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OVERVIL

The National Instructional Television health series, 'Inside/Out,”
is designed to assist eight-to-ten year old children and their tecachers in
dcaling with their feclings about themselves, others, and the world around
them.  The programs in the series are but part of a large educational
experience that includes post-viewing activities, both in and out of the
classroom, as well as continual personal growth and development.

Three methods were used to test the effectiveness of ''Inside/Out' in
reaching its objectives. The first was a specially designed classroor:
observation system (used by trained observers) for measuring rclevant
categorics of teacher and student discussion following the program viewing.

Two general arcas werc of interest, the referent of the Jdiscussions (film,

self in relation to the film, self or self in relation to others, and others
or concepts) and the mode of the discussions (cognitive domain, affective
domain, or presentation of alternatives for coping with relevant situations).
The instrument was designed to register changes in the reclative emphasis of
these categories over time.

The second method was comprised of teacher and observer questionnaires
dealing with teacher and student reacfion to programs and discussions.

The third method used was in depth intervicws with small groups of
school children who had viewed programs in the series, but not participated
in classroom discussion.

A total of cight programs (including alternatc versions of three
programs) were tested in ten geographically dispersed sitcs in late Mav .and

carly June, 1972. One hundred and fifty-five classrooms, primarily of t!.:

3rd and 4th grades, were utilized.
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Results from the classroom obscrvation system indicate that discussion
x in the affective arcas is most prevalent, followed first by thc cognitive

doinain and then by the presentation of alternatives. For both students and

T —y
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teachers, the percentage of discussion in the affective and cognitive

- domains declines slightly over time (though the affective areas remain

85—z

highest throughout) and the percentage devoted to presentation of alternatives

increases.

P aanning
'

At the outsct of the discussions both tcachers and students rely
heavily on the program itself as a refcrent (60% and 50% respectively), but

the importance of the program as a direct refercnt declines steadily for boi!

.

to 20% and 18% respectively after 15 minutes of the interaction. DNiscussioi

dealing with the self and self in relation to others riscs for hoth teachers

i

and students; more dramatically for the students who rcach a 45% level at

20 minutes. DNiscussions dealing with others and concepts occupy about 35% of

e

the teacher's time during discussion, rising to a high of 40%. Students

ey

also rcach peak of 40%, but begin with a low of 12%.
Reports of observers indicate that students become attentive to the
progirams quickly and remain attentive and orderly. They are also attentive

to discussions and take an active rolc in them.

w‘-n:

‘Tcachers report that students likc the programs (54% like them, 45°

. like them very much) and understand them (52% understand them pretty well,

: 11% clecarly understand them). Ninety thrce per cent (93%) of the classes are
reported to be comfortable with a discussion of the topics deualt with in

the programs.,

Forty cight per cent (48%) of the teachers rcported that they foun.” it

{ casy to discuss the feelings and emotions in the programs, and 36% found it
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very casy. Ninety two per cent {02%) enjoyed working with the proprams
(42% cnjoyed it very much) and 95% would like to work with more. Torty five
per cent (45%) of the participating teachars rcported that the program they
saw was superior to other educational television productions they had scen,
and only 3% fclt that thc program was of helow averape quality.

“The attitude of the tealchers toward affective cducation in general was
found to greatly affect the ease and enjoyment with which they used the
"Inside/Out' programs, and their desire to use further programs from the serics.
The degree of comfort with which the teachers approached the program discussions’
also had a noticeable effect on thc rate of student participation in those
discussions,

Some of the teachers were assisted by a tcacher's guide. Usc of thc.

guide tends, in general, to promote discussions that are teacher dirccted,

longer lasting, and lead to more student involvement than classrooms without
a puide.

Three of the programs tested had alternate ending versions in which
either narrators or the actors themsclves asked questions or made statements
surmarizing the intent of the program and lcading into discussion.
lesults of this evaluation indicate that programs with summary statencnts or
questions make teachers mnre at casc, lead to more student involvement in
and domination of discussions and promote longer discussions._ These results
scem to hold for the complex programs only, however, In the case of the
program whose message was deemed relativelv simple (''Living With Love') the
alternatc version ending led to shorter discussions.

ith respect to certain programs, the following results arc of special

interest.
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"lHow Do You Show'' is a very popular program hecausc of the high degree

i- of activity and action involved, but the message of the program does not come

| through clearly. 7The message mst, in some way, be made more explicit.

} _ "But Mames Will Never Hurt" was gencrally well received, but it is

z- possible that it will attract less attention among students whose primary
experience with prejudice is related to skin color and cconoric ¢tatus

j—‘ - rather than the language-nationality problem in the Canadian setting.

Teachers, relatively speaking, are lcss comfortable with "In My
§1 Memory" than with the other programs, though a strong majority of the tcachers
involved did enjoy working with the program. Special care should be taken

: v when using "In My Memory' to consider its effect upon children who have

[ recently lost a parent or sibling.

tr et




INTRODUCTION

The National Instructional Tclevision series ''Inside/Out'' rcprescnts

}’ an attempt to deal with an area of learning (and lifc) largely neglected in

) the explicit curricula of American schools. While cognitive learning goals

1. ‘and methods are constantly redefined and developed, affective education

remains generally inchcate. Affective education--learning dirccted at the

feelings and emotions--is the object of "Inside/Out." It is a hcalth secries

'5' in the broadest significance of the term. The National Instructional Television
"Inside/Out" consortium adopts the position that no strict distinction should

