT .10° | .99 55 -.15 .98 | .47 ;25 | 197
. SS Ch .12 | .89 55 -2 | % | a7 .32 |.079
. wwa .18 | .92 55 - 24 1.06 .| 47 .42% | .036
o ‘WWB .17 | .90 55 | -.18 1.05 47 .35 . |.067 | *
. CAPS-1 | -15 |1.04 55 21" .| .96 | ‘47 |-.36 |.074
- : CAPS-2 12 1,13 .55 -. 06 .82 | 47 .| .18 . |.376
. CAPS-3 | .07 l1.06 55 *.16 .95 47 . .24 -242
Ca ‘ CAPS-4 .04 - | .01 55 | -.05 1.10 47 . .09 -643
. Follow-up 1| Skills .15 1.08 54 -:15 .85 | 44 | .30 138
i ‘ Know | -29 |.90 54 .30 1.07 | 44 |- 5oer |.004
. |interest | .29 .90 54 |-.40 .92 44~ .| .gokx | -000
Follow-up2{AP1-4 F .22 .91 54 -.28 '1.02 |7 44 .50% | -012
SS'ChF .| -.07 .99 | 54 .09, 1:03 43 [-,16 | 456
ss . 04 .91 I seTT (o3 [ 1.15 | 44 |01 L9587
. . |WWAF © | .08 |.95 ‘| 54 .11 1.08 | 4 N9 | -38L
WWBF .14, {.85 | 54. [-.23 1.13 44 .\.x7 - 071
WWAPT 06 | .94 54 |-.00 114 7| 44 | .15 | -480
. |wwBPF w03 |.93 |54 |-11 114 44 14 . | -499
= - - . - \
*n%,05 Note: Even though al& p-values are given, differenceszwith p-values of . »
*pg.01 - .05 or less are designated with asterisks as a isual aid to readers \4
¥xkp <, 001 in 'iaentifg(ing variables of particufar interest/ ’
. 'fk . C "?' ' ' - ’ °
‘ *1. 'PC's used were gtudent based: Ach, Att 1, Att 2, Class 1, Class 2, S Proc 1, S Proc 25 |
and Climate. Outcome variable z scores, are based on total group means for which there
were outcome variables (N's = 102-168) i h ” g
L] . - s ¢ s ' . & 4
2, The test of the differenczz is the F-test. : ‘ ] A
.
’ ’ -, [1-52
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. Table fi1-14
Means, Standard Deviations, Differences and P Values
of Outcome Variables (z score form) Adjusted
for 8 Input,Process/Climate pcrsl/.

/

H3 ; e . . . -
Outcome MACOS Non-MACOS .~
Perior Variable Mc’m‘ N Y“Mean SO . N Diff-z-/‘ P
.\ 1st Year |AP ) .36 | .67 1 -.43 .57 47 L79%xx | 000 |,
’ (Posttest) |STEP - | <.06 .48 55 « 04 .44 47 =10 ) .310
' - |IDT: .06 .62 55 -.11 .61 |47 17 .244
" ’[ssCh ©.0514|" .18 .| 85 | -.11 .84 47 .16 .367
o wwa . f .11 .75 55, | -.15 | .86 47 | .26 L1610
\ WWB ' .07 .78 55 -.06 .91 417 .13 *. 509
. CAPS-1 | -.19 .94 55" .25 .87 47 -.4p% ", 035
, CAPS-2 .07 .97 55 .| .00 .1 47 \7 L720 )N
. CAPS-3 -.05 .7 55 -.01 .69 47 -.04 .839 | |
- . |CAPS-4 .09 .17 | 55 -11 .93 41" | .20 | .295
Follow-up Iskills * - - .21 || 1.02 54 -.23 .80 - 44 .43* . 046
\ Know -.26 || ..81 54 .21 | .96 44 =53« -] .011
L Interest - 2241 .85 54 -.31.| .87 44 - |~ .53%* .010°
Fotlow=-up2; AP1-4F .21 || .64 54 -/27 .n 44 .48 . 003 !
) SSChF" -.10 .94 54 | /.13 .97 43 -.23 . 293
‘L SS - -.11 .79 |, 54 |7 .07 [.1.00 -| -44 -.18 - .399-
\ WWAF .07 || .83 54 | -.10 | .94 44 .17 .434
‘ WWBF .16 |, .72 54| —o5. | .96 | 44 ) 41x 041 |
WWAPF .06 01 | 54 | 10 | 110 |T 44 .16 - | .518 |
- —|WWBPF | .02 .84 54 -.09 |lo04 | 44 .11 .602 |
’ . B % o ‘ ;l{" ¢ ]
E 4 * : = . !
*p £.05 Note: Even though all p-values are given,. dlfferences with p-values of
“**xp <., 01 , .05 or less are designated with asterisks as a visual aid to rc"ders
| ¥exp <,001 ( ©in n]cntlfymg variables of particular interest. " et \ y
., . , : 5 R y
. 11. PC's used were the student-b'\sed input, process and 5:1|mate ofxes~ Ach, Att 1,'*.;\tt 2, /
! Class 1, Class 2, S Proc 1, S Proc' and Climate. ‘; ‘,1 . P»"- ’ ,
.1 O .
2. " THe test of differences is the F-test ]




- Unadjusted Means, 'Standard Deviations, Differences and P Valulf
of Outcome Vanables (in z-score form) for the Reduced Group—

Table III- 15

l, "-i.’.’ \ . B '
Outcome © MACOS Non-MACOS . .

“¥ o Period Varinble * Mcan SO N ' -Mean sh N - I):ffz/ | id o
1st Year |AP .40 .89 15 | -.46 .82 36 | .sex++ | ,000 | -
(Posttest) |STEP .09 | .89 45 03 |'.89 "} 36 | .06 67 |

. IDT .14 .94 45 .01 .95 36 .15 491"
A\ ) . {ssch .05 | .84 45" | -.18 | .99 36 | .23 .251'
1 WWA .19 .89 45 -.29 |1.04 36 - .48% 1,.029 ¢
. WWB 22 7T .'45 -.07 | 1.06 36. | .28 .155
{CAPS-1 -20 | .98 . 45 .09 .82 36 . |-.29 .167
CAPS-2 17 .20 45 -+09 . 86 36 .26 . 283
", |cAPs-3 .13 147 45 -09 | .79 36 .22 .332
' - |CAPS-4 -.01 .85 45 -.08 .87 36 -.07, 27054
.4 Follow-up Ugyiyis 210 A1 <) 45 | -12 | .88 36 .22 33647
v Know ~31 | .90 45. .34 | 113 36 . |-.651* | .005 - T
- Interest .34 | .88 45" | -.39 | .e3 36 ¢ L L )
Follow-up 2|AP1-4F .21 .95 45. |. -.25 |1.01 . 36 ,46% .038 i
{SSChF -. 08 .00 45 - 04 .87 36 - 12 .592 .*
ss -.04 .85 45 -12 ‘}1.03 36 -. 08 .688 |
- WWAF .12 .94 45 -.10 .96 | 36 ~22 294
WWBF .20 | .85 45 | =15 | .94 36 .35 .083 |
N IWWAPF 17 .89 45 -~12 .86 36 .29 141
’ WWBPF .05 .87 45 -.08 [1.07 36 | .13 | .546 )!
s ‘ 8 ‘ - - 1.
. 7 *p< 05 Note: Even though all p-values are given, differences with p-values of' . :
\ **p ., 01 .05 or less are designated with asterisks as a visual aid to readers .
K Ax¥p <, 001 i in ndentxfymg‘ variablcs of p‘lrtxcul.lr interest. ) :
1. PC's used were: Ach, Att1, Att2, Class, 1 Class .2, 8§ Proc 1, S.Proc 2 'ma Chmqte . %
» . 2. The test of differences is the F-test.  ~ R Lo .
J\A 4 -
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: Table III- 16 A - : L
) Means, Standard Deviations,. Differences aad P Values of Outcome '
V'zrhbles {in z-score form) Adijusted for 8 Input.
Process and Climate PC's-for the Reduced Group- ._,_«_ :
Outcome -~ °~ . MACOS : Non-MACOS ) _
- Period Varialile Mean SD N Mean ~+ S N °~ niﬂ-Z/ r
1st Year |AP. ' § .63 45 | -.46 .58 36 . 87*“}' .000
" . |{Posttest) " |STEP -’ .09 .42 45 | .03 | .41 |. 36 - | .06 . 548
IDT R S b «63 45 { .03 .63 36 .08 -] .611
So Ch -.05 .69 45 -.05 .81 36 .00 .981,
¥ WWA .13 .71 45 L =22 .83 36 .35 7,090
. * WWB - | .13 | 466 45 -1 .05 | .90 3 | .08 | ..666"
. ’ CAPS-1" -.25 " .87 45 .15 .13 7 36 40 .065
. {caps-2 11 e | 45 |0 -.03 .70 36 .71 .14 .538
- CAPS+3 .04 | .78 45 .01 .55 36 .03 . 889
: CAPS-4 .05 .74 45 -.15. .75 36 .20, .390
Fo“ow-up 1 Skills,, .19 1.01 ) 45 -, 2:} .79 ) 36 .42 ‘085
" |Know -.23. 1 ..81 45 | .23 1.02 36 .j-.45 . 063
Interest - .28 .84 45 -.31 .88 36 .59 | .on1
\.. Follow-up 2AP14F .21 67 -| 45- | -.25 .1 36 .46+ .013
Isschr .} -14 | .95 -| " 45 1 | .92 | 36 |-.25 .309
Tooqss ot - 14 "] 45 . 00 .93 |. 36 -.14 - |-.p24
WWAF . 206 .82 45 -.02_ .84 36 .08 .701
" |WWBF oW1 | T2 45, | -.13 .64 36 .32 110
- |WWAPF .19 .85 45 -.15 .83 36 34 7] .RS
WWBPF .02 7| .79 45 | -.04 | [o 36 .06 - | 795
’ » )
*»n .05 Note: Even though all p-values are given, differences with p-values of
*%p, .01 - .05 or less are desngnatod with asterisks as a yisual aid to readers
= *x¥p l .00Y in |dcnt1fymg v.nrnbles of particular interest.
1. PC's usnd were: Ach Att'1, Att 2t‘ Class 1, Cldss 2, S Proc 1, S Proc 2 and Clm)ate
l
2, The test of dlfferences is the I‘-tcst “lh ' Wt .
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WWA the scale presumably measuring attltudes toward unusual
customs or beliefy, with MACOS classes more p081t1ve on the
average at posttest, )
.Know, a scale in Follow-up 1, October 1975-(2 months into
the following year) indicating advantage of having learned cer-
tain types of content, with non-MACOS classes respondlng more :
in the direction of wishing they had learned such things than '
) MACOS classes, 26

»

. Interest, a single scale item comparing interest in social
- studies this year to last year, with MACOS classes on the
average f{inding this year less interesting. ) « N

Table III-14 shows that when standardlzed outcome means were adjusted

"for all 8 student-based input anti classroom variables (PC's)and for student-based

e

process. and climate measures, the significant differences between groups were

largely t_he -sarf_{e. The changes from the unadjusted means with respect to the

.05 level of signifiqa.nce, were:2"
.CAPS 1 was significant and fayored the non~MACOS elasses; this
was a measure of perception of, ability of self as a problem -
solver. s - ) -

o* ~ . i

e
- ,-.

. Skills, a scale in follow~up 1 indicating perc eived advantage in
qocml studies this yedr of having learned certain skills last
year, with MACOS classes respondlng in the direction of w1sh1ng
they had learned arned such skills; ¢

WWA did not show a significant posttesi (Ist year) difference
hetween MACOS and non~-MACOS groups.

e
¢ I

26. It should be remembered that Skllls, Know and Interest were scaled
such that the higher the score, the more negative the meaning and
vice versa.

2

27. The reader should note that all follow~up measures were adjusted for
performance on pre-tests (Ach Att 1, Att 2) given in Sept/Oct, 1974

“ as well as on other measures. They were not adjusted for performance
on posttest, 1975 (1st year outcomes). /

¢ ' I1-56 “




.WWBF, a measure presumably of attitude/s towards peoples 01\;
groups who have unusual customs or beliefs, with MACOS \
classes on the average scoring more positively a year after their
’ /c01rse than non-MAC'()S classes; -

Table III-15, giving the upadjuéted means and differences _f6r the reduced

sample (N=81), sjhow:s essentially the same pattern of results as the co parﬁble

seen that when the reduced sample of class means have been adjusted for the

. B
student based input, process and climate/PC's the results are simi:/ar to those

-

‘ ) /
for the larger saimplg,. but not identical, by holding to the .05 leve/l as the cri-
’ i ) N

terion of significa'nf difference between MACOS and non-MACOS q/lasses. In

this case; differences for CAPS-1, Know, and WWBF were not significant by Y.
’ / 7

4n be seen in the column of p-values that

Q

that decision criterion, although it

. i

CAPS-1 and Know fall just short of that E:riteriop, and WWBF i‘s' far short of it

-,

(p = .110). ' /

v «

In which outcome variableg should one have most cohfidence, based

on the covariance analyses made to [this point? A reasonable approach is to .
/ .

o . o /
identify those variables on which theitotai samples differec% significantly and for

-

S -
/

which regressions were homogeneous| By that criterion, ,/the two groups of

y classes (MACOS. non-MACOS) differed significantly withfrespect to the following: .

\ Posttest ' { ‘ -
. /

_{\_P,\:he course specific questionnaire

-1, perceived ability of\gelf as problém solver

; e anan,
{ .
!
: [
. ; 2
. i

\

- ; S Ugé" oy -
L | o |

"CAP




Follow-up 1
-, . Skills, average ratings of subsequent advantage of havipg learned
how to do certain things the preceding year;

- Know, average ratings of subsequent advantage of having learned
certam topics the precedlng year ’

Interest, class average ratings of interest in social studles th1s
year, compared to last

Follow—ug 2

" AP1-4F, the Man and Animals part of AP.

-

. ) If one adds as a further crlterlon of con.ﬁdence that the results were

also consistently significant for both analyses (total groups, reduced groups),
_ ‘ one‘w_/ould ellm'nate CA PS~1 Skiils and Know, although CAPS-1 and Know
cpntinued to be very close to being significant at the .=05 level, more so than Skills.
—  For all three variables," if the assumption is made that' the teduced samaple is
5 -
-similar to the total sample (an assumption is supported by the generally sin’iilar
nnadjusted means and variances of two groups in each sample), one could view

the changes as the result of reduced power,due to the small sample size. Itis

worth continuing interest in them. Co. , ’ e

What Wouid You Think A and B (WWA WWB) show indications of dif-

ferentiating between groups, at this point. The indications- are not conswtent,

however, and there also appear to be interactions between groups for these vari~
' } .

ables with Climate in eome cases. Thus, they cannot b'edesignated at this stage
s - . ¢
< as.variables in which one can have high confidence with respect to differences

-

in outcomes.

e . ' : 11-58 -
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3) Multiple Regression Analyses

S~ . . . .

‘a) Analyses with Group Entered Last '

"
-

3

The cova‘riance analyses indicated on which outcome variables the two
Ve

groups dnffered They have not indicated the relative contributions of the .
A" . . R

dlfferent input, process and cllmate varlables if those are V1ewed as predlctors

of outcomes. To examine the contributions of different sets of predictors to

-y outcomes, fixed-orde;'ed stagewise regressian analyses were emplpy'ed.' In
v such analyses, the primary question of iiterest is :whi&h sets of PC's add a signi-

-
L3

ficant i%ener_nent of variance accounted for, relative to the total proportion of

° ’ Al

/

variance (R) “accounted for by all predictors? The analyses were made for the-

MACOS and non-MAC OS groups separately in order to evaluate dlfferences in

the possible contributions of diffenent sets of PC's. jl'hey were also made for

-

the combined sample, using Group (MAcos; non-MACOS) as a dummy variable.

~ Two sets of such analyses were made in which the order of predictors was varied.

»

“The first entered Group, last after all other variables. That procedure is analr -

~

-

gous to the covariance analyses made in that it tests the null hypothesis that, when

-

the &variance accounted for by all other variables has been parti'a'lled cut, group

membership does not account for a SIgnlﬁcant 1ncrement in the remaining variance.
The analys1s was also made enterlng Group after 1nput and background V'n'lables,

&

and nefore process a_nd climate variables. That _analysna is anal.ogous to asking:
if all that has been renloved is variance from p;ete;:t and backgrc:nnd characte- ’ .
‘ . ~ristics, ‘does Group 'clagsification (MAC 0S, non-MACOS) contribut'e ahsignificanl; ‘

“ increment‘ to tl;e total °variance that could be accounted for? .

]

" Except for Groun as noted above, sets of PC's were always ehtered into

v . ‘ . b ‘ 0
the analyses in a predetes mined order, The order was based on assumptions: of

) -
N : M < 111-59

>




) impllclt in an 1nput-process-outcome model. Pretest variables for students

) analysis later are less liliely to show s1gn1flcant lncrements. Thus, one may

. " -
£ S -
1
)

-

N PR

temporal prlorlty of varlables with respect to effects or outcomes that is

were entered first (achievement-Ach; attitude = Att 1, Att 2); Classroom

" characteristics (Class IHC lass 2) were entered next then process variables

—~ s

_ based on students ratings (S Proc 1, S Proc 2); and f1nally cn@. For that Cow

orr‘er~ Grcup was entered either after the class set (Class 1, "lass 2) or last,

after the climate PC For analyses that included teacher varlablns, teacher '

- >

background and attitude varlables (T Demo; T Psy 1 and T Psy 2) were entered

after cluas characterlstlcs, and teacher process variables were entered hefore

studént process variables. Group i_n this case was entered after the teacher back-:

. - ~e :

ground variables, and also last after the climate PC in the second run.

3 T . . T ’ ~

One reason for maintaining a fixed order of entry of sets of variables

* -was to minimi-e effects of multicollinearity from one analysis to another. As

has been noted, there are non-trivial cﬁorrelations among some of the PC's.- It
was believed that by imposing an order basedAon a conceptual model of the nature

°

"of the variables, the effects,of multicollinearity that car lead a regular stepwise

#
regresslon analysls to capltahze on unsfable correlatlons were held constant. -

It is true that dlfferent orders of entry can change the 1nc*ement of variance

~

‘ assocmted with a partlcular set of variables. Normally variables entermg the

o

anticipate different increments for Group when it is entered after input than when

3

it is entered last. Similarly,.entering Climate always last or next to last reduces

the likelihood of detecting a significant increment with jt.. It as taken as a

!

ay =60 ..




i v . * %-, .
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r
[

-
L4 - .
s -

working hypothesis, however, that if variables were to be ordered 1n a tempo-=
ral sequence, cl‘irnglte coﬁld be viewed as a consequence 'of students and teachers

. v

. . ’ L .
_interacting in a gocial studiés course. There afe, of course, other hypotheses,

3 R . .
but that was tghe model adopted for purposes of these analyses.

~

In presenting resuits, 1ncrements from sets of PC's are combined

1nto groups deSignated input, process, clunate and Group (MACOS, non-MACOS) Cet

*» . -

- As noted above, input contains all Efudent pretest PC's, classrpom cha'rac-'

teristics PC's, and when teacher variabla=s were included teacher background - °

-

‘_,,and pre-attitude PC's. The test of significance of an 1ncrement in proportion

¥ 2 @ N »

of variance assoc,ated with each of the four sets of variables (1nput, process, .

climate, group) is the F-test of increments. 28 The denominator for all tests
H P } .
is (1-R-'v ABCD)/(n-k -1), where R%y, ABCD is the total multiple R2 foF the ”
¥ , ‘.

analysis and k is the total number of variables in all sets. That model does

2

: ’ ‘ N & «
involve a small sacrifice in power, especially for sets contai'ning 5 or 8 vari-

‘ qbles For the large sample an’llyses usmg student PC's for tests of the Group

increment or climate, “the F-test has, at thé . 05 level of slgmflcance, a pOWer

-
[

between 50-60% to detect «n _inci'ement "of 5%; it has a power between 85-90% to
an increment of 10% These values are based on no assumptions about the size

of the =*al R2.29 For the same sample there are 5 input PC's. The F-test has a

12

power .of 60--70% to detect an increment of 16%, and a power between 80-85% to

e

28. Draper, N.R. , and Srhith, H. Applied Regression Analysis. Ne'w_York':
wiley, 1966, . ..

ég. They are-based on an error degrees of freedom of 92 (102-8 student-
based PC's-Group-1).

&
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detect an increment of 15%.39, ‘Power for the reduced sample, with the larger
S : . . '
number of PC's is less,or conversely, the increment that can be detected at

the . 05 level with a given power is larger. o ) 5
e - °.‘}?:iqall'y, if a total multiple R2 was not significant, no tests of its

- increments were made in order to protect the Type I error rate. . If there was

-

not sufficie‘nv reason to believe the amount of Y variance accounted for was
} ,éréater than zero, there was little justification for analyzing increments. By
the same token, if the increment for a group of sets (e.g., input sets of PC's)

[ L4

was not sigriificant, no further analysis Was_ made,
Table III-17 shows the results of the apalyses of outéom_q variables .

. . e
when Group (MACOS, non-MACOS) was entered last into each analysis. . As

tﬁex should be,these results are essentially the same as those obtained by the

-

. 5 ) . .
analysis of covdriance. The posttest variables for which Group still added

, . a significant incrém;nt to remaining variance with input, proc'ess and climate
‘variance partialled out, are AP (the MACOS course content questionnaire), 2nd

\ CAPS-1 (perceived ability of self as problem sol;/er). WWA (posttest) was the

N
°

exception. The Follow=iip 1 outcome variables for which Group added signi-

v

it

\ , T . )
ficantly are Know and Interest. The Follow-up 2 outcome variables for which
. . N o .
3 ‘\ o

'

Group added significantly are AP1-4F (the Man and Animals part of AP), and
. % N )
5o, \ ' . ) )
.. _80. Agtual increments represented by these percentages will depend on the
total R2. Consider the increments of 5 and 10% for Group or for
Climate. Consider also four different total R2's: .2, .4, .6, .8.

‘The actual observed increments detectéd at the . 05 level for the

level of power indicated would be: ‘ Total R
’ " Increments .2 .4 .6 .8
5% 4% 3% 2% 1%

"10% . 8 6 4 2

L megy, -
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. Table III~17
Increments of Proportion of Variance in Outcome ‘Variables Associated
With Input, Process, Climate and Group Variables (MACOS, Non-MAC OS)

" A : : Using Student PC'sk .
B © - ' Total I . Increment
vutcome Pre-ggst Multigle . Increment Increment Increment from Group -
Period Variable from Input from Process from Climate (M\N-M)
.. ,
Posttest AR 35**’ . 6O** 44%x [~ ° 9 1 13*
STEP ~  8I%* .  7gxx 76%x 0 1 (I
IDT B5*k 6%+ 5TR* 3 1 1 -
SS Ch 35%% | 26%* 9 3 . 13%x 1
WWA 18%% . 36** 23 * S DA 0 1.t
WWB 16%% ©  27%* 18%* T 2 v 0
_.CAPS-1 Ao+ PALL IR § o 1 5% 4%
CAPS-2 é}g** | LaTH* 23** 3 1 )
_CAPS-3  .36%* 48** 42%% B 1 o °°
T 3 CAPS-4 gs**é) 29%* 27*x 1, 0 1 .
-* TFollow- Skills - 13 0 8 - 1 4 '
up 1 Know - 25%* 6 13%* 0 6k
. Interest - T22%% 4 - g¥x 3 GX**
" Follow), AP1-4F  32xx3/ 55k 4%+ 2 0 - ks
 up2 sschr 1% 10 6 2 1 1
- ss -, 20 3 4 . 13** 1
. WWAF 1 2 o1« 24Kk 1 0 1
WWBF  14%:8/ 32*?—1) - o7k 1 0 ax
. WWAPF - 8 C6 1 0 1
. WWBPF - 16 15 0 1 0,
. *p <. 05 - ] . .
**p <.01

1. Sample sizes for posttest outcomes:
; For FU-1 and FU-2 outcomes:

MACOS 55, non~-MACOS 47,
“MACOS 54, non-MACOS 43. Pre-post
* correlations, squared, are given for comparisen with Multiple R2.

-

cacn.:igago

Note: incremental proportions may not add exactly to R2 due to rounding.
‘Decimals and lefldmg zeroes have been omitted. *

A dash indicates there was no pre-test for the variable.

Pretest was total AP. For pre AP1-4 and AP1-4F, r2=.37,

Pretest was SS Ch: SS Ch-F was a modification of SS Ch.

Correlation is with WWA pre.- '

Correlation is with WWB:pre. ) . ‘
v » .
l.‘\
¥ — ‘
o I11-63
o 5 g
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WWB(the scale measuring reactions to people or groups with unusual customs),

It is apparent in Table ITI-17 that, in most cases, the set of ‘i;ariables )
- . \( ~ -
classified as input (étudeqt pre achievement and attitude, and classroom charac-
-0 ) O S o - . . R \ ’ N
. teristics)accountsfor the overwhelming proportion of total variance of the vari«

ables. There are, flowevér, gseveral inhres:ting exceptions. Social Studie

@ . N
Ld

Choices (SS-Ch), the average number of times a class picked social studies in
preferenzze td 5 other subjects, showed a 1argér and highly significant increment

due to clagsroom climate, Another instance was a measure employed in _Follow-

- -

", up 2r SS, ascale on which students made an absolute rating o}: how much they. . (\

. , , N
liked social studies. For SS, Climate (from the prior year) also accounts for o

g ' .
- _ the-major-portion of total variance.

T ‘ . Climate also cohtribufed'é small but éignificant increment to STEP
e posttest class averages, and to CAPS-1 p:xsttest class averages. lsrope‘ss vari-
ables cont‘ribute'significant increments to WWA (the posttest measure of reactions

-« towards unusual customs or beliefs), WWB (the posttest measure df reactions towards .,

L]

people or groups having t..ose customs or beliefs), CAﬁS_13 (the posttest measure

of tolerance for ambiguity), Know (the Follow-up 1 measure of percejved agvantage

of having learned certain topics), and Ipterest_(thé Follow-up 1 measure of inferest ‘

) in socfal studies this yeai‘ compared to last year).

It can also be seen in Table I1I1-17 that for 7 of the 10 posttest méasures,
[N R

the total variance accounted for (total maultiple R2) ’by all PC's, plus Group, )

v

- exceeds pre~post r2 for the original variables. The exceptions are STEP, . L.
SS Ch and CAPS-1. In these @es it appears t}iat bSr creating pretest com-

posites there was some loss of variance accounted for by the individual pretest.

- . “ - N X \ ! ' !’ -
I11-64° : ‘ ) :
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v

. The loss 'is slight for STEP (2%), it is around 10% for the other two meaSures. \
VIR
For the qchu.vement measures (AP, STEP IDT AP1-4F), the mput PC'

L4 -

and Group account for the majority of variance ofathe measures, For thé _

-

i

1.4

Test they do not. That may be due in part to the lower reliability of the other

méasures, (i.e. the attitude meaéures). ' L& T oa N
1)) Contributions of Individual PC's

In Table III-17“‘the increments due to Climate and to.Group are directly

interpretable in the sense that there is only one variable in eaach of those sets |,

(ther€ is only one: climate PC,,and Group is a single dummy variable). For the

-

cluster of~ variables qalled °'input'. howéver, thgre are three sets of PC's; each
' set, en;:ered in a fixed order: pretest achievement, Ach; pl:etést attitude, Att 1,

. L \ :
Att 2; and classrqom demographic characteristics, Class 1, Class 2. Tor the

. group called 'process' there is one set containing two PC's: ' informél, unstregsed

~
— . . 3

group oriented élasses. as rated by students, S Proc; and traéitional. individual

work ogiented classes, S Proc. It is of interest to know which of those sets and
. - 3, ¥ B . .

N
Y

variables was significant when entered into the analyéis since it w‘ill delineate more
. specifically predictive relationships with particular outzome variables. For example,

..it is of inferest to know if clagssroom demographic ‘characteristics, classified in

o

e the imalysaé as inputs along with pretest achievement and attitude, account for

a significant proportion of the total variance of, say, the MACOS course specific

questionnaire, or the STEP test, after proportions of variance for preachievement =

and preattitude have been removed,
. : < [
The procedure followed for these further analyses was to determine '

~ v b

o




e

1

_ lysis_obthe set of two process PC's.

* entered last. Since Cllm'ite was entered before Group, an examination of its

. if tested a°fter all other variables. i - C———

whether, for a gi\;en dependent '\'mriable, ,the‘increment for input 'u}as’significant.

If it was, then the increment for e'ich set, when it was entered, was tested for
) *

significance at the .05 level "If the set was significant, then the F—test for the
signific'ance, of the regression coefficient.was expmined for each variable in the

i . & . I3 - : , .
set (one.or two, depending on the set) as a means of identifying which (in the case of

¢ ' i
pairs of variables) \vag significant. The same procedure was applied to the ana-
vy ~
. . . . - J I

i ¢ ’
As a final step, the I‘-tests of the regresslon coefficients for v'irxables

v‘, . ’ . N - e -t

found to be sigmfnc'mt when their entry was forced were exammed after all ’

varmbles h\d bedn entered That is a test of the aignificance of the varnble

as a predictor if jt werz entered into a regression ana‘lysis la§t, after all other

variables. It is interpreted here as further corroboration of the importance of "~

the variable with respect to the dependent variable in question. it may be noted that

« . 1

the test of coefficient for Group by definition ‘is the same, since it -was' always

regression coefficient if it were to be entered last is comparable to the fin:_il
v} -

analysis of input and process variables. In all cases in which the increment for

~ ’

‘ theClimate PC was found to be significant, it was also found to be significant

- \
-

The results of these‘further, analyses are shown in Table III-18 for the

-

31 . It is noted again that this further procedure was not applied if the total
Multiple R” w- not significant.® I'Ifhe reason for the stepwise testing
within groups  sets. of variables,. -or within a group, wag to protect
the Typel er;  -ate. e

N

a

11-66
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dependent variables that showed significant increments for input or process

or both. .The table shows/;*for—the-specif'red-dependent' variahie, the increment .

" to R2 added by the variable or variables in a set if the 'set was found to-be

l — ]

significant, dnd the standardized regression weight (Beta) It also shows which ’ .

Variable {or variables) was significant within the set, and whether it was also

-

‘signifxcan.t if added last after all variables.

It may be seen in Table III-18 that with respect to input sets of vari-

abl‘es. the significant sets aiid.variables fPC"s) are in all cases éxcept-one (CAPS;4, |
perceived creativity of self, class averagc:), pretest achievement (predominantly)
and ‘attitu:de; xI'n the'qa-se of CAPS-4, both class demographic characteristics PC's |
ere significant. In both cases the regressii)n weights were negative, suggest‘ing

s -

b !

“thiat more positive performance of classes with respect to CAPS=4 at posttest .,
. wox\lld be associated with classes having higher proportions of minority and low=
i N N [ . ‘.‘ N

incdme students and 'sniall size (the opposite of the interpretations given for the
_ two qlass PC's). . - },' ' IR Y
: \ The process variabiea associated mgnific'mtiy with particular outcome

variables depend on the variabke, as does thg direction of the relationship” (the

' sign of \the regressxon coefficient) With' respect to WWA, both student-based pro- ‘

» '
i -’

_cess PC!s have negative coefficients. With respect to three of the four remaimng
; \ R . . »
cases, the student process varianle seem xnterpretabie. The less stiidents rated .

R T . -
e &

o

v ose

the class as traditional and non-group o‘riented, and the morye positively the class

\ -
3 “ < . .
.

was rated wzth respect to informality, group discussmn oriented actmties, the
o

I

hlgher the ratings (on the average for a class) of toierance of ambigmty (CAPS-3), , -
i I

The higher the rating of the class as traditional :(S Prqc 2), T
ERIC - o e L
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Table M-18 . . . . -/
Increments of Proportions of Va"iance and Standardizeﬂ ‘Reg}'esslon . .
Coefficiente of Varidbles in Sets That Added a Significant N
Increment of Proportion of Vat'i'mce to Outcome Variables /- - - ol
oo Significant Input Varigbles Significant Process Variables
. Whep Entered When Entered | When Entered - When‘Entered
. Outcome | In Fixed Order Last In Fixed Order Last .
- Period Variable Var. Incr: Beta ~  Beta Jar - ~ Incr. = Beta ' /Beta
Posttest AP Ach 43 65" Skx S0 )
N STEP Ach 74 86 %% ,B1 % o .
' Tt A2 1 10% § L :
" *IDT * Ach 560 5wk 6hkx .
: “WWA Ach ‘14 . 88¥x 25 S Proc 1 4 =22« -25«
o ... Att1 7 32 33%x S Proc 2 g .28k L o4%
S WWB Ach 12 34xx 16 SProc2 . 6. -2 .18
; ; Att 1 5 28 % .27 LT e
- CAPS-2  Att 2 17 C4lwx 35w . )
b .  CGAPS-3 . Ach 23 48x - 12 SProcl. . .3 234+ 23%x
' o Att1 ' 16 48xx . 46xx T ’ T
. Att 2 2 15% 5 ., ' ,\
E CAPS4  Att2 - 20, 45« 45 *x Caee -
o . ‘Class1 23 -31% -27 . e . )
. ’ Class 2 27 -2l#x  =22% . 4 . N
Follow-up 1 , *Know ' ~_ SProc2'; 12, 356x  25%
PR Interest . . o SProc2, 13  -2Tkk - 13
Followup 2 ~ WWAF Ach .21 46 xx 32« ,
o ‘WWBF  “Ach 22 474 726 | :
A ~ APFU - Ach 2 67xx  4B% R .
) i .o 0 )
*p\ié . 05 . - . . § 4
*x*pn< , 01 . oo X T
v ! 4 N o’ o - o . .
1, %nmple sizes for posttest amlyseq \IACOS 55, non-\IACOS 4'1. -or FU-1 and‘P.U-z, -
+ MACOS 54,- non-MACOS 43, . ‘ I /
* e . ue {
Note decimal pdints ard léading zeroes for mcrementai proportxons of y riance and > .
; for standaxdnzed regression weights Rave been omttted N 7
3 ! PR : ot T -1. '
’"”o. / o L.
T T . " .I ‘ ' x .'.
: £ ; . . ’ s ‘, . :e‘\ L . ‘.
s ) y . - '
L ‘ i
?» » PN i
i - ., ” . /,l s *
-, . / ‘s » !
) - ; : - / i '
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¢hi» hwvher the r: ltings of Know in Follow-up’l.’ Higher rntings for Know mean

“ .

\, St 8 r'ited certain topics .1s not having been studied last ye'lr. and \it w6uld . .

have been adv'mt.ngeous this year if they had. The less students rated a class

- {as traditional (S I’roc 2) the more they were apt to rate this year's soc.ial studies

. - N

class 1n/I‘ollow-up 1as hss 1ntereshng than last year's class. -

. - .2) Sepqr.nte Analyses of MACOS and vNon-MACG: Cldéses

T ible III-19 shows the results of analyses of sets,for each groip of

lqsses, MACOS 'md non-MACOS The tables help clarify reiatxonshnps of sets 7

T

of v =rmbles in each group. It must be remembered, however, that there,is g
: O\
- logs of power with these reduced sample sizes. For example for°the MACOS - ’

group, the power of the F- test to detect, at the .05 level, a sxgnnfxc'mt 1ncrement

of proportmn of v mance of 5% due to climate ig between 30-.)0%, the power to -_° °%

detect an increment of 19‘,‘ is 50-66%. Again, these values are taken \Vlthout re-. \ ’
B} 1 ( L.
gard to the actual value of total R2. The power of ,tﬁe F-test t[o detect an increment , )

-

due to the two process v:u:i:lbles of 10% \iskpe'tween 30 and 507%; the power to detect o

.
-~

an increment of 15% is 60-70,0. Tor the non-MAC OS group, the power ot? the 'F-'tes‘t to . .

detect an increment of 15% for climate is 60‘-,70%. For the,gnen-m‘COS groug, the power of

( . the F~test to detect a sngnnfxc'lnt increment, at the Oo level of 5% is 10-30%; of 10% -

.lhout 50%:. fls%, power is between 60-70‘/, 1-‘or the two v:mable proct:ss set in

the non-MACOS group, the power of the F-test to detect an mcrement of 15% is 50-

" 60% and less for smaller incr.ements Thus, onc is not to be surprised thut\

-

2

P

. 32. Again, obsetved eficet sizes represented by these pereentqges will-
depend on the size of the total multiple R“

-

guis o
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F & o ¥ Table II-19 .
Relat.ionships of Sets of Student Based Input, Process and Climate
. o Variables to Outcome Variables, by Group.l_/,
o " Total Multiple | ’ - |
e ey T 9 Incxement Increment Increment
3 . O}ltcomg R ] from Input from Process frofm Climate .
_Variable] MACOS Non-MACOS | MACOS Non-MACQS MACOS Non-MACOS| MACOS Non-MACOS
AP 46%* L6ovx. 46**} 5Q*x .0 2 " o; -1
|STEP - |. 79%* Bk 77,**) 1. 77 0 0. i | - o2
IDT 65%* 62** pxxl | BEx 1 -6 2 0
SS Ch 26 34%x | 12 17 8 V5 4 , 11*
WWA KPA 55%* 24%* * 27 H* 3 2] %* 5 7%
WWB | 25 | A3 22 27+ 1. 11* 3 5
cAbsc1 | 11 - 4%k " g - | o1x -2 1 1 20%*
GAPS-2 | 20% a1’ | gk 32wk 3 4 1 6
‘CAPS-3 42%* 5O**. - | 36kx 52Kk /| 7 4. 0 2
“ loAps-4 | 20% .| . 33x | 28 33% 1 1 0 0
Skills 16 23 9t 2 10 16 5 5
Know 20° 21 1 ° 5 8"’ 15 1 1
“| Interest 15 1z 8 8 6 2 1 1
AP1-4F {. 61¥x *} 53k | 5gk* 47** 2 5 0 1
‘ SSChF 16 7 18 14 9 1 4 3 0 .5
T1ss 20, 32 12 - 6 5 5 3 20
* [WwWAF | 28 36% 26, 34* 2 2 ) 0 0
WWBF | " 33* 45%x . | 24%x 4oxx -9 2 0 1
WWAPF 35%* 41x 29%¥ 27* 5 13% 1 0
WWBPF T -17- - 29 - 12 21 2 1 2 7
N <
: - ' l-
L Apgi05 - . ]
**pg .01 B

1.- Inpu’tg Ach, Att 1, Att 2, Class 1, Class 2; Process: S Proc 1, S Proc 2; Climate.
¢ Sample sizes for Posttest Outcomes (AP-CAPS-4): MACOS 55, Non-MACOS, 47.
For FU-1 and FU-2_Outcomes: MACOS 54, Non-MACOS 43. Note: All figures
are proportions of variance; decimal points and leading zeroes have been omftted.
Incremental proportions may not add exactly to R2 due to rounding. Increments for

-

-

Vga'rjzblesafor»which-total RZ was not significant were not tested.
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there appear to be fewer significant increments at the;. 05 level of significance,

[\
. ' ! K . .
Perhaps the more | mpoxv\(ant point is that where there are g\igniﬁcant increments
- due to process or climate, or.e should be particularly interested in them.

i ’ e

In Table IIi-19 it can be seen that input continues in bfth groups tobe . ’

{ . .
the typically overwhelming predictor of outcome. There are cases in which
i ‘ . ; .
the non~-MACOS group appears to show a significant increment due to input while
1 : i ) |
.o v i .
the non-MACOS group does: not. Close examination shows that thoge are all

~

" cases imwhich ;he overall R‘2 was not significant in the MACOS gr;oups; there-

fore/increments were nbt‘te\sted. ) § ’ \

. ? : o :
o i :

/ - v
7

-/ Exammatlon of Table III-19 suggests that there are some difierences
. 4between MACOS and non-’VIACOS classes with respect to process and climate

s varzables, ‘even with mcreased effect sizes det.ectable Wlth respect to grven
\‘

levels of power. The variables of interest are SS €h, WWA WWB CAPS-I

- x

and WWAPF arl attltude varlables, although it must be noted that total R2 was

] slgmflcant in the MACOS group only for WWA and WWAPF, Student related -
process varlables cortribute slgniflcantl;r (mdeed strongly) in the non-MACOS
gro'up’,to WWAy they‘al\g\o contribute in the same way for WWB. Climate cqntrx-

" butes sign}ificantly to CAPS-1 in the non-MACOS classes. It should be recl‘;lled,ﬂ

- ~ .
of course, that*significant interactions b‘etween groups were found for Climate

’- . . | ~ ¢

.

- ' . \\ . . . N
and WWA, They were not found for the other three variables, For WWAPF, - s

there is a significant increment Eiue to process fcr the non-MAC OS classes,, nota
f . 1

3 -

¢ . ° N l. - .
for the MACOS classes. Indeed,”the fact that' WWAPF R? reachéd significange .

in both group, but not in the combined groups, is in itself mterestmg. It sug- '_ .
-gests that the inter'lctlon— effects found earlmr are potent with thls variable. 1
y \ \" . . ‘, q/f - et
l
A’
!
l
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Table MI-19A . ° } .
Raw Regressnon Coefficients of PC's and Constants ,
. (Intercepts), for Each Outcome Varlable, by Group.- . .;
Outcome . . -
Varioble Ach  Att1l Att2 Class1l Class2 S Proc 1 SProc2  Climate Constant
AP M 34%x 08 07 03 -06 01 02 , =00 ,369 -
N 34xx  -01 09 02 -05 ° 07 * 04 ° 06 410 |
:STEP M 50% _ 07 04 0z . 11 02 . © 05 12 -075 . -
: N 48 09 04 -09 00 04 05 10 , - 052
IDT M 34x 12 04 09 08 03 07 ° 13 @ "019
N. 45%¢ 04 03 -07 09 02 i . 16* -01. > . =162
SS Ch(x) M-08 21* 12 -01 -13 -08 - =10 . 17, . 024
- ~N-05. -02 13 12 10 -08 > -15 24 ¢ =195
WWA M 26x 21 03 - -09 | 04 -04 . ~13 F -200 176- -
A+ - «NYp2 .19 22 _16 , -13 - -11 -19* - 21% =050 °.
WWB M1 .04 ° 15 07 13 - =05 U700 7Y 14 089
‘ N o5 35%%  -13 -10 -13 -01 To-18 17 037
CAPS-1 M-04 21 05 " 05 -1 12 )| 10 -157
IR N 06" 04 12 01 =17F 0 01 RPAL 362
" . CAPS-2 ‘M 12 09 35* -10 20 -11 >~ -06 12 . 010
) N 16 15 19 -16 ¢ -14 -04 =02 -15 013
" CAPS-3 M 09 34%x 18 " 00 - -05 09 - =10 - 06 ° ~059
) N 04 33%x 07 00 . 00 14* 05 11 -029
", CAPS-4 M 13 =04 . . 39%* -8 -02 -05- 01 03 048
i (%) N 21 -007 41% ~14 =24+ -05 -04 -03 ~123
Skills (x) M-11  -03 § -00 16 . 138 03 27* - 22 158
. N-04 © 12 L 04 _-06 12 -05 21* -14 -335 e
Know (x) M 10 = 02 15 , -11 4 10 15 - 08 . =316
S N 00 07 - 05 7 02 ., 19-.° 05 - 24* ~07- 17
Interést M-11 -00 -07 © 15 -08 03 -11 06 221 -
. N-06 14 08 01 7-05 08~ -04 08 -302
AP1-4F ‘M 16 - 14 -09 22%, ¢ 10 04 -07 -02 131,
N 36* 04 07 <06 08 02 12 -08 - -398
" ss Ch r(x)u 12 . 05 07 -1 ° -33% -04. 08 . =03 1 =029
. N-ooz- "-227 19 12 12 05 -10 ° 17 211
SS (%)% 08 0 . *-02 -17 T 19 -08 -07 14 -089
' {X)N ‘06 24 ~08 07 -06 ~09 06 3T** 070
“WWAF (x) M 25* 07 -22 01 -09" -07 . -04 -0% " 084
: Ni12- -02 11 : 25 04 . 04 -10 -01 -150
WWBF M 14 " 04 -20 18 13 -15* -02 -03 . 139
' N 17 18 27 ‘13 -01 . 07 ., ' -10 , ~-10 ‘2266
VWWAPF M-14 -17 =20 [34x* 21 04 09 T =10 116,
N T Ne04 19 -10 -40* -14 -06 -25 03 048,
wwnpr(xm 20 04 [ -13 23 L7 T 01 03 -14 114
(XN 41 210 17 - -44x -04, 08 -00 22 ° 033
*p<.05; ¥ipg 01 T , . :

- - . -

Note~ ngmnoance levels refer to the F-test of the _significance of the coefficient.

1_' M -3MACOS, N = Non-MA( O3. S.umple sizes for posttests: MACOS - 55; Non-MACOS = 47

v .sfzes for FU-1 and FU-2 v.iriables: "MACQS, = .54; Non-MACOS = 43. Note: decimal points
have been ‘omitted f{om all coefficients 'ma const'mts, although all are in decimal form due to the

. scnlmg of the PC's. (x)'s variables for. which thq total multiple R2 was not S|gmf1c'mt at the . 05

.~ level. *See Table.II-17. ° . %

Sampie

£ * L]
N ’*Jote The regreﬁslon coefﬁc:ents 'md the constants in the final regression cquatnon are ghown,
. ‘ m-72 ’

‘. “ - ¢

+

- * c} > "4 .
. . '_ : L - .
s » - .
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]

: Class 2). There are two changes for the increment due to Group from the case in

. e . - % . : - .
-increment for WWA, There are several possible reasons ‘for these differénces.