\l .. be drawn between body and mind; indeed, {t is .implicitly contended that the

health of the child's body is intimately interconnected with the child's

ability to understand and cope with feelings toward the self and toward a
P growing network of others.
The programs in the series are not assumed by National Instructional
: }‘ Television to be autonomous and self sufficient "shows." Rather, each
) program is considered but one part of a larger learning package which includes
[ most importantly the discussion subsequent to the broadcast. . Furthermore,
l immediate one-to-cne corfespondence is not expected hetween any particuiar
program and any specific behavioral change. The anticipated learning is
? 5 expected to resul+ from the extended exposure to thirty programs and class-
| room discussions, plus the interaction, of this cxposure with natural

L growth and development.

j | Method,

| { In terms of evaluation, the perspective outlined above crecates

difficulties if the evaluation is to take place while production is

] .
Ol 9




continuing in the expectation that significant feedback can be provided.
Since the five programs (three in dual versions) hecame available just

prior to the time of the cvaluation, no consideration could be given to

the long-term (one year or more) cffects of ''Inside/(ut." liowever, onc
rather critical factor could be subjected to analysis, namely the assumption
that the profirams would not only stimilate discussicn but stimulate
discussion of a particular sort--centered initially on the program itseclf
and rapidly moving toward the child's perception of how the program's theme
found expression in his or her own life.

To find out what the actual course of the discussions would be, we
chose to engage in direct obscrvation of classroom process rather than rely
entirely on subjecti+c judgements. Observations werc made on a specially
Hew¥imed instrument keyed to the statcment of objectives prepared by the
National Instructional Television consultants. Two observers in each class-
room recorded the verbal behaviors of both students and teacher twice each
minute. Four kinds of information were sought 'through the use of the
instrument. First, the instrument differentiated three types of statements
regarded as critically significant to the success of the discussions:
cognitive; affective and altemative-rcgarding. TFor the purposes of this
study,''cognitive" was defined as any statement centcred on matters of physical
fact and on statements which related to non-affective concepts. "Affective"
statemcn"cs contained some reference to feclings or cmotions, whether of the
speaker himself or some other. The final category "alternatives' representcd
a subset of the other two. Any statement employing the future, conditional
or subjunctive forms of discourse was scored as an "alternatives" statement.
Both affective and cognitive matters could conceivably fall under this rubric.

(See Part II, "Instructions for Observers'' for a further explanation.)

10
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OBSERVATION MATRIX USED I THE CLASSROOM ORSIRVATION
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the film, No
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SELE/OTIHERS
Speaker makes
statements ahout
sclf, or sclf in
relation to others,
no mention of film,

ONERS/CONCEPTS

Speaker talks

about others or
abstraction, no
mention of self or
of £ilm,

COMNITIVE MTALTH
INFORMATION

Speaker talks. of
health in terms of
physical structurc
and processes.,
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——— o r——
. . . « e

3.

6.

9,

12.

|

ZiRO_PARTICIPATION

13,

----P-"-'--.-r---T------------------

CODES:

TisTeacher 25%

sttt IPagarey
e

4

{

T2=Tecacher 503

T3sTcacher 75%

.T4=Tcacher 100%

S=Student




29! I gt o i

8o an ooy IN,
§ ' .

[ Sep W) s ) L™ 21 D b iogiam,
.- [ ' - 1

S Tl pew

4

The second kind of information captured by thc ohservation instrument
was the referent of thc statements madc in the discussion by bhoth students
and teacher. Four possikilities werc allowed for: the program itsclf as

referent, the speaker's self in rclation to the program, the self of the

speaker in relation to others and, finally, others (with no rcference to
sclf) or abstractions. Spccial provision was madc for cognitive statcments
which made specific reference to traditional health cducation topics.

The third kind of information sought was thc relative contribution,
in quantitative terms, of the students versus the tcacher. For every time
unit, observers werc asked to make a determination of the reclative amount
of time occupied by the comments of the teacher, on the onc hand, and the
students collectively on the other.

Finally, all of the above factors were linked to time. We wished to
determine the sequencing of the discussions. Over time, did the character
of the discussions change? It became possible to determine the relative
significance of cach of the aspects discussed above on a minute by minutc
basis.

In addition to the direct cbservation instrument, three questionnaires

were prepared for use by each of the two observers and the teacher in each

classroom. The ohservers questionnaire dealt with the composition of the
class, the attentivencss of the students and the style of the tcacher's
approach. Observers were also invited to share their subjective impressions
of the class reactions to the program and the discussion.

All participating teachers were asked to complcte a questionnaire
aimed at their reactions to thc particular program they viewed and discussed

with their class as well as their reactions to the utility of affective

12
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education in gencral. Ilalf of the teachers completed a sccond questionnaire
dealing with the teacher's guide. These teachers were those who had reccived,
prior to the broadcast, a copy of the teacher's guide in its tentative
form. Since thc nature of the guide was regarded by “ational Instructional
Television as somewhat cxperimental, teachers' impressions of it were
decmed essential information.

The bulk of the evaluation effort was put in observing the natural

civssroom use of the programs through a varicty of lenses. As a supploment,

some 200 children were interviewed in small groups by a syspathetic, non-

teacher, adult oﬁtside the classroom, on the premis¢ that in-depth pursuit
of questions might reveal certain aspects of the children's perception which
would be undetected by the classroom observation process. Condenscd versions
of those interviews appear in Part II of this report.

In conclusion, it should be noted that, although care was taken hy
National Instructional Television to provide a representative sample when
choosing schools for this cvaluation effort, the samplc cannot be characterized
as random. It is possible, therefore, that the data and intecrpretations
are especially colored by peculiarities of the sample. Attempts have been
made in this report to highlight special churacteristics of the sample
which might affect the results, but it is not possih&e to gain the sane
sense of sccurity in interpreting the results as onec derives from a random

sample.
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Classroom Interaction Analysis.

The following paragraphs describe the overall course of the 155

classroom discussions which followed the eight discrete programs tested

(five programs, thrce of which were tested in dual versions). The median

- length of discussion came at about the 15 minutc mark while the 75th

,.

percentile falls at 20 minutes. The reported percentages represent the
proportion of all observations at a given point in time which fall into
the designated category.

The graphs which are included in this section arc smoothed versions

of the graphs which appear in Part II of this rcport. Since they werc

o o e . S

smoothed manually, for the sake of legibility, they arc somewhat inexact--
thus the percentages reported in the text will not correspond preciscly to
the lines on the graphs. The plots, however, do accuratecly represent the
relationship and trchds through time. The data discussed below is a

E summarization of the observations of all observers for all classrooms for

L all programs. MNetailed graphs of the obscrvations for each program (and

[ program version) are available in Part II.

Film-Self/Film-Self/Others-Others/Concepts.

At the outset of the discussions, teachers focus heavily on the program

o a8 =Sy e e % e o4 Ao m

itself. This emphasis declines rapidly from 60% to 20% at the 15 minutc
- mark. Students, too, rcfer heavily to the program at first, their cmphasis
declining from 50% to 18% after 15 minutes. Throughout the discussion,

tcachers make <tatements directly relating themselves to the program at a

P VAT oA e e e

low and declining rate; 10% of their statements at the beginning, 5% at 15

. | minutes and 3% at 20 minutes might be categorized as rclating the teacher

(i 14




b,
13
~3

to the cojects, events and processes in the film. Student corments in the

same category are similarly at a low level throughout but decline more

s

slowly over time; after an initial high of 19%, student self/film comments

- drop to 10% at 2% minutes and then to 8% at 15 and 6% at 20 minutes.

X

¥

For both parties t: the classroom process, the proportion of statcments

involving the sclf or the self in relation to other pcople increases as the

Pdanira i}
r ]

discussion progresses. lPor students the increcasc is dramatically rapid; in

pbinaii
.

the first seven minutes, the proportion incrcascs from 105 to 30%. Self/

- others statements {rom students continuc to incrcase in rclative frequency

;l_ai-ul

to a high of 45% at 20 minutes after which there is a slight decline. Teachers

increasc their proportion of sclf/others statcments from 10% to 20% at 20

Pt

minutes. Although tecachers become morc prone to make sclf-related statements
the longer the discussion lasts, their propensity to do so lags far bchind

their students.

The fir'1l possibility provided by the ohservaticnal instrument were

statements ::::orring to either abstractions or other pcople, things and

g sy ey

feelings without any immedicate link to either the program'or the specaker's

self. Tor teachers, this was an important class of statements from the

TN pep e tte e e | e e,

third minute on. About one-third of all tcacher comments through the

fifteenth minute fcll in this category. After 15 minutes, the percentage
rose to about 40% and remained steady through 30 minutes. It can be su.rmised
with a fair degree of confidence that the bulk of the teachers' statements
categorized as ''others/concepts' are in the form of questions directed at

the class.

Students sharply incrcase the rclative frequency of their statements
in the other/concepts category over time, from 12% at the outsct to 30% at

9 minutes and to 40% at 20 minutes.

573 '1"%*',’;]:4\-%\;11‘;-;-:‘ TR VI AT T e RIS Sy BT ST AT

For both sutdents and teachers, it is quite clear that thc films
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serve as springboards for a discussion which is not tethered to the program
itself. Talk about non-program matters dominates the teachers' corments

after 9 minutes of discussion. Students make a similar shift two minutes

earlier. By the twenty minute point, the relative importance of thesec

categories of statements have stabilized for both students and tcachers.
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Cognitive-Affective-Altematives.

Turning to a second aspect of the classroom interaction analysis, the
kind (or level) of discourse, we discover patterns which are stahle throughout
the course of the discussions for hoth students and tecachers. Statements
of affect are morc prevalent than cognitive statements which, in turn, arc
more prevalent than statements which pose alternatives. This ordinal
relationship holds up in the aggregate through approximately 25 minutes,
at vhich point virtually all discussions have terminated.

At the beginning of the discussions, 45% of the teachers comments arc
classified as essentially affective in nature, and 40% are cognitive. These
percentages decline at the same rate to the 10 ﬁinutc mark where they arc
at the level of 35% for affective, and 30% for cognitive. Those declines
arc matched by a gradually increasing emphasis upon alternatives statcments
which rise from 10% to 15% at 10 minutes. From the 10 minute point to the
20 minute point, tcachers devote a constant 35% of their comments to affect
while cognitive statements continue to decline (to 25% at 20 minutes) and
alternative statements continue to rise (tc 20% at 20 minutes).

For students, too, affective statements predominate over cognitive
and alternative statements throughout the discussions. From a high of &n°
at the very beginning, affective statements decline in relative importance
to 40% after S minutes and remain approximately at that level for the
remainder of the discussions. Cognitive statements comprise 37% of the
student responses till the 10 minute point after which they decline to
30% at 20 minutes. This decline matched by a rise in significance of
altcrnative statements. From a low of 10% at the beginning, alternative

statcments gradually increase to a proportion of slightly more than 15% at

18
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20 minutes.
In summary, the discussions between students and teachers following
the eight tested "Inside/Out'' programs are dominated hy talk of an affective

nature. Cognitive considerations become less and less important as the

discussion wears on while discussion of alternative behaviors hccomes more

and morc important. llowever, alternative statements are at cvery point in

time less prevalent than cognitive statements which arc less prevalent than

affective statements.
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RESULTS FROM /T OBSERVER QUESTIONNAIRI

In addition to rating the classroom discussions which followed
vicwing of the "Inside/Out" programs, ohservers were asked to record certain
aspects of class and teacher behavior which might contributc useful infor-
mation on the effectiveness of the scrics. The QI:ICSti{)nS of the "Observer's
Assessment of 'Inside/Out' Discussion' arc reproduced below along with
results of value and intercst. Completc computer tabulated results to thesc
questions are included in Part II of this report.