°
L

» ' L3

-

QTable 1'II-19A gives the raw regréssion coefficients and intercepts

%
-

for each PC for each dependent variable, by group

The 1nterpretat10n at this point is that: 1) there were outcome varxables

-
. D

"~ for which there appear td_fSe differences between groups with respect to process .

-
~ 2 . i)

or climate variables, even with the legs of power due to reduced sample sizes; ot

¢ e ¢
< e

2) thoge variab.es are attltudmal not achlevement- and 3) process and climate

variables appear. tobeof more importance for non-MACOS classes than MACOS classes.

\
by

* b) Analgses wu:h Group Entered afcer Input

»
L3

Table III-20 shows results for the total samples when Group (MACOS),

e

non-MACOS) is entered into the analysis following input (Ach, Att1, Ait2, Class 1,

. - s -

whlch that v'lrlable was entered last. The increments due to Group are no longer

»

slgmflc'lnt at the , 05 level for CAPS 1 and for WWBI‘ (Wh'lt Would You Thmk Part B,

»

in Follow—up 2), although in both cases the p-values margum-lly exceeded .05, as did the {

One is that they are simply chance fluctuations of slgnificance for outcone variables.

»

that have previously shown marginal or fluctuating significance in other analyses.

-

o=

Another possibility is that there may be suppressor_effects of som~ variabljs’ which, s

S

when removed, produce significance fc. ‘the group variable, . ) "

k The over;all pattern of results fzom entering Group after input is very

-

- ° : .o
simi’laX\to the results of entering jt last, after the variance of eight predictors

9

hds beén partialled from the criterion variable variance. . The only chunge with - P

respect to process varlables 1s associated with Interest (xn Follow-up 1), for Whlch

the set of process PC's no longer contribute significantly. The oply chunge thh o

Pyl tL 9.

. . . .
L e ; m-éL .
4 - . s . S . s 9
e ) . ]




)
. - . Table Il-20 o e e *
Increments of-Variance in Outcome Vz\rxables Assé}é\‘t‘éd . :
With Input, Group, Process and Climate varidbles :
) Using Only Student-Based PC'sY/ . ¢
. . © T .Total _
' ‘ Outcome . Pre-post Mult'éple Increment Increment Increment Increment
Period _ ~ Variable r R from Input froim Group from Process from Climate
"Posttest © AR _ T 33** §0%* 44%x . 16%* 1 1
STEP BI¥* . T7gkx | 7pk* 0. 0 N L
y IDT 5** 62%* © 5THE | . 3 1
. < .SSCh _ 35%¢ 26%* 9 3 ) 3 1% . M
WWA 18%* T 36%x 23x* 3. > 10%* 0
TWWB | 16%* .aTRk 18%* 2 5% T2 -
CAPS-1 =~ 32« 21 %* . 11% 3 1 TR
CAPS=2  15%*° 2T%* - 23 ¥k Eh 3 ) 1 -
CAPS-3  36** - 48%* 42%* 1 5 ¢ 1 -
CAPS-4  26%* 20%K , C 2fKF 1 ‘1 _ b0
"Follow-ip1 Skills = _ 2 13 © 0 2 0w 0
. Know- ' =, 25%% 6 - - 10** gxx 0 .
' Interest - . 2% - ‘4 ~13%* 5 2
Follow-up2 AP1-4F  32++3/ 55%* S ggex f** 1 0
“sschF . 1T ¥ 0 - . 6 " 0. 2 2
S$ " 20% 3 "0 4 C15%%
. wwaF 1 ¥ e 1 s 1 ‘1 0
WWBF  14x8/0 " jaxs o7xx 3 1 1
© . WWAPF _ - 8 6 1 ’ 0 @ 0. |
WWBPE - 16 - V{ o 0 - 0 1 |
*p <. 05 £ ) B
*xpg .01 ©oAL . - . , :

.1, S'lmple sizes for posttest outcomas: MACOS 55, n’on-MACOS 47 For FU-1 and
FU-2 outcomes: M ACOS 54, non-MACOS 43. Pre-post correlatnons, squared, are

, given for comparlson with Multiple R2 ’ . h /:

Note: - incremental proportions m'ly ‘not ’ldd exactly to RZ due to rounding. Decnm"ds
,and leading zeroes have been omitted.
A dash indicates there was no pre-test ‘for the varmble

.- @

[\

Pretest was §S CChySS Ch F was a modification of SS Ch
" Correlation is with WWA pre. .

S I

2 .. . 4 2 ' : —_

" I1-74 ‘ .

'e LN
<. . t

Pretest was tot'll AP. For pre APY.4 and AP1-4F, 'r“ = . 31. . : .

Correlation is with WWB pre. . ] ‘




respect to Climate is associated with WWA, posttest,, for which Climate no longer

toa

‘adds a sign“lficant increment. That ols}‘possibly beca_use the interaction observed .

e

P>

in the homogenelty of regresswn analyses has been absorbed by the group variable
— Othermse, while the absolute sizes of increments change somewhat in this
«analysls from what was prev1ously found, the overall patterns appear to remain

. quite stable. That is taken to lend further confidence to the 1dent1flcat on and
. . A .
interpretation of group effects and of srocess and climate relationships.33

3 -

' Table III-20A shows for each outcome variaole the‘ standardized regres-

sion coefficients of input PC's atcthe ‘point at which Group was eutered, and of all

predlctbrs after all were in the equation. “ . ® -,

’ \

——

c) Analyses Wlth Teacher PC's Included - o R

How do teacher variables contrlbute to#he variance .. > outcome mea-~ ‘
L3

sures? Table II[-21 gwes the results of an'xlyses with Group (MACOS 5, non-MACOS)

@

N

“added last. In these analyses, lnput mcludes in this order of entry: Ach, Att 1/

Att 2, Class 1/Clcss 2 2 T Demo; T Psy 1/~T Psy 2. That is, teacher background .

and attitude PC's were entered after student pretest and class PC's. Process in-

L £

cludes in this order: T Proc. 1/T Proc 2, and S Proc i/8 Pr/oc 2. Process PC's
based on teacher's ratings were entered before st,udent process PC’s.

Table I1I-21 shows largely the same pa’” rns as the preceding analyses..%

° e
. 5

» .o
& R

The differences-are at least in part due to reduced power (the sample sizes are

smaller),” as discussed earlier3* It is also possible that the reduced samples

- ¢ °

33. TInput variables in this dnalysis are of course identical in characteristics - *
to what they were in the prior analysls ' o -

. 34, Inthis cage, with N = 81 and error degrees of freedom = 66 power for’
- ¢ the “.05 level to detect an increment for Group or Climate of 5% is . o
e " hetween 30-50%; it is between 70~75% for an_increment of 10% (cont'd, .~ -
p. J1I-78). L
. . . \/"m'a‘- e T .
‘ B i é‘/ e . “’“‘\




A 2 - . \ ‘ . ¢
v B N , <
. N

e S A

. * Table III\-20A
Standardized Regression Coefficients for PC's for Each Qutcome
Variable at the Step in Which Group was Entered Before
Process/Climate PC's and for Eacix\PreC ictor Enteredl/ -

’ Input E Proc ess/Climaté PC's

Outcome — v e, — S
Variables Ach Att1l Att 2 Class 1 Class 2 GYoup SProcl S Proc 2 Climate
AP _B8%* 05 10 04 ° 09 -40%* . _
: . 56+ ‘04 09— — 02 — -08 -4'0*\ 07 07 04 .
STEP- : 83* ~-09 - 09 - -04 - 04 02 - - . .
Te. T Yo gl 08 05 -06 05 06\, 07. 08 T4 -
IDT . BTH 09 06 02 05 - =08 ‘ . :
ce . B4xx 0T 05 00 07 -08 ?\12 16 - 09 .
“ssch” . 11, 16 27** 05 -02 -18 . : :
st =10 . 16 15 05 -00 =09 -13 \° 04 40%%
- WWA ©20 30%* -09 02 -03 -17 \ S
: 25  33% -11 -05 -05. =13 . =25% -24%x - 01 ‘
WWB 15  26% 09 05 01 -15 ) \ . C
' » 16 . _ 27 04 " 03 . -01 =07 -07 N8 15 .
. CAPS-1° . 03 21 © 20+ -01.  -19 17 . N
' o 3 20 11 01 -17 22% -09 . 09 " 30%
CAPS-2 21. ' 14 38¥x T -24 00 - -08 -6 . .
. 23 15 35%k  -24 -01 -04 -11 -10 10
CAPs-3 15 47*%  17* 08 -02 -07 |
T 12 48 15 -01 . ’-04 02 235 -07
CAPS-4- 24 -02 44*%*x ' -30* -22% =08 ‘ '
. . . 26 -02 45%* -27 1 =22 <10 -09 -03
Skills (x) -09 01 01 06 03 -15 -
.. - - =13 -01 00 11 09 -22% 07 35%*
K now. . 14 06 - 10 . 209 15 32%% o
& 09 05 11, -08 - 19 26* - 18 27*
Iiiterest -13 08 12 24 - -07 ~36%*%
e ©-14-- 07 09 A7 -09 ¢ -26% - 10 -13 | 13
. AP1-4F * - 46%%  07. -01- 22 07. —24%* ’ .
' w07 00 21 08 -25%¢ 11 04 .. =05
SSChF(x) 08 ~06 15 -02 -23 05 ‘
_ 410 -06 10 -03 -24* 12 -06 -07 16
. 88 10 -03 07 -15 -12 -03 : '
12 -06 04 15 -13 09 -19 02 43+*
" WWAF ¢ 30 09 11 16 D02 -11 R
- 32* 09 -12 17 - or  -10 -09 -05 01
"WWBF _~ 23 15 =03 - 20 07 -17 . , -
_ .26 16  -01 24 07 = -21* -13 -03 -10 L8
© WWAPF(x) -13s -10 . 17 “ 07 .05 -09 - .-
-, e iz -09  -160 07 % 7 04 -09 -03" -09 -06
* WWBPF (x)* 58+ -07  -12 ~51¥# -01 -07
- 58%*  -08  -15 ~49¥* 00 -07 °  -03 10 10
" *ps.05;¥p<. 01, S 2T

Note: Significglncé levels refer to the F-test of the significance of the regression we'ght,

(x)*= variables for \yh'ich total multiple 132°was not significant at the .05 level. .
1. . For each eutcome "ari’abLe, the top line shows the regression weight for input PC's and Group at
step in which Group was entered. The second line shows the weights for each PC and for Group
if each were entered last after all ofher variables. Posttest N = 102; FU-1 and FU-2 N= 97,
Note: decimal points have been omitted from all weights. - .
LT < , m-76 ,° ST .
. Q ‘ . ” . , 5 . - . R . > :: #,

A FuliText Provided by EAi “ ¢
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( =- ° Table INT-21 : -
. 'Increments of Proportion. of Variance in"Outgome Variables Associated .
< With Input, Process, Climate and Group Variabies (MACOS, Non-MACOS) '
Using Student and Teacher PC'sl
- VoL - )

' Total ’ . Increment °

_ Outcome Pre-gost Multiple Increment Increment Increment frem Group

- Period Variable R from Input from Process from Climate (M,N-M)

¢

Postte‘st AP . 33 ** 64** 46** 1 0 N 16
/ . 'STEP 81** - T9** . TB** 0 1* 0 -
) IDT 55%* 56%* 53** 2 1 0
, SSCh. 35%* 37** 13 9* 15%* 0
; . WWA 18+* 50** 30** 15%* 0 4X¥* -
o, WWB 16%* - 33+ N YT T IR S 7. 1 1
CAPS-1  32%* 27 s 17 2 4 . - 4 .
CAPS-2 15%* 40%* 31%*. N| 1 1
N CAPS-3 36x* S5%* . 49%* 7 . 4 2 . -0 .
- * ' CAPS-4 26%* 29% 25%* 2 RS 0
Follow- Skills « -2 . s 8 ‘12 3 3 ,
up 1 Know o 34+ . 8 18%* 1 TRE
Interest 31+ 8 S VA 2 4%,
Follow- API-4F 3203/ soxx | soee 1 o . 3,
up 2 SS Ch F 1 4/° 12 6- - 3 2 0
‘ -8 T - - 24 .5 7 T 0
WYWATF 1 :’1/ . g7 31%x . 6 0 0
o . TWWBF s 14x8/  ggex o330 0 4 0 1
WWAPF .~ §17 1 4- "0 -2 .
WWBPF - 19 s 17 1 7 ) 0 0 "
*p .05 ‘ LSS . . . 4
M’p =<,01 .“‘”‘ _jj -_v, ) : o o
- 1. Samplesxze for -all outcomes 3 81, MACOS 44, Non-MACOS 37 : I
° Pre-posf correlations, squach. are glven for comparison with, Multxple R2. -
Note: incremental proporhons may not add exactly to Rz due to roundlng
[ Decimals and leading zeroes have been-omitted.
\ 2, A dash indicates’there was no pre-test forthe varlable
- 3. Pretest was total AP, For pie AP1-4 and APLAF, r2=
. \ .© 4, Pretest was $S Ch; SS Ch I was,a modification “of §S Ch. i}
) AN &H. Correjation’is with WWA.pre. . ‘ . ° , .
5 6. Correlationis with WWB pre. © . . . : R
K : . ® ' s v y -
! : , . oo T .
» ‘ ! o !

L
o,
1

-




-

are not simply raidom samples of the larger samples. That is, some differenc‘es"'

a ..

may be due to the samplgs h:t:flng characteristics that are a s&stematic, not
- > . .

rang]om;: part of the total group. The principal changes of interest center around

9

WWA, which here is significant, and WWBF, which is ndt. Overall, however,

patterns of increments zippear similar to those found 'y.jith larger samples.

. 2 s

The reason for doing the analyses with’the reduced samples was to be

’

able to examine the relationships of tencher variables, along with stud‘ent‘ ones,

£.0 o

". ™ lto different measures. The same analytic procedure as before has been followed,

e °

‘with the following exception. If a group .<'>f‘sets of variables was significant in the tl

e . i e o i Wt

, iargef’ samples but‘not" in the reduced samples, the group was also examined in R

the latter. 'fheqjustification for this departure from the ge%ﬂqclpa’l followed X

_in these analyseé was to compensate for the loss of power due‘ to rahc\ed sample ' .

A »

N . . - . . . - .
: sizes. The justification of course résts on the assumption that the reducet sample

was ‘13 rantdom sample of the larger group. Tt yvas.beLievgd, however, that conc

. -~
-

. ' . ] .
clusions could be qualified to minimize the risks of misstatement or erroneous it\terest.
. . ‘ kY

* Tdble I11-22 indicates the results. of analysoes of sets of input and procesé\
variables. Tt shows for each outcome variable analysed, the increment -of variance .

‘. 4 - - °

added by-the indicated PC, if its set was siénificant, and-the regression coefficient

oy . .

®

*oof the {:C when it was enjered and in the finélaeguation.

2

o — 1t may be seen that there are_outcome variables for which the teacher.
A ) ‘o ° * T
IS

baékground set does contribute a sighifibant increment of variance, and that in.fntfr

L]

e again, these increment estimates are not observed ingrements, whichiwill
K .depend on the size of the toal multiple R2 . ° For the set of process PC's”
(4 in ally, power of the F~test Is between 10 and 30% for an increment of
5%; between 50-60% for a 10% increment, and hetweeh 70-75% for a'15% in- -
_crement. For a set of two FC's the power of the F-test for the . 05 level
. of significance is"hetween 30--35‘7/@50 detect an increment of 5%, between
L 60-70% to detect one of 10%, and-between 80-85% to detect an increment of 15%.

- Co oo "11-78 o
ERIC . 50

. . ’ .




. _ When Entered . When Entered ~ When-Entered When Entered
- ° Qutcome In Fixed Order Last - In Fixed Order’ Last
Reriod Variable  Var. Incr, Beta  Beta Var . Indr Beta  Beta
Posttest + AP Ach 40 63%*- GOk “
‘ TPsy2 . 3 -19* -15 . . \ -
STEPY. Ach .74  Tgetx  g3ex . . 3
i IDT = Ach™ T 51+ - qree gzee - t—— o L —_——
. SS Ch ot S Proc 1 5. -20% - -22
\ WWA Ach ey 11 33 -02 S Proc 1 ‘s =31**x  30%*
. Y rAtt1l o 13 44*% .50 S Proc 2 8 SOTHE Q7KK
- . TPsy2 2 -15. -22* T Proc1 1 -11 ~30%*
: wwsd  Ach 10 - 31x* 05
.. Att 1 9 36** 35%* ' .
CAPS-1  Ach 10 * 31% 19 o
. CA7TS-2 - Ach 2 14 32+ ° .
K Att 2 18 43%%  35*x ) . '
St~ j‘ Class1 . 5 ro =32 -37"‘/ .
/ ., CAPS-3  ppch ' 26 51%*  28¥ S Procl. 3 23* 26¥°
e, - : © o OAtt1 .9 34xx g1
o Att2 . 8. . 28kt 25%« s '
—~ TPsy2 5 -22% . -13 -,
. CAPS-4  Att2 21 46%%  46%* , _ )
Follow-up1 - Know | . : . SProg2 15 43« ggek .
s Interest : TProc2 .14 r -43%x .26
' Tollow-up 2 AP1-4F Ach . 44 66¥* 49« 2 ’ -
< : ' T Psy 1 5- -25%%  -19% . ‘ .
, o WWAF Ach 15 39+« 28 ‘ ’
- ) TPsyl 6 - 26+ 22%. ‘
’ . WWBF Ach 16 40%* . 28 .
o ’ “T Psy 2 6 .=26%F  -29*x —
*pg.05 ' '
- *kkp <. 01 . ) .
1. Sample sizes for ail outcomes:.- MACOS 44, Non-MACOS 37. I , .
2. Att1 and 3 together {dded a significant increment of 2; neither PC significant alone.
" 3. Student process set signif cant; neither PG-alone sj‘gnificant. o . § .
Note: decimal points and leading zeros for increntental proportionsl of variance and for '
‘s regressinn coefficients have been omattcd Wi

Table II-22

A

g

Increments of Proportions of Variance and Standardized Regression
* Coefficients of Vari'lbles in Sets That Addeda S:gnifncant
~Increment of Proportlon of Variance to Outcome, Variables y

a -

Significant Input Variables

Significant Process Vériab‘.es .




. out of six szxch c“asés it was T Psy 2 (the PC 'r‘e-la:l.ted to scoring_high_er: on _Educa'tioxia! oL
Scaie VI Tr"adit.iox;aiism, and '}'ea_chers at Work)., The .outcome variables involved ‘
are AP, WWA, eXPs-s, AP1-4F, WWAF and WWBF. The c[i'ectio‘n of agsocia-

. i . .

'tipn of T Psy 2 in all but one case is negative (that is, the sig[of the regression

coéfﬂcient is negative), suggesting lthat higher values of that PC predict 4 low'ering

of class average scores for the variables.” The iuterésting _casé is AP. Atpost- -

e -

test, here the implication appears to be that more congervative teachers are

&S

predietfve pf decreased scores on the MACOS questionnaire. For AP 1-4F in -
! Ve y . ) s . .

&) , . . ) . .

Follow-up 2, the teacher set of input PC's adds a sighificant increment of variance,

but it is the other PC (T Psy 1) that is significant. The direction of predictive , :

association is.negative. For WWAF, T Psy 1, (gegeral emp}\asis onksmy different |

objectives, not associated with tz aditionalism or progressivism) is a significant

predictor and positive in direction of influence. A

~ * .

4 . Teacher-bas_ed process PC's contribute significant increments -of vari-

ance to WWA and to Interest (in Follow-up 1), The PC involved 'in WWA, along

.e Y ve »

with both student process PC's,is T Proc 1. All process PC! '8 have negatlve regres-

1 -

sion coefficieats, suggestmg a complex set of posmble relatxonshnps. It will be

an -

0

recalled that this outcome variable showed an’interaction of gro_upp with respect to

.l"“ - N ¢ . R - o
. '3 . -

Climate. It is posgible that by entering process variables in the analysis prior to

- P . ~
L] . - 4

‘ enterfng Climate, they are are in.cludirlg some effects of Glimate. T Proc 2 is
‘ - . a . - . ¢

a‘s'soéiated with Interest in Follow-up 1,in a seemingly interpret‘able way. It w'oul‘d

%

L

— .~

appear that the mor.éteachers tended t&ate emphasis on individual work, rec all | ‘) €

Y ¥ A - .
or qomprehensionz the more students tended to find thig year's class more interest- ’
v .~ # * * ‘ -
? . y-U . , “ N
ing than last véar's. ‘For other cases in which sets of process variables adcounted
. . .t . ’ R

<

2! + : M . -4
for significant increments of variances it was'student based process ratmgs.as ) ;
¥4 !

. R ) © L. ', III-SO / /v? a
X S 92

§ -
“ - g
. B
. - . e s ] j
i . \ . N - —
a c .
— . . . .
N N % - .
N [ R . ‘- . > : ‘.
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-

found in the e.u'lier -analysis. ! : .

.
~ . N

P : i
// ) r/ e

o -
.

. 4) Conclusions From Analyses of Covarijance and Multiple Regression Analyses

f /a
.

i - ° I

-varlables h'xve been examnnqd by two major methods: multivaria e and unlvariate

" analyses of variance and covariance, and multiple regression anaiyses. In addition,

. - §. Y

|
the assoc‘iati'ons of input, process and climate variables have been examined to
& i
1dent1fy potentlally 1nfluential var’nables (PC's) wnth respect to the different outcome
g \‘ ” / L -
‘varnbl°s. The *‘ollowing are the mam evaluation findings at this stage.

L L

”

"1) There is consistent evndence in all analyses that there ‘avere sngnn-

/ 1 5, B

fncanb dnfferences between MACOS nnd non-MACOS classes with respect to

i

. . © l/
the/followmg outcome varmbies' . Co. Pt '. ™
'/ . N ‘.\ ' * " ’ /

o . Posttest o Y/
Lo o ' ;//,
AP, the MACOS qucmé‘izat ‘\IACOa classeéd on the ¢ average .
scored significantly hlgher. , PR .
\ { . 14 e N » T ‘..
) o ' il‘oliow-up 1 . N, o
« . Lo v, A \ ’ . '.
i\now: an average oi‘summated. ratings ‘of whether certam subJeet‘s
- ’ had been le'xrned last year and how advantageous it was this
P year in social studies non-MAC 0§ clurses-on the aver'lg,/e .

\ had higher scores, ijathe dircction of indicating they had not
. . learned'them and vwsfied they had, tha:m MACOS eiaqseé

Mo - \ AN 'i’
interest, Aa sn{gle scale ipdicating how interesting students found *
T social studies i?hns year compared to last year; MACOS
. classes on the ayerage rated it in the direction of being
v - leSs mterestmg thls year.‘3 . LT
.o , 7 I-‘ollow-qu’ . - > . y

AP;,-—4F, the man and ammals part. of;XP MACOS ciasses on the*
average contmued to.score higher than non-MACOo ciasses.'
34 ' I -
35. Thls sca §e wag repeated in roiiow-un 2. It wag not used in the precedmg

analyses stnca it was believed that Interest in\FU-1 was based on the
more immediate contrast for students. It was found that the rehtnonshlp

described’here for FU--1 contmued to hold in FU-2. B &

—

s III-81 . . o

P
[} L4 »
04 . . . .
-'o IR Al <

0,(

ot

Differences between MACOS and non-MACOS class means, for twenty' outcome ST

.




»

-

v

N

a --A A 4 . ~
'2) There is evndence. although it 3 vas not consxstent in all
’ .
analyses , that there were dxfferences between the two groups with

respect to the following Outcome vai'lables. \ ’ -
-~ . f"{ c- o ’
e T 'Pbsttest,;’ R \
.o . A
‘WWA, an average rating of reactions to~unusual actions, customs
..or beliefs; MACOS classes.on tﬁb average tended to choose
. - more positive reactions than non-MACOS classes. There
F was, however, noa—homogencity of regressiOn for the two
- groups.on thig variable with respect to classroom climate.
The_ interaction suggested non-MACOS cl sses that rated

’

climate lower than the average for all clagses gave WWA

) ’ " reactions that were iower than expected,

mpared to

I

-

P -

MACOS classes.

H
i

.

)

\
o
ég in the same

~ MACOS classes with climate ratings falli
range. The relationEfxip (the regression slope) of climate
to WWA was slgnificant for non-MAC 0OS cl sses, not for

" CAPS- -1, a measure interpreted to refer to perceived ability of*
self as problem solver; non-MACOS class means tended
. to be more positive on the average than the MACOS

.clags meang—m""" . ) . -
.y “ \, .
' N _* Follow-up ¢

A

. WAWBF, an average r'ltmg of reactlons to people or groups having
unusual beliefs or dustoms; MACOS classes showed some
evidence of checking more posxtu& reactxotils, on the

average,than non-MACOS classes. e

|

Ve "‘_ s 1

. < -

Y

3)

There is marginal evid

I

from ar
¢ - averags

' skills 1

N |
eﬁ&?§rom oﬁe set-of anal‘ys'es, but not -

other, that there was aslig it dxffereucebetwoen groups on the

’

L2

|

e

earned in social studies last year that m

=
u/‘

L.

i
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4) There i8 coosistent lac'k'of evidencé in all analyses of differences

™ .between MACOS and non-MAC O “lasses, on the average,with respect

»

_to the following outcome variables. ,
e N ' .o . \' o,
' Posttest - o e 7

%

' {
STEP a st'mdardized test of social studies ékills and knowledge.

A
\

IDT, the Interpretation of Data Test of intérpretmg and using ethno-
graphic infor atxon .

t

e e e

SS Ch, the class mean of the number of times social studies was

i . chosen as preferred to 5 ?ther subjects. 5‘
\ / 2 :
, . WWB, an average ratmg of reactxons to people or groups ha\hng .
- 1 unysual customs or behefs. : 4 ‘ '

- v o

CAPS-2, [an average measure for the chss nnterpreted as interest

‘o /3,
N _1 (utq‘ . in problem solving. ! . . /, ‘
L L . f ) ' ;
o » CAPS-3. an 'wer'xge tﬂe'\sure ior the ct'\ss mterp/reted as tolerance .
t‘ ’ , ‘of ambiguity. in probl ms. / o . - 8
" 7 ] - 7 CAPS-4, an aver’lge measure. for the chss int preted as perceptlon. ‘
i - ' of self as creative it thmkmg . '
Y R - « b ’ ' ‘ /
/

-

: ¢ Follow-up 2 .

- N
. o -~ >
!

$S Ch 1‘, the class mean of the number of ttmes social studies was

.o ’ R chosen as' preferred to 3 other subJects. ,’
i ~'7 i B
) . 88, the cl:{sq mear f ratings, of how much social studies was l(ked - :
. T, | this ye'lr per - mnotin relation to other subjects. .
v ,n*h_'_..- ) ’/.;,v
i WWM‘, an average. r'1tmg of x‘e'xct‘ons to unusu'll customs, actions
" or beliefs. - .

. '

WWAPF, jan-average rating of re'lctnons to two ex'xmples of unusual
behwnor of a hypothetical peer. . , L
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| W:WB}" » AN avemge rating of re’lctlons toward a person havmg
those behaviors. K
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5) There is consistent evidence thdt student pretest variables T .
- * IN x - v .

-

. . ) ¢
".account ‘for the ovetwhelming proportion ?f total variapce with most -

‘measures. Classroom characteristics’did not,with.one or. two exceptions

- ~_related-to CAPS,account for significant increments in the total, variance
3 . - .,,..,.n' S -—v--_,‘,. ‘ N . .
of 6utcome variables, There is evidence that teacher backgroung
4 . - N . + .

attitude characteristics were related toperformance of qLa{‘sses on . »
- - -y

<
? -

., C the MACOS questionnaire (AP, posttest, ﬁi(: again on.AP1-4F, Follow~ °

up-2); to I;e}ictio;on WWA, posttest; and WWAF and WWBF ratings : o

- - Y
» L4

Follow-up 2; and to CAPS-3 (tolerance of am:piguity). ) . '_ ¥
6) There is indié:ation that student ratings

of clagsroom activities or.,
L. @ .t

’ processes inay be related to ratings of social studies preferences

° (S Ch), WWA, and CAPS-3 Lgtolefance of ami)iguity); posttest; and

- to Know and Interest ratings in Follow-up 1. There is indication that

- e ;"

3

teacher-based ratings of emphases or activities may be related to .
" student performance with respecf to WWA, posttest, and ratings of e

I * " Interest in Follow-up 1. , L - . .
. - . ‘ - 7 .

7) Ratings of classroor-n climate by students showed a relationship =~ 3
. b - . -

to posttest performance for SS Ch (prefergnce for social s’iudies),-%

. -~ o

. < - . . b3 .e
and for tI}g STEP test, and for class average ‘i'at_ings on CAPS-1,
ability of self;as a problem solver. It was associated in Follow-up 2,

- . . t &

with class average~ratir;gé of how much social studjes was liked. (SS).

-

- - s A :
8) Examination of increments of variance due to process.or climate

’

. 4 P
. in’MACOS and non-MACOS groups of classes separately suggest .




- .

‘a generally stronger relationship of those variables with non~-MACQOS classes
than with MAG0S classes with réspect to attitude outcome measures.

[ 4

c. Compai'{éons of Groups with Respect to Indi‘\-/idual Process and
: . o Climate Variables . - - ' ‘

~

- . Regression analyses using principal components as predictors indi-

/ . cated rgLationships of process and climate ratings to certain outcomes. Further

R - = -

) analyses were made to determine whether there were differences between MACOS |
) . _ S8
' and non-MACOS classes; on the average, with respect.go those variables.

-

A.m\iltiv'ariaté analysis of variance, with Group as the independent

- N »

variable and the 8 student based PC's as dependent variables, ied to the con- )

-
. P - v

_“clusion that there was a significant difference betweén groups (Fg. g3%=2. 602,
B ” < W - . s I

-

. ’ -’ "L . - %
p<.013). Results of the univariate tests are summarized in Table III-23. The

_two var:ables for which the individual F-test were significant were Climate

’

.. . (p<.003), and S Proc 2 (p <.002). S Proc 1 was not significant (p< 086). The

L

. other PC's (Ach, Att 1, Att2, Class 1, Class 2) have p-values r;ﬂging from .2-.9. -

L 4

* (Re,sults were similar when the analysis was done to include all teacher based PC's"as ‘
" well. ‘The-difference between groups was significant (F13 771 965, pg .J037). " )

4

The individual ‘valjiab'les that were significant were Climate (pg - 003), S Proc 2

M - >

4

(ps - 005), TProc1 (p«.026), TP roc 2 (p < .001), and T Psy 2 (p<.011).

o » TPsy1l was margiriél (pe.077). /j ) .
. S - p R

» . - ) Y- . R
. o On which particular process and climaﬁariab 2s were groups different?

~ -

> » -

An analysis of variance, with Group as the independent variable, was done dsing

-
v ’

_each proecess and climate variable individually as the dépe;ndent'variable. The

results for each variable are summarized in 'i‘abfe 1I1-24. - Table MI-24 gives the

~

.. v o N »
means, standard deviations, sample sizes and differences for each variable. -
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T T s T . - Table III-23 N
E . ° .Means, Standard Deviations, N's Dr,fferences Between
. - Means and.p-Values of Univariate F-tests (df 1,100)
. . of Differences Betwéen MACOS and Non=MACOS .
. : Classes on 8 Student-Based PC's )
. | o .
- £y = . -
Principal ' e ] .ot
Component (PC) . ..
~ : . MAcOs " Non-MACOS Difference p
Pre-Achievement Mean * SD - N | Mean® S8D° N :
Ach .07 1.60 _ 55 -~11 1,60 “ 47 .- - /18 . 589
. s ) o N o '
<~ ° Pre Attitude o ) : ' . )
. Att 1 - ‘ K .11 1.26 56 |7 -.17 1.63 47 28 . .324
F Att 2 -.01" 1,06 ° 55 +10. 1.13 47 -1 - .632
- Classroom - _ S BV -
“Characteristics : . : . .
Class 1 ' -01 - 1.59 .55 -.00 1.60 -47 -.01 ) . 976
’ Class 2 - . .17 o121 85| -.17 168 47 .34 ° .287
Student Perceived . . ° ,
Procésses . . - Lo .
- S Proc 1 .26 1.81 55 | -.36.  1.78 47 __.62  .086
’ - 8§ Proc 2 -. 49 1.67 55 .49 1.52 - 47 -.98%* 002
» k] - - “- o
Clagsroom ’ ; . . ’
Climate- T .44 1.33 55 -. 47 1.66 47 L91¥*% 003
& . ’
\\'
N
Lo 7 III-86 .
98 - :
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---Table III-24

Means, .Standard Deviations (SD), N's'and Differences

- & and P-Values of F-Tests of Individual Student and Teacher Process . ® .
- . and Climate Varlables ’
a ' P o -~ - e—_— e — e — - - - —
MACOS Non-MACOS .
Source Variable Mean - , SD N Mean’ SD ' N leferenc 1/
1. Students, Tehr Talk . 2.56 .33 57 | 270 .34 51 ~—=14%F  .029 ;)
- . Process, Speed (Pace of class) 2.08 13- 57 2. 08 .17 o 51 .00 925 . h
Variables Listen 1.86 . ~.46 57 | 1,72 - .39 51 , .14 ,098 )
. ., = Discussion 1.24 .22 57 1.44 .33 Bl° - 20%k* .001-
Stress (Grades) 1.74 .39 57 1.53- 34> 51 . 21%* . 005
Y Compare * 1.25 - .24 57 1.46 .33 51 -, 2k .000
. Joking 1,72 .42 57 | 1.79 .46 54 - 07 .442
i * Memory 3.49 .78 57 3.37 .87 51 12 .387 °
= s Translation _ . 3.37 .54 57 | 3.47 .56 51 =10 .374
& Interpretation 3. 74 .51 57 3.77 .58 51 -.03 .789
= App’ication "3.49,. .73 57 3.37 . 67 54 .12 .387
Analysis 3;50° - .34 57 | 3.48 ~.43 51 .02 .806
Synthesis oy 3.67- .70 57 3.20 .54 - Bl ., 4THx .000
N ~ Evaluation 1.72 .42 57- |. 1.79 .46 51 -.07 .442
. ODI (Opport. Discuss, 3.37 .59 57 338 .55 51 -.01 " .907 o
Involve) » oo~ ¢ . o
o Test/Grade Stress 2. 96 .43 57 1 3.08 .48 51 ~. 12 .181 %
- 2. Teachers, Emphasis on Affect. 4,27 .73 56| 3.49 1.02 49 -, 78k .000 ¢
Process  Memory - A o276 1.02. 55| 2.80 .91 49 = -.04 842
Varigbles Comprehension 2.79 .99 T 56| 3.49 .79 49 - TO*** 000 . )
Application 4.04. .93 56 | ©3.51 .94 49 . [53%F . 005
. . Analysis -, - 3.63 102" 56 3.15 .82 - 48 L48%* - 010
Synthesis 3.8 - .86 56 3. 27 .89 48 . 5gHRk 1001
Evaluation 3.69: 1.05. 55 3.40 .84 48 . .29 .119 .
, ) Indiv (Activities) . - 1.94 .43 57| '2.02 .52 "51 " - 08 .410
oo Group (Activities),» 2.37 .45 57, 2.26 . ..58 51 .11 . 267. .
« 99 "M (Perceptudt - °~ 1.99 .46 ° 57 | 2.00% .55 51 10" 329 _
. s / . °
g . v , Motor Activities) . . o ) - 1U 0
,[KC - Total Gp (Activities) - 2,27 .43 57{° 2.19 .54 - 51 .08 392

*P&£.05; ** p g .01:

79

*k¥ pz 001,




Table I11>24 Continued

. 4
o- “

" MACOS : "Non-MACOS. | S

Source, i - Mean ~ SD . N § Mean SD - N ‘_Difference-l-/ ‘

3. Students,. . ion 1,89 .35 57 © | 2,13 .34 . 51 - 24%kx
Climate 2.29 .29 57 | 2,11 .32 51 . 18%
‘Variables - (Diffi = -’ .2,40 .16 57 | 230 ..21  -51  .10%

ar

Aruitoxt provided by Eic
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\ 1t also gives in each case-the p-value of the’ f‘-statistio.’ The variables are listed
N N e N . ) . . - . X .. S .
according t6 source, °‘student,s or teachers. In the case of student variables, .

PR . ] e

. . B the "raw score’ was the claSs average. l‘n case of- teachers, the "raw score" SRR
g .- . was._the-teacher's rating, ‘or average scale values for variables such as '
X ! Individual, Group, PM apd Total Group, in"which sets of ratings were summed U B
i and averaged. ~ For cases in which there were two or more teachers in a - -

. . . - T N 3 ‘ ) - - ' -
. " class, ratings were averaged. .

« . i . -0 .

Note that these analyses were based on all classes in the study. In

, 4 . . . . . P _' * o fr—
. -~ the case of the teacher based ratings, there were a few omisgions on some .

P
- . °

L. 1nd1v1dual scales in both groups.36 et IR N Ty
. . .

TS 'I‘ablg III 24 shows the followmg slgmflcant dlfferences betweemgroups.

o~

. 2 o
“ rl

Student Perceptions -, : S ¢

hY

- .o MA-COS classes, on, the average,, rated the:teacher as talkmg .
y . more of the time than (ﬁd non—MACOS clegses (Tch Talk)

CARE S S , » MACCS classes were- rated as having more discusswn than . ‘.
' were, non-MACOS classes (Dlscuss1on) - N . p -
VI ) MACOS classes were rgted as havmg less concern with grades,
R s “than were non-MACOS classes (St&‘ess, Grades) ) . s
’ ¥ . 3 - - . N
. MACOS classes were raEed as doing-more comparmg of things . )
, to find out-how they are’ alike or dlfferent t'fan wete’ non-MACOS - ° .
| classes, on the average (Compare) - S

'

. Tooe » .
. - “ v :

-, S . .MACOS'classes, on the average, were rated lower on synthe-
) ] sis (making up 'new things from what wasﬁlearned such as .
L ) stories, pictures, poems, plays, reports, etc.) than were :
. non-MACOS classes (Synthesis) . . e
v « B - .~ o ‘ »’ . O (} )

. .MACOS classes, cn the average, were_ rated more positlvely
. “ : on the clagsroom climate Satisfaction scale than were non- . ®
4 o 5§ - - MACOS (Satlsfactlon) . . .
3 . . [ ' ¢
R 36 . Table. II1=7 listed the variables discussed here. under § Proc 1, o,
T S Proc 2, T Proc 1, T°Proc 2 and Climate. | It gave the polarity of the
A o varlables ‘ang their correlatlons with the princ ipal components.

-

\ f * .« .~ @ o
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Tk

lack of differences between ‘groups on.the scal.es indicating emphasis on.different )
’ - - - . 1] R

co'gnitive levels of activities (Memory, Translation, Interpretation, etc.) There

[ U . P ;’m_*w__“’___ L ) - .
Lt .. +MACOS classes, on the avérage, were rated more favorably
L0 . on the classroom climate.apathy scale than were non-—MACOS
~ classes (Apathy) L. . ] R o
N / ‘ P

lV'iACOS classes, on the average, were rated as less”difficul*
.  than were non=MACOS classes (Difficulty) . S
- = & ° t 3
. Teacher Ratings '
- N - ? B ' \ F
< S MACOS teachers rated their curricula as emphasizxng affec-
. ) tive content (values, wifitudes,, emotions) to a greater extent,
on the averagq, than non-MACOS teachers rated theirs (Affect).

-

-

- Non-MACOS teachers rated their curriculg, og the average,
"~ « , as specifically aiming to ~develop student achievement on the
. ‘comprehension level (understanding what is-being communi- )
,. cated but not necessarily relating to other things) to a greater c
« extent than did MACOS teachers (Comprehension) -
£ . MACOS teachers rated their curricula as specifically aiming
to develop &tudent achiévement on the applicatlon, nalysis and
+.gynthesis [evelg to a greater extent, on the averagey than non-
MACOS teacherse rated theirs (Applicacion, Analysxs, Synthesgs)

Thé results based on students pe}‘ceptions were consistent,in general, -

-Q‘/:

“with information-obtained from interviews with students and tape recordings of

» ) . - i T . - - v

classes (presentedg-ig Seétioh V-of this report), particularly withk respect to the

o

> ~ -
-

»

)

was variation among classes w1th1.n each group on a number of dimensions havingﬁf

.
s -

. to'do with teaching strateg1es and student activities. . But often sxmilarity was

o 4 hed

% ’ . - B
observed in prevalence of activities reported between grougs. . . T

-

37 Defi 1tions for thése were Application - using knowledg ‘methods,
theories, etc., in new situations (to solye’ problems, for example),
s Analysis-breaking somet/h_ing‘ﬂ?ﬁvn into its component parts and under- --
. standing the 1nterrelationsh1ps of the parts; Synthesis, - puttmg thmgs
together to form a new entity such _as a new ideas new hypothesis, or
set of relationships o . g

] .
Y

‘

!

3
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A & B . w
. Y A ~ .. e
cp - There are two pothts of particular interest in the student-based . - -
“ : . A ’ A ¢ w ’ ¢ LI * .
- ratings. D1sduss1on was one of ﬁe two items making up the ODI scale' w . T e .
. R T ) - /’
. L] 1y .
- , ‘Stress (Grades) was one of the two‘&tems fnaklng up the Test/Grade Stress - .
i . 8 ’ e [ e
' g scale.3 Taken 1nd1v1dually, they discrumnated between the two groups of o
- ., . ' . . '
B ", classes; combined with the other item; the-scales' didz not. - . Lo
IR > . o ., Q » b . ) A :: >
.- The duferences between groups, on the aVer-age, with respect to” . oot

s o - 4

s the climate variables are noteworthy Ih{should be re}membered hoWever, - <

coe ; . ' .
.

that those three variables produced only one mgnlflca t prmclpal oomponent (PC), and
* o 3 . &
it aceounted for 82% of the v'z‘iriance anong the three 8 ales. “Thus, the three
L) <
. _ scales, with the 5th and 6th grade students, may have eflected a generalized

- . - o~/ -

att1tuoe townrd their SOClal studies classes. 'T'hat in xts\elf would still be‘a ) ‘ .

"

chy .

- meanlngfuls.result. It i3 stated here aq a caution agains overintergretmg the, .
- W . - 6 : . » K . . ) -

. 2 . . . . ’
- * rimplications of each variable separately. ‘ N .
A ) - ) . °‘ N . I’ » . .d

'I!he 'analyses of the individual prolcess and clin;ia e variables, and ) .

-

. . of the PC's suppo_rt th7concluslon that the MACOS ¢ asses wére percnived or

. -~

rated- d'ifferently on a number of variables than were t -MACOS classes, ] s !

- : [y - . ‘ ‘

- on the averagey It should not be concluded or inferred howevyer, that all MACOS : "

A}

-~

classes were rated absolutely mgher (or lower) than all noiTMACOS classes on

B' any varlable There were many clavses in each group that were rated higher (or T
. " lower) than many classes in the other group. . ’ ‘ B

L ys-  The items were included separately in these analyses, along with the '
L scales, since they weré consldered ‘especially’ important characteris-
tics per se. The zero order correlation’of Digcussion with ODI is . 56. .
e "7 . The correlatlon of Str/e((érades) with Test/Grade Stress is . 87.

-
.\' . >
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fz ’ . ‘ e s ST s ) @ ‘ -
" - . '
. L ‘. Slmalarly, no mference can be draWn about any partxcular curricu-
' . . N . [ - 1]
A lum in the non,-MACOS grOup. Statements cannot ‘be made from the data-,, :

.
R - N .

. prese’nte&l here about the Taba curriculym, Holt Data Bank,‘the Harcourt, .

- - ’ Fé - ) 4 . - o ’ - . - . : ‘ 4+ ' 3' = :
- / . Brace; Jovanovich,program, or others that were included in the non-MACOS* .

. . oL s 4 . . T : ] . i . ' L ve,
.« . group. Statements pertain _onl} to the non-MACOS'classés as a éonglomerate. -
L ' e ) . ) R g

. Toe . Analyses of variaicé, with Group as the independent, variable, were also
N - . o ‘. - . . *. Q/ ) ] , - R

T e - s ; & .
-done using four scales.from Fallow-up 2, The questioh asked was: "How does *

+ © . THIS YEAR'S social studies class comipare to LASRYFEAR'S social studies ©
.. ’*. class on each of the following? - TR . S

. . \: . N . . ) .. 3 .- ] ;,- = ) , - . |. >

e . _,Amount of reading out loud in class . - ) N -2

’ * .- M ~ ) 7 . . . ) ; N »
K " .Amount of class digcussion ¢ - oo - L
.‘ PN . Amouit of work you'dé alone  —~- R
S Ny f,x.mount of.art work, draiwing, mak{gf things,39 . 3 e
. ‘ . > : .

. Students rated: those items on a 5-point scale (1 = a-lot more; 2 = °
N Y . . « . - . et - .

S .mor'é; 3 = about the ‘sarnet?*'= less; 5 = a lot less). Re%\lt‘s‘were an‘al}zed : .