Observers were asked to note whether programs were viewed in bhlack-
and-white or in color. Of the 155 classrooms which participated in this
cvaluation effort, however, only scven viewed the programs in color. With
such a small group of color viewers it was not useful to run any comparisons

of black-and-white versus color viewers.

Questions In Order

1. What was the class doing prior to thc program?

This question was included because it was felt that type of prior
activity might have an effect upon class reaction to the programs. This
turned out not to be the case. Those interested in the answers to this
question may find them in Part Il of this rcpo:rt.

2. low long did it take for the class as a vhole to hecome attentive
to the action of the screen?

Fifty-six per cent (56%) of the classrooms becamec attentive before
the first minute of the program had clapsed. Another 28% hecame attentive
by the close of the first minute, an additional 9% by the closc of the

second minute, another 4% by the close of thc third minute, and very ncarly
4

21




wNe o e

poasny  desnd

.‘.

Irebaakid
T

}

7 A

b4

t—-nd

[

——1

(maeryrg

14

all of the classes were attentive by the time that five minutes had clapsed.
3. To what extent did the title scquence attract their attention?
Forty-two per cent (42%) of the observers said that title sequence
strongly attracted the attention of their classcs, 40% said it mildly
attracted attention, only 3% said it did not attract attention, and 15%
could not tell.

4. About what pcrcentage of the classroom was continually attentive
to the program?

Seventy-two per cent (72%) of the ohservers reported that 90% or
more of the students in the class they observed werc continually attentive
to the program. ‘Twelvc per cent (12%) of the observers rcported that 80%

of the students were continuaily attentive. Six per cent (6%) of the

observers rcported 70% of the students were attentive, 5% rcported 605 were
attentive, and 5% reported that 50% or fewer of the students were continually
attentive.

Students were most attentive to 'How D You Show' (91% of observers
rcpo_rted 90% or better continual attentiveness), and to 'Must I, May I'" (85%
of observers reported 90% or better attentiveness). Students were least
attentive to "In My Memory" (67% of observers reported 90% or better
attentiveness) and "Names Will Never Iurt" (61% of observers rcported 90%

I

or better attentiveness).

S. How many times did the teacher have to rc-establish order with
one or more children during the program?

Scventy-five per cent (75%) of the teachers did not have to restore
order at any time. Fourteen per cent (14%) had to restorc order once, 8%
twice, and 2% threc times.

"Living With Love" encountered the most discipline problems, but this
is n relative measure. Taken by itself, it does not appear that the

teachers had a great deal of difficulty managing their classcs. (See
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"Observer and Tcacher Comments {rom Questionnaires' scction of this report,
however, for notes on little boys' objections to displays of affection.)

6. After the program ended, did the teacher “imnediately hegin
discussing it?

This question turned out to be of little value. For results, sce
Part II of this report.

7. About what percentage of the class was continually attentive to
the discussion?

Ohservers reported that in 33% of the classes, 90% or morc of the
students were continually attentive to the discussion. In another 17% of
the classcs, 80% of the students werc continually attentive. In 14% of
the classes, 70% of the students werc reported to he continually attentive.
Sixty per cent (60%) of the students were attentive in 9% of the classes.

In the remaining 27% of the classes, 50% or fewer of thc students were
continually attentive to the discussion.

"Must I, May I' and "low Do You Show" were thc programs which generated
the greatest attentiveness to discussion. In each case 63% of the observers
reported 80% or better continual attentiveness to discussion. TFor the other

programs,from 41% to 47% of the observers reported 80% or hetter attentivenecss.

8. About what percentage of the eclass actually took part in the
discussion at lcast once?

'"Must I, May I'" rates high on this question also. Forty-nine per
cent (49%) of observers said that at least 70% of the class took part in
the discussion at least once. Only 37% of "low Do You Show'" observers
reported 70% or better participation, however. The other programs ranged
from 37% up to 40% of observers reporting 70% or hetter participation.

Taking all the programs as a group, 41% of all observers reported 70%
or better class participation. Sixty-nine per cent (69%) of all ohservers

reported 50% or better participation.
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9. Rate the teacher on the following aspects during the discussion:
Tensc vs. Relaxed. (Six point scalc)

=y

- Six per cent (6%) of observers reported that teachers were ''tense'

P e )

(left cxtreme of scalc), while 42% reported that they were 'relaxed" (right
ih- cxtreme of scale). Seventy-five per cent (75%) of the teachers were rated

in the relaxcd side of this six point scale.

For some unknown rcason 'ftst I, May I'' teachers were reported as
the most tensc. Thirty-seven per cent (57%) of .them were rated toward the
tense cnd of the scale, as opposed to only 24% of all tcachers from all

progrars,

10. Rate the teacher on the following aspects during the discussion:
{ Critical of students vs. Supportive to students. (Six point scale)

Only 13% of all teachers were rated on the ''critical' side of this
[ scale. There were no noticeable differences among various programs,
, ‘ 11. Rate the teacher on the following aspects during the discussion:
l Avoided subject of films vs. Ingaged subject of films. (Six point
scale)

: [ Only 16% of all teachers were rated on the avoidance side of this
; scale.

Teachers were least prone to avoid the subjecct during "How Do You.
Show" discussions. Tighty-one per cent (81%) of 'llow Do You Show" teachers

| are rated at the "engaged" extremc of this six point scale. For the other

programs, this figure runs from 37% ("Living fith Lovc'') to 53% ("Must T,

May I').

12. Rate the teacher on the following aspects during the discussion:
Students dominated discussion vs. Teacher dominated discussion.
(Six point scale)

A, |

—rer— -,

[ Gu—1

In general, discussions tended to be teacher dominated. Sixty-five

per cent (65%) of classrooms were rated in the ''tcacher dominated” half -

Lopmeey |




of this six point scale, while 35% werc rated in the ''student dominated"
half.

The most interesting result is that the long versions of all programs
with two versions tend to generate more student dominated discussions, This
result may be secn if we divide ti-- six point scale into two unequal parts,
the first four for the "student'' side, the last two for the ''teacher" side.
If we then comparc versions for cach procram, we find that the discussions
generated hy the silort version of "In. My Memory'" are rated as 63% student
dominated, while the long version discussions are 71% student dominated.

For "Living With Love" the comparable figurcs are 50% and 73%, and for
"Must I, May I'', they are 62% and 74%. The fact that all of thesc differences
are in the same direction indicates a definite tendency for the long versions

(those with questions at the close) to lead to grcater student participation

in discussions.

29




RESULTS FROM THE TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE

Teachers were also asked to complete a questionnaire concerning
the program itself, the discussion which followed, and certain hackground
characteristics of the students involved. These questions are reproduced.
below, once again with results of value and interest. Complete computer
tabulated results to these questions are included in Part II of this

report.

Questions In Order

1. How would you rate the intellectual ability of your students
as a group?

Teachers rated 13% of all classes as above average intellectual
ability, 82% as average, and 5% as below average. Classes viewing
"In My Memory" had the highest percentage rated as above average (32%).

2. How would you rate the socio-economic level of your students
taken as a group?

Teachers rated 10% of all classes as high socio-economic level,

78% as middle socio-economic level, and 13% as low socio-economic level.
Classes viewing version two of '"In My Memory'" had the highest percentage
rated as high socio-economic level (56%). Classes viewing version one
of "In My Memory'* had the greatest percentage rated as low socio-
economic level (38%).

' Results from the above two questions were crosstabulated against
understanding and appreciation of the programs. Results may be found

in another section of this report.
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3. Did your students like the program?

Forty-five per cent (45%) of the students liked the program ''very
much," 54% "1liked" them, and 2% "disliked'" them. Cnly 8% of students
viewing "In My Memory' liked it 'very much," but none "disliked" it.

4. Did your students understand the meaning of the program?

Forty-one per cent (41%) of the students "'clearly understood' the
program they viewed, 52% 'lmderstood it pretty well," 7% 'had a vague
urderstanding,' and only one classroom ''did not understand it."* Teachers
reported that 13% of the classes which viewed "Living With Love" had only
a ''vague understanding" of the program.

5. Please comment on elements which they understood well or did
not understand.

See ''Gbserver and Teacher Comments from Questionnaires' section
of this report for these extracted comments.

6. Were the students comfortable with a discussion of feelings
and emotions?

Thirty-five per cent (35%) of the classes were '"very comfortable,"
58% were ''comfortable,”" and 8% were '"umeasy."

"In My Memory" caused the greatest discomfort. Twenty per cent
(20%) of teachers working with this program reported that their students
were 'uneasy." This was true of 17% in the case of "Living With Love,"

version two.

7. Were the students more involved in this discussion about the
program than they usually are in other classroom discussions?

Teachers reported 5% of all classes as "much more involved,” 26%

as 'more involved," 55% as '"about the same," and 13% as "less involved."

27
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"How Do You Show'" and '"In My Memory,' version two, came out best
on this question. 'How Do You Show' teachers reported 48% of their
classes as 'more involved." "In My Memory,' version two, teachers re-
ported 22% of their classes as '"much more involved," and 33% as "‘more
involved." "Living With Love,' version two, suffered most from this
question. Twenty-three per cent (23%) of these teachers reported their
classes as '"less involved,' and 9% reported "much less'' involvement.

8. How often do you discuss the topics of feelings and emoticns
with your class?

Forty per cent (40%) of all teachers discuss feelings and emotions
"often," 52% discuss them 'on occasion,' 8% discuss them "rarely,' and
one teacher 'never' discusses these topics.

This question was included to provide background information on the
classes involved with the "Inside/Out'' evaluation. Crosstabulations of
this question with other questions are reported in another part of this
report.

9. Did you find it easy or difficult to discuss the feelings and
emdtions involved in this program?

Thirty-six per cent (36%) of all teachers found it ''very easy' to
discuss the affective content of the program they viewed. Forty-eight
per cent (48%) found it ''easy," and 17% found it '"somewhat difficult."
"In My Memory" gave teachers the most trouble. Thirty-six per cent
(36%) of these teachers reported it "somewhat difficult" to discuss the
emotions involved with death.

10. Did the program itself make it easier for you to discuss
these feelings and emotions?

Thirty-twe per cent (32%) of all teachers reported that the program

they watched made it 'much easier' to lead a discussion. Sixty-three per

28

N




[OunT—
. ¢

Semttncing =g
.

)

r—-.’ Pisaid Gddmmanand Sttt
o € - .. .8 FEEEE |

R T I e e DY T I EAY ey e e

»J"\"’/'W?‘;?‘,
- W e sy

af ©
) [ ]

21
cent (63%) said the program made it ''somewhat easier,'" 4% said the program
made it "more difficult,'" and 1% reported the program made it "much more
difficult."

An intevesting result is that in all cases where there are two
versions, the first, or short, version fares better on this question.

For "In My Memory,' version one, 31% of the teachers involved report that
the program made it "much easier" to discuss the feelings and emotions
involved. In the case of version two, the long version, only 11% of

the teachers report that the program made the discussion 'much easier."
For "Living With Love'" the comparable figures are 60% and 26% and for
"Must I, May I'" they are 58% and 7%.