. 4 v, '.' s : . " ¢ : . ' .
.-+ . using clags Xeans and ard shown in Tatte NI-25. ~* " g
. - - - : ¥ . - ’
, . - » l'_ . ~ :. , e . . ° -'
. 1 . o A4 A‘ = - ) * *
! y ¢ -t - . - N - . L : N *
N . - : a . .
R hd - - Y - ’ * o’ ! t \

. - . . . . v ' Pl ' \‘ - 0 * -

e ————————————— 3 ’, -
39. 4'hese items had been selected for use in Follow—up 2 ffom-a- longer - «

list ‘used in I"oHQ;w-up 1 because there had appeared to be differences - -
between groups or. them whén analyses were-based on responses of *

o, ‘students as the un;t of analysis. It was'of interest to determine how * .
-~ - T those actxvntjes would be,issessed by students after havmg had* their y,
S present program for a year. In the-present (FU-2) analyses, the units - .’ \
- ';;e class averdges, for each scale. - . T )
. . - . .&./ . . -
Q oL : 5 - 4 T ]

J . . - « . III-fb . ' N - . . " 2
v * R . . o . . >
- . - . Ua - - . "o . t
L. . ', 2 . » .‘




' ‘ e : .
_ - . Tabl.e nI-25
Means, Standard Devxations, Differences and P-Values -~ -
s ) For Comp‘lrisons “of Activities ’
! . MACOS. ° ., ,Noa-MACOS
Activity Mean S0 N Mean SO N Diff  P.
Reading 3.46 .67 56 - 3.42 .81 43 ..04 773

Discussion &R 2.85 .59 56  2.50 ° .60 48  .35* .004
WOI’k Alone ‘2. 28 ¢41 5 - 56- *2. 36 @ .54 48 e 08 0388‘ A

Art, etc _ 3.53 .68 - ' 56  3.47 .67 48 .06 .55 -~
**p& 01 v ' s

L]

. On the average, former':MACOS classes, a year later, rated t‘heir}i

) 'current srograms as involving less class dlscussxon, compared to
:g’!
last year's class, than did the former non-MAOOS classes. It may be seen,

- -

however, that with respect\ to absolute scale values, both groups means tended

\
\

to fall to the left of the mid-point; that is, in the direction of saying more tms
* - o

M Y ' LY -~

13

vear than last. Thus, a more precise statement would be that former non- -

.

MACOS classes, on the average, rated their current programs slgnificantly

more in the dxrection of having more clasas- dlscussiOn, compared to last year'

‘clas,s, than did former MACOS classes. Although the data are not,shown
. - ) .
‘here, it was found that 6th graders (current 7th graders) were more likely to rate

their current.classes in the direction of less discussion than 5th graders (current

.
. P - ~

6th graders).e - - ' n £

v This finding was .interesting in light of the tendency for MACCS stu-

" dents, on the average, to have rated their classes ‘gber in amount of discus=

- sion thaih non-MACOS students during the MACOS }ear.

< Y . 7

. ™

.




[R—" %

— d. Classroom Climate Viewed as an Outcome - . L

It was seen above (Table 11124 ) that there were siganificant dif- N .

- - . - 6 - .
> -__ ferences between the two groups of classes with respect to classroom climate

* ]

. 'variables (Sgtisfaction, Apathy, Difficulty). Based on students,' average ratings,

NlACOS classes were higher‘ on the average in satisfaction, and lower in apathy

«
- -

3,_ 3 and dxfflculty, gom ared to non-MACOS classes. It has also been seen in

- -
.
- - -

» s ';;‘ - - ‘,
\ ” - .
-main analyses -lnyolving input, process and outcome variatiles, ‘that classroom ,
. ' . . , \\ - .
\ ‘ toe B - B . .
climate has been treated as a giwesg, or predictor, variable, I
- . PR o PN )

* ., Climate charjeteristics could also be viewed as outcothes related to \ '
i L o - ;

» H -

prior variables. To examin€ th1s relat’ionshlp, a fixed order regressxon ana-
y - - *"h‘" f v . . X~

‘o %
~ %

e lysxs of each varlable was made* usxpg stddent and teachér PC's as predxctors
) i »"\",}- 'r - . a,',‘), ' - . .

LT The order of entry of sets of PC S follov\fed the order used for all regressxon .

-

CHy

-
<

analyses Group was entered last in order to examine 1ts sngﬂmﬁcance when all

v

Sy otheI vamables had been taken mto account. The total sample size for these
: N

analyses was 85 (46 MACOS and 39 non-Mz\C,OQ classesr'

I

VN Results are summarlz‘ed in Table I~ 25 - Tt can be seen that for’

‘ P - # . P ,. B

~

sahsfactlon and apathy, the sets of varlables that addedsqgnlfxcantly to the

we

multlple,Rz. were teacher characteristlcs and student proce.ss,ratlngs. With

respgct to diffieulty, it was pretest nd")t_eacher éharacteristics that added sig-
x . i B

= L4

.~'niflcanﬁy. .

L . o

r::all. other variables had been removed.

. ! ‘ .. Group did not add significapntly a
. @ -

I'4

Examination was made of when the partial correlation of Group thh cllm'\te /

varlables ceased to be sngnxﬂcant 1f Group were to be entered into the equatlon next.

.7 - ‘ 111-94" : _
- 2 3 : ) S
3 .




o " - oL ’ . , . . .o“g : ‘ i
. ' : ’ L
- - s Table III-26 1 % -~
Increments of Variance of Climate Variables Assoc‘tated With PC‘s (N 85)~ L ,
B £ ° . ) . . - -~
P . - . : . . ‘ ' ) g
(3 . ’ Increment Increment -~ Increment -~ —Increment— - -—Increment , _ Increment .
‘ Total due to ». dueto - : due to - due to ’ “due to , dueto
- Va;’iable Muitiple R Prétests Class Characteristics Tchr Characteristics Tchr Process Student Rrocess Group
. Satisfaction . 3Kk .05 .00 . L R - D .05 . ‘10**' . .03
. Apathy r30% .06 00 - o Lazex - .03 LO7Fs —. T .01 .
Difficulty . .33%* . 09% .04 : .10% - .06 i .04 .00

‘,' -
_ ’ . - ¢
i - % - i - N - ‘ . ¢
- . . -

1. Order of entry into analyses: Pretest (Ach, Att 1, Att 2; Classroom Characteristics (Claes 1, Class 2); i T

— * Teacher Characteristics (T Demo, T Psy 1, T Psy 2); Teagher based Process Varxables (T Proc 1, T Proc 2); -
5 - Student-based Process Variables'(S Prog 1, S Proc 2). Group was entered last as'a dummy varxable, with i -
& -MACOS =1, non-MACOS 2. Increments may not add to total multxple R2 due to roundmg - . - o
- *- *p <.05 o . ‘ > B . . .z ) '
" *pg 01° - . - o -, .7 ‘
¥, - , « < R
1 . . ' ~
- )
¢ " g an” ] R
» - ' g 5 ¥ ’
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after each precedlng set, For satisfaction, tfle partial correlation for group

became non-sigmficanf only affer aﬂ other variables had been entered‘

For apathy and difficulty, it became non—-significant after the téacher characteristici_/

-

had been entered (T Demo. T-Psy 1 T Psy 2) That suggested a stropger

€

relationship of those variables (as a set) to the MACOS and non-MACOS groups

e

wﬂ:h respect to apathy and difflculty v than Was thelcase with satisfaction. o -
B - v [ - °
~ The variables whose regression coefficients were Sigmﬁcant

. after all variables had been entered were:

B _ ° -
- -

. f‘or Satisfaction_ - . - i

"e»
e
4

S Atteon

A ~ - -

'S Proc 2 o .-

-.'ForApathy . : - ‘ i -

-aT Psy.2 - o :

'?ForlDifficulty . e C - L

- va_Attzi CL "'.:' o o
. ) I;‘inally, 'l'able III:Z‘? 'gives the agro or'der correlations betyveen the '

’ N . N -
. b

* threc climate’variables and the PC and Group variables.

-
~ - >

- Constdering all these data and takmg into account the polarity of the climate

*

variabl‘es, the following appear tobe relationships of predictor-s toclimate

variablesviewed as criteria;, ™ : -

- - -
s -

.the set of pr'edictors as a whole accounted for significant
- proportiéns of varianceof each climate variable;

L L4 ¢ .. . . W =
. I - PN

L . taken as sets, neither student pretest nor demographic
) (Class 1, Class 2) characteristics added significant
mcrements to the variance accounted for in satisfaction ¢ and
) apathy. student pretest variables as a sét did show a s1gni-—' ' )

—— '
. t

. _ o - "III-9611’1;'




b "" \4: -:.\é ° -
- \ " @
. L) R “ - \ .
. TabBle M-27 .
. * Correlations of Climate Variables with PC's
~ ¢ and Group (N=85)L/ . :
o , Satisfaction ‘Apathy - Difficulty
. 1; Ach - .01 .16 .23 - .
- 2. Att1l -.04 .17 .18 '
- - 3. Att 2 ¢oo-22¢ .18 .19 *
"4. Class1 . .05 J100 I
b 5. Chass 2 -.03 " .06 .19 N
6. T Demo .09 ~.05 - =.05 .
’ 7. TPsyl -.05 -.01 ) -08- & -
8. T Psy2 L36%x * -, 36%* . =33 »
9. T Procl -. 23% .19. ;10 :
10. -T Proc 2 . 28%* -, 28%* -, 32%* -
o 117 SProcl % .06 T -0l ¢ .16 2
. 12, SProc 2 ° ) L43%r - 34%* -1 32%*% A
7 © 713, Group ~ - - & =, 29%* -. 25% e
- ) - 1. Theclimate varxables were scaled such that foi' Satlsfactlon, the
B lower the Score, the greater th% satisfaction; for Apathy and
. Difficulty, the hngher the score, the less the apathy and difficulty.
: For a sample of this size, correlations, of. approximately . 21 and .
i ‘ . 28 are significant at the .05 and .01 levc_als~respectw§:ly — e
Hp<.05 - e :
) . ¥p<.01 . . ) . . R S .
K 3 i . ":
. ) " . ' e ¥ ) ~
' G N LY °
s ) . °
> . [} ’I
- . T
. " 3 N ® .
F O ) T ot o ‘




ficant increment'for, the dffficulty variable;

- .when added alter student input variables, teacher charac~

~

T e teristics as aséet added 3 significant increment to thevari-’

., ance accoquted forin all three ¢limate varlables, account-
ing for 40 to 50% of the remaining varlance‘

= _.__ .student process variables_, XV_!‘EIL added as a set after input -~

’ and teacher process variables, added a sigmftcant increment .
to the variance accofinted for in satisfaction and apathy (and

- accounted for 78-83% of thé remaining variance); they ‘did

o ’ not add a significant increment with’the difficulty variable;

_.Group, added after all other variables, did not add signifi-
cantly to what little variance remained for any of the three
_climate variables; =~ - - . . - o

_ ., . ] _ A
H "f'

LT T ~when consmered .,aﬁer all other predictor varlables, Att 2
- - T and S Proc 2 were mgmﬁcant predictors of satlsfactlon' the
T ' more students in a class, on the average, were&]
~ interested.ip_problem solvmg, and percewed themselves as
. ' potentially creative, and the less“the class was perceived as
. having little discussion and as traditionally: oriented,
the better the class average score on the sat1sfacnpn—scale'

» N s

&,

.when con31dered after all other. predlct;ors, T-Psy 2 as a
- significant predictor of class average scores on the apathy
. scale; the less the teacher tended to hold traditional views

and to approve controlling behavior (as measured by ES VI Tra-

ditionalism and TAW-scores), the less indifferent or apathetic the .

R
v - ‘ . »

class average ratings by students on the apathy scale,
.when considered after all other predlctors, Att 2 was a signi- .
ficant predictor of difficulty; the higher the class scored on
.~ interest in problem solving and on being potentially creative
- thinrkers,on pretest, the less.it-perceived the soc1al studies

“

curriculum-as-difficult; - ’ . .

o " /
.the individual teacher characteristic that was always the in-

o ~ fluential variable4O. when added as part of the set of three (T Demo

T Psy 1, T Psy 2) was T Psy 2; chmate vartables were more

40, As measured by.the significance of the F-test of the partial beta
coefflclent in the equatmn.

P - L




v ' ' positive when teachers tended to be less trad1t10nal, as N
) * measured by scores on ESVII-Traditionalism and TAW. .

2. - s - ' « °'

o

.the individual student process varxable that was influential
N . as a predlctor of satisfaction and difficulty, when added

. as part of the set of'two (S Proc 1, S Proc 2) was S Proc 1;
_ , the less the students perceived the class as traditional
I T (emphasis -on remembering facts, relatively less discussion,
“ DN etc. ), the more positive the perceived satisfaction and the
~ less dlfflcult the work was percewed to be,

-

<. The general concluswn drawn is that in the social studles Qlasses . \\ .

examlned here, classroom clxmate is strongly related to teacher attitudes and \ \

o - v . . T ey

to how students percewe the operatlon of the class. “It is also related to how

- - -~

>

-2 class,of_studghts Rercewes 1tself with respect to interest-in problem solv- » e
b < T - ® - I
’ 1ng and to perceptlon of selves- as potentially creative thmkers. It does not . X
.—fSPV‘/""' o . *
. . S .o o
oLl appear related to achlevement levels or to demog’raphlc characterlstlcs of -~ N

- N —

a LY

classes There are s1gn1f1cant differences in classroom cllmate between

>

- "
£ ' . »

MACOS and non~-MAC O8 glasses as a whole. Those dlfferences are d1m1n1sh- - MR

- ' T - _ -
ed \when other factors are held constant. AR T o
¢ e : . ?. ) s
- Implementation of courses S -0 . K
Precedlng analyses have treated (MACOS : and non-MAC 0sj classes as if o
they were- homogeneous W1th respect to content and amount of 1mplementatxon ‘« « T

o ’ That was of course not the case for the group of classes labelled non-MACOS

a

whxc‘b 1ncluded a varlety of dlfferent programs or currlcula It was not the case

e1ther with the group of claSses called ‘VIACOS in th1s study They too varied W1dely v .

. - °®

_with respect to content and amount ofumplementatlon It was apparent to the pro-

(I. .0
s -

ject staff dur1ng VlSltS to classes, and from repeated intervxews with teachers and

g . ’

students, that there was much,varlatlon among MACOS and non-MACOS classes

>

(RS
-

-y

e “ ‘II&@(&!‘




~ . . . - ¥ -

S _ not only with respect to characteristics such as those depicted by the proéess

and chmate variables analyzed above, but mso w1th reSpect to content, emphasls, .
% - e T i

. amount of class tlme, and relatlonshlps to other aspects of the school's overall

w ©

-4
program. The interview material, discussed-in Section V of this report, deplCtS

“~ . - .
KY - - - .

variations “among classes withinboth groups in much detail. " In this sub-section,

-

> " tesuits prlmamly of quantltatlve analyses of varlatxons in 1mp1ementat10n, and

- h *+

R . thelr relatlonshlps to outcomes, w1ll be presented

+

-,

" 1) Variations 1nlrg)lem'entat10n e T B R

e

BN - ) 3) "What were MACOS courses?

o - - .
B . - . - P
. ’ . ¥ ~

v : In Keeping with the non-experimental, minimally iftrusive design of

v thi‘s' study,l teachers (MACOS and non—MAC OS) were»not asked')to keep logs or ¢

Ncords as the school year progressed in erder to minimize the 1mpact of the e

T~ ..

* \

¥  project on what\,was actually being taught 1n-soc1 l es_clasaészand_certaml ;—_————————

Y \\
- N - \v\

e to avoid suggestlng what should be ‘taught and how. In the late Sprlng of 1975 prlor

- ‘to the posttestlng, course content forms were maxled tcrboth groups of teachers. .

MACOS teachers were asked to fill out a detalled questlonnaxre (MACOS Course\ —_—
- . s N
. Checklist) specifying what units and 18ssons were covered, what length of time

wy'

. H 4 ¢ & Lt o-
0 o 3 »

was spent on a given un1t, what MACOS materials wereoused "and what supple- ) :

*

L 4

e e

mentary materxals and act1v1t1es were 1nc1uded'71n the MACOS program. A second

- e form, called "For Classes That Had MACOS and Other Programs," was also fir ed-

-]

out by MAC OS teach_ers. That form asked about other curricula, units, and mate_rlals )
and"aiboufa;iprojx,imate lengths of time spent on non-MA_COS'/ social studies u.nits.A . B
ﬁon—MACOS teachers f_illed- out 2 'slimilar checkrlist_aos‘king for the same informatio‘n

about th‘eirvvsoei‘a‘l’ stud’ies pr'ogram, although not inflesson deta‘ii. Agnain, these -0 |

JII-1000 L

.
- h . . K
S, 115 . . .
. B
. ¢ [) * c - "
. . ) . . .
. .
. ’ . 4 . :

L . ’ o

”~




three forms were collected late in the school year, g1v1ng teachers the maximum

LN
\ - .
s - L.

opportunxty to report on. what had actually been done in thex?lassrooms durlng .

e " S >

" the year. Strong assurances wefe glven to teachers that the checkhsts, wh'le

R . . . s . oo

S extensive, were not meant in any way to suggest that there was a preferred course )

v . content or time schedule. S ) e 7 - R
. Class time spent teachmg social. studxes varied greatly from glass to

-~ . class, _but‘on the whoie, there was little difference between MA‘COS and non% ,’ P

o~

MACOS groups. As Table I1-28 shows, the tWo grOups on the average spént about

‘ a week (shown in mmutes) distributed over four days, on social studxes

s 3+hours
" ) Y ) I - i ' -7 - "
S ~ A. - '-“‘j"./""a "' . " . N R
_ - : Table III-28 .
oo : "+ Tim®Spent Téaching Social Studies N
- - . in MACUS and Non-MACOS, Classes _ .
. e N ) . . ’ ° ) v oy N :
NECN * ) B . ; N iy . . "Nl:' ‘
N MACOS Classes ‘ ~, Mean . BB e N- o e e e
NP " *# of minutes per wk .., 196.0 59.7 53 L. .
# of days pér'wk  ° - N - -
~ .  # of wks MACOS was taught 20,6  T.9~ - -
’ # of weeks" MACOS aﬁa other . 29.7 6. /\lﬁ L . -t
. was taught ~ } - L ‘e Coes
’ \4 “ . l‘ . » . ° 5 i Y
i i Non-MACOS’Clas,ses : e e s T )
# of minutes per wk .. 186.6 . 60.3 , 51 ~ ) o
o ¥ of days per wk  ~ 4.4 $917- ] -
# wks spent on social studies 26,7 7.6 25 <. . , -
. . " As rebort'ed on the coursechecklist, none of the MACOS classes spent riore than
~ 7 . - P - : . : .
~ - .- . LI
\\\ ) 30 weeks of the school year on any kind of sotial studies. . ¢/ o ‘
. \“\ . ° ‘ L) 'o \
~ .
\ Course content varn,ed W1dely in MACOS classes and as .vould be c\pccted
in non= COS groups. In only four school dlStrlCtS was there ev1dence ofa B -
g < 3 [}
district wide\policy.for social studies currichlnm. Othérwtse, school“bui_ldings )
gL e . )
R . ‘ - - - -
Q. L . N 11-101 . :
r . 118 - A
- ~. - } . -T, . .
A




and individual teachers appeared free to develop their own course direction, con-

) strained primarily by budgetary considerations, “state requirements and their =~

,own inte'f‘ests and aptitudes., o . ) . . .

n!

-

Variation in sequencing of units and-lessons tqﬂught in MACOS was pracr &

-3y

- tically non-existent."'l‘hat is, teachers did not'vary the order of lessons within

-

units from the sequence set by the developers. Nor did they vary the order of units

.

e . (e. g. , they.did not go from the unit on baboons to the unit on herring gulls)

-

_— vt

Omission of lessons Within the sequence, however and in many cases, of entire =
- . . units, was the rule rather than the exception. On the 55 classes for which there ]

is information on MACOS. implementation, only 14 teachers reported covering

100% of the 26.1essons on Man and Other Animals, and only 2 teachers covered

o » . -

100% of the 36 NetSilik«lessons. Thirty three clasees were reported as teaching

.‘f“ -

- \ & " T,

90% or more of the Man and Other Animals lessons and 16 classes reported the ¢

, . “er

- R same (90%) for the NetSilik The totalpercentage of all lessons cove.red by the |

3>

. Yt 13
time of posttesting ranged from 16 t0:200%. ) - . =

5 5 .~

: . The MAC‘OS Course Checklist did not ask for reasons for excluding

e ——— >
« " }

certain units and/ or lessons, but a tally of omitted lessons did not reveal
'3» . o~ Q
any particular pattern of omission. Even those lessons which might have been . ' :

- - .
» . - -

k considered sensitive, such, as the mating of henring gulls in the filmstrip "Herring ’ \ ‘
' ’ ; \,
Gulls", or.the story, Birth of a ,Hunter", or Old igtak" (leavmg an old woman oo
N L e . 4 -

l’ ¥

to die on the ice), were 6mitted no more fi quently than ‘other non-controversial

_mhterials, such as "Chimpanzees- A ate Contrast" or"How Netsilik Tools are’

e et

Used". Three of the 55 MACOS teachers did report, however, that they had A .
left out a sensitive lesson or booklet becayse o', ., .local publicicy." In a sma_ll, ' )
S e i L z’ . )

- ; n-102 T oo

R & P




number of other reporied cases 3 or '4),principals_and teachers reported

~.!- - M ‘ -
- making decisigns as to whether to include possibly controversial materials and . - -
. - 4

Yy ~ ~
*

in all cases declded to do so.“1 .

. . < - .
D ? - A -~ «

to With respect to Man- A Course of Study,, informatxonfrom the sup-

- -

plementary form suggests three main types. of currlculum varlata.ons' * . ,b

. - \‘ R °

. \ - B - MACOS as the prlmary currlculum, supplemented by MACOS ' : -
BUSNIE - related units.- o . o

Py -

) - . MACOS and atiother social studles currlculum taught currently.
L * * \\\ .
MACOS used to supplement other texts or pro'gram packages. * . -

DAL >

A small number of teacl/rs (18%) reported supplementmg MAC\OS“FN V .

e
, _units, wrth MAC OS-related act1v1t1es or programs Such as teacher-developed

.

’ .- - . ' - - ¥
i T /.lessons on ecology, dlssectlng flsh,,map and graphmg skllls, slmulatlon games, ,

e >

— e units on thé modern Eskimio, kinship charts, etc. Other speclal units tied to

MACOS dealt Wlth evolutlon and natural selectlon, Wlth health and reproductlon, ,
o I > » 4 2.

- - harlag and famlly life, contrastlng Esklmo commumty hfe W1th say, an Africaii

: »‘ e
<~ or native American tribe. ,These MACOS teachers mentloned in 1nterv1ews that

o —— - intheir experience MACOS was unlquely suited tp stlmulate explorations-in a .

° % W 7

- variety of other subjects, for the most part.-topical or contemporary,rather than

. . s . . .
. ,historical. . ) ) .

| . Teachers using most of the MACOS units and. lessons 4n tandem with . '

< ° .

another text program ’packag\,or teacher developed materlals constltuted the \

- ) maJority (about 2/3) of those classes called MACOS in th1s study Frequently

- “a bl ——
- - -
"

a un1t of MACOS would be taught, then a unit on for instance,the Amerlcan .
- - - 1
41, Further information about the handliny of sensitive or co‘ntroverslal ] N
. subjects, obtained from 1nterv1ews with te\achers, is repo‘rted and o
d1scussed in Section' V. -~ - \ . .

2
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3 - . ¢ )
¢ ' ' . . .
. a® ! e . - * .
. % . *
- " .‘ . q
" '* ., a [y - i e
. Revolution or South’America,or state and l@al histery.® Some classes started
P - ~ -3

\Y " B . . ’ -

v . . ; - [
with the Eskimo,unit and went on't_o other programs_; some stopped at Eskimos

- ", - .‘
« N -

and took up_,lessons on- careers or, for example, SRA social studies materials.

o . In all, 29 dlfferent texts and programs other than MACOS were mentioned

4 > . °  —

explicltly by thls group. :

s 8.

~
o

I .“, In the third type or category of classes, MACOS was UoEd to supplement

f‘ . -3 ( L

B jﬂ :« the  primary curriculum - whatever it mlght have been. Thls group spent as

J o llttle as 9 weeks and as much as 25 weeks on MACOS. Often only the Baboon

. . - g

- _unit, or the Salmon or Herrlng Gull units would be taught. Several teachers

‘ reported that they found the ‘entire animal sectioo. too long; th&t students lost

. ) ; 1nterest in the sub]ect. And from th1s experlence, they had planned from the
- ; q

start to cover only par‘?s of the MACOS course (unbeknowst to the project at
--——-_ - the dutset)s Geography, U. S and World Hlstory, anclent myths, current events,
vy . » N >

Glasser's discussions, teacher and stddent devised projects on comn_lu_nlty

-
-

aw_areness, family life, understanding onesself are but a s'mall sample of the

A
- - T .
’ ]

ey topics dealt with in these social studies classes. . .
2 A - . ‘ ] ’ “
t In all, 51 different texts, Kits and teacher devised programs were
i, LI Claid \‘i .,
‘mentloned as the main tools for teachmg soclal studies. “Holt Data Bank, Con~- v

|8 & < (X 3

3

- "I

.

——

cepts and Value&(Harcourt, Brace, -Jovanovich), Taba, and Siiver Burdette's

P

"The ChanglngWorld North and South Anferica accbunted for 50% of the programs

-

used. Fewer non-MACOS than Mt\COS teachers reported using teacher devjsed'

- materials. “The most frequently mentioned supplemeéntary materials were films

. % . .
and map skills Jessons. ‘Les% frequently mentioned-topics and materials were

- * L o, . . . . s

.A‘:‘ * N . | :" \~ | . :‘ HI-Tig ' | ,. '~.




. . - - 4 » . -~ . .
k)
- v - « ? 11
14 . - - . L )
-« v -
- - - : -
. . * . o ° . e, e
a' - LY - - ¢ - - >
« . q\ -
Y - : - . < .
~ - . - xe . ”e ~ L4 - .’ o' -
. . - - .

" current eyen_tg, research techniques, group orocess, T. V.;oecology,and/thUBi-v

L . ) R L. - - . ’ ~ ) *
- ° - centemnial. . - . = - - . iy .. 7

'I - . . . %.
. PP M . ~

N ~ 2) Relationships of implementation to outcomes in MACOS classes -

A ] .

Three variables were selected as measures of implegnentation' of MACOS - -
‘& . %jnorder to examine relationships Jof impleme'ntation to'outcomes: s N

. ? . - , -
. .timey an estimate of the number of-hours spent teaching MACOS .
e ot based on data reported by the teachers' - . . b

A N o .percentage of Man and Other Animals lessong taught by the time of ..
. posttesting (May 1975), as reported by the teacher, L=

- v

L] -
-

N ‘ - - . .percentage of Netsilik lessons taught & by the time of posttestmg, -
- CL . as reported by the teachﬁr v . . . )
- X . The percentage of lessons taught were based on the total’ number oflessons
.. . i . " < P ¢ .
- availaL e in the Man and Other Animals part of the curriculum, or in the NEtSIhk

. LY
- -

part. Time was estimated in hours by taking the number of minutes of SOCIal .

N studies per week and multiplymg by the total’ nuxhber of weeks the tFacher reported

s

. L spending on lessons covered to date. The ‘number. was divided by 60 to give total RN .

hd -
- . - o - . W’ o — “
.

hpurs. =, - _ s S

[ . A T
“ »

. - . , . . . ) . T~
A canonical correlation analysis was made of relationships between N
° VR . - : . e .
the implementation variables as predictors, and posttest, Follow-up 1, and

e e e . LY - N A
- e -

R : Follow-up 2 sets of variables as criteria. Only the first canomcal correlation

’
2

for the set of posttest variables was sigmﬁicant‘ (R =,64, p<. 02 N 55). Table
III-29 glves the correlations of the variables 1n each set with the canonical variate.
- . ~e . 9




* - *
g ) . ) o -
" .

. A ~ ' .
“«° L0 3 ) N . s : .
: » Table III-29 :
. GCorrelations of Implementatxou and Posttest Outcome
e Variables With Their Canonical Variates o
o oo o Correlations with:Predictor
. / . - Implemeritation Variables Canonical Variate s
- - Time ‘ N £
¢+ % Man.and Other Animals Lessons - 1 .83
‘s %Netsilxk Lessons - o ) T .68 o o
: . .‘ T '. . Correlatfons with Criterion
: ————Posttest-Oitcom= Variables Canonical Variate .
v - AP (Ammals and People) ) . .19 *
.., STEP- o . . 01 .
P oy = IDT Y . .18 : : .
DU . 8sCh " . D A
S - - wWwa s S
. 7 “.‘. '. \N\N'B ‘ ) X . . ‘. ' Ny, . A ? . “31 a Y b ,
S.. .« "« CAPS-1 -. ' S, 02
LY, e SCAPS-2 T ° a T +45
‘ ) ~ . CAPS-3 s " ‘ ' " =23 ' .
AN CAPS-4 B I , 18
£ . \/ o . '— N ] . ‘04 » . . g" ‘ 4 ) I
PR (Rg= .64, p = .02) .. - - T s »
- . » . Te 4 ' ) . .
- ' Table M1-29 shows that the three iﬁplementation variables all corre’- ,
‘ ** late hxghly with their canonigal vriate. On t e outcome side, attitude variables
. s 7 9 4

correlate more strongly w;th the posttest canmical varnate, compared to the

S achlevement varlabl°s, Ss Ch (SOClal Studies Choices), WWA (What Would You

h)

- v’rhmk part A, .opm,xbns abéut customs or belxefs), wWWB (What Would You Thmk

. ——
-

v part B, opinions abont persons who would have such customs or beltefs), and CAPS-Z
(interest in problém solviﬁg) all correlate more strongly with the variate than do AP

{
(the MACOS course content test), STEP, or IDT (the Interpretatlon of Data Test)

-

. These analyses used the total Ammals and People (AP) score as one nf the

4
»

. - posttest and follow-up outcomes without:taking into,account pretests. further

.

.
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x,

%

o _at the end of the year (at posttest) to, look at?zt?he Questlonnalre About Anlmals ahd

_

" had used some or all of them. - L .

v . . . ‘ ot
- »
. 5 .

.
., v
‘ &

PR ) ¢ T “

analyses were madé\of the relatlonshlp of amount of 1mplementat10n of lessons

. in Lhe Man and Other Annmals and the Netsnlnk sectnons o{the course to the two
- . i “ s 7 * 'A .
parts of the Anlmals and People test related to those sections; namely, AP1-4

: - R\

and AP5-8, For these course content SpElelC analySes, a dnfferent 1mplementat10n
l .

- *

-

) varlable was substltuted for amount of txme. MACOS teachers had been asked

$ - «-w——-x,-,
T T, S«

-

’
People (AP) and to check any items they ma%ibl:ave used with their students durmg

s

" the year for teachiné or 't.esti.'ng pu'rpcses.42 ‘Classes were coded according to

< -

Whether the teachers indicated any use of some or all items during the;year or no

s

- use was made of ‘fhem. Of 54 MACOS classes for which there were data, about 1/3

Nl
’ PR

>

P —

- A multiple regressmn analys ts/was maue for each of the followmg '

. e —

_outcome variables: ) " - - <
‘ : - L i ’ » .
.An,imals and People, questions 1-&1_,(APf—4), posttest; n .
., *. Animals and People, questions 5-8, (AP5-8), posttest Y.

. Animals and People, questions 1~4. (AP_1—4F), Follow-—hp 2.

-~ < ’ =

The predictor variables in each (ga'se were: ‘. . . E

«AP1-4 pretest;
-AP5-8,pretest; T

.Percentage of Man and Animals lessons taught (relates to AP1-4);

. ’ Percentage of Nets1lnk lessons taught (relates to AP5~ 8),

42, Many, of the items in AP are to be found in the MAC OS booklet, Evnluatton
trategnes Wthh is part of the total packagé. Teachers sometimes |
R Use items from it to 1ntroduce a unit or lesson, sometimes to evaluate
students at the end of a unit, Some teachers do not use them at all. In
. order not.to interfere with normal 1mplementatlon of the course, no
instruction was given to teachers during the year, about whether or not to

" uge them. -
11107
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-

“mean., Results of -thes&e analyses are given in Table III-30, whi’ch‘shows, for

- : @
‘ .Items used {used =1, did not use = 2) e
. Percentage of 5th grade students in the class ~

-~ The unit of analg}sis i)vgs, as withall preceding analyses, the class

-
~

each outcome va total proportion of vayiance accounted for (total

(Be‘t s) that make up th al regressmn equatlon. Indication istalsc given %f -

whither the regress‘lon coeffxment is sxgntflcantly different from zero. The

signmcance test assoclated W1th each varlable is the measure of whether the

-

_variable would add a mgmflcant 1ncrement of variance accounted for if it were

»

entered mto the analy31s last after all other varnables. It is thus a test of the

e

mgnxﬁcance of the standardmed nartial regression coe'fflclent.

. The«results given in Table III-30 1ndlcate that for the Man and Animals
part of AP, (AP1-4), gretest and age (% 5th grade students) are the partlcularly -
1mportant predlctors "of posttest and Follow-up 2 performance, On the other hand,

~ B L4

for the Netsxllk part of the mstrument (AP5-8), the percentage of Netsilik lessons

13

* taught, along with pretest scores on AP1-4 were the more important varlable,_s.

7

Age r(% 5th graders) was less important in the total equation, and not significant

_if added after all other predictors. The Beta in this case was not significantly

* different from zero. Pretest class means for AP5-8 were not significant pre-

- -

dictors of AP5-8 posttest scores. None of the impiementation variables, with - -

-

- o o

the one expect jon noted was an 1mportant predlctor of posttest or follow—up scores.

. These results do not mean }at amount of implementation of MACOS

3
(%3

' R .
N B
A} \‘) ’ - . . .
- 7 - .
. . .
. s -
» .
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& Lo v
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¢ T . .
- B 3 . & - ,,_.—‘
. LA . y - . ~
- .
~ oL Téble TI-30 : ——
. 7 ’ ) : Total Multiple R2, Standardxzed Regression Coefficients (Beta) - .
. T for Regression of AP Posttest and Follow-up 2 Scores on Pretest, - M
. -Implementation and Grade Level Predxctors Vanables . o :
S Total . T \ » o _
Outcome Variab - Multizple AP1-4 Pre AP5-8 Pre Mgn{Agimal Lesséhs  %Netsilik Lessons Iteins Used %5th Graders
come Variable R __Beta Beta i_* Beta Beta - ° - Beta Beta ;
L . . . T c . ,
| -AP1-4 Posttest L53%% T 55%K .08 R L 08 $ ot - -
] . C . N » - B R 1 - o k b e e
AP5-8 Posttesf 54** 53k - 11 - b1 - : i
‘ ) - .. T . N - . | R 1 . . * B - . -
A EA i} - ‘e ) i L " . ‘l‘ . 225 . 14 - . . 17 ; ‘
=t APl1-4, Follow-up 2°¢ *.57%% _ . 4@*x A oo . 3 o .
= -up 2 .57 46 .14 S RS [ _ = 09 .01 -, 3I**
g - : | SREEREN o -
©, ) - |
. " \ o
3 e p i . 05 H
. **p 5 . 01 i - - E A4 e -
. ) 3 3 . _ :
’ - & - -
! .
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< - * - L

lessons is of no consequence. The Annmals and People (AP) 1nstruments provnded

°

the measure that most strongly and consxstently differentlated between MAC OS

%
3

[and non-MACOS classes. That 1s, the two groups dxffered reliably and signifi- ~
d. PN l" - " -

- -

cantly in performance on the course speclflc mstrument whether or not adjust-

ments Were made for student, teacher process and-climate characterxstxcs.
3

T The results do suggest that thhln the group of MACGD classes, pretest on the
. Man ‘and Animalspart of AP (1 €. AP questlons 1-4), and the age or grade level

of- students appear to be more 1mportant factors than just how many Man and

~
4

Animals lessons were taught, or whether the .teacher used any.or all of the items
' at all durxng the year. They also suggest "however, that with.respect to the

Y T ‘o

Netsilik part of the test (APS-S) it did matter what percentage of the unlts and

lessons had been taught at the tlme students were posttested.
E ’ - . ] ) : T
. One reason that the AP2-4 pretest was an 1mportant predictor ofclass’ . ,°°

-~ - P
e

verage posttest scores for AP5-8 as well as for AP1—4, while AP 5-8 pretest was
pot, may be that questions 1-4 are more like a general,-achievement test in format

(and, pos?ible content) than questions 5-8, and if so, students who could Kandle
_such. formats were apt to be able to handle the less convepti.onal formats of ques-

th[lS‘ 5-8. One test of that hypothesis would be to examine the difference in correlations

of AP1-4 and AP5-8 cla’ss average scores on pretest W1th the STEP class

e . . 2 et

Y
. average pretest scores. If the correlatlons are significantly different,f and 1f

the AP1-4 pretest class averages correlate more highly, there would be sup-

+ -4 e

port for the hypothesls. The correlatnon coeff1c1ents for the pretests for the ! ' .

total. group of classes (MACOS and non-MAC 0OS) were used, on the assumptlon

2
-




?
4
-
~
*
M
»

that there was no reason to regard MACOS and non-MACOS classes as dif-
ferent with respect to the AP pretest. The correlations were:

STEP and AP1-4: T. =, 771 (N = 106)

T L STEP and AP5-8: T'=.645 (N =.’106)°
e e T . AP1-4 and AP5-8: T 7 582(N 108) N . o
« - . . ' S - . . . o e
2 - .. ! ) - :
The t-test f.or the significance of difference between dependent corre- <

. T R
lations was significant (t= 2.372, df =103, p<. 05{.43 It was _concluded that

AP1-4 class average scores correlate significantly more highly with STEP

<

-~ v

pretest class average' scores than AP5¢8 class average scores.

L]
M .

R It is also poss1ble, of course, that average reading level of the class .

.

. was a factor. Therefore, . a°81mxlar test was made of the correlations of AP1-4

- and AP5-8 pretest averages and’class average reading level (measu'red on a 5f

point‘ scale). The correlations were:‘;i‘i. i ‘
SRV ReadmgandAPl-é r=-525 (N=107) . L

Read1ng~and AP 5- 8 r= -.448 (N 107)

+

e

S AP1-4 and AP5-8 pretest class scores d1d not correlate significantly differently .

with class average reading level (t = .- 354 df 103, p> .05). Thus, there

3

; appears to be some support for the hypotheS1s that ability of a group tohandle =~ <ot

-

general achievement test types of xtems may be more 1nfluent1al, even in the

AP5-8 questions, than pretest 'performar_ice per,se, andcthat A‘P1—4 is tapping

4 The computational formula is that given by Cohen and Cohen. See:
Cohen, Jacob, and Cohen, Patricia, Applied Multiple Regression/
Correlation Analysis for the Behavioral Sciences. Hillsdale, N,J.: .

S _‘ . Lawrence Erlbaum Assoc, , Publishers, 1975, page 53.

Y

44 . The reading variable was scaled such that the higher the scale value,
~ the lower the class average reading level. The correlation of reading
.. level w1th STEP pre was ~. 693. . :

- . " II-111 e :
e “. . ’ 127 0 .
. e 2 - . L L




Pad

o~ x .
N v

. that ability. Even if the correlations of the three variables have class average

2 -
~

readmg level partialled out, the dlf“erences in partlal correlatlons of AP1—4

and AP5-8 class average pretest scores thh class average STEP pretest

/

" acores are still stgmflcant (t=2. 091 df 103, p£ £ 05) - Co

2

. with their classes diring the year has little influence on post-

..
> - <

Fromi the preceedmg analyses, it is concluded that:-
. although the Man and’ Animals part of AP-does d1fferent1ate
. between MACOS and non-MACOS classes (e.g., MACOS
- classes scored higher.on AP1-4, on the.average, than non-
a .*, MACOS classes in Follow-up 2); it has -more of.the charac-
teristics of a standardized achievement testr(the STEP test) v
than the Nets1hk part of the test (AP5 8);

- - [

- x
) /« . P - o
* - ' )

. . pretest clag§ dve age scores and percentage of 5th grade =

~ students (esse 1ally, the average age of the class) are

more important predictors of posttest and Follow-up 2 .
class average scores for AP1-4 than the pércentage of -
Man and Animals lessons completed within the group of '
MACOS classes,

- oo . -\/ .
@ - + - .
.

: .how a class scored on Ajél-4 pretest and the percentage of -
Netsthk lessons completed are the more 1mportant pﬁedictors
of posttest perfdrmance on the Netslhk questions (AP5-8) . ~

. whether MACOS teachers used some or all of the AP 1tems .,

“test on elther part of the mstrument or on follow-up class - - B
_average scores. . ¢ .

45, The partial correlation coefficients are: i ‘ ‘
STEP and AP1-4: . 62 . o : o
=z * STEP and AP5-8:.46 . ’ . :
A_p1-4 and AP5-8: ,44 B -

w , ®

. . II-112 ' . '
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3) Item Responses for the Questienuaire'About Aninjals and People (AP) 46 .

-

LT ' - The preceding analyses have focussed on ‘relationships of amount of

' imp‘lenfentation to performance on the MACOS content questionnaire. Since

’

that instrum'ent, of all those used, c'onsistentlyvdifferentiated b,etween MACOS
e o * ' . - e

’ .and non-MACOS classes, as would be hoped, it is of interest to examine item

- responses made by MACOS and non—MACOS students. In some instances 1t is"

s t

R ) ., evidentkwhere MACOS students in'particular did and did not end with a clear

"

grasp of some parts of the couxrse as reflected in the items.

, -

For each 1tem and cholce, tables showmg the percentages of MACOS " B

-

2
¥

< ) . = - \> -

- . and non-MACOS students (the student as the unit of counting, not, the class)

‘ . ".chooslng each alternatwe in the posttest of the questlonnaire were prepared

~ ¢

. These item analys es are glven 1n Table hI-31, whlch shows each questlon

4
.,

" 3nd ite‘rn‘, and the percentages of associated responses. In examining the ite&xs
. . . 6 " oL ”f,—ti‘, y " -
and item responses, it must be remembered thati{})‘the individual responges. R

-

"came from groups of students who had been in the same classes; 2) as shown

vabove, there was a range of 1mplementat10n o; both un1ts among MACOS classes,
. < ' -4
> and 3) the ltem distributions comblne responses from 5th and 6th graders. With

v “ . . . . -
* .

those qualificationos, it is believed nevertheless that two further statistics will

A - . i -

aid in examining iterns. One is' the p-value of the Chi-square test of the signi-

. ~

ficance of the difference between groups of the total response distribut‘ions for

-
B - o

each item. The other statlstxc is the asymmetrlc lambda A (AA), with group
L ’ . ¢
il B (MACOS nonﬁ:l)MCOS) as the dependent varlable. This statistlc, as described”’
. 7 g
L T .46, The~1tefn response dlStI‘lbllth[lS pertain only to students who responded
Tt e T Athey“do not 1nclude ‘percentages of students who omitted the item.

Q " B © L II-118 . L
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"

- — R 3 ’ i\;. ' T ’ s ! . ] .
"~ " o earlier, is an aid in maintaining a perspective on the strej@l redictive
v A \. # - o x"

3
-~ L

“. association between diﬁerences in response distributiqns between the\&

) . 7groups. It is the percent reductlon in error of prediction of group membe \p,.
given resppnses to an item. One may find, for example, a signiflcant ch1-squa\e\

-

but little predictwe assocxation Lambda A (A.A) thus provides’a guxde to

. — ———
-

o . .

Sample sizes are not included in the tables to'save sgace. —T'he{r vary

.
N .

T in each'group, dependxng on the specific 1tem. The following are the mean

LY

- sample sxzes, standard devxatxons, and actual maximum and minimum sample

'sizes for each group:

N K SD = Max Min

: MACOS © ) 606.13 | 11.42 621 577
o N ¢ Non-MACOS 547.93 Zﬁ.ae 570 | 524 ‘
" On occasion, c'o_mparisons will be made with results obtained in the -

K ~ . %
E

8 _.formative evaluation of MACO0S.47 - Item analyses of posttest (winter 1968) results

were also made in that evaluation. In some cases results for MACOS students are
' . 1 [ :

- N N

| similar to those obtained in the present study; in sorne cases they are quit’e dif-
o i _ >

- 2

ferent, There are several possible reasons for-differences. One of course is
- o - e

o

that in some c¢ases item wording and formatting were different in this study. An- .

| oth”ér is that the democrfaphic characteristics of students (especiaily % 5th grade"and

"' L % 6th grade) were different in the 1968 EDC formative evaluatxon study than in -

. ®

thls one. The EDC study had more. 5th graders, fewer

1nterprettng Chl-square p-values. o -

47, Hanley, Janet P., et. al., Curiosity/Competence/Community: An Evaluation®

of Man:A Course of Study. Social ‘Studies Curriculum Program, Education

. . -
’ - . .
o -

' ~ | M-l .
T - 100 S

Development Center, Inc., ganlbridge, Mass., 1970, vol. I, Section III.