11. Did you enjoy working with this program?

Forty-two per cent (42%) of all teachers 'enjoyed very much'' working
with their program. Another 50% "enjoyed it,'" while 8% 'did not enjoy it."
Relatively speaking, "'In My Memory' provides the least enjoyment to the
teachers. Only 20% of these teachers report that they "enjoyed it very
much," while 16% ''did not enjoy it."

12. Would you like to work with more programs dealing with the
topics of feelings and emotions?

Ninety-five per cent (95%) of the teachers answered that they would
like to work with more programs dealing with feelings and emotions.

13. Was this discussion teacher-directed or student-directed?

Twenty-five per cent (25%) of all teachers reported that their
discussions were ''nearly all teacher directed.' Another 57% said that
the discussion was "more teacher directed than student directed." Six-

teen per cent (16%) of all teachers reported that their discussion was
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"more student directed than teacher directed," and only 3% reported
that the discussion was "nearly all student directed."

This question was crosstabulated against question 12 in the ob-
server questionnaire, '""Rate the teacher on the following aspects during
the discussion: students dominated discussion vs. teacher dominated
discussion (six point scale). There was a noticeable degree of agree-
ment between observer and teacher answers to these questions, and a
chi square analysis (XZ) indicated that this degree of agreement could
have occurred fewer tharn five times in a hundred by chance.

It was reported above that analysis of cbserver ratings on ob-
server question 12 indicated that version two of all programs which had
two versions led to student dominated discussion. This was not the
case with teacher ratings. “ovever. Teacher reports indicate that
program version makes little difference as to whether students or
teachers dominate the discussions.

Teacher reports of this question do indicate, however, that "In
My Memory' leads to more student domination of discussion. Twenty-four

per cent (24%) of '"In My Memory" teachers reported that their discussion

were '"more student directed than teacher directed,' while this was true
of only 16% of the teachers taken as a whole.

14. 1Is learning about and discussing the feelings and emotions
useful to students?

This question was used to gather background information on
teachers, and answers were crosstabulated against answers to other
questions on the observer and teacher questionnaires. sults of this

procedure are reviewed in another part of this report.
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Overall, 59% of the teachers feel that discussing feelings and
emotions is '‘very helpful,' 40% feel that it is "helpful," and only one

teacher feels that it is '"not helpful.'

[ 15. During the school year, have your students been introduced
to the topics of feelings and emotions?

- ( This was another question used to gain background information on
- the classes involved in this evaluation. Results were not particularly
l‘ ~ useful.
[' Among all teachers, 46% reported their classes were introduced to

feelings and emotions ''‘often," 48% ''occasionally," 6% 'rarely,' and
' r one teacher reported '‘never."

- 16. Was the vocabulary in this program suitable for the students

l in your class?
i Two teachers reported that the vocabulary in the programs was

l "too advanced.' All 6thers reported that it was 'suitable."

17. Judged against other educational television productions you
1‘; have seen, was this program superior, average, or below average?

. Forty-five per cent (45%) of the teachers reported that their
( program was "superior," 52% said that it was 'average," and 3% said
: ]f "below average."

'"Must I, May I" received the highest rating. Fifty-five per cent

(55%) of the teachers ranked it as "'superior.' '"Living With Love" re-
ceived 50% "'superior'' rankings, '"How Do You Show'" received 46% 'superior,"
"In My Memory" received 38% ''superior,' and '‘But Names Will Never Hurt'"

18. Was the music in this program appropriate or inappropriate?

[ received 33% ''superior' rankings.
I Twenty-four per cent (24%) of the teachers felt the music was
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l 'very appropriate," 72% felt it was "‘appropriate,' and 4% felt it was
I‘ “inapproriate."
The music was most popular in "Living With Love." Forty-three

per cent (43%) of the teachers involved felt the music was '‘very

l

{' appropriate.” The music in "How Do You Show' was also well received,
with 34% of the teachers rating it as '‘very appropriate.” 'Must I,

( May I' recorded 14% '‘very appropriate," 'But Names Will Never Hurt'

recorded 13%, and *'In My Memory" recorded 5% ''very appropriate."

a 19. In your professional judgment, was this program with dis-

cussion a successful lesson?

The program with discussion was rated 26% of all teachers as
"very successful,' by 66% of all teachers as ''successful," by 7% of all
teachers as '‘unsuccessul,' and by one teacher as '‘very unsuccessful."

20. Were there any portions of this program that were inappropriate
or educationally ineffective?

See "Observer and Teacher Comments from Questionnaires' section of
this report for these extracted camments.

21. Were there any portions of this program that appeared to be
particularly effective or meaningful?

po—— ]
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See "Observer and Teacher Comments from Questionnaires' section of

this report for these extracted comments.

Sotmssnnng
poee- g

22. How often are your students exposed to educational films and
instructional TV?

Pt

Answers to this question did not prove to be of much value to our
analysis.

23. Do you have any suggestions for improving this program and
ones like it? :

See "Observer and Teacher Comments from Questionnaires' section of

L I e |

I this report for these extractd comments.
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RELATION OF TEACHER RATING OF CLASS ABILITY AND
SOCIO-ECONOMIC LEVEL TO STUDENT UNDERSTANDING
AND APPRECIATION OF THE PROGRAMS

Ideally, the "Inside/Out" series should have equal impact on

students of all levels of intellectual ability and socio-economic back-

ground. Practically this cannot be the case. In order to get some
idea of the differential impact of the series on students of varying
backgrounds, teachers were asked to rate their students, as a group,
on intellectual ability and socio-economic level. Results of these
ratings were then run against results on the questions, 'Did your
students like the program?' and, 'Did your students understand the
meaning of the program?"