3

whﬁd/

some 4th graders. Yet another, pqssible reason is that programs were implemented i

*




N - - . -
. . . - . A A4

N \ T
B differently in the two studles. ThlS report has already shown that there wm@)

%

wide variations in lmplementation of the. currlculum The EDC report hotes

~ - . -

- variations in implementation also. However, it does not give indication of the

B

* . B R ~ . -, e . ¢ v ‘V‘.
extent of variation found in the present study. i nother possible reason for

. differences -for the Man ‘and Other,rAnimals part of AP is that the EDC posttest
+ - was'giyen at the end at the end of the unit (Winter, 1968); in this study it was
‘given-near the end of the year (h/;ay,1975),, typically a semester after‘ the unit,

v

1) . . N -
There are,of course, other possible reasons for differences in results.:

o

P Que‘stion 1 4 ~;' .
. : ' This questlon was described by EDC as related to the "abihty to make
\ comparxsons and d1st1nctions between man and other animals."48’ Five of the S

s - \

.\,4__\ O 1tems (a b,c,d, e - the latter mod1f1ed in wordlng) are from the orxginal 1nstru- )
AN . .- . \., S

ment. The last four are not. - Of the ongxnal five, the f1rst two differentlate

© between MACOS and non—MACOS groups, although the indicles of predlctive‘

) X a'ssociation are small. The percentages of correct responses of the MACOS
. rge 1

erd

3

students for 1tem a ‘(marry) are a little lower in the present study, compared to
the EDC 1968 formative evaluatlon (80% in the present study compared to 90%

for EDC), they are sﬁ%’a'nually lower for item b,, (grow up without adult care:

-

52% compared to 81%) \ltem c (use a language) is probably the most interestlng

item in the whole set. The\MACOS materials emphasize the fundamental ‘difference

e

betweenh animal communication a

human language. The course stresses language

& as one of the major shaping forges of human beings. Here there was no significant
- % R Bel * < - . . .
esponse distributions. There was a marked difference

\

differentiation between groups in

48. Ibid., p. HI-1.
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A Questionnaire About Animals and People

Table 31

.

X
1. In the list below are 9 things that happen during the lifetimes of human beings

i 'or other animals. Some things happen just to human beings; some happen

| to other animals )qut aot to, human beings.

-] writea p

’

. -

b. grc'wi' up without adult -

.~ care’"

c. 'use a language - .

° . -

d. protect themselves

"~ from enemies

e. cooperate with each
other

‘f. have belief systems

g. throw Ehings
i .
h. have a social.
organization

i. make symbols

*= answer'sc'dred as correct. ,
i Oy p-value of Chi-square.

e

MACOS ™~
. Non-MACOS 33.0*

. MACOS

-~
-

| . . .
I | if it is true only for human beings - -

1 2 ifitis trixe only for some other.animals

: 1
. MAcos  80.0*%
- Non-MACOS  77:5%
MACOS 3.9
0

Non-MACOS 3.

36.6*

0

MACOS  * 3.1

* “Non-MACOS 3.5

16.1
Non-MACOS 17.4
MACOS
Non-MACOS  60.7*

MACOS © 32,0

"\ Non-MACOS 40.9

MAC 0S8 62.8

" Non-MACOS ’64.1

MACOS . 50.6*

64.3* -

2

1.6%

.4

51,5%"
. 44,9%.

4,2
-5.6

30,

¢ 3 if it is true for both ht_mia‘n beings and some other animals

., ' ’ /
On the line beside each question, .’
el
s ° .
. .
.3 : sz_l/ - ‘){.ég./“
' 18.4% .029 2.
22.2
44.6 033 3§
52.1 - - ' :
59.2 ¢ .287 . 1
61.3 " T
91.3* .306 o -1
88, T*.
78.7* L722 0
76. 8 * s
28.2 . 435 0
6 S ‘
59, 2 . 007 6
51, 9* ' . -
0.5« . .625 , 0.
28. 3"
_40.8 - . 030 2
33.8 ' ;

" Non~-MACOS 57.1*%

-

2, Lambda A: index of predictwe assccntion of group from responqeq

Y

1 - ~




, - d. know the alarm calls of other animals

-y - n\. . .

2.. During their\lifetimes, animals learn to do many things. They are
« .+ able to do other things without learninga Read ‘each sentence below.
Then check one answer for each sentence showing whether or not you -
think the animal must learn the behavnor or qa'n do it without ledrning.

1, P

ﬁérrigg Gull (A Bird) = " .

. g . /
' - . :MACOS Non-MACOS x? Y XA?-
a. fmd the edg23 of its territory . ) -2 e .
" . N - . - *
. " Learns to find them . 68.9% -62.2% .018° 4
T 2. -Does not have to learn to find them 31.1 37.8 ’

b. crouch when in danger S

N
Q

1. Learnstodoit . 37.3 44.4 L0154
*.” 2. Does.not have to learn to do it - 62.7- 55.6
¢. "Recognize its,chicks by spots-on tne ’ . . L .
head P . Lo o b
* 1, Learns to recoghize them . 48.6 514 .925 0
__2. Does not have to learn to recog- 51.0 49.0 .

nize them - ‘ -
Baboon (A Mammal) . .

At ®

_* _1.. Learns to know them ". . 58.2 67.1 . 002 4
2. Does not have.to learn ¢o k‘now them 41.8 329
e. make sounds s . . . o -
____1. Learns to make them 30.9 38.4.-? . .008 5
—*_2. Does not have to learn to make them  69.1 6i.8 -

*

f., know 1ts place in the dominance order

of the troop -
LA Leagns it C 72.3  69.4  .290 0
2. Does nét have to learn it 27.7* _30.6 :
> ' ) '

* = apgwer scored-correct.

1. p-value'of Chi-square. - .
2. Lambda A index of pred\ctwe assocmhon of group from respenses

- . ) -

. T m-17 T

- 133 0 .

o,
\
W™ .

o Table III-MContinued . .
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Table I1I- 31 Continued

b} A -
T l |
' "~ 3. Beside each sentence in Column A, write 1a the- number of the .
. v, sentence from Column B which you think is the best answer. .
You should use an answer only once. iy
) - “ - 'a - . % ] . ] ) ‘: v .
T A T ' . . B e
LoLa. @ desé'r'iption of a structure 1. 'I‘he water is cold.
. ‘ " . - . 114
_- b.” a description of a function - 2. The’ pnppy moved back from ;he
_— ’ . food bowl when the adult male _
c. an example of dominance ’ .came toward it.
d. an example of learned behavior .. 3, The ice kept the lemon?de cold )
. " S ' 4. Herring gulls, parents recognize their S
L . Lo .- chicks by the spots on their heads. -
. "\ . x . : ° i N
T, . 5. She i pretty. R
: i ) -. , ’ " 6. " A tree has roots, atrunk, branches™
and-leaves. ,
. - Answers s 3 . LR s
“Questions Group 1 2 - 3 4 5 6 ' x%pl/:AA 2/
“a.. MACOS ~10.7%_ 5.3 7.8 87 145 53.0% . .056 4
Non-MACOS  14.5% . 7.2 8.7 7.7 . 9.6 52.4* -
S b. MACOS 11,7 _ 15.0  38.8*. 14.8 6.8 12.9 . 022 7
- Non-MACOS . 9.3 _ 20.6 ~ 33.1%" 19.3 6.3 .11.4 " -. .
c. MACOS 7.8 . 53,3% 10.6 14.0 710. 2: 4,1, .000 29
- . Non-MACOS  11.0 _ 18.6% 19.6  26.6 ~16.5 7.6 : S
. d. MACOS . 8.1  20.9 8.2 48.2¢ , 8.2 -6.3 .000 22 ;" .
- Non-MAC OS 5.7 43.8 5.9 27.8% 8.8 8.0 . - .
"r ’ * = answer scored as correct. | . N B ! .
i3 N N S
’ 1. p-valne ofChi-square, °. . Lo / : o
2. Lambda A index of predictive association of group irom feszonses )
. . " Fd - e @ " vV
' l 4 ' ’ . ’ b M
- . u ~ . ’ L] v L,
3 . ° [l - ) - "
b} oy . " o MR 4 <
< » ¢ q' .
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o3 Lt . - . . ‘ ’
\) A4 N ) . , - . ) f ' -« ‘ °

+ " . . . . - -
- . - ‘ B . -
ERIC Co y 134 AN )
- -
AR provasi o e - S . .
’ . - R .
. - . . ) . Lt N ’




-~

-

.
~ o«

LN

.« * 4. On the line beside each word, write the cumber’ of the définition that best e
describes that word‘ You should use an answer only once.” °

'i‘% ) __.__a. life sycle

. o0 o _,__“_b.'.. offssring -
o . ' ‘ ‘ —_— c .‘ju'venil_e

. B d reproduction

. _* e, human being ~

.Table I1{-31 Continued ‘

Aomn,

-

~ . ¢ *
. -1, a‘young human or other young animal -
2.” 2 mammal and a primate | N ‘-
o <~ T N .

3. giving birthtQ yo'ung ‘

t L4, the young’of any antihal S Coe

5. the pattern of being born. having babies.
dying

- - .
L} - . -
.
-

6. ajumiptooneside— s -
7. a delinquent or bad teenager’

8. the opposite of'anjrpal “
| 8 . x2pL/ Az’ -

.

_Questions Group> 1 2 5 6 7
a.” MACOS 9.3% 4.5 2.2 33.9* 1,7 .8 L3 001 10
Non-MACOS, __14.9% 4.7 3.2 62:0% 2.4 1.3 .8 ¢
b. MACOS ° 15,0 . 7.4 41,5 ‘4.1 5.0- .17 1,2 000 14
~_Non-MACOS __ 16.5 10.3 33.9** 3.8 15.7. 1.7 27 . .. ¢ -
cs. MACOS 36.3« . 6.0 149 3.9 2.0 330 18 _ .000 27
. __ Non-MACOS __13.3* 6.9 6.9 * 3.3 4.6058.5 1.7 .
" d. .MACOs 6.4° 9.4 8 -6.6 5.2 3:5° 3.6 .000 10 -
-Non-MAC OS. 5.9 5.9 8 '15.8 5.3 4.8 3.6 ) .
e. MACOS 5.9 14.9¢ 2 3.2 -3:1° 56 620 .106 2, .
Non-MAC OS 8.6 15,9" 9- 3.6 1.9 2.4 62.2
. * = answer scored as correct., - o
Y. p-value ofChi-square, , ! _ ' )
2. Lambda A+ index of predictive assocxatxon of group from responses. L
-’ - . b
- g 4 . 1 J
\ . ]
S | -
'j:' ‘ . Q;,, - ] —
\ -~
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Table [I-31 Continued

5 Several statements about the Netsilik Eskiios are listed below.” What
. " do you think each of the following things depend upon? You may decide * °

that more than one.answer could be given, but check only one answer for

. each/statement. If you aren't sure, make-a guess.

./ -
B PARE .
e y Depends Depends upon Depends upon ‘
L : upon rules what & person what a person . e i
7 o _ of Netsilik prefers is able to do sz-l- : M?’-
" 1. the -Isina of songs society : 4 > ’
- mos make up ~ Non-MACOS 27.1% 51.3*% 21.6
- 2. the Netsiliks' use * MACOS . 66.0+ , 17.4 16.6 005 -5
of magic*and 5~ Non-MACOS_ 56.6* 22.7 v 20.7 -
other beliefs i ) ' '
4 . S
3. the activities~ "MACOS 51.1% 23.2 -° 25. 8 000 - -8 .
connected with © Non-MACOS . 37.2* 29.7 - 33.0
the birth of a - - ) L
Netsilik baby - - . - ‘ ’
" the friends’ MACOS 18.0 66.4* 15.5 - 180 | 2 -
{ Netsnllk : Non-MACOS 19.5 61.5¥% . . #19. 0 -
) chnldren make , - > ',
- - N ,’ ’)
5. choosﬁ%a song. MACOS 16.9 66. 6% 17.3 487 0"
’ partner * Non-~-MACOS 16.1 63. 4% / 19.7 C
. ar " . . ‘ / . - } :
' 6. surviving through MACOS 14. 4% 16.4 / 66.4 122" "3
3 a hard Arctic . . Non-MACOS ~, 22.1* 16.4 61.6 )
_winter - g / g
7. the Netsilik . MACOS 50. 0. 16.4 / o 83.6% o011 2
Eskimos who Non-MACOS 53.7 20.5 25. 8% o
" act as leaders /
' > /o
* =answer scored-as cotrect. ' {0
1. p-value of- Chi-square. = / .
: 2 Lambda A index of predxctwe assdcmhon of group from responses.
e P ) i‘v i B . . fAI N
o » :’{ R -
. /
: o _1111120 , ' ) '
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. ‘Table III- 31 Continued, -

’ -6. If a group of Netsilik Eskimos came to visit us, some things about -
s our lives would seem familiar to them. Other things would seem- -
different and strange or unfamiliar. . ‘ .
. - ; For each of the phrases below c‘hecf( whether you think the Eskimos ‘ ’

. . -- would find it familiar and similar to their way of life, or different
and unfamiliar to'them. o S

[N

>

_a. the fact that we use words to express ' _  MACOS Non-MACOS sz}_/ )LA-z—/
our feelings and ideas . = - -

-~

* 1. similar, familiar .- 64.2% 62.9% - 691 0
2. different, unfamiliar 35.8 ' -37.1 " :
b. the fact that different rooms. in our
houses have different functions (for
exaniple, we use one room for ceoking,
" - . another room for sleeping)

v

’z

. 1. similar, familiar - T 2m2. o 29.2 J1a3 0
) * T¥79. different, unfamiliar -+~ TL8 70.8 T
' "¢. the way we feel when a friend makes - o .7
. fun of us ‘ - )
_* 1. similar, faiiliar 67.4 . 70.0 © .35 - 0
2. diiferent, unfamiljar -~ '32.6 - ~ 30.0 - )
C. +ds the way most of us feel about dogs
1. similiar, familiar - 418 58.7  .000 17
** 9, different, unfamiliar - 58.2 41,3
) . e. the fact that our parents tell stories . ' .

N

N T -0 us when we are young

* 1. similar, familiar o M2 120 . 054

3
2. different, unfamiliar , 22.8 ‘27.9 , .
i _f. :the fact that we often throw away ‘ - ,
unwanted objects or food - - oy
. . 1. similiar, familiar ST 25T 307 065 . 2
o * 2, different, unfamiliar - ) 74.3 69.3
- *answer scored as correct.
1. p-value of Chi-square 3
2. TLambda A: index of predictive association of group from responses. - . -

, ‘ , 11-121
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Table I11-31 Contjinued

= ' * 7.. Both Netsilik Eskim‘os and wolves hunt the c'aribp‘u on the tundra. Below
is a description of a hunter. Read the description and decide whether }
/the hunter is a wolf, a Netsilik Eskimo or whether it could be either one. b

, I sometimes Runt alone, but I often hunt in small groups.
‘ n I often chase caribou towards others of my kind in hiding.
. ‘ - 1 plan on using different methods for catching caribou
) . depending on whether I hunt the caribou on land or in the
water. Some of my kind may die during the year if not
. . enough caribou are killed: . ) : -

What am I? (Check the one best answer. )"

. - B . . -

MACOS ° Non-MACOS  X2pl/ Aa2/

‘1. a NetsilikEskimo - - . . 34.7%¢  2L0% . .000 7.
- ?’-- a wolf ) ~ ‘. . B - 18:1' . 26.9' —— . ; - : -
S 3. the hunter could be either a Netszhk 47,_3 52. o- -

[l

Eski mo-or a wolf . s -

-

What was your reason for the answer you chose Eliove? (Check the one ’cest:answer)

~ 1. both Netsilik Eskimos and wolves 39.4% . 42.6% .001- 3 N
_-do all the things listed above ) : ‘ B
'2. both Netsilik and wolves . 210 23.4 g
cooperate in hunting ’ - ' i
. 2..only man can plan which hunting : 28.3%* + . 18.3* ' I
_ methods will be most usefui in - o \
A a.particular place * ) ) ] .
. 4."on13;-’wolves hunt in groups and 11.3 . 15.7
. ¢hase caribou toward others of ’ )
\ * their-kind in hiding, ' i N 4 . C
.\ - *Answer scored as correct. B ’ R
, 1.- p-value of Chi-square.
2. Lambda A: mde\: of predictive assoetation of group from responses. .

1-122
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. , . Table'III-31 Continued M

8. The Netsilik do some. thmgs mainly to meet needs of daily survival
(physic‘al needs). They do other things mainly to help explain and
give meaning to thexr world, to,feel more comfortable about life .
! . (spiritual needs). . Think about whether the following activities
meet mainly physical or mainly spiritual needs. Then check either
physical or spiritual )

. . . MACOS: Non-MACCS X2 I/AA 2/ :
a. The Eskimo woman covers the eyes of a fish with : , )
P ashes.' : . ) .
1. physical ‘ C 14.29,  24.8%  .000 9
o 2 -spmtual : - ) 85.8 . 75.2

- -3 .
L] . . -

v bl At the river camp the men first repair the weir
(a trap made of stones to catch fish), which was

L7 ‘ daniaged by winter ice. - i
* 1,” physical - - . 183 = 1.5 -.208 0
2. spiritual o . ] 21.7° -24.5 >

c. The men-are very: careful not to repaxr thexr
tools near the stone wexr } : . R

o .

1. physical o , 27.1 « 441  .000 14

_* 2. spiritual ) e 729 . - 55.9
d. A you:f@' hunter makes-up a beauhful song about - < -
*  the great c'lrxbou he is going to catch. R . .
1. physical’ . =T T80 3Lz’ lsz 0
* 2. spiritual - . 69.2  68.8 _ :
. — Rl o
“e. A careful Eskimo always drips fresh water, into . ‘
a seal's mouth after it-has been caught. : .
1. physical _ ) T T3 . 40.0 . .000 - 14
* -2, gpiritual T 3 76.6 60.0 ~

s

f. A man can borrow the wife of his-song partner
'when his own: wife is‘unable to travel with him.

3 - » . °

' * 1. physical . _ 57.9 43.4  .000 10
2. - gpiritual > - 42.1 56.6 P
—_— T )
*Answer scqreé as correct. )
. 1. p-value of Chi-square. . - ‘
2,. Lambda A: index of predictive assocxatmn of group from responses.

1
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in percentage of correct responses between the MACOS students in thls studyand the

_ones: in the EDC “formative evaluation (37% in this study compared to 76% in the
t - EDC 1968 national p.ilot study) MACOS and non-MACOS students in this study
' chose right and other responses at v1rtually identical rates. Ttem i (make symbols)
/ in question 1 was added as a further check on the question of the distinction between

language and signalling or communications. The terms 'create' or 'use' were

e o . - -

conSidered in lieu of '‘make'. It was believed that 'make’, for 10-12 year olds,

came- closest to the distinctions belng drawn between language and communications

m MACOS Here the itera did differentiate slightly between MACOS- and non-MACOS

e K

. students, xith non-MACOS students having a higher percentage of correct re_sponses.

Ed

> ’ - . MACOS students, on the other hand, _did‘appear to be the nyore knowledge="

’ able’ about animal behavior.and capabilities, Item'g (throw_ing things) differentiated

-

: the most strongly of all items i in the set between groups, 1n favor of MACOS students.

~ -

It is not a specific item of MACOS written content- DeVore's 1ournal makes. no 4 .
] . /':

’ reference to.it , no teacher's manual makes reference to if. The students' book- .
. lets on baboons, chimpanzees, animals of the African Savannah, and others make
T . z ’ ; ..
- " # ;/ ~ . - .
‘no reference to it. Possibly MACOS students were more attentive to some animal,

-

- T V. programs. : : -

-
»

One item in question 1 over which there may de contention about the scor-~

-
- . B . .

Y

ing is ltem h, 'have a social organization’. Bruner stressed social organization

as a maJor humamzxng shaping force. The MACOS student materials do not refer

to animals having a social organization. They refer to troops, dominance, offsp.ring,

. . . N } -
- parent-dependency, functions of animals in groups according to sex, age, aggresiveness,
* - Pl 4

’ B
' { ’ ’ ' ' /,

Q ' . - o . :
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~and 80 on. The teacher's booklet on baboons exphcltly refers to the soctal

N - .

4

) “' ( ' orgamzatzon of troops of baboons. De Vore's artxcle "Prnmate Sooxal Infe" in

/(; . Semnnars for Teachers (a MACOS teachers!' booklet) refers more than once

% -

to the "social organization of baboon troops". De Vore, in his article, however,

is careful to draw distinctions between human and animal social organization on a

.2 . - - L7 ~

number of dimenSions. The concept, in the MACOS materials, seems ambiguous.

a .

FA
The discriminandum appears, tobethat human beings can vary thejr_ socxal orgam-

zation (relatlonshxpsy anlmals cannot, once they mature suffxclently to become

active and reactive members of 2 f’specxes-speclflc group. Rebel baboons cannot,

ha')

~

one is led to believe, change the fact of donfinance structures withﬂin baboon troops‘.‘
. .
Rebel human beings may brlng about a sequence of events that fundamentally alters

e

:, doniinance relatxonshxps (and others) between 1nter and intra-gocietal groups (e. g

-t .
the American Revolution). The forces operating are cultural, rehglous, economlc,
- . X . - -~ - - . .

V 'lfac'ial', or whatever, but not genetic. ’
- The belief of thi’ pro;ect was that the concept of socxal organxzatxon (a .

oA lack of purely 1ndmduahst1c or random behav1or) was 1nherent in MACOS materials

¥ ) “

~ A

to teachers, if not to;students. It was for that reason, assumlng teachers noted ’

) che same thlng, accepted it, and taught if, that ltem h was scored as it was.
R ~ u ' N ” ® R
N e 2 Question 2. ' o S R

The wordmg of th@ questlon and the response format was modified in an

effort to make it easier for poor ‘readers. The change in response format did intro- .

; duceambiguity, as was pointedﬁdut by some students. For example, the ch01ce tdoes
P ’: . ‘ . ) . o o

not have to learn to do it' can mean: 1) is able to do it without learning how to, or -

.

L f (8
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- ~-'. . . 2)has no néed to do it. The instructions for the question, however', are not

' ‘ axnbiguous. The effect of ambiguity in response choice for the items, if one
) . i “‘ A . 3 » . . .
-were uncertain about the concept (learned vs. innate behavior), or the instructions, .

o

or both may be to make responses random. For the sample sizes involved . ‘ ) N
here, the 95% upper and lower confidence llmlts for acceoting the hypbthesns

\that an observed percentage of correct responses is not dlfferent from 50% are'

- 1) for the ’VIACOS group about 45-55%; 2) for the non-MACOS group 44-56%. Jhere

e
v < A

is one case in whxch the distribution for MACOS students fall within those lnmxts

14

-+

_(item c), and two cases for the non-l)(IACOS students (items b and c). Other‘- _

wige, all distributions for both groups show percentages of correct responses

*

S significantly different fronl chance. B

- Of the four'items for which the Chi-square for the difference between

...groups was significant at the*.05 level, three (a, b.and c) show the MACOS students, *

- . . : ‘ ) - . ’ Tar
\. B N . r - RN .

’ - %

'Mhaving hi'gher_'percentages of right answers. Curiously, for' item d (baboons, know
the alarm calls of other ahimals), the non-MACOS students had the greater per~

centage of right answers: The percentages for the MAC 0S students on posttest

for this question are very close to those found on posttest in the EDC s*tudy. The

¥ .o - 8

o

. formative evaluators noted"that,aéalong with the concept o_f language, ‘applying the

- .~ - L

concept of learned versus lnnate behavior by 1dent1fy1ng examples -of ach in herrlng

gull and baboon behavnors was a problem nrea.49 Whnle 60-70 of the MACOS

students got most. of these ltems r1ght, obvlously 30-40% did not. However, a

~

snmxlar range of non-MACOS students also got foup-out of S1x of the items rxght

The,average difference between groups in percentage of right answers for the three ~

-

49, Ibid., p.-Jil-11." - S T

&

.y
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items in which perc entages exceeded chance and MACOS had the higher percentage

) ' is about 6%. As one can see in the table, while differences are significant the
’ v

.T N o~

-

\ '_ strength of predictive association indices ()lA) for the items are not very large
v (4-5% reductions 'of errers in predicting groups.from responses). The course
" does give MACOS students on the whole an’ edge over non-MAcw students in
ability to identify learned and innate behaviors, but~ it is not a large edgec as
£ D measured by this question. . ' e . S

<" . ~ ® . - - . -
.8y Question3 . .

F— Yo

-

’ This itém, appearing i the MACOS Evaluation Strategies booklet, was
. R P

" - :_3,' modified slightly Response option 2 in Column B was changed from an example -

: .o e

AR ¢

of baboon dominance behavior to dominance among dogs in order to test the’ “ability

of MACOS students. to transfer a concept to another specxes. The 1nstructions also

[ . i

L 1ncluded a statement to use an answer only once. While the MM‘OS formative

- evaluators, in commenting on a matchmg question, noted that instructions did not

make it'clear to students that an answer could be used more than once, the MACOS

) Evaluation Strategies bookl'e't prdvides a key of single, presumably p_referred.chovces

t‘ - ‘ ey ’ - A >t

for that question (modifie‘d) and for question 3 here. It therefore seemed appr.o- )

&

oriate that Students should be told that.  ~ :

. %, * - ..
X v - -

- - Overall “distributions of responsef’ by the two groups did differentiate be- ' N

J— v R
FAa

.tween them, more strongly for 1tems b, c, and d than any of the 1tems in the prior

-

two questions. It can be seen, however, in the table accompanying* question 3,

. TN
PR .

v that with respect to "right" answers, the concepts of structure and function (items

a and b), non&MACOS students did about as well as MACOS students _MACOS stu-

<

dents clearly had a strong edge over non-MACOS students in recognizmg examples

B \ .
of dominance and learned behavior (items c\and d). However, °*within the MACOS

LN
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gro_up,.the percentages of students correctly identifying the uamgle%are only "

. around 50%. Based' on this form of assessment, the data provide further indica~ .

tlon that the more complex and abstract concepts were not in general learned‘

effectively. T i T ' .

[

4) Question 4 T R

P This is another matching questi‘on, testing use of course vocabulary.

¢ o

- - " Four of the five items (a=d) show strong dlfferentiations between the two groups ° .
. . - o - f}_. . . ° -
of students, .with MACOS students showing the' higher perc entages of correct choices.

Wlth the exception of 1tem a (life cycle), however, the percentages of c\.rrect :
choices by MACOS students are not high They are substantially lower than the
posttest percentages of right responses found in EDC's formative evaluatlon.

. o

' D\Y ) Item e (human bemg) was ansWered correctly, as defmed by the MACOS scoring
o)

key, by only 15% of the M.A(‘OS students. They, like non-MACOS students, pres .

-

dominantly chose the definition 'the opposite of animal' for that térm rather than S

o . . W

' a mammal and a primate'. The perc:entagez of correct responses for thait item °

inthe EDC evaluation was also low (32%), but not as low as found in this study
. » ~ . - - ' L . . 4;
% 5) Questlon 5 .- ) . .

- M, ThlS is the first of three questions on the Netsilik umt of MACOS. 1t «
v

L1

- % . 4

asks students to classlfy behavmrs according to. whether they are most likely to

°

-h -

'y

depend on: 1) the rules of Netsilik soc1ety, 2) what 2 person prefers or 3) what a

o L.
S

_ person is able to do. Three of the six items (2, 3, and-7) show-a slgmfxcant d;f—-
T i .
. ferentlation between MACOSand non-MACOS students on posttest. Three donot. - .

In the three cases in which there is a differ_entiation, MACVOS students have the

.
Y s s e *

~ %
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~ (oraunderstandmg) of some reasons for certaxn speoiflc behavmrs. The indices

e _ of predlctive assdciation, however “for those three items were not very large, .

,,,,,,

: compared to other questions and items. Nevertheless, they were associated
- “3 T > : hd v N -
‘with significant differences between groups. Again it can be noted that the rapge - - N \
~ -of MACOS percentages of "right" responses is about 14~67%. -
: - ” R ‘3‘

- 6) Question6 . o S SN

v

-
-

‘This quest'ion explores understanding of Netsilik cultﬁre,and its slmi;- -

lantles and differences from ours. It asks students to xndicate whether they
- ~’

thought that if a group of Netsilik Eslnmos came to visit them, they would ﬂnd

M

certain structures, functxons or attitudes simxlar or familtar to theirs, or dif-

°
) o

- % ferent and unfamiliar. In this question, the response format was modified -to_

. . .
2 -

omel‘té it more intelligible to a wider raage of students than the roriginal formats. . i

5 v

- Otherwise, ‘items remain the same, -

The two items that significantly differentiate between groups are: 1) the:

K

~ %

-

way most of us feel about dogs; and 2) the fact that our parents tell us storzes °

— s

, when we are youn;,. The other four items’ were answered correctly by non-MACOS
students as frequently as by MACOS students.so None of the distributions in ‘ .
"“ B 1,‘-. _elther group fell within the limits ‘of chance. " . .- ' . . ‘
v 7) Qhe_stion 7 | ‘ ’ o .
"~ These 'two items were intended to meesure the ability of stuoents. to C

.

- —reagon from evidence based on k.owledge gained fri.m the course. There is no

-

hil -
s

‘50, It should be noted that Eskimos as a general cultural group were hardly
~unknown to many non~-MACOS students.
Al '. >. : o
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question that MACOS students ‘do better with them on posttest than the non-MACOS

group,but the percentage of MACpS: students giving correct responses to both
v parts, of the question is a minority of the total group (35% to the first part of the
, question, 28% to the second part)

e o &mwms’ ) -
- This isa set of sik iteins designed to assess studonts' -understanding of ‘
. i ' ’ _
- the reasons for certain behaviors of the Netsilik Eskimos It asks students to

. —
b . .

differentiate hetween physical and spiritual reasons»underlying certain customs

-

- and behaviors o ' ¢ ' ’ -

-

It can be seen that except for the. non-MACOS group for item c. proportions :‘

1

o of correct.responses are different.from chance.51 It may be concluded that: 1) in four

~

" of the six items MACOS students answered the question correctly slgmficantly more
often than non-MACOS students. 2) on the 4 1tems (a, c} e. and- t),MACOS students got

- \ correct responses an average of 17% more often than non-—MACOS students;
.‘":\‘ ‘) ~ \ 1 .
] /V 2 3);‘the indices of predictive assoclation range from 9-14%; and 4) the- items of
N - n - . v . G
Xestion 8 were in all cases answered correctly by the majority of MAC OSUstudénts.

L3

. l \x The analyses of individual ciuestions and item’choices suggest several

®

impllc\tions about MACOS, its 1mplementation and effects, as measured by the ‘ *

questlonna xe and procedures of this study. Stuc’.ﬂnts do learn many things about

¥

animals, animal behavior, reasons for behavior, Netsilik customs and reasons

underiying them;\and they do acquire and apply a vocabuiary. There .iS indication as

noted above, 'howeve\r, that some of the more difficult concebts oi the course.
i 51. Consider MACQS two-tailed 95% confidence limits to be 45-55% and non- .
MACOS ones of, 44-56% These confidence bands apply to observed item ‘

sample sizes. \
. ] ’ — 0\

A\

P
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“structure and function are others that, giuen thig questionnaire as a means of

. ’ perceive it as it was expressed in the question.

» a . .
necessity (see e.g., question'8,) , * i Lo - .4

-~ gtated: there was 'a wide range of amount of iniplementation of the course

B ‘ .
- o, - 1 h Eid «
. - -

M - . ) *

+ ' - ) *
. f v

- such ‘as the disttnction between animal communica'tion and human language, ﬁ ‘
are not getting across effectwely. For example, quesfion 1, item c, concerning - | }
whether animals asg well as human beings use a language, not only did not dif-

* - ’

- ferentiate between M.ACOS and non-MACOS students, 2t algo was answered

correc'tly by slightly over onesthird of the MACOS students. The,.concepts of

<

assessing comprehension, were difficalt concepts for many students. Further,

-

as noted above in connection w:th snestibn 4, item e, the majority of MACOS’

. .
-t . d

as well as non-MACOS students on posttest identified "human being" as "the

L)

opposite of animal" Fmally, w%h respect to questiqn 7, while proportionately

—— 9

. more MA@OS students tjian non-MACOS were able to recognize the concept of .

plannmg ahead in relation to circ&mstances as a difference betwee.n animal . °
/r . / . s ’

ya
hunters (wolves) 'md human hunters (Netsilik Eskimos), the majority did not
g = . -

<

" Students in this study appeared to do best with factual material or with

concepts for which.there‘ were readily observable or descripabl_e exar'nples. The

y - ' // '

’c'oncept’o_f dominance is an example, life‘c‘yc,le is another, Sim,ilarl}, 1 most o, K

am—

studen.s.grasped the fapt that some customs or behaviors of theNet!'gilik w_ere

-

-/ .

based on certain beliefs about.the world, or on spiritual needs as distinct from

° « -

a
~ . @

While these analyses raise questions about the difficulty le\:el of some
of the coursc concepts and miaterial for 10-12 yean olds, several factors must - .
- . . . . I
7 g - . . . . N - -4

]
be considered in tempering inferences and generalizations, One has already been -
’ - [ S ‘ . ) .

. . .
A - - - . % -
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. ‘- . - . o\ _'1 . .
in the MAC& classes in this study. Some of the variations in performance on

o

i ’ particular questions and iteing may simply reflect variations in implementa}iow

It has already been found that total scores for the Netsilik questions (AP 5-8)

Thee

- *  were significantly associated with percentage of Netsilik lessons covered (see '
-

. , 3

& Table III-30 ).92 Second the forﬁitin which questions ‘and responses about

~

abstract concepts was put may worktb r.estrict the abiﬁty of students to demon~

lex or abstract concepts. ~The questionuaire,

.

-

strate.grasp and mastery of

Y

.'.‘ ' ' like alP such instruments,puts a heavy reliance on re’ading ability. Ambiguity of
Questions may have been a factor 1nﬂuencing choices. Furthermore, this form

N C‘ oL‘jLessment of knowledge and skills was‘found sometinles to be disliked and i L

\\
* (]
]

' resisted by-students. It was the expenence of ‘staff membgrs of this project
LA ¢ . , ‘ . - A

that elic 1t1ng information, descriptlons and,explanations from students in 1nterview

- Id

N -
A e

¢

situatlons was often a more felicitous situation, judging from students' reactions,

' U * S -
- . than administering the various forms, even when the latter were read aloud '

-

Third. the instrament (AP) was admihistered last to students (following Study
ChOlceS - 88 Ch What Would You Thinl; ~«WWA 1 and B, and ¢ CAPS) The responses

. may reflect a. fatlgue effect both in MACGS arfd non-MACOS groups. o :

A< X

“q - ) . There are other possible reasons that could account for or contribute

-

. ‘ ‘_toethé relatively poor posttest performance_of MACOS students, on the?\‘?erage,

¢ 7 \\ ~ . 7 »
v - with some of the questions and items dealing with concepts and distinctions in the

.
Y »

) ‘course.. Nevertheless, the trend of results obtained in this study, particularly

with respect to coficepts such as language, and-learned and innate behavior, is
* 5 . . - ’

o 52. MACOS forgaf/[v/e evaluators found similar results. . Cf. Hanley, Op. _gg:_,
) po HI-31 - ) . T : 3 -
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similar to that fbund in the formative evaluation of MAC.(B.53 The cbnsistency.

| 1 4 - -

of trends raises the question of age appropriatene‘ss of same of the materials

and subject ma‘tter. It has been seen that with respect to the Man and Other
. . £ "

Animals questions (AP 1-4), when the class average score is. use¢ a¥ the measure,

o

the percentage of 5th graders in th,e class is a significant. predictor of total soore

¥,
RS - b - - * M -

.. . e )
" (cf. Table III-30). The hdigher the percentage of 5th graders, the lower the pre-

‘ strtfcture.function, human being, etr

" @. cit,, ‘p. T-55. . “. .-é L

-

~dicted posttest score for the class. That is not the*case for the Netsi'.ik part (APS-B)

4 .

“It"is the first part (AP 1-4) of the’ overall questionnaire that contains the questions . !

4 4 - . . .®

on some of the more .difficult;concepts such as‘langulage,‘learned behavior,
L . - ;. - 1

s - -

» ! .
-

> . . X
1y N4

The conclusion is not that 5th grade students are incapable~of learning

T
such eoncepts and demonstrating ‘it by being able to answer questions about them

in the format used in this study. It is that as the course was' implemented in
classes in this study, the evidence is that the younger (5th grade) students in
» - < » . 4

particula'r, and a number of .MACOS students in general, were not successfully

* . . \-., »

- . %

' demonstrating maa{:ry of some of the basic concépts. <
; R

4 . . .

The implication is that lf MACOS is to be taught to ‘upper elen.entary

-

) .

students, es{écial/ly at the Sth grade level, and if understanding “of some of the

basic concepts RS measured by instruments such as that used here- (and as appe'ir

o
- e X

in the -MACOS bookiet, Evaluation Strategies), particular attention needs to be .-
‘- i > . - , .

paid by teachers to lessons and methods designed to teac those concepts. .

r

.

53. E.g., "One important conceptual area where the course fails to produce .

sngnificant learning is that of symbolic language as a distmctly ‘human .

phenomenon, and all other evxdence poxnts to this failure." Hanley.

1

- e



. That study 'found that teachers who had recei ed the equivalent of a basic course in

h
e
,
l
?

3

In this. regard, it is interesting to note that a recent study by Fitch, et.al., . \‘

“has called into (iuestion the adequaoy of training provided'to MACOS teachers.54

Co o
Anthropology (60 hours) plus 20 hours of traxning “consistent thh normal MACOS-EDC

recommended teachmg procedures" used anthropologxcal terms or concepts in

teaching MACOS more accurately than did teachers who had only the MACOS train-

\

i'n'g 55 cThe same applied to the students Of the teachers in those trai.ning groups.

‘Slmllarly, the students of teachers who had the anthropology course tva1n1ng as

rd

7 well as the MACOS training did better on the MACOS achlevement tests (used by the

developers) than did students whose teachers had only the MACOS trammg There

X - - ;

were othevrtf‘indings, but the;:implication_ drawn by. the reg*archers were that: "con-

sidering all results together, it appears that accurate-use of the terminology of the
. ke - N N .

4

- field by the teacher is a crucial factor for student improvement. Apparently exposure

to MACOS material alone is not sufficient to acquaint teachers adequately with the
k T P
156 . ' / o

language of anthropology. "

’ . %

Teachers in the present study were nof’ tested (or observed) for knowledge

or accuracy oﬁ use of anthropological or other disciplinary terms or concepts. Thus,
A

_no comment can loe made supporting or not supporting the results of Fitch, et, al.

The item anaiyses presented and discussed above do, however, point to problems
N . " - . N ~

-

in effective learning' in some areas, as fneasured by the AP ques’tions. Whether the

.

54 , Fitch, Robert M., Haefner, John H., and Gonza ez, Nancie, Different -
teacher training and the teaching of "Man: A ‘Course of Study. " Social

’ Lducatlon, Vol. 41, No. 3, March, 1977 pgs. 242- 246
55.. Ibld., p. 242, =
. -56.. Ibid., p. 246.
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.. achievement, or. other factors cr combinations of faetors cannot be determined

~

problems lie in teacher preparation, how much or in what way thé course was

implemented, the age appropriateness of the course, the means of measuring

from the analyses presented hére. - -’

\4) Other Item A"'nalyses o o
a. What Would You Think (WWA and B)

X

The questionnaire What Would You Think was designed to asséss atti-

[ 4

tudes toward behaviors, beliefs or customs, and towards peoples or grouns‘ that -

' might do or ha've them. It has been seen earlier that WWA and B have shown

2

-

lndxcatxons (though 70!: consnstently) of dlfferentxatxng between groups on posttest

and on Follow-up zl, though not on p;;etest. The scoring of the 1nstrument was based

e N

/
on the rank orderlng of responses from negatwe to positive by 5th and 6th grade

students. ; o

~The 1nstrument ‘was mtended to pertain to a major goal of MACOS,uand as

I

students for each question. In this case, it is pafticularly of interest to examine

j
pre-post resqonses, as well as to consider responsc chmces of ath and 6th grade

w

A

A
El

students. Percentages of students choosing each response on posttest, as well as
" .
the percent{lg’e and direction of change from pretest are given in Table ITI-32.

. { ’ C

‘Table HI-A32‘;also shows for each question and response choice, the\l‘ank order of

the choice. [The lower the rank, the more negative the statement, ds seen by samples
i\ .‘// o

of upper elef‘nentary students. 57

The¥é are occasional ties, indicating that the com-

Y
"

such it is of interest to examiné distributions of responses of MACOS and non~-MACOS |

puted scale yvalues were sufficientiy close as to make it not worth trying to distingui’sh -

ee|Section IIB. .

57 |
- i
i
i
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from pretest to posttest across the two groups and grade levels. It should be noted

-

~

" between them.98 The table aiso gives the unweighted average change for a response _.—~

E

-
-

that percentages within a group may nT){de to 100% due to roundmg. For the .

-

sam7 reason, a{nounts and directions of changes for all four choxces within a group

/

may not add to zero. The table is based on the total number of students resmxndmg
to each xtem on both occasions (pre and post) N's are shown for each group for

-

each question and column. : . . . s

Consider the first question in Table I-32. Students were asked to read . \\ )

the situation described, and then check the statement in Colunm A that was most

like their reaction, and sin;ilarly for Column B choices. Thus, for students (M-5),

it may- be seen that. omposttesLlS %% chose _the first item_in Column A ("since it is -

part of their rehglon, the custom is alrlght") The +4 under that indicates that this ~

owas an mcrease of 4% from the percentage of that group choosmg that response on

pretest (14% chose it then) The column xndxcates that the group of 5th and 6th

grade studenfs on whom the scaling of choices was based tended to rank that state- .
ment as the most positive (4) of the four in Column A. Locoking across the four
groups (M-5, NM-5, M-6, NM-6) for the t\'iret ‘tem, it can be seen that: 1) there

was relatively little variation among groups in percentages of students picking that

as an increase in percentage of |

statement on posttest; 2) in all four groups there

students choosing it from pretest to posttest (all directxos of change are positive,
R t .

v

. . \. .
or-increases); and 3) the unweighted average change from pr‘e%\posttest for

58 . As noted in Section II, each set of 4 responses was given a~yalue, based
on a scale with a mean of 5 and Standafddevxatxon of 2.. The rank orders
were obtained from those scale values. >~

™~
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3.

4.

1' " - Table III-32 - . B . )

Student Vs. Posttest Responses, and Changes From Pretest / ' . ‘
to Questlonnaxre What Would You Think, By Group and Gradel: _ B

T ‘1—- If you “heard about a group of people in the Pacific Islands who each year would ) -
throw stones at one of their members until he was dead as part of a religious - \ T 0
custom, what would you think? (Choose the one best answer for you in Column A,
. and then choose the one best for you in Column B. ) ) :
) % Students,Posttest, apd Ghange o
Rank order «  from Pretest. . Unweighted

~ Column A ) ) . : | = of choicey *° M-5 NM-5. M-6 NM-6 Average Change
Since.it is part of their religion the custom is alright. - ‘4 . .18 16 ,21 18
' : y 4 42 5 4 _+3.75
That is a bad-custom even if it is for religious reasons. - 2- . 34 33 34 33
, : — . +2 -4 -2 - -8 . =3.00
That is a horrible thing for any human being to do - 1 24 27 20 33 -
. ) v ' -9 -4 - -5 -1 ¢ 475
It is one of the most unusual customs I ever heard. 3 .- 24 24 - 26 26 :
. - - S 2 46 48 ‘45 . 44,00
L N= . * 556 551 ° 527 ~- 485
Column B ~ \
It's hard to undersfand how people could do an 'twful ‘ 2 « .29 . 27 21 26
thing like that. ) ) =3 -6 -4 =2 -3: 75
They are just people like we are, but they have different 4 28 25 32 27
- \customs ' 3 - 4 +5 - 14 +4, 00 .
That custom is wrong and they should be made to change it. 1 . 7 21 16 ,13) '
. : . » =3 -4 . -4 - -4.25
Some- people have’ very strange customs,’ compared to our * 3 27T 27 31 ~ 30
customs. . ] +3 ., «6 . 42 x4 +3.175
‘ ' = ' 553 556 © 524 483 :
1. M = MACOS, NM = Non-MACOS; 5 = Grade 5; 6 = Grade 6. : 154

2.. The higher the rank, the more positive the statement. _ . . N

&



e R Tab’lem-szcontimféd

T2, Ifa fr1end of yours' took your bxke w1thout permission, ran 1nto a trée and bent

the front wheel, what would you think? (Choose the one best answer for you in
Column A, and then choose the one best for you in: Column B ), :

-

0L, etudo%ts, Posttest, and

Change from Pretest.

Column A ) h <
) R . M .t Rank order
: . - " of choiceZ M-5 NM-§
S P | wogldn't mind; the bike can be fixed easily. . 4 -9 11 ‘;
e - N . = : 5 - '-2 o ’
« 2. 1wouldbe very angry at my friend for doing that. 1.5 45 43 .
<. L , +2 0/
3. That was bad luck for my ffiend and also for me. 3 12 9
- . . -, . < N . - ) . o . +3 -1;,
. ? 4, 1think that was stealing and should not have beén done. . 1.5 34 37
N N= © 545 545
. . ’ /
Column B ) - v M !
- - ———1;-Sometimes-we forget to.stop to think before wego: ’ B D S & 38
ahead and do something. > +3 -1
2. Some people will do'anything if they thlnk they can °. . 1 20 f 26
get away with it. -7 ] -1 J
' '3, People usually have good reasons for dolng things 4 13 ] 13
o even' if we don't know what they ate. . _ +3 f +4
_ 4. Some people just don't take very; *¢ood care of other 2 - 24/ 23
peoples' things. . T +1 / -2
- : N= 534, 536

_-—; M“Acos NM = Non-MACOS 5= Grades 6 = Grade 6.

2. The higher the rank, the more positive th‘e statement,

M-6

9
-2
46
+2

11

+1
33 .

-2 0

513

NM-6

9
-3
42
~1
13
+2
36
+2

476

36

25
+2
16
-2
24
+2
477

. e

Unweighted

-1.75
+ .75

+1. 25,

156"
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Column A - ‘ ‘
: ! Rank ordér

. . /' answer-for you in Column y -and then choose the one best for you in Column B.)

% Students, Posttest, and Change
~ from Pretest

A}

>

“AEUflweigfltedq,~

L - R ; ) of choice?/ M-5 NM-5 "M-6 - NM-6 ° Average Change
1. I'd like to know more about how they do it. 4 44 38 .43 41 - T .,
e , N - +8 +4 -1 . 46 +4,25 -
. 7 2. It won't work because there is no magic. - 1 13 . 15 13 13 .
' R 4 -4 T+ -4 -2.75
3¢ "Most people protect themselves as best they can. 3 27 - 27 28 22 ’
. PO - P . S | +3 45 -4 . +1.25
..., . 4. That's not'a very smart way to protect themselves. ‘2 19 - 20 16 - 24 o
= [ R =3 -4 -4 . 1 ~2. 50
- T A "N= 547 531 . 519 477 -,
R Column B - . t T
1. They sound llke foohsh people to have shich, a 1 15 ° 14 + 12 14 P
. 8illy custom. - _ s ¢ ~4 -3 -1 +1 -1.75
2. Those people may just be carrying on a very old custom \ 3 41 " - 31 .41 42 C
T = ) +13 +6 +1 +8 +7.00 -
S ,3 “That group must not have up to date ldeas llke we do.’ \ 2 . 11° 14 12 16 - '
- ‘ 3 I | ~2 #1 -1. 50.
- 4. i}'s -good that dlfferent people can follow dlfferent beliefs \ 4 34 34 35 28 .
and customs. . ‘ o , -3 ~3 +2 -9 . -3.25
o o ~ . \ N= 532" 526 515 473 . & -
-_— . . . \ . ) - .
L L d M= MACOS, NM Non—MACOS 5= Grade 5 6= Gra(geG
2. The mgher the rank, theemore posntwe the statement \ . "
., . « . \ -~
] . ! Sl , )
. ¢ oo™ ° 18¢

‘:‘,. 9 B} ‘., ¢ \

15"’ ) V ‘ -

2 .

. ¢ - ¢ & A Y
. . -

e
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+ Column A . % Students, Posttest, and Change
‘ " - Rank order’ - from Pretest’ —_
. . ’ : of choice2/ - M-5  NM-5 M-6  NM-6
1. 'Some people may eat them, but.T wouldn't want to do thht. - 2.5 <34 - 33 38, 36
. "+3. 43 " +3 +1
2, ’I never thought that such things would be good to eat, 2.5 11 11 10 13
. > - L 2 . - -=1 R +3
3. Yuck' It makes me,swk ]ust to think oir eatmg them S | 29- = 34 21 , 29
o S S oo, ) -4 -9 -4
4, That's no dlfferent; frolm our country where people : 4 25 |, ‘22 31 23 -
'~eat many thmgs K I . C e N +4 +7 +1
, & S e L A ’ N= 544 - .530 . 519" 473
) Column B o \‘i . ' ) .
:1. I guess it mustnot do them any harm., . . "3 . " 28 31 " 35 34
- S - .- -2 . #5° +2 +5
2.1 don't like people with such strange customs. s 8 7 4 5.
- - . ) 0 ° -2 S | +1
3. They probably have good rcasons for eating them. - ) .4 48 43 48 - 7 47
.- C : - e 0 -2 -3 ~6
4. They sound like a®$ackward group of people, ' 2 15 19 14 14
E o o ¢ +1 0 +1 0
T “ o N= .. 552  .535 521 479
¢ 1. M= MACOS, NM = Non-MACOS; 5 = Grade 5; 6 = Grade 6.
2. The nigher the rank, the more p'ositive the statement. ? d
. A -+ '
. b

Table’nl--s’é'c:ontmued R

. ;m If you ‘heard that there was a country in which people often ate grasshoppers
- . ' and earthworms, what would you think? (Choose ‘the one best answer for you'
) in Column A, and then choose the ore best for you in Column B. )

-l
i
!

‘Unweighted '
Average Change

+2.50




‘ - - e
N * i - Table III- 32 Contmued - . oy K 5"-"1“
- 5, If you heard about a group of‘people in the United States who still firmly beheve. |
B - that the earth is flat, not round, what would you think? (Choose the one besl:,?é?x‘
o o answer for you in Columq A'and then choose the one best in Column B.) ) o ¢¢.sf;";
P - . . - -A &
" . ColumnA . L ‘ % Students, ‘Posttest, .and Ghange -
. D ' Rank order " from Pretest * . Unweighted
. - of choicé 2/~M-5 -~ NM-5  M-=6. NM-6, Average Change_
1. It would be interesting to know why they think that. ~ ° 4 [ &\ 48 42 > 537 487 7
R \ - +6 . 43, . #T o =5 . 2,75
2, It is*hard to understand why they would belleve that ) 3 22 24 21 . 25 )
) ot ‘ . -3 . %2 - -2 " o+ .+ .25
N 3, Those people are cra/y to beheve a thing like that. o 1 - 15 ~ . 18 .- 15 15 . .
’ . AT i+ - +2 2, +1,00
" 4, Thatis a very strang? thing for‘anyone to believe, 2 / 16 16 * 1 13 :
* oy 4 . . : \— -1 -6 S SR | _ -3.75
5 g | -N=» 527 532 ‘515 469
:".:. ‘ | , ) ' e
f\(‘l« _ Column B 1 5 ) . , ]
. - ' .’ . - \ - .
1, There are still sbme.Yery backward people-in’ ' 2 e 14 . 18, - .10 . 12 _ i
our country. . , . =2 +3 - -4 +2 - .25
2. They can go ahead and believe whatever they want. - —3 R 29 - 33 : 7
\ ©,0 -6 -+ "+2 S - .5,
3. There may be good re'xsons \vhy they ha\/e that belief. 4 v, 43 - 39 46 42
\ S “+4 4B 43 .. -3 +2.25
- 4L_Some people are so dumb they will beheve anything. ~ a1 - 1 14 c11 12 -
- . \ oo v et -2 -2 -1 0 -1.25 °
ST | . ) 5 ) N 4 .- 521 540 516 470
! - .
"1, M MACOS, N\I = Non-MACOS; 5 = - Grade 5 6= Gr'1de 6. \ ’ , -
2, The hxgher thel rank, the niére positive the statemeht' A
2 SR _‘ . N ST - /
Ce- . ) o, - R ‘ . »' . ‘.’ / ’
- ) . }o & L e ) @,
P . o ‘ ~ B :.é . ! P - E
1’6.1 * 7‘ ' ) i r:j J -~ . .
AY - i
.- '. N - \ C . \
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) noted that the statements under Com"k n A and Column B for ea_ciqu/est(on are lxted

=~

‘statements increased from pre to posttest .

sum ef-the four change perqentages for the statement, dx ided by 4. 1t should be

1 - “ A}

in the order in which they appeared on the form.

)_ With respect to question 1 taken as a whole,.,tt may be seen that both for
LA _ ?
Column A statements a\d/c\olumn B statements the direction of change from pre-

test to posttest for all groupg is toward the more positive (or at least less negat‘ive) .

A.

statements. 'I‘hat is, if one compares the sign of the unweighted average percent- ’

-

ages of change of percent of responSes to the'rank.orders of the statements, it can

*

" be seen that sta&ments with rank orders of 3 and 4 have a pos;twe sign (more stu- -

*

dents chose those statements on posttest than on prete_st). Statements with rank

-
b ]

oxders of i and 2 show negatwe signs; fewer students chose them on posttest.se'

- [

The dlrectxons of change of response"for all groups follow the same.patterns in

- / . »
~

Columns A and*B, On the.whole, the percentage of students picking more positive

?
’ v

-
hd -

The resultant percent'xges of students in the four groups shown in the

table for questlon 1 are generally very slmxlar for each response chonce. There

1

“are not obvnous group or grade dnfferences. Both groups showed small changes

[
g "t L] .

toward more posxtwe choLces on posttest for both parts of the queszion.' It should

. " ' A

59. Statnstlcal tests of differences of percentagqs (posttest or changes) were
not unertaken.. It is believed that the data should be examnned :mpresslonls~

tically without attempting to make strong mjerences based on statistical °
test criteria. One exception to this approach may be noted. With one
. exception, all posttest dxstributlons of responseg.for each question and
2 column diifer slgnlflcantly from.a chance d:strnbut:on. The exception is
the distribution for nor-MACOS 5th graders for Question 1, Column B, °

[

- . - - Y’

N ; ’ -
y . . m-142. ¢ N
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not, of cdurse, be mferred that all students who changed their chonces did so
in.a positive direction, The fxgures presented here were obtained from cross-
tabulations o'f responses of pretest vs, posttest for.each groun. Those cross-
tabulations. show changes in bBth directidns as well as many students who did not

' change thenr responses at all. Con,snderl for example, the 5th grade MACO::

students responses in Column A for question 1. Not shown in the table, but

obtamable from the’ pre—post cross-tabulatlon, is the fact that 35% of the students
\

did not change their responses, 37% changed to a more positive response, and 28%

changed to a more negative one.

Questxon 2 poses a sxtuatxon involving oneself. The pattern of response

«
o T
b

K (and changes from nretest) in Column Als generally,,away from the most posntnve -
reactlon to the beh'wnor (item 1) and toward a rore negative or neutral one
{items 2 ‘and 3): There appear to be slight dltferences in the patterns of changes
. hetween MACOS and non-MA‘VCOS'Finudént\s. IMACOS students were a t_it_tle more
: ; )
. likely to shift toward choosing a personal ’feeling of anger (item 2) and away

- from a moral_bondemnation (item 4) with respect to the behavior described.

In Column B the net changes from pre to post are generally small,as they are

. in Column A. The overall ghift is in a positive direction (away from choosing
)

- - . . & <L

the most negative response (item 2), except for the non-MACOS 6th graders.
In ci\'lestion 3, the predominant reaction to the hypothetical custom on ~

posttest x\;as one\df curiosity ('I'd like to know more about how they do it'") in

- ~

Coiumn A In Colunin B the general changes were away both from negative and
<

)




o
- . - ‘ —

-

- ’ ] . - ,.
"7 positive endotrsing reactions' toward a more factually oriented pogition (icem 2
- : - . §oy
"thes e people may just be carrying on a very old cusfom'}. ~ ’\

R ce . vy . /
T 3uestion 4, having to do with eating unusual food, has patterns of -

-

changes that;may posstlgiy reflsct an effect of MACOS in that MAC,OS'St/h and . T :
Gttx_gradé groups ovsrall show the I“argestnet changes of t:hoices from pre to
posttest.. trl‘;Column A, all four éroups' show a tendency to shift

‘awa‘y.from an initiai reaction expressi-ng pei‘sotlal distate (iten; 3) toward

reactions other students had rated ¢ '13/ more pos;tu{g The r\et shvfts are more
> d { .

pronouticed in the two MACOS groups than in the two non-MACOS groups. It is

f

possii)le‘ that‘for some students, at /4east, the experi‘ence of seeing the Netsiliks
-eatin‘g‘ ;mus '\1 foods m'\y have dm]mlshed a purely personal reaction somewhat.
In Cc;lumn B the predominant res/ponse of all fou?%mups is the most positive
. ) one (item 3: "’they probably have good re’xsonstjor eatmg them") In terms of
’ ~

average pefrcentage of change, owever, the shift generally is away from that
P’ )

*,

tral one (1tem 1: "1 guess 1t must not do them

’\‘ /

reaction antd toward a more ne
any harm™). . /
l
: /
In"question 5 thepredominant 'posttest reaction’ of all groups for

1

Column A liesponses 1s the most posxtwe vne (1tem 1: " 1t would be interesting

to know wh% they think th'\t") The same is also true for Column B responses.

i i
\’a i OvTrqll for most questlon" the perce: tages of students in all four
groups choosmg particular responsés are similar. The net ch'mges from pretest

i —

°

to posttest 1}1 most cases are in a pos}\twe du‘ectlon In a few cases,they are towqrd

a more neutyal posntxon Comment has been made about the changes i percentages.

i

It must be recognized, however, that such mdnces can only be wewed as suggestive.




They are, d':le, at least in bart,to changes of opinions of students. 1In all cases,however,
oo .

- \ /&y are net changes. As noted earlier, the actual changes of responses by
. N -
i

ndividuals within a group is not reflected in the net changes. Of interest here

are overall patterns and relationships, not absolite values.
b. Study Choices e
. The variable SS Ch (Social Studies Choices) has been used as an outcome

measure in analyses described earlier in this Section. That measure was the

average for each class of the number of times social studies was chosen as pre-
/ ferred when it was,paired with five oth-er subjects: '1) arithmetic; 2) science;
e L L ‘ .
"~ 3) reading; 4) spelling; and 5) English. The instrument from which the measure

was derived used the method of pair comparisons, in which each subject, including

€

social studies, was paired with each other su‘bjeé:t once (for a total of 15 pairs).60

. 3 L3

) . ) PRI . )
‘The students were asked, for each pair, to pick the subject they would prefer if

they had to make a choice. It is of interest to examine Brieﬂy_how social studies °

.

- " 4 - e .
¢compared in proportion of choices in relation to the other five subjects.

Scale values for each subject were determined using the method

e e

o

- -based on the a_ssumptibt{ of a composite standard.51 For purposes of comparability,
normalized linear transformations of mean proportions for each group were con-

verted to a scale with a mean of 5 and a standard deviation of 2. This was done

because eight sets of scales were wanted: MACOS and non-MACOS 5th and 6th

graders at pretest ana posttest. The effect of the

‘60. N X N-1/2 =15, where N = No. of objects.

3

61. Guilford, J.P. Psychometric Methods (Second -Edition) New York:
MéGraw Hi'l, 1954. See especially-pages 168-177-

I11-145
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i
1
a

gcaling was not to make the valid and alisolute scale values for each group,

hut to Spread pr0port10ns of choxces on the same metric so that comparigons

cou.ld be made. Other groups (and comparative evaluatxon models) could pro-

¥ % <~

duce other values. The interest here is in the students in this study.

i

- Lo Table III-33 gives the scaled values of each of the.six subjects for o,
5th graders, pretest and posttest, and for 6th graders, pretest and posttest,

by group. The exubjects are hsted in the table from om largest to_ smallest average — .

s e

T e e i

- 7“ ; . .
séale value for all groups. Thus, ar1thmet1c is hsted first, readxng gecond, etc. ~ IR

.o

“ ol Each dxstrxbutxon of scale values is read dovvn a column, What is

A

s\
gl

i .
CIéar in Table TI-33 is that, when paired with the rest of the field of choices,
social studies ranked next to last in preference, (except withi MACOS 6th graders .

at posttest) and English (language arts)Tast. What is not clear from the table is

the consequence of the method. Many stuGents may love English or social studies.

Foi‘ded to choose between them and other. subjects, as they v\rere, they were some-
wh?t more inclined to choose other subjects ("I really hke sirloin, but if I'have

P Y 4

- to choos'e between sirloin and filet mignon, Tl take filet mignon"). In efioct, the A
method of pair coniparisons forces wmners and losers. The scahng procedure also

dxstrxbutes the pr0port10ns of choices (whxch are completely correlated with scale
P

valLes) over a w1der range than the absoiute o:oportxons, with the same parameters.
i .
; Given these conditions, it is clear that: 1) most subjects retain théir

e | ) .
! -

rank order of preference when compared by. students to the range of choices; 2y there

: ar generally ‘small differences in order of preierences between groups and grade

X &,
1

L3
"

T1-146

, | | 167

a8 2 e e A m-..._.-._




. - - Table 1m-34
' Scaled Pair Comparison Choices of Subjects,
by Group, Grade apd Time of Testing*

?

MACOS . Nori~MACOS

. e Gra{ﬂe.5 - Grade 6 , Grade5 _Grade6
s Subject Pre ~ Post Pre.  Post , Pre . Post Pre Post
Arithmetic . 6.5 . 73 7.2 6.8 |{ < 6.8 6.9 7.2 . 1.8
'Reading .. 6.6 6.3 6.8 6.5 7.1 7.4 6.2, 6.1
_ Science .3 5.9 _ 5.2 5.0 5.2 5.7 6.2 5.4
: Spelling 5.5 5.3 5.2 5.3 6.3 4.9 5.9 5.9
Social Studies 4.2 4.2 - . 4.7 5.7 3.0 3.7 2.4 2.9
. English - ) .9 1.1 1.0 , -8 1.7 1.5 2.0 °1.9

. *N!gs - MACOS Gr, 5: 578, Gr. 6: 535; Non~MACOS Gr. 5: 572, Gr. 6:502 '
. L . . g A

<




% o ) BN s . ) )
. levels 1n standard devisation {erms; 3) most subjects_ retain their position

-
13 - . . ~ . ‘_ ..

relative to other sql;jeets from grade level differenbes although science and

- spelling show“a’ tendency to shift from pre' to post. 62. - . .

Ay
- < N

Dne is tempted to speculate about changes, Given the method and-
understandmg that the data in 'I‘able HI-33 -are based on the same 5th or 6th o Y
grade stud_ents frorn pretest to posttest, it is clear that, within the lir.mts of
accurzey (and assumptions) of scali’ng anc round_tng‘, for every gain there must

be an equal loss. In fact, the algebraic sum of gains and losses from pretest to
- - .. - ] 4 ) . \ - °
posttest, within rounding limits, is zero (as it must be, since each scalehasa

mean of 5).

ST % :
Whnle socxal studies usually ranked below other subjects than English -

P

both pre and post, it ranked relatwely hlgher, even on pretest, for MACOS com-

L -3

pared to non-MACOS students. This may have been due at least in part to the B

" fact that MAC OS had been started by students at time of pre-test and the choices ™ - .

>

reflected an early interest.' MAC OS 6th grade students showed a further increase

<@

in choice of secial studies at pobttest; MACOS Sth graders did not. 'Non—M‘ACOS )
f students showed some.increase in choice of social studies at posttest at both gfade )
. levels. The shift'of snci'al studies upwa;ds for MACOS 6th graders at posttest is
‘large, relative-to most other cnanges in Taﬁle I11-33, suggesting a continuing impact

,of MACOS. It is not as large,  however, as the downward shift in spelling seen for’

-

" noa-MACOS 5th graders.

,- A related series of questions was asked in Follow-up 2. Studeats were asked .
"7 62. The order of absolute proportions of choices is the same for each group,
grade level and test period. All that the various linear transformations .
have done is to convert those proportions to scales with similar means and
variances; they have not changed the order of absolute choices,

N . . . . ~
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to rate how much they like social studies per se on a 4-point scale; ranging from1,

a .
Gislike very much, to 4 like very much. They rated ar1thmet1c, scxence and T

e - RPN

English separately on the same_ scale. Students weré also asked: '
“nOf all the topics you have learned or studled about-in school,

. whether in social studies or any other subject, which oneswould
you really like to know more about, if you had the chance?

.Please describe it briefly."

e

."A content analysis of responses was made, classlfymg responses as. < .

.1

falhng into the area of social stud1es vss all other. The point b1ser1al corre-

Y

latlon between ratlngs of socxal studles and number of socnal stud1es sub]ects

o

=

(one per student) was then computed. The point blserlal correlatlons between -
ratings of liking social studles in Follow-up 2 and. statements of subjects students

would like to know more about (classified as socml stud1es vs, all other) were:

E

MACOS rpbl 20 non-‘VIACOSr pbi .‘24.

D ’ ©Q
‘The méans and standard deviations and N's, of ratings, and percentages

x

of social studies statements were: e .
Ratings : Statements
' o M 'S - N % Social Studies Statements
. MACOS 3.18 .82 508, 37%
. Non-MACOS 3.24 o .948 445 C . 38%
‘\\ With this absolute form of measure of liking of social studies, made in "

A~
\
\ . ° -

.Follow-—up 2 a year after MACOS, students in both groups rated sooial studies posi~
g ) g \.
tively on the averag’e.

\

The results, taken together, suggest that:
.when students were asked to choogse among pairs of subjects during the

year MACOS was studied, social studies ranked low in preference
on the averagée, for students in both groups, both pre and post;""

63. English or language arts was yet worse off; it consistently ranked last for all groups.

IT-149 ' 4
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. A ~

- R ) . - " - v - . -
. ~ the exceptxon was for 6th grade MACOS students in which there was )
e T . -an ihcrease in rank of social studies preference from 5th (next to last)
o . " at pretest to 3rd at posttest; the’ results suggest a more positive
impact of MAC(B on the 6th graders, cqmpared to the MACOS 5th
' graders;’ .
. non-MACOS studet!ts at both grade levels showed a relative increase
! ) . in preference for social studies from pretest to posttest, although
) ' .qe rank of that subject did not change e
& 3
= ,students from both groups on the -average rated liking of social -~ -
studies positively to a similar extent on an absolute basis a year .
later in Follow-up 2,°<.-~ .

- c.- Skills and Knowledge .

Two pf the measures uged as outcome variables have been the average

of the. summated ratings of eight questxons aboust skills, and of seven questions

n ¥ - - o - ~ -
about knowledge, asked of students in Follow-up 1. The specific questions asked

were as follows: . ) ¢

nA, We'd like to know what you studied in social studies last year,
and if it's giving you an advantage in social studies this year....
Did you learn how to fnake or use maps in social studies? If you
did not, circle NO. If you did learn to make or use maps iast year, \ .
how much has it helped you this year? Circle 1 if it is a great ; _
advantage; 2 if it'is some advantage; and 3 i{ it is “of- lxttle or no
advant'lge. '

"B, Now look at those items where you cxrcle NO, you dxdn't study ]
or do that last year. Are there some of those things you wish you -
- had studied or done in social studies elass last year because it
would help you in.social studles class this year? Put an X .in the
circle for those things." PR cL

5

The instructions in Part A were read aloud first: then each item was

‘read aloud. Then part B was read to students. Table IlI-34 shows the percentages

ht - . < -

. o, . - L.
' . .

64. Absolute and relative ratings obviously can give quite differeht—informat:;on. '

.

111150 , E
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of responses for each item for 5th and 6th grade MAQOS and non-MACOS

-

tudents. It also gives the mean for each item baked on 2 scale of 1 (great
) advantage) to 5 (d1dn't and W1sh I had).. The last value u\/as assi°gned to items
o 5 N »
‘that students 01rcled NO and then put an X 1n the circle. The scale value 4
\

(didn't do or study) was ass 1gned to items students cxrcled NO but did not then

\

put in an'X. The table lxsts the e <ills items first, then the kuowledge ltems.

It ma 'y be seen that many of the dlstrlbutxons are bl-modal but some are not.
Considering only the means for items, the table glarifies why there were in- ,
: . e . ‘ LD - ‘
“dications in earlier analyses of differences betwéen groups for Skills’a'nd Know.

* While differences are not large, there are cons1stent relationship§ between
™

MACOS and non-MACOS means at each grade level for SklllS 1tems 1, 2,38, °°
g.

and 4 For each of those items MACOS means are _slightly higher than the non-

' M:ACOS‘Ameans at the same grade level.  Item 6 shows the revspse situation,

?

although differences are very smail. The remaining three skills items show

mixed relationships. The four itemsr'on which MACOS students were slightly
more likely to express a less positive opinion, as the scale is set up, are:

b
1) how to make o1 use maps; 2) how to make or use graphs; 3) how to find infor-
mation in the library; and 4) how to write reports. The item for which non-

-,

- MACOS students were on thé average a little less positive than MACOS students

‘

“is: how to support your ideas or opinions with evidence or facts. Of all items,

it is the item concerned with map skills that shows the greatest difference between

+

[UTL‘SI

3.172' . - ‘."
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'I’able m-34

e

4

Were leferent Skills .or Knowledge Studied Last Year

.and What Advantage Has That geem Percentages of Responses
’ and Means, by Group and Grade Level :

* . 3 -
: ’ 1 T 9 Little . ~4 % 5
. ‘Group "Great -~ Some - orno- Didn't do Didn't-and ol
Skill Items and GradeLAdvantage Advantage Advantage or Study WishI Had Mean " N
- 1. How to make or use maps  M-5 14.0 .29.0 . 15,1 ° 17.9 . 23.1 3.1 - 351
. . NM-5" 19.9. 36.5 26.3 8.3 9.0 . 2.5 312
M-6.- 1. 146 "% 37.3 - 11.4 16.6 20.1- 2.9 308
: NM-6 "18.9 45.1 21. 3 5.3 9.4 2.4 244
. 2. How to make or use - M=5 7.5° 18.2 . 16,7 32.3 25.4 3.5 347
- graphs - NM-5 8.0 19.2 . 24.0 29. 2 19.6 ~ 8.3 . 312
- . M-6 7.5-° 26,0 13.3 -~ ¢ 36.4 16.9 3.3' 308
- ; - NM-6 13.2 23. 0 21.5 21.4 17.3 3.1 243
l: ~3. How to find mformatxon M-5 - 24,1 - 29,6 11.2 . .27.6 7.5 2.7 348
B . inlibrary NM-5 29,1 28. 2 12.6 21.0 9.1 2.5 309
LN : ' M-6 23.6 30.5 - 12,5 . 21.6 11.8 2.7 305
) . NM-6 29.4 33.1 8.6 21.6 7.3 2.5 245 °
4, How to write reports M-5 28. 2 31.0 10.6 21.0 9,2 2.5 348
: . M-5 29,0 - 37.4 11.7 13.7 7.5 . . 2.3 307
. M-6 24.0 37.17 15.0 .- 15.0 8.3 2.5 300
‘ NM-6 31.3 34.1 14.2 12.2 8.1 2.3 246 -
5. How to tell the difference M-5 14.1 | -+35.8 13,2 24.0 12.9—— -2.9 341
between facts.and opinions . NM-5 17.7 31.5 -13. 8 23.6 - 13.4 " 2.8 305
‘ M-6 . 18.2 41.3 © . 11.6 19,8 ° 9,2 2.6 303 -
NM-6 15. 1. 37.6 11.8 23.3 12.2 2.8 - 245 °
. R {
1. M =MACQOS, NM =Non-MACOS; 5 = Grade 5, 6 = Grade 6. ; -

¥
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Table, 1134 Continued - ' _ 7
R , o1 2 Little 4 5 -
. - Group 3, Great Some - orno Didn't do  Didn't and
Skill Items and Grade ™ Advantage Advantage Advantage or Study WishIHad Mean N
. . 6., How to support-your-ideas——M=5 13.8 32,6 10.4 '32.0 11.2 . 2.9 347
or.opinions \4ith evidence ., NM-5 16.7 30.5 ’ 10.5 - 23.3 . 19.0 3.0 305
‘ OF facts , M-=6 17.4 © 37.0 To11.1 - 25,2 9.2 2.7 305 "
: NM-6 17.2 33.6 10.2 27.0 - 11.9 2.8 244 '
) 7.. How to work with’'other =~ - M-5 34.5 43,0 16.5 ., 4.6 1.4 2.0 - 351
- » .  students in'small;groups NM-5 32.6 40.7 17.6 7.2 2.0 2.0 - 307
2 . | M-6 3.0 47.9 14.9 4.6 1.7 2:0 303
: NM-6 23.6 38.6 26.0 9.8 | . 2.0 2.3 246
8. How to look at all sides M-5 15.4 41,0 117 19.7° 12.3 2.7 351
\. - ——ofa'question before .. .NM-5 28. 2 34.0 11.3 15.9 '  10.7 2.5 .309 .
T " ‘deciding what you think. ~ M-6 18.6 40. 2 14.7 19.6 | 6.9 2.6 306
. = NM-=6 21.8 - " 36,2 13.6 - 20.2 8.2 2.6 243 -
Knowledge Items - - ’ L
1. How people and their M-5 26.0 - 36.9 17.7 14,0 ¢ 5.4 2.4 350
.o environment affect © NM-5 23.7 32.8 17.5 © ° 16.9 / 9.1 2.6 308
edch other i M-6 28,5 44.3 4.8 8.9 3.6 2.2 305
: ~ NM-6 21. 8 39.9 16.9 14.8 - 6.6 - 2.4 243
2. The history and/or M-5 15.8 28, 4 11.7 23.8 20.3 3.1 349 - - -
. " - customs of our country, . - NM-5 . 24.5 42,3 11.9 110 10.3 2.4 310 -
: - \ ~ M-6- 10.2 . 32,5 16.7 - 25.9 14.8 3.0 305
,  NM-6 15. 2 © 39,8 16, 0 18.¢ 10. 2 2,7 244
\ 3. The history'and/or . M-5 "19.0 32.4 .21.9 16.9 9.9 2.7 343
_customs of other countries NM-5 . 23.9 44,2 17.7, 7.7 6.5 2.3 310
‘. g M-6 16.9 ° 34.9 19.2 15.0 14.0 2.7 307
‘\ - ‘NM-6 ' 33.6 35.7 22.1 5.7 2.9 2.1 244
‘\ . - i ’ : - < ) \ WA ;‘
i 1. M=MACOS, NM = Non-MACOS; 5 = Grade 5, 6 = Gradc;fﬁ/. ' S |
\ . : \
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Table ITI-34 “Continued
_ .

' NM-6

" ’/ . 3 //
i 1 . -9 - ’Little - 4 - 5 e B s
I Group Great Some, " .or no Didn't do  Didn't and AP J
Knowledge Items ° and Grade— Advantage Advantage Advantage or Study Wish 1 Had Mean N
4. Different beliefs ' ‘M-5- 18.4. 37.¢. 425,10 - 14.3 - 5.2 2.5 343
people have j _ NM-=5 23.3 ~ 35.1 , ' 20.0 . 12.5 9.2 " 2.5  305°
‘ I M-6 16.8 42,6 1 21,8 12.9 5.9~ 257 303
NM-6 18.9 42.6 22.1 11.5 5.9 2.4 244 /
5. How different animals M-5 25.9 — 32,0 30.8 7.6 3.8 2.3 344
behave and why they, NM-5 6.5 ° 15.5 o 1.1 37.9 33.0 ” 3.8 309
behave the way they.do ‘M-6 23.4 - 31.8 36.7 4.9 8.2 2.3 308
C i NM-6 4.1 13.2 © 9.1 ° 55.1 18.5." 3.7 243
6. Similarities and -~ M-5 21.1 ¢ 35.5 27.2 11.0 5.2~ 2.4 346
* differences in ways NM-5 9.0 ' 25,7 11.3 27.7 26.4 - 3.4 311 - N
animals and people M6 17.3 36.-9 © 85.3 4 6.5 3.9 . 2.4 32 L e
____behave. NM-6 5.3 23.4 ~16.8 43.0 11.5 3.3 - 244 .
7. Learning and under- M-5 17.17 33.3 16.5 20.9 . 11,6 2.8 345 :
standing more about NM-5 23.6 - 33.7 14.6 17.5 10.7 2.6 309
myself and people ai‘gund M-~6 21.2 29,8 . 14.6 22,2 12, 3. 2.8 302 -
me.- : 22.2 38.7 8.6 22.6 7. 8! 2.6

N

»

* 1. M= MACOS, NM = Non~-MACOS;.5 = Grade 5, 6 = Grade.5.




groups.65 There is some ev1dence gf content vahdxty In Section Vit will

v i ] *
be seen that non—MACOS teachers were more likely ttan MACOS teachers

w - °

to emphasize map and globe skills. \' .

&

Looking at the k_powledge or gontent items, it may be seen that there

_are three items (1, 5,and 6) for which the responses' of non-MACOS’stude‘nts on
T v

the average were less pos xtxve than those of MACOS students. . Thereéare 3
Lt " items Tor which the opposite is the case (2; 3, and 7). Item 4 (different behefs . _
" peopie have) shows virtually identical average rating's for all groups. The

e T ~,:
differences in other xtems appear related to currlc{lum content. Somewhat .

N
more MACOS students, proportxonately, at both grade levels, imdicated-they

had rot studied the history and/or customs of our c'oﬁntry (item 2) or.of other -
countries (itfem 3) and feit it would have been advantageous to them in their

b
s

(‘1 - ‘ pres°ent social studies to have done so. Somewhat more non-MAC OS students,

- e ”,
- »

proportlonately, thapn MACOS students indicated the same with respect to the

items dealing with animal behavior and similarities and differences of animal -

» ?

beh*xvxor and human behavior (items 5 and 6). MACOS students gave sllghtly ‘ .

- . more posntwe ratxngs than non-MACOS students at the same grade levels for ‘ -
. . . ] .
L item 1: how pcople and their enwronment affect each other. Non- MA(‘OS stu- #
r dents gave slightly more positive responses‘than MACOS ‘students at the same ’
‘ Qgrade te\fel to item 7:.learning and nnderstanding more about myself and people

c

around me. ° s -

A 65. It will be recalled that in earher amlyses, class means were used as

. the unit of analysis. Here, as Wwith ether itém analyses, the individual
student is the‘unit. It is possible in the item analyses for students from
a s,mai! number of larger classes to impact upon the distributions and

. "« . medns more than would have been the case with unweighted class means.

3
L4 N « , . t



, Nearly all méans shown in Table Hf’-34 fall in the range of scale values
Qi ’ _ . ‘o, o .
v 2-3: 'did study or lea_rn how to do this and have found it some to little or no

) advantage this year.! The question did not ask students to indicate reasons why

2

* the}%eresponded as they di&. The last two categories (4 and 5) have been treated as

.

if they were continuation of a scale such as that defining the first three cate-

" gor gé, although they are not psiychometr;cally so, as the distributions make clear. -

There is an a.mbiguity"in the last two categories "Didﬁ'j:;iq or study" and ''didn't and

:wish T had" ..could mean: 1) this was not covered -iri social stuéii.es last yea;;, or

. - S, A .-—_'-., _ 6

( 2) it was and I did nét learn it for whatever reason.’ 6 Despite these and other
RN . ) _‘ ) - s . ¢ - ’ .
limitations of the xhethqd, there do appear on the average to be some trend

-

" that{seem related to the MACOS curriculu:n, as-has been noted.

“  f. Attitudes of students during the year after taking. MACOS

.
]

~ An important purpose of folidw-ups with students from each of the classes

<
¢

. in the study was to determine how students viewed their previous fear's sdeial *

» . P
- ¢ P o

studit\es course in retrospect, Follow-up 1, in October, 1975, focused on attitudes
[ ~ ’ N

towar’ii or perceptions of the previous year's course. It also sought to survey

Y
~
L]

sf:udehi:s' opinioné of certain potentially emotionally charged topics or subjects -

“ students may have studied or learned about‘in their previous social studies course.
. ¥ ) . X

In particular with MACOS stugients,..there were questions al,ut reacgi_c}ds to such

v = % ~

things és‘l‘seal and caribc;u killing,tf’eatment o7 eldérly Netslliks, treatment of

3 Y EA . .
Netsilik.children, hunger, sexual customs, foods eaten /fish eyes, naw liver) ete. ~
L * ' : (-4 « [3

*In interviews conducted with students at the end o% the prior school year, May 1976

%

°

- (cfuring posttesting), MAC(B and non-MACOS students students had been asked if

<
o

66. Responses to all such items also may be influenced by response sets,
halo effects, social approval sets and other extraneous factoxjs.

. . I11-156,
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they had studied or learned about customs or betiefs they fe%v%ré strange

. . or wfong. Those interviews (reported and discussed i‘n_Section!V of this report

reveaféd_a number of topics (in MACOS and non-MACOS cl?sses) about which *

stome sAtu_dents expressed negative opinions. Inquiry about students' opinions on ¢

2

a number of such topics was pursued both in Follow-up 1 (October, 1975) and ) .

W ° g

Follow=up 2 (May, 1976, a year aftei" students had taken MACOS). This inquiry

was not intended as a clinical or psychological assessment, but as a survey of
0 . . - = M 1,71‘
L.t .. . ’ - . - 4
continuing opinions. v -

Some of the data collected in Fg‘glow-u_p 1 and 2 were used as meas‘uresr

-
4 ]

& of outcomes in analyses reporté‘_d above. In those analyses, class averages were

--

used as the uhit of analysis.675 In the opinion results to be reported here, the

R v

e, unit of analysis is the individual student. This is done in part because the form

e N ’

isi which some of the questions were, asked did not lend itself to forming averages

for ‘a“c'f:iss, and in.part because it Wa 3 thought that the results could justifiably,be - . 7
i - B N . 4 - N

¢ , - - . ° . X LN PR
viewed as a survey of individuals, even though the individuals came from clusters .
- - i . ) . ; -

-t

-

L]

(classes) the previous year tha: could make opinions of such sub-groups correlated.

a . ! .

I)' Follow-up 1 Opinions.About Emotional Topics - N ,

L4

LR - - B
. .

'\*Vh.at were students' opiniéns in retrospect of a number of pqtgﬁtially

-

° ° . . N /
V= . /
emotional or value-oriented topics? The following topics were listed in thg/questidn— ¢
\ - . ¢« & . % T
‘ ; ? y ! .
naiye used in Follow-up 1:68 - : " .
f % .. PR

T 767. In both follow-ups, the class was 2 50% random sample from each MACOS
, * and non-MACOS class of students who had been in the clags all year
N (1975-76). The same students in Follow-up 1 were sought for Follow-up 2."
Sample size ' were maintained by fcplacement on a random basis. -Approxi-
“ - mately 80% of the students in Follow-up 1 were also in Follow-up 2, .

68. The topics listed were the result of a design conference ‘with consuitants in which-
the question of what subjects or’topics to include was discussed at len__gth. '

e

~ N .

A

o P . 11-157 )
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. Cannibalism . -

L

. Different beliefs people have about what is right and wrong

k3]

o
N

. .Killi’rig animals

.Killing people

3§

. Love
. Hatred
\ ", Foods that different people eat.

. Leaving people tn die’
. Different religious beliefs

< -
L4

. Different sexual customs
e <&

°

. Slavery

o

©

."There are people who\are correrned about some of the things 5th

and 6th grade kids may study .a school. _Last year in social studies’
.did you study or learn about any of the following things? If you'did "
please put a check mark in'Column Number 1 just beside the ones

you did study in sncial studies last year".”

[

o
]

?

69. The questionna'ires in. Follow-up’ 1-and Follow-up 2 were read «ajou°d .
to.students to minimize reading problems. The only exception was that
instruments contained in the Follow-up 2 questionnaire that had been

patrt of the pre-post battery were administered as they had been on

those occasions. Instructions were read aloud; items were not. -In
Follow-up 1, students were interviewed as a group after the guestionnaire- ’

‘ JTI-168
182
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« \

<

."Were there any of those thlngs you checked in Column Number 1 N
that really bothered or upset you? If there are any that bothered
R or upset you, and you wish you rdn't studied or seen or read
‘ - _about them last year, then put'a ckeck mark in Column Numbker 2 _ :
. T next to those topics you wnsh°you hadn't studied LI ) .-
: ';Even if you personally did not study these topics in social .
. studies last year, are there.any of th\e.m that you think 5th or -
- 6th grade kids should not study in soclal studies? Che "k them . N
off in Golumn Number 3." N\

Y Y - M \' .. .
VB ) i
. These questions were formulated as a means of investigating concerns .

-

. expressed by various groups and individuals (see brief review. in SectionI) about ' .

’ ~ MACOS. and also to continue toeicamine opinions about certain t\op'cs expressed -

*
-

P

: A
by some students'in the posttest interviews, as noted above. 'The_purp'oi' of the
flrst ‘question was to determlne the relatlve prevalence of opmlons about {ether
a topic had or had not been studied or learnéd in last yearas social studies clgss

T \

The purpose of th_e second question was to obtain dn indicato'r, of the impact of a \

@

. ‘ S toplc on students who said they had”studned or lear'led about it. The “p‘urpos‘es‘of;“\.‘“ R
the third questlon were twofold 1) to agsess whether studying a toplc mfluenced \\
) ' :‘ opinions of students aizout its suitability. for students their age; and 2) to dssess ) \\
_ whether, for st{ldents who said that they’d stu'died a topic, there were‘indicationsq '~ 7

s

) of emotlonal 1mpact which appeared to influence further opmlons aboat sultablhty

e - Agam it should be noted ﬁ%t the 1nqu1ry was not intended to be a clinical or psycho-

”

logical assessment, but a continuing survey of opmmns expressed by students ‘over

the pgnod of the school year followmg the courses under study.

- L4
. U >

- . " - - The three questions were respended to one at a time. That is, students :

" went through the llSt respondmg to the first questlon before the second questlon

- o

v was admlmst red. ey were asknd, among other things, questwns about
. thesé topu‘s and thexr opinions about them. Results of those interviews
are gwen in Section VB-7. o e
. . ﬁl I .
- s e ' : " 11J-159 M
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was asked. - The third question was asked only after the second had been com-

pleted Students were monitored carefully to assure as accurate completion
_ of the questxons as possible w:th respect to the me¢hanics of markmg answers. ]

An error m respondmg, for example, was to check a topic in response to the

. _second question if it had not been checked in respoase to the first question. The
- questionnaire was administered to groups of Students and occasionally errors
x ,‘:;Lc

of the kind described went undetected. OQverall error rates of‘thz-it type in

' o Follow-up 1 were low for each topic, rapging from 0-4%. Error rates had an
R « t c ‘,I / - A} N
‘even-smalfgr range in Fol].ow-upgz. o
» ) ) : . I = : .
* ° Insum, three questions were asked: 1) did you study.or learn about

this last yezir in social studies? 2ydid it bother or upset you? 3) “'hettmer you

studiid it or not, what is your op nion about its appropriateness for students

’
¥ .

o . _you age? Results were tabulated separately for former 5th and 6th grade

students (present 6th and 7th graders) in order to reveal possiole age level

-

up 1. The sub-tables give percentages of studénts responding to each of the

othree questlons ’I‘he percentages are addltlve W|thm jil group (across a row)

since the response of an mchvndual student could be classlflcd only in one ot the

~

seven possible categories shown. The tableg are set up to permnt case of com-
§f f L ‘ o . . ]
’ N " patison between responses Qf MACOS and non-MACOS studf-nts at o given grade

e
- ¢ D v .

level. It is of course [)OSSlh.lC also to compare responses of 5th and 6th grade

MACOS or non-MA(‘ 0os students In ecach tablc, the column labglied ‘\Jo Dat "

[}

contains the percentages of students in the particular sub-group, that completed

. . . > . - . . . 5

the questions for that toplc-incorrcctly,as des_cribed ahove. | The 'No Data' cate- -

% . . . - )
‘ gory thus .gives the error r*ate for ‘the sub-gr‘oup and topic. ‘
Q - ¢ ? @ ~ I“"&‘)O ) ,l‘. . 24 . .

o184

differences in-opinions. Tuble I11-35 a through o, summarizes results for Follow-~
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@

Each sub-table in Table IIT-35 contains the following‘information,

h 2

expressed in terms of percentages of students for the sub~-group:

.the percentages of students lndxcating that they had not studied .

or learned about the topic in social studies the year before,

and expressing no further opinion about that topic (Dldn't Study,
No Oplnlon), o . T

.the total percentage 1ndxcat1ng that( the topic had not been studied
and should not, in their opinion, be studied by 5th or 6th grade
students_ (Dxdn't Study, Shouldn't Study)

\ .the total percent'age of students 1nd1cat1ng they did not study or

learn about the topic (the sum of percentages of Didn't Study,
~ No_Opinion aand Didn't Study, ‘Shouldn't Study)
.the percentage of students 1ndlcat1ng they did study or learn -
about the topic last year in social studies ‘and expressing no

3

further oplmon about it (Studxed No Opinion) )

.the percentage of students lndncatmg they studied the toplc
last year and it bothered them (Studied, Bothered)

L
(4

.the percentage of students 1nd1cat1ng they studied the topic
last year, it bothered them. and 5th or 6th grade students
ohOUld not study it (Studied, Bothered Shouldn t Study);

.the total percentage of students who indicated they studied the *

topic ‘and were pothered by.it (the sum of percentages of Studned -

Bothered and Studied, Bothered Shouldn't Study) . .

.the. percentage of students 1nd1catmg they studled the topic,

it did %ot bothér them, but that in their opinion, 5th’or 6th grdde .
students should ngt study it (Studxed,, Not .Bothered, Shouldn't '

Study), - .. - ! °

the total percentage of students indicating they studied a topic

(the sum of percentages of Studied, No Oplnlon,"Studled Bothered; .»

Studied, Bothered, Shouldn’t Study. and Studled Not Bothered,
Shouldn't Study) “

* -
2 . .
.the total percentage of students expressing the opinion that the top1c

shouldn't be studied by 5th or 6th graders, whether the réspondents -

had studied it br not (the sum of percentages of Didn't Study, Shouldn't ~

Study; Studu:d Bothered, Shouldn't Study, artd Studled Not Bothered
Shouldn t Study) K
% -

a - ‘ -
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.the percentage of students completmg the questlons erroneously
(No Data), . , ' ‘ .. : ey
.the approxunate pe centages of students in a particular category,
: ‘ for example, Didn't Study, who did or did rot express further
‘ . opinions about the topic (e.g., Didn't Study, No Oplnlons, or Didn't B
- o Study, Shouldn't Study dmded by Didn't Sttidy, No Oplnxon plus .
: ~Dldn't Study, Shouldn't Study " : . oot

° @

In each table percentages are lounded n If the percentage category in any:

’

, vcell is, not zero, but is less than . 5(%),th4t fact is indicated by a dash =)+, That ,

(
3 ¢ *

condition indicates the presence of 1 respondent clagsified in that category. if

wr

the percentagé is spe_ci’flcally zero, it is shown as 0 '(%). Peré‘entages added for

all seven categorles should total to 100%, but may not d\.e\to rounding.
: Consider Table III-3o a, with respcct to the threc main questlons asked

For ‘/IACOS 5th grade students (N—361), 69% plus 16%, or 85% indicated they had

S . T

not studled or léarned about cannlballsm last year. Approxlmately 1«5% (13 plus ~.