Results indicate that students of lower intellectual ability like
the programs more, but tend to understand them less. These relation-
ships are not strong, however, and x% analysis indicates a 25% probability
that they occurred by chance. Nevertheless, the results are consistent.
Thirty-two per cent of the '"above average'' classes liked the programs
"very much," while 46% of the "average' classes and 57% of the 'below
average'' classes fell in this category. When we move down from "liked
it very much' to "liked it," we find 68% of the '"above average' classes,
52% of the "average' classes, and 43% of the ''below average' classes.

It is evident from these figures that even though there are slight
and consistent differences among classes of varying intellectual ability,

there is a high level of appreciation for the programs among all classes.
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The results of the crosstabulation between class intellectual
i; ability and understanding of the series are less consistent. Sixty-
eight per cent (68%) of the "above average" classes "clearly understood"
the program and 37% of the "average' classes ''clearly understood' it.
- But 43% of the ''below average' classes also were rated ''clearly under-

stood." (There were only seven 'below average' classes which increases

‘ (- the impact of individual cases which may not fit broad patterns.) Moving

- to "somewhat understood,' we find 32% of the "above average' classes,

55% of the ''average' classes, and 57% of the 'below average' classes

[«_ Eight per cent (8%) of the "average" classes ''vaguely understood' the
program.

J Socio-economic level seems to be strongly related to understanding
the programs and samewhat related to appreciation of the programs. Stu-

RE dents of higher socio-economic level understand the programs more (X2

indicated this result could occur by chance only one time in a thousand),

/.
S

and like them less (X2 indicates this result could occur one time in ten

by chance).

T —
N .

Seventy-nine per cent (79%) of the "high'" socio-economic level
: I classes clearly understood the programs, while this was true of only 39%
: { of the "middle'' and 28% of the "low" classes. Rated as 'somewhat under-
v stood" were 14% of the "high" classes, 55% of the "middle,'" and 61% of
(* the "low."

:* Thirty-six per cent (36%) of the ''high'" socio-economic level classes

eme ..

like the program '‘very much," while this was true of 48% ot the 'middlc"
classes and 39% of the "low'" classes. Fifty-seven per cent (57%) of the

"high" classes ''liked it,' while 52% of the '"middle" classes and 56% of
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{ the "low" classes were in this category.
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TEAGHER ATTITUDES TOWARD AFFECTIVE LEARNING AND
TEAGHER REACTIONS TO "INSIDE/OUT'' PROGRAMS

o
®

1

The effectiveness of the "Inside/Out" series depends both upon

|

the quality of the programs +hemselves and upon the manner in which they
- are used by the teachers. The manner in which the teachers treat the

- programs will depend in great measure upon the teacher's basic attitudes

‘ l' toward affective leamning as a part of the curriculum.
In order to gain sume idea of how the teachers felt about affective
[‘ learning, they were asked, "Is learning about and discussing feelings
' and emotions helpful to students?'' Answers to this question were then
§

crosstabulated with several other questions relating to the program
{ with which the teacher dealt.
) One of these other questions was, "Did you find it easy or diffi-
: z cult to discuss the feelings and emotions involved in this program?"
- Among those who felt that learning about feelings and emotions was 'very
' helpful,’ 43% found it '"very easy' to work with the program, and 41.7%

found it "easy." Among those who felt that learning about feelings and

emotions was ‘helpful,' only 24% found it "very easy' to work with the

|
l
1 program and 59% found it "easy." The X2 camputed on this crosstabulation
indicated that these results could have occurred by chance only five
l times in a hundred.

!‘ A second question was, 'Did you enjcy working with this film?"

i Among those who felt learning about feelings and emotions was 'very

i helpful," 56% enjoyed working with the program "very much." Among those

who felt learning about feelings and emotions was just "helpful," only
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25% enjoyed working with the program 'very much.'" Oniy 3.5% of those
who felt learning about feelings was 'very helpful' did not enjoy
working with the program, while 14% of those who felt learning about
feelings was "helpful'' did not enjoy working with the program. The X2
computed on the crosstabulation from which these figures are drawn
indicated that these results could have occurred by chance only one time
in a thousand.

A third question was, 'Would you like to work with more programs
dealing with the topics of feelings and emotions? Only seven teachers
said that they would not like to work with more, and all of them had
answered that learning about feelings is '"helpful" rather than "very
helpful." The ¥ computed on this crosstabulation indicated that the
probability of chance occurrence of this result was only five in a
thousand.

A fourth question was, 'Were the students comfortable with a
discussion of feelings and emotions?" Forty-two per cent (42%) of those
who had said that learning about feelings was '‘very helpful" said that
their students were '‘very comfortable," while this figure was only 24%
for those who .said such learning was '"helpful.' Forty-nine per cent

(49%) of those who had said that learning about feelings was "very helpful"

reported that their students were 'comfortable,' while 69% of those who
had said learning about feelings was "helpful'' reported their students
as "comfortable." X2 analysis indicated that there was less than a

25% chance that these results could occur by chance.
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VAR114 '"Is learning about and discussing feelings and emotions helpful
to students?"

VAR106 'Were the students comfortable with a discussion of feelings and
emotions?"
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VAR114 "Is learning about and discussing feelings and emotions helpful
to students?"'

VAR112 '"Would you like to work with more programs dealing with the topics
of feelings and emotions?"
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Finally, the teachers were asked, "How often do you discuss the
topics of feelings and emotions with your class?" Fifty-one per cent
(51%) of those who had said that learning about feelings is "very helpful"
reported that they discussed feelings with their class ''often," while
this figure was only 25% for those who had said that learning about
feelings was just 'helpful.' Forty-three per cent (43%)’ of the teachers
who had said that learning about feelings is 'very helpful' reported that
they discussed feelings with their students 'on occasion,' while this

figure was 65% for those who had said that such learning was "helpful."