1 plus 1*) indicated they had studicd or learned abou‘. it, apd an additional 1% .
. ' , [ - ' i

) . jcompleted the three questions .incorrectly (No Data). The total is 101%, due to Lo

»

rounding errors. Approximately g of the total group ‘indicated they had 'studied
. . : * .- : . P ) ) 1]
cannibalism and it bothered. or upset them. Approximately 17% of the total group

’ . -

indicated by thexr response that they thought’?the topic should not ke studled by 5th or

,‘,.

6th graders. The comparable percentages for he non-MACOS 5th grade (now 6th grade)

students are: studied it, 83%, didn't study it, 17%; studied and bothered, 5%

s
A - -

70. The within sub- -category percentages are approximate due fo rounding . B
and also due to the No Data percentages. Since the No Data percen- '

®

& - tages are typicully very low, the within sub-category percentages de-"
rived by this method are considered to be sufficiently accurate for P
general descriptive purposes., . 2 .

H . £ . M N - . . »
71. A .5 or more rule was used for rounding up; less than .5 for rounding down.
- N /‘>’ . i .

’ -8 ’ Y ! “:
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’{"lble 1-35

Follow -up 1: Recollectxons of Studying Topics Last Year

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

v

b and Opinions About Them, by Grade and Group(Percentages - / ,
- of Students)-]-‘- K . / .
.t . / . /
l -] ’t
? - ! ° y
0 o , Studied / Studie(.i not ‘' , J
i . Didn't Study _Bothered Bothered VA :
£ ‘) o Didn't Study Shoufd) n't Studied Studied  Shouldn't Shouldn't ’ o :
N Topic Grade2/ Group " No Opinion . Study No Opinion  Bothered Study - Study  No Data N%
a. Cannibalism 5  MACOS , © - 69% 16% 13% 1% - 1% T R g6
- : Non-MAC 0S- 69- 14 1 1 1 1 71 7 e 312
~ 6  MACOS 66 19 7 17 1 1 1,1 290,
/ - Non-MACOS 68 13 17 - 1 1 C - 248"
b. Different ° 5 MACOS * ! 25% 1% 70%. 3% . 1% 1% 1% 361
beliefs people Non-MAC 0S . 14 - 1 " 80y 4 1 s 17 1 - 312
= *have about rxgtk\ 6 MACOS ' 21 - 76 ,// - 1 1 290
N ’ and wrong » .~ Non-MACOS 23 « 1 .71 2 - 1 2 248
8 2 . T \; : B
¢. Killing “5 M:£COS " 20 . 5 , 40 21. 11 1 . 2 361
Animals., : Non-MAC 0S 36 10 25° 16 8 * 2 . 4 312
6 ' MACOS 23 8 - .46 13- 6 2 . 2 290
~ * Non-MACOS 45 14 217 6 4 2 3 248
v P ‘L 1
"d. Killing People 5+ MACOS, . 53 21 14 5 3 1 2 361
= k Non “MAC OS 49 16 13 11 5 3 4 312
. 6 MACOS ' 49 19 19 4 4 "3 2 290
o, Non-MACOS 2 44 19 25 4 3 3 2 4 248
N X ] -8 + K ';‘i\/
‘e, Hove s 5 MACOS . 57 - 12 28 - 1 2 1 361
Non-MAC.OS 61 7 20 "1 - 1 o1 0 312
) 6 . Macos 58 6 35 0 0o " - 1 Y- " 290
u . Nuh-MAC 0OS 57 12 < 28 - 1 2 0 248
, 1. Percentages are rounded and may not add to 100 due‘to rounding. . 2. Formergrades - 5th g¥ade s:tudents were
A dash (=) indicates a percentage of less than "3 a 0 indicates .* presently 6th graders; 6th.grr le students v
‘ no respondents in a cell. Do e T v ) were presently 7th graders. ., ‘. .
. - . ‘ ’
[ KC 18 7 B . s 188
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. Table 111-35 Continued ' / -
N . . /’ .
o7 SNT O /
Stu}fied Studied riot * /, ’
- . e - Didn't Study , Bothered, Bothered.,K /
L ! Dfdn’t'Study; Shouldn't Studied ~  Studicd: -Shouldn't Shouldn't - J
Topic Grade Group No Opinion ' Study No Opinion’ ~Bothered: - Study Study . No Data N
f. Hatred '+ .5  MACOS . 50° LT 36 4. 1 1 2 1 361
. ’ Non-MACOS 39, 8 a0 6 3 2, / 2" 812
) ~ 6 MACOS 46 10 - 40.° 3 1 T A 290
e o Non-MACOS 40 8 45 . 2 1 - 4/ 0 248
. - " v ! ) “ / . ) -~ e
g. Foods.that 5 MACOS 14 1. 67; 14% B 2 i/ 1. 361
different people.  * Non-MACOS 14 3 74 50 2 o 1 312
; eat 6  MaCOS 17 2 717 .9 - L. Cot = iy 200
' *  Non-MACOS 15 1 82 1 - //: -0 248 °
= i \ ‘ \ , -
T h Leaving 5  MACOS ... 29 7 39 16 7 2 "1 361
"R " peopletodie Non-MACOS .~ 53 14\ . V) 7, > & 2 .3 312 -
: "/ 6 MACOS. ’» 29 K R 45 8 { 4 1 290
; ) Non-MAC OS 53 16 | 22 4 2 2 1 248 " .
. [ R \ ° i / 1t
‘. i Different ) 5  MACOS - 19 - - 1Y O 3 - / 1 1 36144
..« religious beliefs- Non-MACOS 22 B \ 71 1 2 1 1 Y CAR
I i |-, 6 - MACOS SN ¥ 2 | 86 1° -’ 0- .0 290
o Non-MAC OS 15 1 t\ 83 0 1 10 . 248
: , = . ! - : / i,
_j. Different 55 MACOS g A3 19 32 A 3 1 361
e sexual customs  ° N6n-MACOS 52 20 | 23 - 1 / 1 1 312 |
S oo 6. MACOS <7 49 14 \ [+ 29 - - 5 -2 290 |
s . \ Non-MACOS 42 21 31 1. 0 % -6 " - 248 .
S . VR ' ! . |
. k. Slavery 5 MACOS 50 3 0 31 10 3/ ] . 2 . 361
L : ' Non-MACOS 21 2 | 47 17/ . 8 3 1 312
- ; 6 . . :MACOS 56 T4 29- 5 3, 2 2, . 290
- ) Non-MACOS 23 3 52 - 5/ -2/ 4 1 248
’ ) ! ! ’ . / - ] s ©
T G B . /. * = /
-189 | . . | - / | . N 1 I
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” ~ Tabl& IMI-35 C ontinued _ ., .
& - v ° -
) " ‘ v P 2 Studied Studied not
. Didn't Study, -l " Bothered, Bothered, . R
. Didn't Study, Shouldn't ° Studied;. Studied, . Shouldn't Shouldn't .
- - Topic Grade Group * No Opinion  Study No Opinion Bothered Study Study Na Data N
. Sharingand = 5  MACOS 31 - 1 , 65 1, - 1 3- - 361
cogperation N6n-MACOS - 30 2 + .. 65 -« . - 1 1 , 312
* 6 MACOS . "' 31 1 66 - 1 . - " 0 '1 290
- Non-MAEOS 37 2 - 59+ .1 - -, - - 248
- : : ' — . i S R
.m. Starvation 5 MACOS - 31 3 ~45 17 3+ - i - 1 ‘ 361
T Non-MAC OS > 29 4 . 40 . T17 ! 4 5 1 - - 312
’ 6 MACOS 35 3 < C 47 -8 't 2 1 . 290
Non-MAC - T 37 4 . 49 " 8 - - - 1 - 248
\ *
- . . N -
n. Treatment of 5 MACOS - 48 - -3 41 4 ) * 2 ) 1 T 361 .
young people . . Non-MACOs < 56 5" v 29 4 3 i . -2 312
_ 2 6 ° MACOS ~ - - 36 » 3 55 2 . 1 1 290
- Non-MACOS 52 4 - 42 1 ) 1 i | 248
- ~ Q » v
0. Treatmentof - 5 MACOS 36 3 _ 47 | 9 3 2 - 361
old peoplg Non-MAC OS 44 . 6 . 35 7 5 2 ~1 312
* ‘ 6  MACOS 30 . 4 58 3 3 1 1 290
- : Non=MACDS 46 2 47 1 2 2 1 248
: . 2 - k:
‘ 4 “;' L] 4 -
:”, - i 7 Y
) 'y , - 3 ’
193 » \ ’ 192




a st}ldied and not bothered, 15%; should stiidy this topic, 16%.

Still eonsider the same two groups for the topic "can'nib'alism / of
° ~

‘the 5th gr'ldc MACOS students who said they didn!t study it, apprommately

T - 19% s'ud 1L,should not be studied (16%. 69% + 16%, or 16"‘85),,81% expressed no

“

negative opinion about suitability (6?) 85). Of the approxxmately 15% of the
students “}hg said they studied it, ab\ou\g?% expressed the opinion 'that_it should

_j not be studied (1% 13+1+1, or 1+15), while about 93% did not express that- .
. . . : . - . -
of)inion. Of the approximately 15% of the students who said they studied it,

- .

about 13% ( 1 + 12 15, or 2-—15) also sald it bothered ‘them; while about 87%

P d1d not express that opinion. The comparable approx‘mate percentages for

,  the non-MACOS 5th.grade group are: L. . g

.didp't study, shouldn't, 17%; didn't study, no ad\}erse opinion, 83%;

v+ .studied, shouldn't 12%; studied, fio nevatwe oplmon about suita-
bility, 88%; - .

7

.studied, bothered, 29%; studied, not bothered, 71%. « R

The two groups of students, (MACGS and non=MACOS 5th graders) were

’s

; quite comparable, for this topic, with respect to the three main questions, although

LR Y

the non-—\IACOS 5th graders who said they had studled cannibalism were a little

.‘ . more likely to:say it had bothered them (in Follow-up b thin were non-MACOS

5th grade students who also said thigy had studzed it. Alfhough a number of com-

- .

. binedfigures have been given to illustrate the information in the tables, the basnc
relatinns are evident 'in them. ;‘here were several wa&s in which thainformation o
couid?iave beei organized. It was felt thah the forrn of presentation in Table III-35 «
) . provides the reader with the most genexally us—eful information, and also provides )

1 " i +

the basis for presenting sumrn'ary descriptive statements.

: I11-266 » T
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2)- Summaries of Follow-up-1 Opinions by Topics

N

Takipg .the topics listed in Follow~-up 1 in- ordef.—(Table~III-35;1-o),

-l

. the follgw‘fng are descriptive summary statemenss of how the project viewed ‘ ‘ '

-

the results. - . / oo C ‘. .
.Cannibalism . s > ’
Most MACOS and non-MACOS students at both grade levels sa‘ié/ .

. they had not studied it, A few students in all groups said they

*had and it bothered them. Notl-MACOS 5th-graders who said

-

¢

o they had studied it were a little more likely to have said it
L . . .
3 .
bothered them than were students in other groups.

a

. Different beliefs people have about what is right and wrbgg ~

The majority of students in all fc\s’ur groups said they had ° S
A studied them. Former 5th grade students both in MAC OS v ¢
* " and.non=MACOS groups-who said they studied them were . -
slightly more li}fely'tq'jndiéatebeing bothered than former
6th grade students in both groups. Slightly smaller proportions
.of studentg in all groups who said they studied them felt they -,

<

. were unsuitable as topics of étudy_tban th‘e proportions of stu-- -

-~

“dents saying they did not study them., With respect to bqth

3,
B -opiniéns, the proport;on of students expressing negati\;e opinions
in all groups was small. This did not appear to be a potentially .
4 K c . . * ° ' -
sensitive topic a< gauged by, students' opinions. .-

2. The statements are lmygressxomstxc It was dgcided not to test the”
significance of differences for individual follow-up results (Follpw-up \ .
1, Follow-up 2), but .to test the sn,gmflcance of ¢ h’mges in responses
from FU-1 to FU&2.

“ L o

e - ‘b""‘

u-167 SR —

\ 4 .o

\< . 1‘9—4 . - ,‘ . | .




\ s - i - ‘ a . ' N
] o Killing Animats -+ ¢ - o S ;
6’ | " The rx.xz;jorit}; of all students e;(cept nion-MAC OS 6th grader.s ; i
) said;in Follaw-up fthey had studied or‘le:arned about_t"l;at. ~ Pro-
. T ? . .l
- .‘ - portioqz‘ately@ore 5th graders both in MACOS and non-MACOS )
, ‘ ' groups; ;;vho said they had studied it also-said it bothered them ~ = . @

4 than did 6th graders Wh(; said they had studied it (approximatsl; 44-

47%, compared to approximately 26-28%). Proportionately more
“ . e oo .

étudents in-all groups 'Yvho said they hAd studied it and were bother-

ed by it wepe likely to say that the topic shquld not be st'ﬂclied than

L3

those who said they 'studied it and weren't bothered. Proportion-

s
v'/u?;;
S 4 TR ~

S .- ately ab_f)u\!% the same numbef of students both in MACOS and non- .

l\gCOS 5th grade groups were likely to say the subject was inap-

ﬁ’rgpriate whether or not they said they had ‘studied it, so there

g . seemed to be no effect of studying, learning or seeing it or not. .. -

“a . L

< A .

cY

That is, curriculum in this case did not seein to change opinions-
with younger stuﬁents, given only Follow-up 1 results.,! With 6th
. grade §7LACOS and non-MACOS students, opinions about suitdbility

-

, x;'ere somewhat more apt to be negative if st\’xdent_s.said' they had

< not learned :fbt;ut killing animals (24~26%) than if they said they

.had (12-15%;. ’;‘hig appeared to be,a'subject which had strbng‘

‘..' co- pof:e_tlt;ia'l impa;cts on both groups (MACOé anG no'nCiVIAC 08S), as‘"é- — ‘ cS
’ , N -

;.-,’auge,d by Follow-up 1 responses.® Tl)é impacfs seemed éreate;’

on former 5th grade than omTormer 6th grade students in hoth groups. .
- . ’ . P ‘ . 9

‘:; L] o . - N - t:’
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:Killing People . . : s

- . -«

’I‘he maJorlty of students in ali groups in Follow-up 1s sald N

~p~.- . "
- v - [ R >

. they had not studied that (63 -85%). ThlS was a tOplC for Wthh

" . a proportlonately greater number of non-MACOS than MACOb 4 .

*  5th graders said it bothered them (50% vs. 35%). Both 5th grade
groups had greater probortions of students than 6th graders in-

dicating that it bothered them. Proportions of students in both
groups and grade levels were similar with respect to considering A

L4
v

- this topic tinsuitable for students their age, ’regardless of whether\ . '
they said they ha_d studled it or not. Stndents in both groups
4 at both grade levels were only. very shghtly more hkely to Judge “

. the topic‘unsuitable if tl.ley said they had studied it and it bothered
them. *This 'aﬂppears to be a topic sensitive to grade level, not to
\\»s P . ' . a .
v v . - - hie °
' curriculum. 73 oL ' - .o

; - 4 , . . -
. v ..LoOve - .o - . 3 -
A4 - N PS x .
7

Table I1I-35, e, makes it cléar that most students in both groups

o

_""5}3 did not eonnect this tobi.c with anytl;ing they recalled gtudying or

- - . s

~

. learning‘about in social studies the year before, Few students in s

? v . . °

L.~ . .- .. 7 any group or grade level clajmed to have been bothered by it if /

’

they said they had studied it, ox thoﬁght it should not be studied. (/ ‘ o

73, In what context might students in non~MACOS classes have learned ’
- about killing people? Current events (e.g., Vietnam),’ and history ) ..
_ - (pattles) came up during Follow-up 1 interviews as frequently cited ) .
IS . “*examples. ) ‘ - il

v, . B e

s 2
3

« L - - II-169 .
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.Foods that‘different people eat

Proportlonately somewhat md:::e students thought the tepic -
IR

unsultable 1f they sa1d they had not studled it than if they said

.
. . .

-they Kad.. Tms toplc appeared to be one that was og Ilttle conse-

A} - .

quence in{erms of impact to students who said they had studied

‘ 4 X LY 9 -

(learned about) it in some-sense i somal studles the year{,before,

[

. Sixth graders in both groups erre"more likely to say they

had studied about that than 5th graders. Further, with the

- exception of non-MACOS 6tl\graders, students were a little

P
-

tmgre likely to express concern (bothered) about that topic

if they said they had studied it than was the case with "love."

. y o o " . . )
It may be noted heré that in administering the questionnaire,

students frequently asked what hatred rneay If.is concluded -
that th1s was not a partlcularly sens1t1ve toplc to, students who

thought they understood it and who sald they had learned some-

- »

thing about it, relative to students who s{d they had not stu-

-

r

died it. its negative connotation seemed to provide pause for .

.
L
A

"thought among a'few students.

-

-
.

%
and of SIightly more-consequence to students who_said they hadn't.
» . ° ab
- . Hatred . - . . . S \g - © :‘ .

£

N

moxe students in both grade levels of \/[ACOS students reacted a

%

-y
»

Ve

1I-170 -
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%

]
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Here, in Table IH-35, j, it is r'eadlly apparent that proportlonately

£1Y

o4,
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little. more strongly to this topic than non-MACOS sti\gents at v

- L
comparable grade levels. The ‘great maJority of all students

.
-,

0 et et N

recognized this as 1} topic they had- studied or learned in social

_studies the previous yir, a point thatlends face, validity to

- k]
. results. MACOS students, in post.test and Follow-up 1 xnterv1ews,

. PN

often nientioned the Nets1liks'~ eating habits; non~MACOS stu-
dents seldom mentioned foods a$ a topic of interest or concefn.

K4 -

. Proporfionately few students who said they had learned about v

> the subject thought it unsuitable,for students’ their age, regardless-
, § ) q »
g‘ v_vhether they said they were bcthered by it. ’A.,sonfewhat .

. . - . ' ‘ ’ o . ' A . N .

gredter percentage of students who said they had not learned

- ° ] -
‘.

- about such things expressed the opinion that they vyouid bein-"» .
appropriate to study or learn. It is,concluded that in F"ollow—u'pd,l
&s

. the NetSlllkS eating habits contmued to be v1v1d in the minds of*

L]

many MAC OS ‘students, _although students did nqt& for'the most

r\
1 4

~ part, go on to express tire opinion»that the matter was age in-"
- T ;ﬂ,:,'!‘:’»r" a <o ! » < @
appropriate. : “ Do v
N P
~ - . o - Py

Leavmg People to die e

~This concept or topic was lntended specifically to conttast- MACOS_

£

. with non-MACOS students, and the results in Table -35, k,

.
2

- .

* - .

g . RIS
~
~ -

:
See Section V5B6 and 7 for further 1nform'1tion on this subject

o
o

- - L . .
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year before. - Few students indicaed that they thought the subject

vt age i'zfapprc')pr.iate, whether they said they had 'studlied it ot not. .
" ", Differént sexual eiistoms e ’ . :

3 - F. . . - . . o~

* "The majority of students in MACOS and non-MACOb 7c‘asses .

»‘-.‘

said they had not learned about such thlngs If student’s in either

°
- o

mam group (MAC(B or non-MACOS) said they had studled about
' ‘3 ‘ l;‘ .
-such matters, Bth grade students m bo& groups were slightly e

. -

-

.more hkely to mdlcate'that they thought they were age mappro- Ze

A4

=

ters if they said they had studied.them. ' Students who said they,- *

-

-
> - e
.

& .had studied them and also said they were not bothered were a

" little more likely to say they were unsuitable than if they said . :

Y . x . . B . - .

- théy had been bothered by them Students who said theyihad not
. ‘& R - - a

. ‘ . '... * \ .
learned about such matters were proportionately somewhat more .«

likely toagxpress the opinion that this tohic was grade unTitab}e *

N ~

than students who said they hdd studled them (roughly$T22}-33% -

-

Ve, 11-16%. respectlvely). - This seemed‘to be a topic which, -

& ™ .

whatever students understood by it: 1) dlfferentlated betwe en .

students who said they had z_md hadn't studied such.matters} no

» . . R

matter what the curriculum- and 2) evoked judgments about|suita~

.
blllty from students Wﬁ"‘s’ald they had studled about it that were~
.o v
75. Agam, 1nterv1ew data, d1scus9e§l m Sectlon VB-—G and 7 help clamfy -
e what these reeponses meant.

" "

; L. :
-~ A . . . R \ <

. o -1

’
. F a ‘ - - 5
" . o . £l -
[ - - 4 . 200" ‘2 c . N
. vet - . N

i
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year before. - Few students indicaed that they thought the subject

vt age i'zfapprc')pr.iate, whether they said they had 'studlied it ot not. .
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* "The majority of students in MACOS and non-MACOb 7c‘asses .
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said they had not learned about such thlngs If student’s in either

°
- o
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-such matters, Bth grade students m bo& groups were slightly e

. -

-

.more hkely to mdlcate'that they thought they were age mappro- Ze

A4

=

ters if they said they had studied.them. ' Students who said they,- *

-

-
> - e
.

& .had studied them and also said they were not bothered were a

" little more likely to say they were unsuitable than if they said . :

Y . x . . B . - .

- théy had been bothered by them Students who said theyihad not
. ‘& R - - a

. ‘ . '... * \ .
learned about such matters were proportionately somewhat more .«

likely toagxpress the opinion that this tohic was grade unTitab}e *

N ~

than students who said they hdd studled them (roughly$T22}-33% -

-

Ve, 11-16%. respectlvely). - This seemed‘to be a topic which, -

& ™ .

whatever students understood by it: 1) dlfferentlated betwe en .

students who said they had z_md hadn't studied such.matters} no

» . . R

matter what the curriculum- and 2) evoked judgments about|suita~

.
blllty from students Wﬁ"‘s’ald they had studled about it that were~
.o v
75. Agam, 1nterv1ew data, d1scus9e§l m Sectlon VB-—G and 7 help clamfy -
e what these reeponses meant.
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. e, .Slavery,

,

BRI S 'fhe»majority of non-.ME\éOS students said in Follow-up 1 that B N l

3

Cay they had studxed ’;hns aubje.\ct in social studies last year. o o

C e . . ' The majorlty oprACOS students sand they had not. If stu-
- ) A ’ \ - ' L]
dents in exthex\ group sand they had learneqd about 1t.pthey were -

e also apt to say the subject bothered them, 5th grader more so

- of students expressing the gpinion that the subject should not

i \ _ + thap 6th graders (29-33% compared to 10-21%). -roportion_s R
vE ‘ ' '
i

D

"o ™ be studied were similar for students who said they had or had .’ PSR A
- . d \ . ) . . R » . - . , -
AR \ . - . o . ) . . .
- * . not studied it.. About the same proportions of students who s'a‘id

. ., A~ . ) . . N
) . they'had learned about slavery and ‘were bothered by:the topic v 3 l
- - md it should not be studled as students who szug they studxed. S

Coe : cabout it and were not bothered Overall this aopeared to be ] . :
: - . »

13 %
v D

2 topic whlch had an 1mpact on some students if they said they

o " I . e . . _ . d .
) N LT remembered‘studymg aoout it. T~ - e .

» Y E 2. R , “ ) : . L
L '.Sharing_and cooperation . . Tt N, . <

N . -

'_I‘he majorxty of students m Jboth groups at botlf grade levels-

R - P \ N N ;
saldhthey recalled studymg about thls the, pl‘e\'lOlIS year. It "

appea*ed to have httle.,neg'atwe nnpact, as mlght be expected. "~ . .

. L ‘- . .’ * £ " .
- -~ Starva%lon " : :

The mfjority of students in both groups saild they had learned
about this in 'soc_ial studies the pre.viofx's year, Of 5th grade . ) . ‘
> ¢ - -‘.' . + . -

L3 »

1-174 ° o .
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students in both groups who said they had learned about it

-

" . - -
approximately 30% also said it hothered them. Among 6th
L 7 . T

-
* 1
A - 7*

graders who said they had iearned ubout starvation in social '
Y

studies tﬁ% previous veur, approximately 20% of the MACOS

y -

students and*14% of the nc).n-:l\IAGQS students als'(; said it

- o

bothered tﬁem, For the most part, the proportions of stu~

dents indicating that it was no.t an age appropriate subject

were similar régardless of whether students said they had
Q - . N
_ studied it or not. Also, for students who said they had stu-

died it, there was no ho obvious relationship between opinions
\ ) .

about suitability and whether or not the subject"bothered‘ ¢
students. Overall, the sul_)j'ect of staryation seemed to have-an

impact on some, s'tudgnts' who said they recalled studying it,
. : '

-

more so among 5th than oth graders,

' . Treatment of young people . A N :

Table I11-35, n, éhows that except for MACOS €th g'ra:ie students,*
N * . - = * - 1 .
about 50% or more of the MACOS and non-MAC OS students said  * |

‘they remembered learning about this topié in social studies the

=4

Jyear before. There was a slight indication that 5th grg/de students

Hd

&

in both gfoups were more apt to be botheréd by the subject. than ]

~

6th grade studepts. There was no strong indication that whethe{ T

. or not students said they had lgm-’ﬁed ‘about .it was associated”
e A o -

with opinions of age appropriateness of the subject. There was

. F
*

1H-175
202
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} ° also said thez _were bothexed by the top1 _ThISJMaS. mt . =
overatl a t0p1c about Wthh students expressed negatwe -~
. - Ty oplnlons, on the Follow-:up’l questionnaire. _ ° ot )
. . . t
’ s ¥ J -
N - .Treatment of old pebple ) L
. . w0 . . » IS
] Approx1mdte1y 50% of the non~MACOS students said.they had
, Ce ’ T studled thls topic last year; '60%or m"ore of the MACOS students
:‘\ . .. : @7;,0 . -
. - sa1d theylhafd It was a subJect which, if students sald t\hey
b "o ‘@‘;’:' haid studied i, was more oft'en sald by 5th grade than 6th g\rade N
o Do9e "1 N - o" .
: , o g sgudents to have bothered or upset them. Proportions of students .
p expressing the opinion that it should -n}at be studied were. similar -
11» ° A - ° . ’ k P ~ ’ ‘ ) .
W - for groups that said they had or had not’studied’ it. THere was -
. v * . S ; o ‘ R
Co T T nndlcatlon that th1s subJect potentlally ad more 1mpact on 5th, .,
G gra,ders from both groups than some of the other tOplCS listed. .
o . ', .- ‘3) Opimons Expressed in Foilow-up 2° e o
T e A .
oo SlX of the 15»toplcs asked about in Follow-up 1 were lncluded in Follow-
% . 7 N
. up 2 The bases for selectlon were. “1) they were topics which appeared to have
. had more potenttal 1mpact on MACOS and/ or non-MACCB students, gither gene-
#a‘rrqumﬁ respect to grade level; and 2) fﬁéY'vVe’re topics about which students
k4 - e . i ’ hd -
. were apt,to ekpx;éss opinions when ,interv{ewed after completing the Follow-up 1°
questionqa'ipe. THe topios‘-includednin Follow-up 2 were: g
L) ' P 1 - 0 .
o ) ) .‘/’ o . -
. .Killingranimals = " <
5 : ” Q‘ .
. Leaving people to die. -
) ) . _— - . N .
N ° ’ . - -5 N s ’ a "
LT : 111-176 - . ,
Q . ‘ :

-

-

; - ’ A ‘ .
no fndication that students both in MACOS and non-MACOS - :

groups were more likely to consider it unsiutable if they

203 T o




. remained the same, and if not, how they changed. The same questions as in

. Foods that different p;elgpweat 5 -
- ) .Starvation . ‘. ) ) . Q . .
‘ I ~. ) ) F} LY -
- *  .Treatment of old peopie” . . ,® .
) Q‘:‘ . - ’ ) c A ‘e
- - .Slavery” - - * ; ¢ -

s

The purpose of surveying students' opinions : bout th‘pse topics which.
many studeuts said they had studied (in some form) in social. studies:last year - ’

was to determine whether attitudes about them, as gauged by students' responses, -

-
LY

~ s
- -

Follow-up 1 were asked in the same waly in Follow-up 2.

Approximately 80% of the students who were in Follow-up 1 were also

L

in Follow‘-up 2. In order to assess stability and change, "cross tabulationof

their responses in Follow-up 1 versus Fgllofv-up 2 was made for éch of the 6 .
topicS. ; ~ i ' ) - i T L ’
B How stable were students’ responses over time (from Follow-up 1 to «

’ - . - . 1§
Foliow-up 2)? There are several issues, imderlying that quesgon:
. ? L)

_ .Is there reason to believe that students' responses havea - y

~

e e — . .substantial basis (i.e., wére proportions of consistencies and

changes in students' responses from Follow-up 1 to Follow-up_
"2 other than chance occurrénces)? If so, one would have more
confidence in analyzing and interpreting-consistent and changed

- L4
- . -

responses. ) no- e ; -

[y

-

.If there were substantnal cons1stencxes of or changes in responses,
what were they (ice. with réspect to what topics and what questions)?

%4

- -—I‘Lor—example,—a -marked-shfk by-the same-students from ‘ndicating . |
that the topic 'killing animals' bothered and upset them to indicating
in Follow-up 2 that 1t had not would support the hypothesls that

" ¢ the impact of the topic-diminished over, time.

. ' : :
.If there were substantive consistencies of or changes in responses,
were-they the same between groups (MACOS, norsMAC OS) and
between grade levels (5th grade, 6th grade)? For example, a
. differential change of opinions between MACOS 5th graders and
. MACOS 6th graders would suggest dnfferentnal effects of time
‘ (and/or intervening experiences) related to age differences although

other hypotheses are also tenable. . -
I e . mi-177 -
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v x4 - -
¢ N ) .
AN .
- “ o ’ . . r@’ ) Y
h The first issue particularly needs further elaboration. Consider the
4% * N - " . . »~ .
questions "lastyyear in social studies did you study or learn aboutA_/_this topi_g/ " .
”—_m “*There are four possible ways in which the responses of the same students could .
T be classified if one considers responses for the same topic in Follow~up 1 and 2: T
¢ ‘ _ .Yes, yes )
) ' ' . . No, no ‘ pal \
.Yes, no . ‘ : *
.No, yes T -, o
’ The first two pOSSlbllltleS Qre cions‘t_stent responses from FU-1 to FU-2. ..
K The second two are changes. An indication of stability would be that the proporti,ons

-4

- of students giving the same response Follow-up 2 4s in Follow-up 1 are signi-
» " - . Y
fxcantly dlfferent from the proportlons ngmg a dxfferent response. More specnflt:al!y,
\ . -
< »an indication_ of stability would be rejection of the hypothesns that the chance of giving -

v - - >
v

- conslstent responses and of changmg responses is 50,0,, Given the sample sizes involved

. -
ps =

Jere, that would mean essentially that the percentage of sfudents in;aiparticulgr

e

3 N~ )
_group and grade level who maintained the-same response from FU-1 to FU-2 should

A3 - ; I d .

be equal to or greater th"ln approxnmately 60% or equal to or less than approxnmately

40%. Those limits were apphed toan evaluat_lon of the presumably factual question

of whether or not a topnc was stuuled last year in socnal studies,. and to the questxon

e e ——— e Y B T N T ™ [ - RS

-

e e e e e e e
-
-

~ of whether students thought the topic was suttable-or unsuitable for 5th’and 6th grade .

students. The criteria appear to present z contradiction. :Itf more than 60% of the - -~ - °~

‘students in a group changed responses to a question, that would appear to be a strong

rd

6. .. Assume a sample size of 200.” To aocept the hypothesis that an obtamed . \ '
proportion is not different from,.5, usmg a twortailed test for the .05 .

. ,level, those are the approximate upper, and lower bounds. They are_coméi ’
servative for the larger sample sizes of some of the groups. . *
e . > 11-178 ks —
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. , B b .
. ~ N v A + >
R i indication of instabilily. It was bekev'ed, however, that little could bﬁe gaid of con~-

sistency or change if the chances of both were 50/50. ~

i -
RS P : 4 -

“The question of*whether or not students continued to 1nd1cate that they

: & . . _
L

were bothered (or ‘not bothered) by a tOplO is contmgent uppn whether they con-

tinued to say they studied or learned about the tOplC. The points of mterest in -

’

the case of this contingent question are the relative distributions of responses

~“

-

[
o ~
.

between groups' and/or grade levels, nd the ambounts and d{rection of changes in

- -~

———— e »

responses for different groups of students. One should be cons ervative in inter- °

-~ . * ~ 13

i - - preting such distributions. However, substagtial dxfferences and shifts of opinion,
.

\' . given that students continued to state that they studied the topic, are of interest.

- ‘
.-t ,' PR s -

‘Shifts. proportionately more in the direction of gomg from bothered to not bothered -

could suggest a dumnishing of impact of the topic over time. Shifts prdportionately

. " more in the opposite direction would suggest an increase in impact over time, -
- s a” .- . . - ,_7 ‘!‘ . - - . . ’ .-
. T _ ‘wossibly because of ‘urther experience during the intervening time. Shifts that are .

proportxonately equally likely in either direction are less substantively 1nte1pretable,

-
- 5o~
=
14

although again the proportions of students giving consistent 'responses relative to . .

i those changing their.response from Follow-up 1 to Follow-up 2 can provide information

y -

suggestiveof the possible nature and'f‘directi_on of impacts. ,

. * r PO - . B .
) Table I1I-36 through I1I-41 show for each topic how students, by group

*

"7 77 T andgradetevet, responded to each of the*threcquestions»beth—in%olIow-up—l—and————

s

LN -

IZollow-up 2. With respect to the issue °of stability of responses "to the questions sof

{ *  whether students studied it and whether they fhought the topic suitable or unsuitable, there
) Ty - T a
was only. one case in which the proportions did not meet the test criteria described above.

For the topic_"treatment of- old people”, the fon-MACOS 6th grad'e group was equally

. . ‘. 'y
o 'nz-179 , . e

)




. _0 .
likely to give consistent and changed responses to the question of whether they had

studied it (Table III-40a). Otherwise, all groups met or exceeded the chance criteriu

v

for those two questions for each topic. : _ “ --

, T
The tables reveal interesting results. The substantive questions of

- .
~N e

el . . 3 et o
the nature and dlrectlon of conslstent responses and of changes, within and between

groups and grade level\s are generally clear. COnsxder, for example, Table III--36

.
>

shich pertains to the topic 'killing animals' . A majorlty of MACOS students at &

" —both grade levels (67% and 61%) coutinued to say that they had studied that topi‘c.

.

Ten to fifteen percent of the MAGOS students contmued to say théy had not. By

comparlson 20-25% of the non-MAC OS-students contmued to say they had.studied

the toprc 1n some form last year in social studies. When MAGOS stiidents changvd
- B - o o< B * &"" : P . ~ ~ .
their responses about studying the topic; it was proportionately more in the direction -
of going from not studied to studied than vice versa. Ia effect, the proportionate
. direction of change in response to the qauestion in i’ollow-—up 2 was from‘ o' to 'yes''
The oppos1te was the case with non-MACOS students at both grade levels. The -
LY o . -
relatlv_e- d1rectlon of change was from yes' to "no' . Flfth grade non-MACOS students

» . . ° «
- .

* ‘were more likely to change their responses than to remain consistent. Agam, the

" proportionate changes were in the direction of 'no' {didn't study it). -

.

¢ 2

Partcl? of Table 111:36 shows, for the students in each group that consistentlz

- »

¢

students continuing to say that subject did o'r.did not bother them, and the percéntaées .

[
.

: said-they—did stud}u—ki_uing.animals'_llastgaear_in sncial_studi.e_s,_the_pementag;s_of___'_

of studetftswchanging their responses-i.n effect from 'yes' to 'no' or from a 'no' to 'yes'."

.
? [ . - ¢

Whlle the percentages of students continuing to say they were not bothered are
¢

roughly comparable in each group, there appears to 'be a grade level dlfference both

e T " IILWO ' -
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- Table I[I-36 °~ - -
Responses of Students in Follow-up 2, Compared to Follow-up 1
to the Three Questions About the Toplc Killing Animals,

‘; g . ,:g,_g;\& . .by Group and Gradé = ¢ )
- > - A ° ~
< \ ’ - .+ ‘Changed from )
. e . In both Fu-1 and Fu-2 - Studied to Not Studied :
. ' a..-Did you Groupl/ Grade Studied Not Studied not studied to studied N
‘Study it? M 5 67% ’10% .. 9% . 13% 286
\ <. . NM. - 25° 13 36 Y26 256
' . M. 6 .o 61 15 A U 244
Iy "NM o, 20 46 21 —_— 18 ——209—
. . . : , ’ -
$ e In both Fu-1 and Fu~2 Changed from " 3
- Not Bothered to Not-bothered
Ty ., Group Grade Bothered " Bothered  not.bothered to bothered . N
- b, Didit M 5 T 43% 23% 22% e, 11% - 192%
" " bother~ .- NM' - 54 "28° . .15 3 65% +
you? =M .. .6 95 11 22 12 150%
NM - 51 “17- 12 20 41*
) ',In both Fu-1 anéi' Fu-2 ot Chenged _grem et SRR S
- Should . . Shouldn't - Should to . Shouldn't to
. ' -Group Gr'lde Study, ~_stody  “shouldn't study shouldsfudy N °
:C. Should "M - 5 D 89% .. 4%ee 4% . . 13% 286"
_ 5th’6th NM T 68 6 14 11 256 -
. graders M T 6 13- 7 11 . ' 244 ‘
- study 1t‘> NM 60 J10 20 11 209 .
- ' . -1 M=MACOS, NM= Non-MACOS Lo e R SR
;_ *Row ')ercentages for this group are based on the number of students )
who consistently said (from Fu-1 to Fu-2) that they had studied the .
. . topic . Thus the N's are smalier, Percentages in all rows iil the .
- vhole table may not ‘add to 100% due to rounding. ¢
o "E " N ) /l
- - -
. . _ ‘ ¢ . R B - )
: - mi-181 -
gy - 2.08 N . " E




. N P . - . B N
A b 3 N . .. . - o .
. R ‘ . .

.

R -+ ‘*rable m-37
RESponses of Students in Follow-up 2-, Compared to.Follow-up 1
.to the Three Quesmons About the Topic Leavmg Pegple toDie, by Group, ‘n\"5
° L and Grade o :

L] - o

- - v -

In both Fu-1 and Fu-2

Studied to

T . Ch:;nged from

Not Studied

T Grog)-l-/ Grade Studied  Not Studied  not studied ° _to studied N
a., Didyou-. M 5 - 49% 24% 17 10 286
Stqdy it? °'NM 9 - 59 22 10, 258
. M ¢ -6 48 "> 28 13 nm 243
NM - 12 54 19- 15 - 210 - .
y : " both Fu-1 and Fu-z ; Chégg' ed-from - )
Not . _Bothered to-  -Not bothered ..
. Group  Grade  Bothered Bothered - not bothered-— -to-bothered- - -N-——
b.: Didit M . 5 *51% 23% 7% - 9% 141*
bother NM 57 17 . .9 17 - -28%
" you? M> T 6 66 - 4 18 L 13 111> -
NM ' > 69 . 0 g . 23 26*’
- n both Fu-1 and Fu-2 L. Changed from - . . . -
Ty o .. "Should . Shoutdn’t Should to -~ — .Shouildn't to-- -
Group . Grade study s tudy shouldn't Study  shonld study . g
¢.Shoud .- "+: M . 5 . 63% 6% 23% %, — 286 _
5th/6th NM - . 53 11, 21. . 9 . ~ 258
~graders | M 6 - 63 . ' 9 T 20 - 8 - 243
. study it?__ NM : 51 RIS ©30 . 9 210
R i - 3 F e T —
) 3 M= MACOS NM = Non-—MACOS R . . .
' *Row percentages for this group are baged on the number of students 7 :
¢ who consistently said (from Fu-1 to Fu-2j tnat’ they had studied the N} N
o topic. + Thus the-N's are smallex Percentages in all rows in the .
whole table may not add to 190% dug to rouﬂdmg R T,
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Table I11-38 -
Respcnses of Students in Follow-up 2, Compared to Follow-up1
to the Three Questlo,ps About the Topic 'Foods Different People Eat'

¢ L i " by Group and Grade -
o S i . - "
) . Changed from )
. : In both Fu-1 and Fu-2 - Studied to- Not studied * o
Groupl/ Grade = Studied  Not Studied . not studied to studied . N
a.. Did you M. - 5 72% 8 . 13 7 296 -
Study it? ~ NM 64, s 9 .18 9 267
S~ M 6 —3— 10 . .8 "9 247
. . 'NM ‘ 73 o3 cn . 12 215 -
3 ' ’ - In both Fu-1 and Fu-2 _ . Changed from™
I T "Net . .____ Botheredto = Notbothered & -’
o " Group ° Grade Bothered  Bothered not bothered to botHered N "
. b, Didit M 5 71% o 4% *19% 6% 214
"\ . bother . NM 93 2 tr4e 1  1T1*
1 you? M 6. 82, 2 ¢ 1 . 5 . 180%
SR NM - . A 4- | 158%
T~ -t _ Inboth Fu-1 and Fu-2 - Changed fro;fx ]
_,,\ ) ) ,@A Should . - Shouidn't ., Should-to . Shouldn't to i
‘ o, . _Group Grade Study cstudy shouldn't study suould study N
" c.should «. 2 M~ 5 . 92 0- 4 =3 296 *
5th/6th CNM LT K 89, 1 - 4. N3 ’ 267
J"graders M -6, 96 0 . . 2 2 247
study it? - NM 94~ S U -3 " S 2 215 -
PR . 1. M= MACOS, NM = 'Non-MACOS. . . ~—_ .
a ~ % Rowpercentages for this ‘group are based on the number of\students .
who consistently said(rom Fu-1 to Fu-2) that they had studied the - .
. topic. Thus the N's are-smaller. Percentages in all rows in the R —
whole table may not add t6 100% due to rounding. ©
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b

a. -ADid you ..
study gt‘?

b. Did-it
‘bother
: you"

° c.Shauld
) 5th/6th
graders .-
study it?

4

- *Row percentages for th1s group are based on the number of .students’

: TableIII-39 — : .

Responses of Students in Follow-up 2, Compared to Follow=-up 1 .-
+« to the Three Questions About the Topic 'Starvation' . )
by Group and Grade ) . é )
) : . S Changed from P
- , . In both Fu-1 and Fu-2 Studied to — Not Studied | .
- Groupl’ Grade  Studied  Not studied not studied - to studied <N
M 5 48% 20% 18% 14% 290
NM : 38 22 27 - 13 " 260"
Y SO 40 T 29 21 - 107 ¢ 247
NM . 44 2T = - 12,7 - 214 -
—_ In both Fu-1 and Fu-2 ~Changed from ©
- - ~-r  Not ~~——Botheredto~ ~*Not bothered” ~ T
Group Grade. Bothered  Bothered ot bothered to bothered N
M - 5 58% 14% 18% 11% 139%
NM ' 48 14 24" 14 95k ..
M L6 71 7 .15, 1 96%
NM : 74 8 16 .0 - 1- ~ -85%
L s P . L - -
In both Fu-1-and Fu-2 ——  Changed from
. A .-+ .Should, Sho‘ulgiﬁ!ta Should to . * Shouldn't to ;
Group Grade  study @? _,Study ‘Shouldn't study— . Should study N %
M 5 84% - 2% 8% ¢ . 6% .20
NM: . > 07 3 . 1. 9. 0
M 6+ 84 3 Lo - 247
NM ¢ g1 v "0 ", T w43 e . .6 . 214
. 1. M =MACOS, NM Non-MACOS - - .

o -

who consistently said from Fy-1 to Fu-2) that they had studied.the ’
topic. Thus the N's are smaller: Percentages in all rows ih the
whole table may not add to 100 due to roqndmg .

“
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: | . Table II-40 - -
o . Responses of Students in Follow-up 2, Compared to Follow-up 1
i ) to the-Three Questxons About the Toplc 'Treatment of Old People'
L, e by Group and Grade "L ‘ . o
. S i T Changes from
e / : In both Fu-1 and Fu-2 Studied to ', Not Studied
- d - *Gr 1p 1/ Grade ¥ Studied Not studied not studied to gtudied N
" a.” Did y'ou M 5 «  38% 24% ' 2% 21% 293
T study it? CNMLo - 16 . 46 © 20 18 260 -
’ o - o M 6 44 .25 ) 16 - . =15 © 244 -
C NM 16 -39, ' 28 .16 --215 -
- 3 T N B ° . ¢ Y
59 S Co- - In both Fu-1 and Fu-2 ) Changed from
o . ‘Not : Bnthered to Not bothered
.. Group  Grade Bothered Bothered- not bothered  to bothered N
b. . Did it’ M 5 65% - 5% % 22%  ° 1i0%
.. “bother "NM- . 6 - . 5 5 - 15 - -~ .41
you? . M "6 76 ¢ 2 7 16 ‘ =108% - -
) - - NM m ¢ 6 6 11 35%
- P e t - Inboth Fu-1 and Fu-2 ~ Changed from - ) ’ v
T | - * . Should - Shouldn't. Should to- Shouldn't to .,
- . Group® Grade study - . Study shouldn't study _ should study N
" c.Should : - M 5 84% ¢+ 1% 1% -0 4% - 293
*  5th/6th. . NM , 79 3 . 7 12 o 6 < 280 .
" graders -M 6 83 1 12 | .4 < oT244
~+  study it? 1 S L 11 . 4 215
he s B - .o & .
EIN S M = MAGOS, NM = . Non-MACOS.
' . ¥Row percentages for this group are based on the number of students .
who consistently said (from Fu-1 to Fu-2) that they had studied the .
R . topic. Thus the N's are smaller. Percentages in all rows in‘the . N
.o .~ whole‘table may not add to 100 due to roundmg v ‘
. ‘ - [ R . M - ‘
2 ,. ,.' ) N ~ .
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. . ’ Tabjg 141 ' :
Responses~ of Students in Follow-up 2, Compared to Follow-up 1 o ?
b .. - ] , to the Three Questlons About, the Topxc 'Slavery', 0N\ . "
. by Grcup and Grade , I\ o
EN ~ : g R * - ‘w \‘
L o L . : ; ' A\
L. : ‘ ) . Changed from ) \\\
S ~ i - _ Inboth Fu~1 and Fu-2 ° Studied to Not Studied. \
’ Groupl/ Grade Studied Not studied not studied to Studied. AN -
a. Did M. ' 5 23% - 45% o 21% - _ 0% . 284
3 -7 study . NM . 167 . 11 ISR 14 264; )
. MY T 6 20 ‘7 55 19 7 . 248
R — M - 56 IR § AN L A 10 ) 214
. . . . L °
- C In both Fu-1 and Fu-2 *Changed from
. Not ; Bothered to -, Not bothered .
Group' Gride  Bothered  Botheréd  potbothered  to bothered N
b. Did it M -5 63% - 3% . 18% 15% 60%
bother NM 53 13 . 24 2 11 178*
. yoti? M 6 79 6 3 13 .2 . 48%
~, : 'NM - 68 . 6 . 5 .. 21 . 120+
RN ’ . . In both Fu-1 and Fu-2 " Changed from -
‘ T Should -  Shouldn't -“ - Should to Shouldn't to ’
- Group -+ Grade - Study 7_Study shouldn't study - Should study N -
c. Should M 5 v 80% 2% 12% T 5% 284 T
. -+ '5th/6th  Nm 79 4 8 © -8 264
- Tgraders’ Ty 6’ 84 2 - <8 , 6 7 + 243. =
study it? NM v T 77 4 . 4 N~ 5 214
*Row percentages for this group are based on the number of students .
. ‘who consistently said (from Fu-1 to Fu-2) “that they had studied the .
. topic. Thus the N's are smaller. Pércentages in all rows in the ~ o
2 " whole table may not add to 100 due to rounding. .
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m MAGOS and non-MAC(B groups in percentages of studbits repeatedly saylng o T

te [

' the subJect bothered them. yroportxonately more 5th graders than 6th graders “ -

-

] . B .
T ~ {n both groups continued to indxcate that the topic, bothered them. The difference .

. -inkpe’r—centagos bétween MACOS '5th and 6th graders ig significant (X2 ='~7.909,-

» ‘ * . ° H < .
’df 1 P 01), the dlfference" for thenon-MAGOS groups, however, is hot ; -

sigmflcant (X2 1 039, df = 1, p> 30). L Students who changed their response .

- - . -
-

= ———{rom Follow-upltojollow-up 2 in three of the four groups, were proportlonately ©

- ' ——

ﬁ*\’ Joore likely to change from 'bothered! to not bothered'. Non-MACOS 6th grade

~ P

' R

students pr0port10nately more often sh1fted thexr 1( sponses in the other dlrectlon.

The ma]orlty of students in alktotak groups indicated that they th(iught

« >
- -
. . ~

‘ the topic, yvas_\_age. or grade approprlate. , Roughly comparable percentages of the
. -total: number V‘of students in each group‘chan;ged résponses from FUfi‘to f?U-Z in
' each'direction,- although proportionately 'some;»_/hat -more ndh—MAC% éth gradérs
‘ vshlfted frorn 'shoula to 'shouldn t study it', h_ g o7 ‘ ) * o
’];he remaining tables can be n‘nterpreted in a slmllar fashion bas a.

.. 0
¥ a

.

+ . basis forarriving at conclusions about prevalences of topics studied within

T , . :

v . ‘and between. MACOS and non-:MAdOS groups;, indications of impacts, and

, - i - . . . . .
. opinions about the suitability of various topics. There is, however, an issue
- = “ ~ N . * - ~
that ne;eds to be consider®ed before. such’interpretatidns and conclusions-are ' .

¥ K4

= . made, The issue 1s: do the percentages of students in Tables 111-36 through
. ’ a 4 e -

~

- 111-41 shown-as changing responses in one direction or the other from FU-1 -

»
< K . a

to FU—Z a equately depnct the significance of those changes? Consxder in -

~ Table 111-36¢ the percentages of students changlng from shou1.dn't' to 'should!,, s .

} Y -~ . o e ) ~

' o - 3 0 ’,
. , 1. C‘hl-square test here compared frequencies of responses classified
LT LT aKonmstently said ‘hothered! vs. 'all other responses'. . -

A 1

-
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" - and 'should' to'shouldn't' study 'killing.animals'. Eox mgst groups, the’
. Percentages appear about the same for. changes in each direction. Those per- |

- ’ »

_t

- s

e W/‘&entages, however, are based on the number of students in a given category ’

.
- = -
[

Ve relative to t& total group. Suppose students are class:fxed accordmg-to thelr'

.
Al ¥

orxglnal response in Follow-up 1. Suppose further that the Follow-up ‘2 ,
. - - . v
’ responses of each ¢f those groups are classified as 'same' or 'dxfferent' Ttom-~ .
o : ' ' ". P . - ) } ) @ te FIRN

C e pared-to their F"oll'owiup I.Yesponses Suppose flnally, that ane asks the

»
e . _ /

R

question "are there differences in groportigns of change in response between - I ’
the two groups‘"' For the MACOS 5thgrade students in Table III-360, R :table ) 1

A ““based on that questlon wou{d be ds follows: ) P - i .
, ' .o . ] = . ‘° - R ) . ’ - \
o N Follow-up 1 ;, -~ 'Follow-up 2-Response* o
v "+ Groap » Response’, - Same  Different "N - - I }
. _— _"MACOS _Shouldn't Study * " 24%(12) - 76% (38) e I
N Grade 5 Shofti Study ©83.(197) . 17:(39) ° 236.* o T
. . %o . ‘ 4 . . 1
o . N\ % 286 . ) e
— . *Nurﬂbers in par‘enth'eses are frequencies. . S S S |
. ) . . e TR’ |

' ¢ N ) T

< e ThlS table shows \that while ;he same absolute 'number of students in, e'xch ! |

C A

group (as de.ffned by thelr resp6nses in Tollow-up ) chnnged responses, students who . 7

.. T N - -
) . roriginally said’ ‘shouldn t' were proportlonatefy far more llkely to, reverse their o v

- *
Q@ h L

responses in Follow-up 2 thqn were ‘students who orlglmlly sald ‘should’. The

» h ' o

— Chl-square test for that table is- hlghly slgnlfm'lnt (X“ =171, 186 df = 1 p< 01) 78

} - - ° v

a

78. The frequently used test of change proposed by McNemar test,s the . A
hypothesis that the number of changés in-one direction is not dlfferent ‘
from the number of changes in the other direction. ' In the present -

foe . example, the McNemar X2 = .013, df = 1, p>..90. If does not take into

) . “account the fact that the two orlglmlly defined groups were of very .

. dlfferent s/zes (50 vs. 236) If group sizes were equal, the McNemar -
"~ X2 for‘chahge and the oné computed for the illustrative t&blé would bemore com-,
.. ., parable, - For the McNemar X2, gee McNemar, Quinn, Psychological
. Statistics. New York- John Wlley Sops, 1949. The X2 computed for the -~ .
. "+ illdstrative table was, in cohventiofial notation:

(37

S . ' P N(IAD-B«.[-SN) 8
“(A+B) (C+D) (A+C) (B+D) . L
«‘( <l . . :III-1§88 . . . > » 3

.t . e B . . . . » .
B 21 f avg ~ SR I3 . r —
. J R ,
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»
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o
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- In effect, in response to the question: "even if you personally did not study these
. . T = ¢ .
4 ) % - J . M ’ .
: topics in social’studies last year, are there any of them that you think 5th or 6th

T, gr)aée kids 'shouldnot study in social studies’}", studerits were much fhore likeiy,

), .t * proportionate to their numbers, to go from 'yes, I think they should not, to 'no,

[N

Iwouldn t say t*;at about killing animalg,' than from ' no' to 'yes'. . . s:
! TR - . To aid: in i'nterpweting directions of change for all'topics-and questions,

-- the change X2 uaed akovz was'comp'uted Sinee three questions wereﬁasked of each 1
. fopic, ‘and since there was interdependence o: :)verlap hetween questions and 1

. »

G ‘\ .respondents in different categories of response to different questions, it was .

Lia

~ decided that a conservative approach to decisions about signiﬁcance of - amount s
) 7 . . . . Q‘A\ « < . - ”
e and direction of thange ?was appropriate. Thus,:to maintain a topicwise Type I

. - .t . Fu M

AR error rate of .05, the Bonferroni procedure was employed to. establish»a c“itical
‘ value for the" Chi-square test ofaeach question within*a topic. Thus, a p-value of «
- . P4 { R s P ‘

- / .05[3, or .016.7 was taken as the significance level. qgeded for each of the three -

. s
“ - - 0 . - - -

] °tests",indiyidual~ly for a given"group and grade level. The‘ associated critical ~

»

-

[ ' . s .

Y : LN ]
¢+~ value of thé X2 is5.731. The Chi-squares for each topig, question and group .
Lo~ ©oor T L e ST,
. - arg.givenl in Table II1-42. - The table gives the direction of proportionate change, :
’ N .
as described above,‘ whenev‘er the Chf-squarn is significant The table alsp s ! ..

. gu/es the results of the test of,tlie hypothesxs that MACOS and non-MACOS . - -

-
., .
* _ .

students were proportionately equallLikely to change their, respoflses (In either

- Y ‘ I

: 'direction):'79 In the event that orc or more éells had an expected freauency of .
. CyoL

: less than 8, no test was made. The situation that dlways produced that con-

1,

dition was that the number of students in oné or both initial groups (defined by )
[ . »
. “. ,J9. For those tests, the Bonferroni procedure was not applied to determining
S significance.- The rationale was that «while the quest:ons were related
< < . withina topic, the groups were independent

.
. P .
. .

oo 11-189 '
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f
1 3 ‘ 4

o 1 - . ~
. L, Table TI1-42 i
io Chi-Squares of Tests of leferences in Proportions of Students -
© Lo Changing Their Responses I‘rom Follow-—up 1, and Direction of Change../ ) ,
I , . 1
.o ' MAcos"/ " Non-MACOS3/
: ' MACOS v, Non—MAcosz’ Sth Grade  6th Grade thOrade BthGrade
s ° . o . T
-+ Topie o : +Question " ’K 5th gr. X‘ 6th gr. X2 'gDirection .X.2 Direction Xz Direction X7 _Direction
<~ -=Killing Animals 1.~ Did you study it? 173 /5,739 [55.151% Yes [19.052% Yes [13.592% No |17.304* No .
B 2. Did it bother you? "4.467* .008 |15, 609*} No |33.889* -No 7.817* No NT - _o
v ' 3, , Should 5th/6th .130, | 5.595* |71,186% Yes |33.908* Yes [39.173* . Yes|11.057%  Yes
: graders gtudy it? . ; o0 - - ) ; ]
Leaving people 1. Did you study it?  1.233 , 4.989¢ | ' 563 - 1.49 - - 180.688* No | 27.185% No
to die © .7 2. Did it bother Jou?  .058 .063 [11.865* No |36,925%* No ‘NT". - NT =~ - .
’ ‘ 3. Should 5th/6th ™ 1.694 4,787 | 9.04 * Yes| 6.502% Yes 1.428 - .669 -
*  graders study it? ! . ’ ey —
Foods that. - 1. Did you study it?  3.506 | 2.094 |23.014* Yes| 37.464* Yes —[24-852*  Yes | 63.733*  Yes
different people 2. Did it bother you? 24. 433* 1 8.133* L4875 No | NT - CNT = | NT -
eat *' 3 Should5thy 684 | .106 | NT. - |" NT . - Nt - [ wT )
graders study it? ' . : Ta
Starvation . Did.you study it? - 3.103 .096 | 6.199* Yes| - 1.829 - NT -’ - $237 [ -
T ~ 2. Did it bother you? °1.744 027 | 22,737* % No NT-© - |14.912% 'No | .NT -
: 3. Should 5th/6th  +3.800 12443 | NT - | NT - ‘- - |57.732% Yes} NT. -
. graders study it? © i - . R
Treatment of . 1. Did you study it? .013  © 9.450% 27.779% Yes 2.695 17.436% No | 23.683%t», N
old people = 2. Did it bother you? - .032 .62 NT © NT - NT " .. -'| NT -
c ‘3. Should 5th/6th ¢+  .729 ~ - 1038 | NT NT - NT - |,NT “
graders study it? » ‘ \ i L -7 e = 1 '
- Slavery , 1. Did you study it? 7.159+# 1144 | 27.885% No | 41.461° No 55.876* Yes| 3.088 -
» 2, Did" t bothér you? , .001 1878 | NT , - |, NT - 39.762* *No | NT- -
3. Should 5th/6th 293 .1.522°| _NT --| 'NT ~  |63.834r Yes] NT.. -
. ; graders studt it? y . S e/ ” :
1. NT means no test was made because a celxl had an-ex ejctéd frgzquency of less than 5 ) . )
2, For Chi-squares in these groups, ak /‘ . o . ‘ i s ,
C*p & .05 - o ! : A M .
YHp £ 01 ’ . TN g s * . ;
*p < , 0167 (see text) o g Lo _ . T . 210 -
? w ,l Vi : . e ~ . i "*.J
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. Z o, , - ﬂ ) ‘ ,‘ . . . . .
e ' - -
P / Tresponses in Follow~up 1) was small. That often was the case especially with '

Do : . .

Yo respect to the qugstions about being ‘bothered by a,topic, and about its ',i“lzuita-

-

, -

T Jbility.” For most of the topit:s, most students were not bothered, if they said .

they gtudied it kath in Follow-ub 1 and Follow-up 2; similarly, most students
did not e)épress the opinion that the topic was unsuitable in gither follow-t_lp.
- The following are the main findings derived from the data in Table IlI-36 ¥

- .. ,/,-
S through Tr1-42.3° L

- PR - * a

a) Differences in prevalerices of tOpiCS' studied

., -

< Q

-~

. . More MAC@S than non=MACOS students at both grade levejs - .
studied ’kllhng ‘animals, ' 'leaving people to die, ' and 'treatment T { ’
\ of 9ld people', according to Follow-up 1 and 2 responses. _ PR A

-

-

e - . More non-M@COS than MACOS students at both grade levels ) : NS
studied 'slavery’'. :

- EEE Y
> . L% N -
- » ~ -

@ e e - - - .

N .Similar percentages of students in both groups studied or e
learned about ’'foods that different people eat' and 'starvation. ' h

- - - ? N - J.
. These differences are consistent with content differences between MACOS -

e e
-

and other curricula. None of the 6 topics listed, howgvei', was comptetely unique

to MACOS or to other social studies programs. ql:;dging by the small percen- ~

tégeé of non-MACOS students who consistently said they had studied ‘leaving ,
- 3 - -

[

- Mt ey,

. peOpTe to die' (9-12%), that topic comes closest to being unique when stated to BERCIL I "'j
students in a generalized form. About’ 50% of the MACOS studentsfelt they recog'niz’ed‘ .
it as somethingthéyhad read, seen,or heard about last year in social studies ; ‘

v BEN

few non-MAC OS students did.

3

80 .- The results pertain to the approximately 80% of the students who were
in Follow-up 1 and Follow-up 2. The results presented in the tables
are for about 1, 000 students who made no errors in completing ques-
tions in»bottl follow-ups. - S

© ’ E 111-191 o N o
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-

- . E

-

“ <t -
of the prior year's sdcial studies class.

.When compared with each other, MACOS and non-MACOS 5th
or 6th grade groups in four cases changed their responses from
Follow~up 1 tq Follow-up 2 at proportionately different rates
with respect to whether a topic had been studied.  Within dif~ .
ferent ;groups, there were even mare frequent significant rela~ * °
tive shifts of responses, Significant relative changes of responses
were mainly non-MACOS studentschanging more to saying they

. had not studied the MAC OS related topics ('killing animals, '

'leaving people to die,’' and.'treatment df old pebgLe'); MACOS ,

students shifted responses to 'no' with respect.to.a predomi-

nantly non-—MACOS related topics, ‘slavery'; and all groups s

~ changed to 'yes! witir respect to the general topic, 'foods that

dlfferent leeat.'> - . . -

-

t

The trends in chariges are interpreted as suggesting that some students

.

e e e

1mtnlly reacted to affectwe quahtles of the topics, as listed, and m- Follow-—up 2

reacted more to the implicit substantive,content of topics in relationto memories

EY

-

T - - by Suggestlons of the poténcy of dlfferent topics _ . .

. \ \\. >
".. For each of the 6 toplcs nearly all MACOS and non—-MACOS

ly (in Follow-up 1 and Follaw-up 2) Sald they had studied the
topic ‘and it bothered them. The one exceptxoﬂ was non-MACOS
*6th grade students with respect to 'leaving people to die. None
of the 26 students who consistently said they had studied it also
said both times that it bothered.them. The-majority of those
26 students (69%) consistently said 'not bothered. '
. . ” »
. Forj all topics and groups for which there were large enough o .
samples to makeé tests of significance of'relative direction
of ¢ 1ange of response, significantly larger proportions of
- students changed from 'bothered’ to 'not bothered’ than in the . .
> other dnrectnon, given the relative sizes of those groups. -

5th.and 6thgrade groups had’at—least a few students who consistent- -, - -

s

~

» With two exceptior;s, the majority of students in all groups, con-
sistently said ot botheréd' for cach topic. The exceptions were
MAQOS 5th grade students with respect to the topic 'killing
aninjals', and 5th grade nonw\IACOS students with respect to
starv'ltnon ¢

4
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. The topics for which the largest percentages of students in all

- . . groups consistently indicated 'not bothered,' if they consistently

) 7 _ said’ they had studied jt, were 'foods that dlfferent people eat'
and 'treatment of old people'.

.~ The topics for which the smallest percentages of students in
. *4all groups indicated 'not bothered' were 'killing ammals' and
o’ x,]:eav‘ing people-to die'. Relativé percentages of students _indi~
- ) . “cating'not bothered' for 'starvation’ appeared related o grade
- ‘ " level rather than group (MACOS"or non—MACOS)
~ ° 2,
. Of the cases in which there were large en'ough sampie gizes to
>~ ] ' test, only two showed a significant grade level difference within
: MACOS or within non-MACOS groups. Significantly larger per-
centages of S5th grade than 6th grade MACOS students consistent~
ly said they had been-bothered by 'killing animals' and 'leaving
people to dle' There were indications of greater impact of

- < other topics on 5th grade students thad on 6th graders in both
groups. The dlfferences in percentage either’ were not signifi-

. cant, however, glven sample sizes, or not testable by the me-

- 'thods and ground rules employed. -_

.Whlle topics vax‘ied in potency, sometimes in relation to general
curriculum groups, sometimes according to grade level, some-
times both, the general trend from Follow-up 1 to Follow-up 2 -

_ _was_a diminishing potency, assuggested by consxstencxes and

. chrages in responses to the question about being bothered. 81

-~

. The maximum absolute fractlon of students in any group that were
coasistent in saying they were bothered by a topic, if they also .
were consistent in saying they studied i )t,, was relatwely small (no

> more than-11% ) -

€ .

&

c') Opinions about suitability of topics
- "« .The largest percentages of students in both groups and grade’
Tevels consistently“indieating they thought 5th and 6th graders '
should (or at least couldy study pertained to the topics *foods
different people eat' (89-96%), 'treatent of old people', 'star ~
vation', and 'slavery' (all the latter in the range of 77-84% )\f R

81, The reader is directed again to Section V B7, in which a report of .
interviews with students following administration of the Follow-up.1
instrument is given.

%
on that report, and vice versi. -

The data xeported and summarlzed here bear

+

%
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e Tobics which the smallest percentages of students consistently
indicated as suitable (did not indicate 'shouldn't study') were ,
tkilling animals' (60-73%) and fleaving people to die' (51-63 %)

. With respect to 'killing animals', )i groups"ahd grade levels - -

. were significantly proportionately more likely to shift from

‘ » 'shouldn't’ to.'should study’, given their original positions in-

© Follow-up 1.- . . - .

*+ With respect to 'leaving people to die', MACOS 5th and 6th —
grade students who originally indicated shouldn't study® were : )
significantly more likely to shift in I‘Qllow-up 2 to 'should’ than,
those who started with ™ ‘'should' were likely to shift to 'shouldn't'
“That was not the case for non-MACOS 5th and 6th graders, who
* were ¢.,aally likely to shift in both directions. Few members -
of those two groups, however, ‘consistently said they had studjed

o -+ the topic (23 5th graders and 26 6th graders)
. When any group changed its "opinionffrom Follow-up 1 to Follow-

up 2, and a test could be made pf the significance of proportionate - ’
change in one direction or the other, all significant changes were L
in the direction of 'should study', rather-than 'shouldn't study'. o
This is interpreted as further evidence.of the.diminishing of im-~ =~ . . =~ -
pact of any topic over time, possibly influenced by intervening . -

learning,on non-MACQOS as well-as MACOS students. '

2

~

. ) : ’
dy General impressnons .

> N ° »

»

E(motxon 1-reactions or negatlve opinions about various toplcs ‘
- appeare to fade or diminish fvbm Pollow—up 1to'2. ‘ i © en.
] .Some, topics or issues faded more than others, suggestmg less
T centrality of some topics on the one hand, and the effects of
' mode of presentation on the other. A caséin point is 'foods s
different people eat'. In Follow=up 1,~fomer MACOS students- )
were still much aroused (positively or negatively) over Netsilik &
Eskimos eating fish eyes and the like. By Follow-up 2, a year '
after the course, few former MACOS students were wﬂlmg to .
indicate concern on the questionnaire. , The predominant shift was, ~
. from bothered to not bothered. More Serious topics, such as . -
'leaving people to'die', 'slavery','starvation’,-and killing ani-
mals! appear to have. hqd more lasttng effects with more students.
- 7’ .
" .Short term 1mpdcts dppe'lr easier to achieve with 5th graders than
6th graders . .



Vo,

- \ \\

Y

. No_ mference from these data can be drawn abou€ psychological \.
-n effects beyond the substance of the questions asked If students ¢

.. said they were bothered and wished they hadnt seen or read or

heard about such things, that ‘is a statement,” not a diagnosis. Ty
Students differ in maturity and perspective. Furthermore, thére ]
: is good reason to be bothered about some matters. Bothered '
does not necessarxly connote 'dammaged’, however defnned
Constdernng the general thrust of social studies- toward ‘involve- '
ment of students' attention and 1nterest in 1mportant xssues and .
problems, the data suggest it is not easy to engage young students'
minds and emotions in an enduring fashion, no matter what the
curriculum and mode of presentation.—

ey

4) Opinions of Last Year's Class in Follow-uL T c

L SN

4
o,

Overall what did students thmk of last year',s socxal studtes cIass a year

. . T
.

° later? Their global opinion: was sought in Follow-up 2. In the context of several

4 -

. _questions designed to help'students recall last year's class, they were asked:

1Still think about LAST YEAR'S social studieg class - what you
_ studied and how you studied it. If you had a younger brother or = -
" dister coming along, would you recommend that he or she take
™ . the same sotial studies course that you had last year?"

LT Students responded on a 4—-ponnt soale ranging from 'defnmtely“ﬁ’ tto . !

T

4 s

_'definitely yes®. The responses of all-students in Follow’-up 2 were tabulated, not

°‘ %. . ! ‘. + . ° . .
just those of students who also had been in Follow-up 1. The resuits are given _ .

in Table II-43 for each group and grade level.

»

v
I

Table III—43 shows that the .majority of students in.all four groups résponded

on the positive side of the scale. The two questions of further interest_, however, are:

.were \/IACOS students at a particular grade level more pos 1t1ve
.in their attitudes toward last year's class than non—MACOS

8, students at the same grade 1evel'> .o ' .

° .was there a difference in att’it'ude between 5th and 6th grade students

T, g - 11-195
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i \ Table TH 43 - .
. . Percentages of Students Responding to Question About . -
Recommending that a Sibling Take the Same Social Studies Coursel/ L ¢
Lo o oY d :
- o ~ .. - . . '/v. po—
Grade 5 * Definitely No I Don't Think So IGuessSo  _ Definitely Yes No Data®’ - N
MACOS - 11% 12% N ‘47% ” 30% ) 0. 356 ‘-
Non-MACOS 20 - 19 37 23 - - 309 °-
~ < 5 ’ - .
- VGrade 6 .. I ] . )
+MACOS - 6%, T, 11% 419 42% - 311 ,
Non;-MACOS 15 o1 49 20 i 0 276 , - .
- 1. -Percentages may not add to 100% due to ,roundmg. : .
L2 A dash (- mdlcates less than . 5%. . . ..
oy ’ > . .
A3 .. 3
LY A %\ -
+ . - o “ . . 2 - ’ .
¢ ‘ .
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.- / ¥ inthe MACOS group or in the non-MACOS group?82 . .

4

Table NI-44 gives the means and standard deviations for the four groups
N ‘ o ) ) 7 - ) ? }
of sti;idents. ‘It also shows the point-biserial correlation coefficient (Tpbi) -
. MR : L ~N . . R
for. each comparison made in order to provide a measure of strength of relation-

~

ships between group membership and ratings It can be seen in Table II-44<

that the average ratings of MACOS students were more pOSitive than those of- - ,‘:

- nou-MACOS students, more so for 6th grade students than 5th grade students.

p

i -

Chi—square tests were made of the differences between distributions of.responses

A M;. for each pair.of groups for which a point-biserial correlation coefficent was
j’ M"' \.\‘ . " . . - - - o . R °
N comp“i"ited Al Chi-squares were significant at or beyondthe, 05 level. While
- the difference between each pair of distributions of ratingS‘isr Significantly dif- =

4 "\\ e v

ferent from chance, the p0int—biseri'il correlations indicate that with one ex~

Y
\

.

~ - -ception, tthe correlation between group membership and ratings is small. The . .

exception is MACOS,, grade 6 compared to non-—MAC 0S, grade 6. There the

point-biserial_correlation is .25, substantially more strength of association

than shown by other groups. . . .

-

- ~ . a

As a means of maintaining perspective on these resulfs, one cyn also

. ' - , r . B / p
examine the index of predictive association for each pair of,variabl‘es.’8 Sup~ _

. pose one asks, in each case: What would be the reduction in error of prediction ; e
. .o ¥ 'é Lo s

& L3

of recommendation r s, knowing group ad\gdrade level? What would be the ]

}//E should be remembered that students i ntified as 5th ‘and 6th graders
, here were in fact finishing 6th and 7th grade, respectively, at the time
=T - "they were administered this survey,

New York:

- . 83. Cf. Hayes, William L., Statistics for Psychologists.
; Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1963. pp. 606-610.

-
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' i , * Grade 5 Grade 6 MACOS Non-MACOS -
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i

. percentage of reducti?n of error of prediction of group. membership, knoviring
ratings? What would be the percentage of reduction of error in prediction

-

-

g’
. of one or the other variables (élassnfication, ratihgs), knowmg both variables?

hd . . - . »
-

. The measure used to answer the first question is calledAA (lambda A). The .

- B
- --'o! ®

measure used to answer the second question s called/\B The measure used - -

.,

to answer the third question is called A AB The first two are known as - ¢
'asymmetric' measures of predictive assocjation;’thefy are like regression

-

.. coefficients. That iss AA may not be the same as AB, The latter is known as

© a 'symmetric’ measure; it is similar in that respect to a simple correlation

v
” -

A

L . 5

B with A, Table III-45 gives the asymmetric and symmetric indices of. predié;

tive association for different prectors and criteria._ o o N
The information in Table IT1-45 essentially confirms the mformation .
- ’ j ®
in Table Il[-44, There are differences between groups and grade lévels in =~ . .-

ratings of recommendations of last year's social studies class. The differen'c_es

are statisticallgr significant, but ‘modest with respect to strongth of association

LI Y I

as measured either by correlation coefficients or-by indices of predictive asso- .
c . . $

‘ciation. The difference in ratings is most pronounced between MACOS and no /

¢ . P

T MACOS 6th grade studénts, with ’VIACOS 6th grade”s givmg the most pOSlthG -

ratings compared to any other groups and non—MACOS 6th graders giving lqss

““‘”‘” L positive r'itmgs Considering MACOS and nop-MAC OS Gth gra'ders,»»if one knew '

. . ‘ »
f only ratmgs studentb made, the reduction in error in pred cting group member-
) )

shlp \,vould be 15% That is the largest reduction of error of predictiqn of any '

"~
-

L. © L II-199 7 ' SCI

-

. < 7 299

" | ccefficient,in that the correlation of A with B is the $ame as the correlation of .
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I : combination of-groups. However,\ the index of predictive_ assocjation for

: / . predicting group membershlp at the 5th grade leyel is nearly as large {12%).

.

Lo Itis therefore not surprlslng that the index for predlctmg gvﬁup membershlp,

M ]

(MACOS non-MACOS) regardless of grade level, from a knowledge of ratmgs

T " isalso relatlvely hlgh (12%)

From‘ these analyses it is concluded, with respect to general opinions'

. about lastfyear'_s social studies class held by students a year after the,class,

) -~ -

tpat;: - o S ‘ .
. the ma]orlty of students in all groups held positive opmlons,
. . ' former 5th and 6th -grade MAC 0S students on the average, had
"‘ - " _more positive oplmons than non-MACOS students at those grade
) : : levels, ; . : o

. the differénces in oblnlons between grade leve]s of students
within each group were smaller than differences between )
.groups-at each grade level; - :
- - ) MACOS 6th grade students, on the average, held the most
favorable opmlons of all- groups of students, /}
Non\MACOS 5th grade students, on the average, held the least
. favorable opm;ons, . / v

v

L4

. ’ dlfforences between MAC 0S and non-MACOS students in d’egree
p of posxtWe opinions were statxsticallv significant but fun tnondlly
_ small with respect to overall strength of association of pinion -
w_ith,grot\xp (i. &. -MACOS, non-MACOS). | o /

Q
-
~

>4
%
-~
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g.~ School and District Effects
'1) Districts . A .-
K ° . : S s .

How did districts compare with each other with respect to performance

L3

- , - - & -
on various outcome measures? Were there interactions of district and curriculum?

o

That isy did MACOS and non—MACOS;:lasses perform diffxerently in different
_ districts? To examine those questions, a twe-wny- analysis'of cevafiance was’

-

done, with posttest measures as dependent varlables, and district and group

(MACOS, non-MACOS) as 1ndependent variables The covariates were pretest
; s

and percentage of 5th grade students . The tests were umvariate F-tests. The

e - %

unit of analysis for each measure was the c_Iass mean. The results are sum-

»

marized in Table I 46., ‘which gives the p—values of the tests of main effects

A S

- - .

and lnteractions for each posttest variable. -

~ >

- -

It may be seen in TableWI-46 that with respect to the '\IACOS vs. non-
M:ACOS vnriable, results are similzrr to those obtained in ‘earlier analyses of_

‘ covariance and multiple regress1on (see Section IIT C 3b). That is, MACOS classes

L

I

- onuthe average were hlgher on’ posttest than non-MACOS c\assf.s on AP (the M%COS /., e

specific instrument). Tlley were not significantly different from n(_),n-MACOS clas_ses
» . "

»

on other measures with the‘ex‘ce'ption here of WWA and B, the questionnaire about

- - .
- - .

attitudes towards customs.or beiiefs, and people. That difference will be discussed ]

below. .
- -’ -
+*~

There are district effccts’for thrée variables: AP, IDT, (the Interpretation L

-

. of Data 'I'est) and WWA. There are significant district-treatment interactions also

for three posttest measures: STEP, SS Ch, (social studies chojces), and CAPS-3 -

/ (e

1r-202 . .

o 232
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Posttest Variable

Animak and PeOple (AP)_/

STEP+
IDT

SS C

mwvgz/
wwp? . A
CAPS-1 ]
_CAPS-2
CAPS-3

 CAPS-4

" +The error degfeeé of freedom for this measure are 73.

*pg 05
**p < 01
*rp - 001

7
Table I11-46
P-Values of Univariate F-Tests of MACOS Effects,

District Effects and Interactions Between
.  MACOS and District for Posttest Measures
Adjusted for Pre-test and %, 5th Graders,.

3 -

MACOS Effect

«

District Effect

(df = 1, 76) (df = 14, 76)
. 001¥** J014%*
.336 ", 541
.249 J002%
. 087 , .84

. 009** _.osi*

. 046% - 676

. 189 .103
.158 - .796
.325 .096
116 . .680

%

Interaction  .-*-
(df =14, 76
AT1
. 043*
.575
. 015%
. 081
. .297 )
. 299 =
.§99
.033*
. 844

Note: As in most tables presenting p-values, those values that are .05 or less

are denoted by asterlsks as a V1su'11 aid in identifying variables of partlculnx

mterest.

-

L

‘1. MACOS classesronr the average scored higl{er than non-MACOS classes.
§2, MACOS classes on the average had more posmve reactions than non~-MACOS ™.

"classes. -

‘
e e A
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—

. (toler.i“ce of amblgulty in problems) It may be noted‘-that for those posttest

. varzables for which there were Slgnlflca!lt main efﬁécts (p <.05), there were

-
-

‘not significant ‘i.nteractions. : v oo

¥ . - : )

District effects were analyzed by'appl“xcation of Tukey's WSD test at

the .05 level for least significanf.differences between all pairs of means. This

procedure led to.;an identification of districts whose adjusted posttest means

~ . -

differed significantly. Suchan identification provides the oﬁpdrtunity, to eicamine

[— - ~

/s relatlonshxps befween significantly dlfferent districts and other varlables, such

2 -
- -

‘. as metrq_politan status, size, policy, amount of implementation of MACOS, etc.
éuch analyses ha~ve not been pursu'ed in detail. It w‘illisimply; be noted .

. - - | that the districts that were sxgnlflcantly different for the MACOS posttest (AP)

- . were 1-9 (low) and 9 (high);for the Interpretatlon of Data Test (IDT), district - ~

4 12 (low) differed from dlStI’lCtS 6 8, 9 and 10 (hnghs),and dlstrlct 1 (low) dxffered from “

- dlstr'ct 10. However, for WWA, the districts that dlffered were 4 and 8 (lows) and 15

. S '
(high). _In offect, the same district that was low for IDT (#12) was aleo fow for i

- AP, while that was not the case for the othét low district for IDT (¥1). Furthermore,
- one of the districts that was relatively high for IDT (#8) wajs low for WWA. The
. B i i ) . i — N
district that was high on AP (#9), was near the top on IDT. It was about in the

center of the dlstrxbutlon on WWA posttest There wus thus some consistenéy

" of standmg of hlg,h and low districts \\’lthln sets of measures (e g. the achicvement

~
_ measures vs. the attitude meafure), but not across sets. T
‘ ) - The three variables for 'which there were sténifieant i'nteractioné (STEP,
#s_ - . SS Ch-and CAPS-3) alsg. of eoprse indicate district effe_gtst .As before, "éﬁzl'minzftion‘ N
. ‘ ' ' J | 5 .' o ’ ' - '
LT mesod
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_' . . of ‘adjusted-contrasts (intercepts) showed that ‘ci_istricts with the high and low

-

- t

- - contrasts for the S'l‘EP were not the same districts with high and Tow contrasts

-

-F :for the attitude measures (SSCh and éAPS-3). Once aéain there appears to

e
- ¥ - - ]

standing for different districts in this study.

‘be_,an_ingiependence of achievement and attitude in the small sets_of classes - : -

“The finding of significant differences for WWA and WWB require_:s :

further analysis. Earlier multivariate analyses, describe::l in Sections IIl C.3b

1) and 2) showed evidence that MAC oS classes, on the average, tended to react

more posntivelylon posttest than non-MACOS classes to WWA. However, there

- was no indlcation of a dlfferentiatlon between groups o posttest op WWB R

-

- - - There are se\reral possible reasons for the disparity between the

-~ " - o =

,analyses of distric_ts and earlier analyses of classes. One is that earlier

- 'dnalyses dropped several classes for which there were missmg data, even

-

cons:dering analyses; using. only student-based PC's.. The pres;ent analys es
*

R
LY

- employ all 108 classes, e:\cept-for STEP, for which N = 105. Thus there
. may be sampte variatlons that result in-the difference. A second possnbility is

- T that the analyses of district effects used as cdvariates ‘t_he percentage of 5th

graders in clagsés and the class pretest mean of each posttest variable. The

. - - z
-

\rlnain ’analyses presented earlier used principal components (PC's} as covariates.

* Differences in covariates could influence results. - ‘
. . ¢ .- - .

One means of investigating possible explanations is to compare thc p-values

of F-tests of analyses of covariance based on the same sample sizes and co-
variation, but not contrasting districts. with the p-values of analyses of covariance.
using principal components with similar sample sizes and different sample sizes,

-

N ' : ] 11205
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to the dlstrlct analyses. The p-values will reflect vafiation in means, varlances
. . N
regresswns nﬂd sample sizes. Patterns of cons1st°nt or vary1ng results
- {)’ ,/'
can bear on,choices among competmg hvpothesis Table II1-47 gives the/

“t

'p-val/u/es of F-tests of analyses of covariance of posttest)'variables,

.MACOS vs. non-MACOS effects -in district analyses (fro
... TableTI-47), N=108; .- -*
. MACOS vs. non-MACOS W1tn pretest and /o 5th graders s
covarlates, N = 108; : .
v . .
.. - MACOS vs. non-MACOS, with 8 student PC's - lnput, process
and climate ~ as covariates (from Table I1I-47), N = 102; -

E-4

r

o

] . MACCS vs. non-MACOS "with 8 student PC's as ad;usters
. (from Table III-47,N 81. - :
lt may be seen m “Table III-47 that the two-way analyses of covarlance

14

(the MACOS by D1strxct analyses, Column 1) and the one-way analyses of

-
y < .

covariance (C olumn 2) produced very slmllar results The only marglnal

2

dxfference of 1nterest i% with" WWB, Wthh for the d1strlct analysls has a p-value

7 “ of-.046_and for the one-way analysxs has a p-value of . 058. Column 3, with
nearly the same sample size as analyses r_epresented in Cblumns 1 and 2,

-

o

" shows different results. " Overall, the results in Column 3,(an‘al'yses of covariance
\ . c :

*
-

uging student-based PC's as covariates) are more similar to results in Column 4

-

, (same covariatés, reduced sample size) than to the resulfs in C,olumns 1 a'nd

B e

'2 WWA and B dmnotsachleve slgnlflcance at the . 05 level when posttest class -

means in the two groups are adJusted for input, process and cllmate PC's.

CAPS-l on the other hand, is slgnlflcant at the . 05 level in Column 3, and

nearly so in Column 4. - ' - ‘ o

/
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) . Using Diffcrent Covariates and Sample Sizes - A
1 ] 2 - 3 s
MACOS vs: . MAGOS vs. MACOS vs, MACOS. vs.
Non-MACOS in Non-MAC OS ) Non-MACOS - Non-MACOS
Posttest - District Analys es Posttest Analys es Using Stullent PC's Using Student PC's
Variable (N=108)%: (N=108)2/ (N=102)3/- T (N=s81)d/.
. AP . 001 ’ . ~000 . e ,000 - ,000 -
“STEP .336 .396 310 « - ) . .. 548
DT . 249 .125 .244. : ' .611
- 88 Ch . 087 . 227 .367 . 981
WWA .009 . 025 . 161, . 090
WWB . 046 .058 ; . 509 .666 .
CAPS-1 .189 .215 -7 .035 .065 °
CAPS-2 i .158 | .100 .720 ..538
CAPS-3 - -- ..325 .225 . 839 § . . 889
CAPS-4 . .116 .527 . .295 7 -

<+ 7 Tablem-47 : S
P-values of F-tests of MACOS Effects '
m Analyses of Districts, and of Analyses of Covariance

-—

I

3

-

1 Covariates: pretest and % 5th graders (Note: for STEP, N =

.300 -

’10 5).

2. Covariates: pretest and % 5th graders.

(Note: for STEP, N -105), . - N

3. Covanates student input, precess and climate PC's.

4. Covariates: student inpat, process and climate PC's; -

or

111-207
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It will be recalled from Section III C 3b 1) above that WWA showed y

- e

heterogeneity of regression with Climate for both ‘the large and reduced sample
- * R - - ~ ‘

(Figu'res III-"2 ‘and 8). 84 1t will also be recalled that WA and vfrws both showed

significant increments in proportion of variance associated with process vari-
ables in multiple regression analyses entering Group lasty CAPS-l showed

- a.significant increment associated with Climate (See Tablfe”ffl-ﬂ ; also TFable III-

20 in Wthh Group was entered after input) STEP was also associated with'

o

Climate, as waa SS Ch (social studies chonces) However, unlike WWA, WWB

'y

and CAPS-l for. which only 52-67% of the tota'l posttest variance accounted for

was associated with input, 97% of the STEP vartance accounted for was associated .

A ! ©

with. input. Thus, there was little variance left to account for in STEP once.

- - o .

." input (primarily Ach, or, pretests) was removed. ] ‘ o ‘ '

&

. . - It thus appeavs that the differences between resuits in Columns 1 and

¢ -

2, on the one hand, and Columns 3 and 4 on‘the other, may be viewed as attribu- .

-‘e
. . '-»
P - - ~ e

~ _table primarily to the use€ of different covariates rather than to variagions in-

' sample sizes. This does not mean that variations in sample sizes (and therefore
sample Qompositions) have no influence on results. They c,a'n and do effect resuits.

. ¢
¥

x

- The interpretation here is that for the variations under consideration, method

of analysis appears to be the more potent factor. ’

Y . [y v '3),'- ¥

It is.of interest to note that the posttest variables that were influenced

—

~

importantly by changes in method of analysis (or in sample sizes or both) are
.. ) variabl‘e‘s in the attitude set, not in the achneveMent set. No m'uor conclusions

84 It may be noted that t,he‘r;efwere noheterogeneous regressions for any
analysis in Columns 1 and 2 in Table I[-47.. - -

b
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R
te'e S,
-,

-about differences between MACOS and non<MACOS groups of classes ‘
. % . ; 0 e

: 1ncluding whlclwariables have been used as stat1st1cal controls. T ':-,:
’ U 7 )
. 2)‘Schools . T ) ) o
A deslgn goal of the study was to have only one class (MACOS or

. lna~given school v'vere either MACOS. classes or non~-MACOS classes, ‘but not

- (averaged for the same classes). The sample size aftel averaglng and after dele-

withlrespect to AP, STfIP and IDT have‘been influenced by method of analysis, ‘

non—-MAC 0S) in a partxcular school bulldlng. The resultant samples made that
. -

-

- goal unattainable, as described in Section IIA ‘There were 100 classes in 76

A ~

dlfferent schools, or an average of 1.4 classes per school., Table III-48 shows

' for each group. the number of schools wnth 1, 2, 3 or 4 classes per school. With
the exceptlon of two pairs of classes in two schools; 'the classes that were grouped

»
e . T P :

< both types in the same school The question of prima°ry concern is: has the -

il nestmg of some classes in schools 1nfluenced main results‘> ' (

To explore that questlon, 1t was hypotheslzed that 1f the posttest and

~e

i follow-up measures for which there pretests_were averaged for the’ classes

’ ~
that were in the same bulldlng, an analysls of covariance of posttest and outcome

-

"measures of all available classes would show results, similar to results of other

analyses. The covar-iates for these analyses, as with the analyses of disti'icts,
X

_ were pretest (averaged for classes W1th1n a given buxlding) and % 5th graders

3

v -

tlons__for_"mlssxng._data, wﬁaS_JA_(MAAQQS, .iB.&_.-.nQn:MAC 0S = 36).

- Table III-49 gives the p-values of the I‘-tests of the 'lnftlyses of co~
: ' . . 4 .

variance of independent classes for each posttest and Follow—up 2 measure,

. . ‘. -
.and also for three of the analyses 'v&hos-:e p-values were listed in Table III-47.

- I11-209- -
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- Table 11I-48

~ Number of Schools With One Class Per Sthool
and With More than Ohe Class, by Group
I | o
Number of Classes > B
Per School WMACOS Non-MACOS
) -1 - 29 (51%)* 27 (53%)*
’ 2 T 4(14) o 10 (39)
) 3 - 4 (21) ., 0(0)
© 4 2 (14) 1¢8)"
(3 .
*Percentage of total classes in group. -
; .-/«: ) -
Q. / g

o

TII-210 . .
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i we e

‘ The reason for repeating theefigures from that table is for ease of comparison

——— A
.

with the results for the analysis of classes averaged within schools. . .

It may be seen in Table HI-49 that the p-values of tests for classes .

.-

averaged within schools (Column l)nfollow quite closely the results of analyses 5

- of covariancevof posttests (Column 2), ‘as did the MACOS effects in the district - &

analyses. " The' most striking difference is that WWA and WWB show a stronger

treatment effect when independence of units (classes) lS brought about (within

4

¢ the limits of nesfmg in districts). It may be seen that the similarity of results

. A

v

extends to the Follow-up 2 measures as well as to posttests. It follows from

e e
[ -

‘ th’e similarity of results in Column 1 to thoSe in Column 2 that Column 1 re-

its differ from those in Colum 3 and 4 (in which student PC's were the co=

o

varigtes) in predictable ways. =~ — s e .
.. . | . .

! - -
The analyses of covariance for which p-valuas of F-testg are shoWn

[
[

vn Columh Il of Table III—49 showed one noteworthydifference from those in Column 2,

LI LY
and a sxmilai ity to those in Columns 3 and 4, ’fhe analysxs of WWA, when

classes within\sk ools were averaged, showed a heterogeneity of regressmn,
- i / o

as it did in the analyses usmg student PC's. However, -when each co7lriate for

the classes averaged analysis (Column 1) was tested neither covariate alone,

. f VT,
. (pretest,-% 5th graders) showed significant heterogeneity.s"

t . - . ° > /
\
\‘ R ‘-T‘ - L

. 85, For the homogeneit of slopes test for pretest' F1 70 =\2.453
o pz 12; for % 5th gradeks, Fy 70 = = 750 P39, e

,r.' - . ,“,.\

S Rt-zn S

»
. =
o,

-
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‘ - . 4 “, . ' R ' . Lo e o - . :
) o °. : ;. Table I-49 - v - -
.. P-values of F-tests of Analyses of Covariance , ., '
, With Classes in Schools ‘Averaged, and of Analyses - ) L
- of Covariance Using Different Sample Slzes and"‘Covariates )
- .1 ’ 2 . > ) 3 . . ’ S L4 ’
W& MACOS vs. Non- MACOS vs. MACOS vs. MACQS vs.
; MACOS,Clagses Non-MACOS Non-MACOS .. Non-MACOS-
.. Outcome in Schools Averaged Posttest Analysefs Usmg Student PC' " Using Student PC's
Variables (N=74)Y/ L (=108 - (N=102)3 =814/
AP.. ) -« .000 000 ~ .000 . - .000 -
STEP .766 .396 310 . 548
.IpT | .100 \125 e 244 .611-
" §sCh | 243 Y 227 v T 367 L9081 . .
WWA . 1002 .025° . 7,161 . .090 -
SWwWB - T . 003 .058 - .509 . " ~666
CAPS-1 -« .681 ) 215 b .035 ’ . 065
"J JCAPS-2 ) .15 “.100 ) .720 * 538"
v _CAPS-3 -/ (/<611' , .+ 225 ' 839 © . .889
- CAPS-4 T U L4280 R R 0/295, v . 300
e L by v .
Follow=-up 2, , PR \. o
" AP1-4F - - .. 019 . L0131 .003 . 013
SSChF .- .698 - . . .38 . 293\ ‘ . 309
WWAF .. L5717 .366 " .434 . L T0L
- WWBF. , . .18 .210 041 \\- 110 T
C e as \ ! -
1. Covariates: pretest and osth graders. . .
-2, Covariates: pretest and % 5th graders (Note N's for Follow-up 2 are 98 except for
- (SS Ch, for which N=297)., -+ .. R e ’
3. Covariates: student input, process nd climate PC's. T . e .
4, Covarxates' _student input, process and chmate PC's. ' - \J” {1 /
' e S . . . . 3 s
- N ! 't . s '
’ . , - ‘
. s ‘ - e .,
. ~ 2 . J
- ‘ + ’ i.‘ vJ'
I ™~ . i o
. - s [y - P i
_ a ‘ \ > . * -
; : ‘ R V.
- . I1-212 "
(N .
Y . ] ’ - f 242 . .
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e
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- . -~ “ . ' .
[} - o LI

: - - -
“As a further means of e\tamining the effects of some classes being in

the same echools, a reanalysis of thé multwariate ANGOVA was done.’ That
L. . . ﬂ - Mt}

analysis, it Will be recalled, tested the difference between MACOS and non—

Y

tre MAC@classes on-20 criterion va‘rlables simultaneously, u.sing all student PC'

as covariates. ln this analysis; PC's of classes within the same schools were ’

! .
. averaged, as well‘ as outcbme variables. “The question of interest was: to v

hd -

{  what extent were ma;or findings réplicated'? Vo
‘ 'I‘able III-50 in Column 1 gives the results in terms of p-values of the .

”

upivariate i;ests of each dependent variabie. The overall difference between

» -

groups continued to lie significant: on a7=2. 252, p _5,.016.86 Table III-50 also

. R
. -

gives for purpbses of comparison. the p-values of univariates F-rtests using: - .

5 - ‘o, Posttest scores adjusted for pretest and % 5th graders,
. v .

2.. Posttest and follow-up scores using student PC ] as covarlates P

(larger sample), . ' . *

[
‘a. EE ’

- -

! 3. Posttest and follow-un scores using student PC's as cov'lrntes :
- . (reduced sample) .

N - - ’ 3
- B R

>
.

Columns 3 and 4 give p-values for analyses similnr to those using cl'lsses withln

.
- . o= '

schools ain;raged (Column 17 only for different sample—sizes and tlasses within

h S .
o '-schools not- averagsfl Column 2 is répeated from 'l"ible lII-‘LQ, Column 2. A
‘, ) It is of interest to. note in Table [II-50 that most main results are(repeated
g . £ e‘l/ ' ) e

by the analysis described above. AP, APl-4F, WWA and fnterest continue to shqw -

mgnificant differences the two groups of classes.. Variables such as CA PS-1 and

.
<

.y P

P -
‘e .

86.. For this-analysis, there were 35 MAC/OS classes and_s'l non-NlACOS classes.  »

et -

Pland < o
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¢

R .
3° d

.

A

***p< 001 -
Note: as in most tables presentmg p-values.
denoted by asterisks as a v-sual aid in identifying v

4 L]

P-values of Umvarnte

v

Table m-so

as C ovarnates - 1

. 1 >,
‘MACOS vs. Non- MACOS vs.
MACOS-Classes ."Non-MACOS™"
Within Schools Averaged Posl;test Scores -
. " .Using Student Background Adjusted for Pretest
outcome _ and Protess Climate. PC's and % 5th Graders
© Variables - 3 (N=66) (N=108) “ -
A P T Ty i
) A'P _ L Q0Lxkx ! o 'obo*u“ﬁ" ]
"STEP - o072 . L " .396°
IDT - 293 125 o
.§SCh. , * .584 ) . 227
"TWWA 3 - . 040* T .025% . .
WWB - ,179 . ° 058
CAPS-1 .106 .ot .215
CAPS-2 ¥ .940 - ,100
.+ CAPS-3 756 Lo~ .22 .
CAPS-4. o .119 T ~ .100
KROW + 055 .
Skill .142 ‘
\Interest .039%. ,° )
' AP1-4F . 010M .011%
“\§SCh F .510 - . L 218 .
ss - F) ; + 936 Y S
WWAF a .812 . . .366 . -
WWBT 174 . 210
... WWAPF '.308
WWBPF, 978 7 ,
*p <06 L '
**kp .01 / g _

o

b4

F-tests of Analyses of Covarxance
of Classes W&hin Schools Averaged, Using Student I?C'

»

-, ”

. +504

.
-

3 4 .
& ¢ -

T ¢ L%

. MACOS vs, MACOS v8.
Non-MACOS  Non-MACOS
Using Student  Using Student -

FC's PC's
_(NfoT) - (N=81) _
L001%*% JO01*R*
ettt 528
.346 . .605,
.497 - .916
.079 RN ) |-y
.595 412
1064 ’ .063
-.995 411 .
7619 s ' .895
.103 .446
.046 L 009%*
.01l Ce 115,
.013% . . 4056
. 002%* . 029%
293, ,.600,
.459 .581
.296 . - = .978
{. 030* L .318°
423 ; .285
e ™ 1940

¥

e

- .

" .

those values that are .05 or less,are .+~
ariabies of particular ™

erest.

- .

1

]
S

.
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°©

2

’ _main consequences of losing classes that may be seen in some of the criterion or

i

|
=

. ! r

"':md know appscach significance at ‘t‘he .05 level but fall short of it. WWBf does
not approach significance in this analysis ‘

- Table III-51 gives the meana and standard deviation of student PC's and
outc me variable of MACOS and non-MACOS groups of class

multi ariate analyses of c—ovariance whose results are shownin Table II- 50 (Columns®

for the three main

1{, 3 nd _4)‘.' These data are given as a further basis for assessing the comparabxllty

' - N ‘\ \“

of res‘illts using different sam_ples of clagses from the two groups. In Table II-51 it

may bé seen that there are variations in means and deviations for diffei'ent variables

Tos

for différent sample gizes. In most cases the:'irai'iat-i;ons do not appear fo be severe.
Particala‘ily encouraging i ‘he relative consistency of the PC's for the three

majpr samples shown. With the exception of the MACCS Class 2 mean for the re-
'V‘ < &
5 ed group (N=81; the group of.classes with complete student and teac'her data sets),
L) : - e
inpl_gt PC means for both groups do not differ significantly from zero. One‘ of the’

o

*®

-
l

~ outcoine variables is the reduction in_variance (e.g., inthe MACQS groups, SD's

in the three s'amp?l\is for WWA r'ange from .93t0 .77; they stay essentially constant

in the non-MACOS

iV\

mples in this case). Over’all Table I-51 gives the appearance

< v

of substantial’ chnm}z\t\ency in means and standard deviations among covariates, “and

14

. among the achievement related measures (AP, STEP, IDT) for the three samples of

Y L Y - . - > - . N

- - - \. . g . e N
classes. There\is more variation in these two statistics for process and climate

!
~

covariates, and for some attitude measures. - “
- . 5 P - .
.3) Implications .
* % o -

L3 -

. The overall results of district and school analyses are taken here as

encouragins. Even with drastieally (and non-specified) reduced sample sizes,&
‘ S e 1m-215 "

245 . :

‘”" . ‘ ~ ]

./
- . - .

e




VUL ' L

R : " Table 1-51
" Meais and Standard Deviations of Covariates (Student PC's)
i and Unadjusted Qutcome Variables of MACOS and Non-MACOS
' : Groups of Classes, by Samples Analyzed

Large ijoup(N=97) : Réduced group(N—Sl) Classes Avelraged(N=66)

| . MACOS . Non-MACOS MACOS . -| Non-MACOS MACOS Non-MAC OS

VL ‘Variable M SD M SO~ M SD M SD -~ M SD M SD
L 1. PC's ' R ' ‘ ’ :

!

. Ach 077 62| .o1| 159 |[.12| 1517 .o1| 1.58{|-.03] d.67| .03| 1.45

i A1l |n14 | 1.267 -.01|1.58 {|.12.]1.28 { -.06 | 1.49)f .09 1.16 | .o7]| 1.56

- Att2 100 | 1.07| .08 | 1.10 ||-.04 /71.07 .20 | 103 ||~12] 1,02 .17 1.09

. Classt |.02| 1.58} .11)1.61 {|.05|1.59 | -.00 | 1.58 ||-.01| 1.70 | .08 | 1.62
.- Cfass2 | .19 | 121} -01}1.58 |{ .26 1.24] .20 ) 1.5l .2af 136 .06 )1.55 ).

' SPree1|.27 | 1.83) 17| n73 || .24 175 | -0 | 184l o3| 172 -13] 1.80

SProc2 |-/48 | 1.68| .51 | 1.57 -.41/ 1.66 | .59 |/1.58 |{-.56 | 1.41 | .47 1.48,

Climate |.44 | 1.34 | -.57 | 1.68 || .44/ | 1.38 | -.64 8 1.69 || .48 1.24 | -.80| 1.65

20 Qutcomes | T T T / el R B 5 I R §
. _ AP -.41 94} -.42| .80 |[.40 | .89 | -.46 .82 33| .94 | -.47] .80
STEP ~™|..03 | 1.037| .04 | .89 ./09 .90 | .03 .89 11 02| .95{ 02| .83-}
IDT - .12 Tus| =05 | .94 |} i14] -94 | -01 | .95{| .16| .89"| -.00| .85
— -S8 Ch .15 | .88) -.17 | .96 || .06 | .84 | -.18 .99 || J24| 83| -.23) t64 | .
L - WWA .17 93| -:28 | 1.02 ||-.19| .89 | -.29 | 1.04{| .32] .77 { -.29|1.03 | -
WWB .16 | .90 -.16 | 1.08 |} .23 | .77 | -.07 | 1.06 || .34} .74 ] -.17] 1.01
’ CAPS-1 |-.15| 1.05}| .14| .88 [|-~.20] .98 | .09 .82 {|-.26 | 1.01 | -.00]..79
CAPS-2 | .14 | 1.13) -04 | .82 {| .17 ] 1.20 ] -.09 87 07| .95 11| .84
CAPs-3 |.10| 1.06( ~.03j| .81 |[{ .13 ] 1.14 | -.09 .79 |}-.13f .91 | -.06| .80
dAPs-4 |.04 | .92| -19'| .86 ||-.01| .85 | -.08 87 || .ovl 77| -.13| .79
Know 297 .90| .33]1.06 ||-.31| .90 | .34 | 1.13 ||-.40| .80 .28 1 1.02
Skills | .I5 | 1.08| -.157 .86 [{~10 ] 1.11 ~
Interest |.29 | .90) -.38) .03 ||'.347 .89
AP1-4F |.22| .91| -.28 1':'0.2‘ 1} .21 .95
SSChF- |-.07 | .99{ .09 1.03 ||-.08 | 1.00
SS A-04 | .91 -.09 | 1.090 [ .04] .86

WWAF |.08| .95 -.16 | 1,04 || .12°| .94

WWBF |.14| 85| -.24 | 114 [[i20| .85

WWAPF |.06 [ .94| -.14 1.Eg 27| .89

WWBPF | .03 | .93] -.16]1.10 05 | .87
i

[11-216




one co_nti_mi‘es"to see results that for the most part conform to (or are similar to) .

-

> L. L. . .
' results obtained otherwise. Means and standard deviations of criterion variables
. . .

-

and covariates remained similar, "although these are not shown here.

With.i‘espect to districts, there is indication of an interaction betwéen .

)

treatment (MACOS, non~-MAC OS) with respect to posttest class means for STEP,

Social Studies Choices; (SS Ch) and CAPS-3 (Tolerance for Ambiguity). Nore of

.. thése three measures showed any consistent main effect of treatment. But there

‘i$ indication that results one may obtain using those variables as measures of

. g

performance with MACOS and other social studies courses may differ in drHc%;t .

: zQisl:ricts‘. As noted above, however, detailed analyses of the charac!:eristics of.

- \:ditstrviéts and particvlar programs 'with'i‘n them have not been undertaken.

T
. -
V aadind -
R

" .~ The results of analyses of (iifferencgs between MACOS and non-MACOS

>

classes when independence of classes is achieved by analyzing only classes$ (and

-

averaged within-school classes) in different buildings support the hypothesis that

[y

Pa—

results obtained by other analyses were not unduily biased by the inclusion of )

~

classes nested in the same building. They do not do so unequivocally, however. ~

~ There is the alternative hypothesis, for example, that changes in results

. .from other analyses could also be the résult of changes in tfi({ characteristics

B

of,’sa‘mples. The relative stability or similarity of main -results with different

_sample sizes, howeier, 1s taken as encouragement for interprétati\oq\s made of

i

earlier analyses.




e IV. RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN INPUT, PROCESS,
- . CLIMATE AND OUTCOME VARIABLES

A. Canonical Variate Analyses

In order to examine relationships between sets of variables more
extensively a series of canonical correlation analyses was performed. The h .

objectives-of these analyses were to be able to examine’relat'ionships between

K

sets of input and process variables to sets of outcome variables, and to

\
each other and to 1dent1fy posalble varnbles within sets that appeared related

»

‘ to significant canonical variates: Thus, f’or example, if there were slgmflcant

- canonical correlations between input and process, it would be of interest to see

whnch pre:hctor varlables (input PC's) correhted hnghly with the predxctor cano—
mcal varnte. Snmllarly, it woald be of interest to know which process and cli-,

mate PC's correlated highl_y with the related ciiterion canonical variate, 'Sut?/ )

information would bear on the question of what seem to be relationships of in- .

L

put characteristics to process characteristics.l

The followmg analyses were made: ' - ) /
- . Input and Process/Chmate ——a;Outcomes 1, 2 and 32
.Input —> Outcomes 1, 2, 3 ; N = A ) oo
" . Input —_——>~Process/Climate | .
. Process/Climate — > Outcomes 1, 2,3 . : - ' |

In each analysis, canonical relationships were computed for the total ' -

sample, MACOS only, and non-MACGS only. ) t

1. The question of interactions is not addressed by such analyses. The o
canonical correlation model gives that weighted linear combination of
variables that best predicts a weighted linear combination of criterion .
variables. '

2. Outcomes 1, 2, and 3 are, respectively, posttest, Follow-up 1, Follow-up 2

v-1
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-t The main results are summarlzed in TableIV-1‘, 1-4. This series

" i e -
- - -

of tables shows, for each set of analyses, the significant canomcal correlations

L]

for each set of analyses for the whole sample and for MACOS and non-MACOS

«:stes separately. It can be seen that there were typlcally two mgmfxcant
i

pairs of canomcaloorrelations for the total group and that there was never more

than one for MACOS and non-MACOS The structure & the predictor variate

-5

is given at the top of each sub-table; the criterion variate _strupture_is,ht the

bqttom. The numbers given for each variable are the correlations of the va-

riables with the canonical variate, .i.—e, , the canonical variable ioadings.

*

.

It should be noted from the outset that caution is needed in generaliz-

o
i
° S s

.
)
1
'
¥
'M___—._—-'»—“—'

ing from these analyses. A cross validation study of these variables could. re-
. -‘ sult in eeveral changes: the PC"s could chenge;__coz:relations betive_en thetri eould- .
change- the c'momc'ﬂ correlations could drop to non-sngmfxcanc‘e- all could happetl.
»Canomcal correlatlkonb, like other correlations, are subject to samphng errors,
and especially with small samples to over;“ltting that produces high correlations . T e T

that shrink upon cross validation.3 It is unlikely, however, that canonical corre- .

_lations involving pre and post achievement tests would shrink t‘o non-significance. -

But correlations among other predictors could change; thus changing the structures

_of predictor and criterion variates. - . _ - e L L

' The consequence of this brief discussion is that while statements will be <

made about the data‘in Table IV-1, they will be in the nature,of hypotheses rather

. - - A - - Lo
3. TFor a recent discussion of the problems, and an appro\"ch to dealing .
with them, sce Wemberg, Sharon L., and Darlington, Richard B., . .
Canonical Analysis When Number of Variables is Large Relative to !
Sample Size. “Journal of Educational Statistics, 1976. Vol. 1, 4,
313-332. : . S T Lo

s L4 - »
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_than conclusions fro;h cross validated results. Further,.as anérbitrary ground

_rule, no attempt will be made to comment on variable loadings of less than _-l; .50

*

for these small samples of classes. In addition, no comment will be made -

* about the second pair of canouical variates (CV-2) forthe total group.

In Table IV-1,1a,it can be seen that for the total group, there were two

- gignificant cahonical correlations, each with its pair of canonical variates.

i . Inlooking at the loadings (correlations) of predictor PC's with“the first predic-

tor variate, (the input/process variate under Hre first canonical variate, CV-1)

L3

at

. it appears that the’ malor vanabl’es are pre-a hlevement (Ach), pre-achieve-

ment related attitude (Att 1), and older more affluent students (Class 1), On_

the-1st year outcomes S1de of CV 1, the maJor var1ables loadmg on the canoni~

" cal variate are the post-achievemegt measures (AP, STEP, and IDT), as well

as CAP.é;-3 (tolerancetof ambiguity ). In effect, when all input’and process vari- °

£
k!

) ables'.(PC”'s‘) are related to posttest variables, the first canonical variate {(CV-1)

‘appears to ;e dommated_by achlevement-related variables. R
- 4
Lookmg across at’ the ’\IACOS and non-MACOS group in Table IV- 1 la,
one can see that only the first CV wags significant. The predictor variate
structure, related to total group CV-1, for both groups is similar, although

.

8 -Proc 1 appears to take o a little more significance in the MACOS group. On
the outcome side for both groups, achievement measures have the highest load-

>

ings. But in the non-MACOS group, CAPS-d and 2 appear to load on the variate

~
- ~

- aswell. In effect for the non-VIACOS group, posttest performance, on achxeve-

)~

ment, me'lsures and self attltude ,s.Q;lles appear more gener'lllzed

2 e

4




-

I

. Table IV-l 115“ sh{aws relationships of mput and process to Follow-up 1

R 4

outcomes. The relatxonshxps are weak the cﬁnonxcal correlatxons are relatxvely .

. n
7

small and for the non-MACOS group, ‘not sxgnxflcant at the , 05 level. In the

MAC% group of clagses there is the ‘indication that the less teacher emphasmed

1nd1vxdual work (T Proc 2) the more students subsequently felt they mwsed )

learmng some content and skrlls that would have been useful to them in their

present social studies class. But they-also found the present class less 1nterestlng.

In Table IV-1 1c, whxch shows 1nput and process variables in relation

.

to Follow-up 2 outcomes, there appears once aga1n ntobeinCV-112a generahzed
4

_relationship of pre-achxevement and achxevement related attitude (Ach Att 1), and

-

‘age‘aﬁd afﬂuence of the cl"ass (Class 1) te follow up performance on the MACOS
- course related 1nstrument (AP1-4F) and the two more posntlve attitudes toward

customs and people measures (WWAF and WWBF). The relative mfluence of
-informal, relaxed classes that students perceived as not emphasijzing particular

I

types of act1v1txes (S Proc 1) is notlceable in the predlctor variate (ngen the

—

. 50 criterion) in the non-MACOS group of classes but not in the MACOS group. 2
Table IV-l 2a-c shows relatlonshxos of 1nput and outcome variables.

YThe canonical variate structures strongly parallel those found_ when process

and clxmate PC's were mcluded as predxctors. The implication is that, par-

.

1cularly for aohlevement measures, or attitude measures that are correlated

wnth achievement ones, pretest tends to be the predominant predxctor of outcome.

- -
&

Thxs was noted in other analyses describéd in Seetion Iil. Again 1t can be noted
/
4. It will.be recalled the Skills, Know and Interest were all scaled such
vhat.a.low value was positive and a high value negatwe.‘ e

1 s
; .
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sa

) 1 " “lj

-

o2

.along with AACh'- and Att 1. .

1

o . . \
LT . Table IV-l 3 suggests relatlonshxps between initial ch racter1st1cs

. of classes and teachers on the one hand, and what teachers di gk\emphaslzed ‘

_as r‘eported,by) teachers (T Proc 1, 2) and perceived by, students (8 Proc 1, 2

and Chmate) It also suggests that some uﬁ:erestmg dlfferences between these

t\\'._

MAC(B classes as a group and the non-MAC OS group (Wthh wag; it should

Se. .. - always be remembered,}a conglomeratlon of varlous currlcula) Ta‘ en at

- A . S N ”&""ﬁl" -
‘ face value, the overall group pattern leads to ‘he foﬂ],owmg statement\of rela~

v
13 - ~F . 13
. .

thﬂShlpS' -the older, more affluent and mgher ach1ev1ng the class (Ach Class 1) T

and the less tra(ﬁtlonal the teacher (T Psy 2 negatwc}, themore mformal non-

t L= . ‘ .
- .
T - ‘

grade stressed group and d1scuss10n or1ented the class (s Proc 1) as \1\'ated by

= - ° f:'."~-—0 \
- students, and. the better the percewed climate (highet sat;sfactlon, less apathy, 3
* , . k \

. - less percewed d1ff1culty of the work) st s §
[ . . //,:' “

There are suggestlons of var1atxons m this pattern between the MACOS

and non-‘VIACOS group of classes. In the MACOS group, the most heav11y load- . .,
- ‘ “‘ i ] - --

. ] rihg_' variz;bles are C_%assqj (olde_r, more afﬂuent classes) and younger, more'no_n- . h

- ; = . »‘ . ‘
- traditional teachers (T Demo, T Psy, 2 negative). In the non-MACOS classes, the . -

P
PN

. structure suggests that pre—achievernent level of classes (Ach), and pre-ach‘-\ievement
i . i“ - - - “ 1 S N -

related attitude (Att 1) load noticeably. Traditionalism also 1&ads ne’gatiirelyt\as in «

. - . ' ‘.r’ . . - Rt ° . -x
- . -

the MACQS classes, but yea‘r.s' of teaching experience (T l,),enxo, ;i}hich can be"\taken

o~
I

" as a proxy of age) has, no relationship to the variatg, ~Class 1 does not load

b N -




‘ ' classroom climate was the most hlghly correlating varlable 1n the n0n-MAC(B

N~ -

.
L]

in the MACOS group. Whether students on the average percewed the class

* B

as mformal and group oriented (S Proc 1) correlates strongly W1th the process/

’ climate variate in the MAC(B group, but not in the non-MACOS classes. Good

classes under conmderatlon here, with lack of individual grades emphaslzlng

? o

4

work also of 1mportance. :

\

In Table IV-1, 4a, b and c relatlonshlps between process/chmate and

. outcomes are shown. These are correlatlons that have not had 1nput partlalled‘

2N - =

e
out (i.e. held constant). :l‘hey thus do not uniquely deplct relatlonshlps with-

A

" input held constant.’ 4 : ‘ _ - .

-

UK 2 PN f
” \Y

) - -
- - ° - -

- Table IV-1 1a shows relatlonshlps to 1st year outcomes (posttests).

In the total group the structure of relationships in the first pair of canonical

"%

varrates (CV‘-l) suggest's that emphasls by the teacher" and the currlculum, as-
* rated.by-the teacher, on group actw1t1es, on affect or feelings, and higher order

cogmtwe skills (T Proc 1) and good classroom chmate, as. rated by students,

-

are 1nﬂuent1al as predlctors. On the outcome slde‘thejstructure of the varlate

.o v

is 31m11ar to that found when botIf input and proc ess varlables were mcluded

7

(Table v-1, 1a) with. one stnklng exceptlon. SS Ch (attltude towards SOClal

studles) here loads highly on the outcome V%rlate. The correlatlon between sets

of*varlables for the MACOS group of classes was not s1gn1f1cant, and therefore

is not 1nterpc1;eted here. But the relationshlp was s1gn1f1c'mt for the non-MAG OS
classes. There it can be seen that for that group of cl'xsseq it is the non-achleve- .

x - & ,,s

ment related outcome variables, SS Ch CAPS-1 (percewed ab111ty of self as

problem solver), and CAPS-2 (interest in problem solving), that correlate more

V-6
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<o,

.‘F strongly’ Wit_h the outcome variate. R

1 .
ot The marked differences in structures of the first outcome-variate

! or

between the total group and the non-MACOS sub-group suggests as one posmbility

o “

»that the relationships of process and climate characteristics to achievement and

2
®

attitude measures operated differently in the non-MACOS classes than in the MACOS

-

" clasS.es. - 7 : "} o S T } . 2
s Table V-1, 4b suggests that for the total MACOS and non-MACOS . .
group, good climate characteristics and relative absence of indiVidual recall- L

A
\ . -

i "o’riented 1nst1’uotion* (S Proc 2, 'f‘_Proc' 2) are pre_dictive of finding next year's

, social studies class less interesting (Interest, positive). In the MACOS group,

marked lack of emphasis on individualf\vork and remet .bering (T Proc 2, negative),

¢ 1

‘was apt to be associated -also with;samples of students from these classes

e

feeling, on the average, that they had not been adequately prepared in certain

skills and knowledge that would have been helpful the followmg year (Skills and

o

.

"Know, positive).- T

&

Finally, Table IV-1, 4c suggest that while Cliinate maj; n‘ot have had

. predictive relationghip to Follow=-up 2 outcomes in the MACOS classes, poor ¢

AN - .
- . 14

classroom climate in the non-MAC OS classes and emphasis on individual non- °

group oriented »gork (T Proc 2) appears predictive of negative attitudes a year

. v o

] later towards social studies (ss Ch F, SS) and towards the behawors or beliefs

-

. -deseribéd in WWAF, In the MACOS classes, S Proc 1 is predictive of performance

.

on the MACOS specmc 1nstrument (AP1-41‘) That relationshlp is not found in the ‘
~ . 4 , ‘. s

non-,MACOS group.

v

S

e

A




Table IV-1, 1a.
) \
" gummaries of Canonical Correlations and Canonical Variate.Correlations
by Analyses and Group ’ )

-

-

%

. TOTAL GROUP 7 - MACOS " NON-MACOS "
. L Cva cv-2 " CV-% S eVl

Ty o~ U0 * Correlations Correiations ~ Correlations _ Correlations

- Analysis Re 1=, gowss Ko 22, 70%% Re 1=.92% . - Re 1=, gTHex

- o -

- [

- Input/ Process Input /Process Input/ Process Ihput) Process

1. Input and =~ Ach . .94 -25 .94 .89
" Procgss vs, | Attl 1 .21 - .56 : LT27\
Oitcome Att' 2 . 20 .50 . . .20 .31,
1a, *First year Class 1 .66 -.17 ) © .63 . .63
. &ot{tcdmes Class2 15 = .14 .07 I .19
“(posttesty | T Demo =-.10 .10 =21 ~f- .05
T TPsyl -.12 -.03 .05 . -, 28
TPsy2 -.17 -.26 -. 02 S -e22
SProcl .48 -.43 .56 .42 .
SProc2 =-.09° -.42 - =.08 . .06
- T Proc1 _.18- .39 - ~ 07 . 36
T Proc 2_-.03 * .06 i .25 -.24
Climate .32 .61 - . 17 .35

s -

1st Yr Outcomes. 1st Y¥ Outcomes {1 Yr Outcomes.

1st Yr Outcomes

- <

—
" AP T4 ¢ =207 270 : .79
STEP .96 -.13 .94 .95
IDT © .81 .19 . .81 .73
ssCh ., .16 . , -, 09 .25
WWA .35 * . 26 ’ .32 : .22
WWB .42 .40 - . . 38 .36
.CAPS1 .38 .26 . . .29 . . 56
CAPS2 .31 .59 .19° ", 51
CAPS 3 .73 © .26 - .65 .
CAPS 4 .18 . .35 - i . 08 ' .34

P05 )
**ps .01
**¥p <. 001

“

. NS. = Not significant. s

Note: ‘S‘ample gizes in all analyses in Tables IV-i, 1-4 are: Total Group, 81, MAC’OS 45,
~ non-MAC 0S, 36. ' o
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T Table IV-1; 1b. I T e
» . . * ‘e - ’_ i' ’ ’ o < a,._--
w . S Summaries of Canonical Analyses - ) :
A . \ e 1} . . - ‘l.v .
o \ o . TOTAL GROU MACOS NON-MACOS Y
' - _cva cv-2 . Cv-1 . ~ > _ CV-l ) )
T ‘ .. Correlations . Conrelations Correlations Correlations’
. Anhlysis Re | =54* Rec:NS . Re 1=:76* Rc:NS
- ﬁ\ ’ ' Input/Process  Input/ Process Input/Process Input/Process {
a. = ) \‘ - . , ‘ N / >
B oo 1,. Input and Ach .11 1 -. 02 -.05 41
Process vs. -| Att 1 .08 | ;03 -. 01 L <19
‘ ~ Outcomes T Att 2 T 2T l -.10 +25 . i "’ . 07
"% |b. Follow-upl [.Class1 .09 - .17 -.01 ~30
- - v b Class 2 -, 07 1 ~. 29 -, 31 } e U
' T Demo .02 -.31 ©-,11, A1}~
. TPsyl . -.20 11| - =14 " , =52 ]~*
. [TPsy2 .16 <. 29 .29 v ¢ . . -.337] -
P ¥I8Procl .32 -. 03 .23 T .39
\ [ SProc2 -.a1 1 73 /.18 . . . .40y
" I'T Procl -.1T7" I 26 J =15 ‘e s - 13
T Proc 2 -.48 | -. 55 < -.52 ' o ~. 20
TClimate .26 't | 56 - 20 5 T1405 |
: . I g 1- ) . ; [ . B = . ] .
he FU-1 Outcomes { FU-1 Outcomes | FU-1 Outcomes <717
\ ) v 3 AJ ‘ ] j -
) ‘ . Skills .68 L -, 29 . o0 06 R E . .10
B - o [ Know - .51 . -.80] _ .60 - |1 . 86,
O Interest .43 | .88 .58 -, 21
: - B , / . ‘ 4
R i \n T, )l ' 5!
~ *_ps' 05 ) o 1 . 1 . !}- . - \ ] .A.y : ] -
. , _ NS = not significant. C.rrelations with yariate showhy. but offset to right, 2
’ " ’ B - L - ;' Tre——— A ‘: '
. . |
¥ ] < A 5 . ' ] ’
; 1 ¢ \ .. i I ) . N ¢
R - - . ,‘ . 4 “' ; , ' s
I = \\ "/ ; V-9 | / ' ’
ERIC A - ~
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, "z\'.;i::,. N . o *  Table IV-1, 1‘0-
{3‘, 3&*? s "7 summaries of Canonical Analyses- - - .
A a o .
{:?Sf" A L
. "1 * > ) - ] ) § . -
‘ ) i TA’I‘AL ciour 1 MACOS §  NON-MACOS -
< CV-1 T cy-2* CvV-1 © GVl
. s Correlations *© Correlations ' . Correlatigns | ~*  Correlations
. Analysis . CRe 1= T9¥EE Re 2 :=..59* Re 1=7 83%* ' Re 1 =.89%*
‘& ', ’ . . -, : ) o ’ T
L , T . | thput/Process  Input ‘Brocess. Input/Process Inpu'tr/']"roccss
% ,il. Input and AR v _ S
.. .|  Processvs:; |Ach 88 137, .80 .75
Outcomes, -  TAtt 1 .63 04 . . .47 .50 ~ |
y . ‘Follow-up 2 [Att2 - -.12 -.00 > -. 34 =05 o
- Class 1 78 =22 .78 .73 .
! ° flass 2 -,01 ° .04, 9 . . 01 s <. 03 .
R T Demo .01 :35 7 -, 22 . .02/
. [TPsyl. =17, .16, - .04 » ~.06 [ °
TPsy2 -.34 _ -.30 ° - 04 -3¢
N T Prec ¥ .45 =51 7 .38 .71
TN §Proc 2 -.04 - 0% . ‘ . 05 .42
F -~ [TProcl .10 .41 -.14 L =04,
T Proc 2 ~-.08 ° -.15" .47 -. 31 ¢
v Climate .21 .53 . -. 25 < 07
M _ |- FU-2 Outcomes FU-2 Outcomes| FU-2 Outcomes | FU-2 Outconies
- AD-F - .92 Y -24 © .85 18
SSCh-F___.04 .01, .06 > _-.02
A - WWAF ~ .51 - .27 .57 . .41
) WWBT .68.., .27 ; . G5 - 1. .53
y P WWAPF . -.07 -.21 .48 - ) -.66
« | WWBFP .17 .26, - .40 ;08
N i .11 .63 -.13 .01 °
- '§\*pg.05 : 2T /) N
' ,'-}‘\*pg.OI‘ - , o T
s ***D$. 001. -. v, . ". . .
/ ) L . =~ . \ - Y.
” - @ ST . L
. \ u, ® ‘ <
- . i Ead
. . . i L
- . . ) . [
" ‘ . o
sl . . Yy
| et ‘ 1v-10
T 5 - Ry 7
N ’ ", $
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Table V-1, 2a.
. Shm'ma'z;iespf Canonical Analyses

a

TOTAL GROUP

»

Analysiy !

Cv-1.

Correlations

HRe 1=, 92***

CvV-2

Correlations

Rc 2=.61+

MACOS
Cv-1
Correlationg

- Re 1 =,90%*

NON-MACOS
Cv-1l -

Correlations
Re 2 =, 97**

' 2. Input vs.

Outcomes

a, First Year -
Outcomes -
(Posttest)

S

Inputs

-

1 Ach

.95

InE' uts
-, 28

Inputs
.96 ¢

-, - Inputs

.91

v

~

Att 1 -

.12

.23

.64

.72

Att 2

.17

.83

.16

27 ¢

' Class 1

.68

-.31° ¢

.64

.66

Class 2

.13

.12

. 01*°

T Demo.

-. 07

.07

-.17

.18
. 08

T Psy 1

-.10

-. 03

.04

=28

T Psy® -

-.16-

-.25

. 02

-, 22

)

1st YT Outcomes -1st Yr Catcomes 1st Yr Outcomes

"

Ist Yr Outcomes

L]

-~

AP

.13

-. 05

[

13-

.~ 80 ‘.

STEP

.95

-. 14

.92

L4 T

JIDT - -

.80

-.14

.81

K4

. SS Ch

.11

.48

~-. 08

.20

Wwa

.41

-. 05

.44

.28

‘WWB

141

3

.21

.40

~_ .35

| caps-1_°

.36

-2

.21

.30

.55--

CAPS-2

. 28

.65

e .17

.48

.. 71

.45

.64

.78

CAPS-3
CAPS-4 °

‘18

.04

.33

*hg.05
**p 5. 01
n*ps‘pgl
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. Table 1V-1, 2b.
i ooy T e l .
® " ‘ Summaries of Canonical ‘TAnalyse's |
o - ’ ) . \ > -
. : S
\
\
TOTAL GROUP i MACOS NON-MACOS
cv-1 CV-2 -CV-1 ‘ . Cv-l
- _ ' Correlations -~ Correlations Correflations Correlations -
" _Analysis Re 1: NS Rc 2: NS Rc 1: NS Rec 1: NS
20 inbut \)S. . N .
° Outcomes Note: Correlation of variables with canonical variates not listed —
b. Follow-up 1 , because the canonical correlations did not reach significance. .
P ] s - : \
‘ NS = not significant. *
) -
‘ ' \. .
st \)
L
Jo - . B ; K
! ) ¢
o s

A o : Cv-12

P e 259 -




. TableTv=1, 2¢C,
E -

} . ; < : :
Summaries of Canonical Analyses

!
. | A
TOTAL GROUP MACOS '/ NON-MAGOS /
. Cy-1 CV=2 cv-1 CvV-l -
_Qorrelation Correlations , Correlations " Correlations /
Analysis Rc 1=.76%%* Rc 2 =.49* Rec 1 =, §2%** Re 2= .78% /
. Input vs. Inputs ' Inputs Inputs Inputs /
| Outcomes ‘I Ach .91 .06 - .88 ° .88 /
. Follow-up 2 |Att1 .64 .15 .54 64/
A PN -.24 -. 26 .03/
b Class1 .78 -.05 - .80 - .82 -/
- _ - |class2 .01 -.13 [ =05 . © .05 [ B
. T Demo-~ =.15 ~  -.03 | -.17 i =19/
TPsyl -.15 .80 ;.08 -.10/
TPsy2 ~.34 -.25 | -.08 ~. 36
‘ ; N S’ - - ‘I ) . / - -
. FU-2 Ogtcom'es FU-2 Outcomes | ' /FU-2 Outcomes | FU-2 (/)iutcomes
AP(1-H)F .94 - -.29 - .90 784
SSChF .08 -.10 / .12 | 06
ss T .10 .04 /. .02 /.02
WWAF .54 .66 ' .59 ', 64
o WWBF .52 .24 | .63 T2
WWAPF -.04 ' -.42 Il - .32 J-. 31
WWBPF- .15 .27 i .33 /.09
*Pg.05 | (_
*kpy < 01 i : /
Rk <, 001 i !
i f
|
i . ;
$ - h
b 4
i i
/ 11 !
\\,. g \ , .
| | A -
e 1 1 \
! \ ’
s i
\. 4
\\ ]
'I' !
’ /
; - 1v-13 4
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Table 1v-1, 3

1
+

-

Summaries of Canonical Analyses

‘ ‘TOTAL GROUP MACOS NON-MACOS
CcV-1’ CV-2 ‘CV-1. CV-1
Correlations Correlations Correlations Correlations
Analysis Re 1=.67** - Rc 2:NS . Rc 1= 74%* Rc 1= 85%*
3. Input vs_ Inputs Input Inputs Icouts
Prozess Ach .59 .59 .41 .51 -

C Att 1 .48 .38 .26 ] .51
o Att 2 .17 . 02 .23 .48
Class 1 .61 .61 - .61 . .34
Class 2- .07 —. 00 -. 24 -.09
| T Demo - -.37 - 08 - -.51 - ~. 09
T:-Psyl -.08 T -.923 .13 -.06

|TPsy2 -74 _ - .64 |- -. 67 -.52 °

. Process - Prooess" Process Process
SProcl .76 .44 - .82 .31
S Proc2 -.38 .32 ~-.46 -.05

4 TProcl .39 -. 05 .43 - .25
- T Proc 2 -.46 LT6 ~-.25 -.49
- Climate - 59 - -.40 .51 79
*pg<.05 . . .
- *xp .01 S
*ep< . 001

NS = not significant. Correlations with variate shown,'buc offset to right.

vV-14

. @63

&
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" Table IV-1, 4a.

Summaries of Canonical Analyses

TOTAL GROUP

MACOS

NS = Not significant.

-
-~

NON-MAC QS
Ccv-1 cv-2 Ccv-1 Cv-1
. Correlations | Correlations ) Correlations Correlations.
Analysis Rec 1=, 6T7*¥* Re 2=. 59** RC 1: NS Re 1 =, 83%*«*

4. Process_vs. _Process Process - . Process

Outcomes |{SProcl .15 .97 < .53 | T ~-.47 -
p. First Year |3Proc2 -.37 ~ .13 -.39 -.30°

(Posttest) |T Procl .53 . ~.16 LAT .51 -
7 T Proc 2 -.08 -.19" -.13 .01° =
- Climate .89 =. 08 .83 .82
; 1st Yr Outcomes 1st Yr Outcomes 1st Yr Outcom;es 1st Yr Outcomes

Ap .95 = .65 .50 .08
STEP .52 .60 ¢ . 58 .30

IDT ~ ~.39 .60 .49. .07 .
SSCh .79 -.29 ‘ . 58 .65
) WA - .26 ~-.10 : . =14 .40
WWB .53 .05 .36 .44
CAPS-1 .43 -.12 .25 .57
. CAPS-2 .45 -.20 ".23 .61
CAPS-3 .54 58 - .70 ~. 00

CAPS-4 .22 -.28 .03 .39 -
Lo *pg .05
*pg.01 e R
*+kng'. 001
Correlations with variate shown, but offset to right.
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~=Table-IVad ;b ——

. +

Summaries of Canonical Analyses

TOTAL GROUP

v

MACOS NON-MACOS -
CVv-1 cv-2 . Cv-1 cv-1 .
Correlations Correlations Correlations C‘qrreiations
Analysis Re 1 =, 45%+* Re 2 =, 38* Re 1 =, 51* -Re: NS-
‘4. Process vs -Process Process Process / Process
‘Outcomes |SProcl .18 - .54 -, .13 T .24
b. Follow-up {SProc2 -.80 ° .57 ~ e .83
1 TProcl ,20 -.52 -.3b"° . -.58
T Proc2 -.65 -.49 . -. 84 .37
Climate .17 .16 ) .47 . -. 29
FU-1 Qutcomes FU-1 Outcon.es FU-1 Outcomes | FU-1 Outcomes
~ | Skills -=,19 * .83 .13 .93
" Know -.45 ’ .72 .59 .64
- Interest .97 23 . .60 . "08
*ps .05
**pg.01 T ;
“kp£.001 3 . T .o

*

NS = not significant. Correlations with variaté shown, but offset to right.
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— - Table IV--l, 4 c. -m
» . ‘8 . . . e - M . . .
o B . Summaries of Canonical Analyses
' TOTAL GROUP MACOS NON-MAC 08
Ccv-1. Ccv-2 Ccv-1 cv-1 -
C orrelations'_ Correlations Correlations -Correlations
--Analysis Re 1=.49%* Re : NS Rc 1 =.68%* Rc-2 =.65*
_ e | < -
4. Process Process_ Process Process Process
»vs. - S PI‘OC 1 ’ » 79 * . 0.31 v . 71 - - 13
outcomes (S Proc 2 . C6 - 37 -.19 .03
c. Follow-up T procT -.42 - - .41 - -.26 i .08
- 2 T Proc 2 .13 -.18 .35 .82
[Climate =-.18° .92 .21 -.70
3, -
FU-2 Outcomes , FU-2Outcomes| FU-2 Outcomes - FU-2 Outcomes
A AP(-4)F 62 : 7L 80 _.18
‘ ISSChF -.10 @ -38 .14 . -. 48
i ’ ‘Iss -, 55 - .70 - - 13 -.61
WWAF  -.06 .34 =13 -. 54
WWAB -. 03 .32 - 25 -.19
WWAI.)F ~-. 08" - -.14 _202 2 23
) WWBPF  -.01 .18 =12 -, 36
@ ) - oo ’ i
- - L F
- *ps - 05 '. " ., - - »
.- g o '
*+pg . 001 . : .,
NS =-Not significant. . ) ]
%