The x° for this crosstabulation could have occurred by chance only once
in a thousand times.

As a measure of the effect of previous classroom experience upon
student reactions to "Inside/Out,'" answers to 'How often do you discuss
the topics of feelings and emotions with your class? was crosstabulated
with answers to '"Were the students comfortable with a discussion of
feelings and emotions?" Forty-six per cent (46%) of the teachers who
discussed feelings with their students '"often' reported that their
students were '‘very comfortable'' with the "Inside/Out" discussion, while

only 28% of the teachers who discussed feelings with their students

'"on occasion' reported this result. Only 2% of the teachers who "often"
discussed feelings with their classes said that their students were
"uneasy' with the "Inside/Out' discussion, while this was the case with
11% of the teachers who only discuss feelings with their classes "on
occasion," and 20% of the teachers who '"rarely" discuss feelings. x2
analysis indicated that these results could have occurred less than one

time in ten by chance.
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If we assume that answers to, '"Is learning about-and discussing
feelings and emotions hr Ipful to students?' indicate teacher attitudes
which existed prior to viewing an 'Inside/Out' program, then it is clear

that prior opinions of teachers have a marked impact on their attitudes

‘toward the series. The fact that there is a high degree of association

between this question and '"How cften do you discuss the topics of feelings

and emotions with your class?" indicates that we probably are dealing

" with a pre-existing attitude.

But even if teacher attitudes toward affective education are, in
part, formed through exposure to the "Inside/Out" series, the fact
remains that these attitudes will have a great effect upon series

utilization, and quality of utilization.




VAR114 '"Is learning about and discussing feelings and cmotions helpful
to students?"

VAR108 ''low often do you discuss the topics of feclings and cmotions
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VAR108 '"low often do you discuss the topics of feclings and cmotions with
your class?'' '
VAR106 "Werc the students comfortable with a discussion of feelings and cmotions
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THE LEFFLCT OF TEACIER PIRFORMANCE IN DIS(USSION
UPON STUDENT PARTICIPATION IN DISCUSSION

Classroom observers were requested to rate participating tcachers
on several six point continua describing the teacher's classroom behavior.
Among these continua were: Tense vs. relaxed, critical of students vs.
supportive to students, and studcent-dominated discussion vs. tcacher-
dominated discussion. The results on thcse contimia scores were then
crosstabulated against ohserver ratings of the percentage of students in
each class which actually took part in the discussion at least oncec. The
results on each of thesc crosstabulations strongly indicate that the
bchavior of the teacher has a great effect on the percentage of children
who will take part in an "Inside/Out' discussion.

The X% statistic was computed for each crosstabulation. In each casc,
an association was found which could have occurred by chance only once in
a thousand times. In other words, there can be little doubt that the
associations found in these crosstabulations resulted from.interaction
between the factors investigated, and not by chance.

The results indicate that relaxed and supportive tcachers promoted
greater participation in the discussion, and teachers who tended to allow
the students to dominate the disaussion pfomotcd preater pafticipation.

For example, from among those classcs in which the teacher was rated
as very tense, 69% had a student participation ratec of 30% or less, wii le
only 19% had a student participation ratc of 70% or morec. [Put among thos:
classes in which the -tcachcr was rated as very relaxed, orovy 11% had -
student participation rate of 30% or less, while 51%¢ had a student parti-

cipation ratc of 70% or morc.
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Among those classrooms in which the teacher was rated as very
critical, 64% had a participation rate of 30% or less, while 36% had a
participation rate of 70% or morc. Among thosc classrooms in which the
teacher was rated as very supportive, only 12¢ has a student participation
rate of 30% or less, while 50% had a rate of 70% or morc.

When observers indicated by their rating that students dominated the
discussion, only 8% of the classes had a participation rate of 30% or less,

while 75% had a participation rate of 70% or more. Put when observers

rated the teachers as dominant in the discussion, 49% of such classrooms h:.
a participation rate of 30% or less, while only 20% had a student parti-

cipation rate of 70% or more.
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TEACIER'S GUIDE

Although the evaluation was not designed primarily to mecasure the
impact of the teacher's guide on teacher and student attitudes and

behavior, certain questions cvoked rather divergent responses from guide

users as opposed to non-guide users. Approximatcly half of the teachers
were provided with the preliminary edition of the teacher's guide; the
actual number who both had thé guide and resporxled to the questionnaire
was 70. Seventy-scven teachers without a guide available to them also
responded.

Teachers with guides werc slightly more prone to describe their
pupils as 'very comfortable" in the discussion of feelings and emotions.
They were also slightly more likely to describe them as 'uncasy." The
non-guide teachers rated their students as "corhfortahle" more often than
guide teachers. This somewhat confusing result (which incidentally is
statistically significant at the .10 lcvel, Xz test) may he attributable

to the greater deliberateness induced by the guide. When the guide is

used, tcachers may be more prone to ''follow the script,’ a tactic which
may in some cases bhe very successful or may be very unsuccessful, but in
any case is less likely to produce the essentially neutral response at
"comfortable."

Indeed, guide teachers reported that their students were more involved
than usual in the post-program discussions. Twenty per cent (20%) of the
non-guide. teachers reported either "much more involvement' or 'more
involvement"; the guide teachers reported 42% in the same two categorics.

(Significance level of .10, x? test.) According to the rccords of
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discussion duration submitted by the classroom observers, 37% of the puide
classrooms held discussions exceeding 20 minutes in length while only 21%
of the non-guide classrooms held comparably long discussions.

By the accounts both of the teachers themselves and the obsecrvers,
10% more of the guide-equipped classrooms werc dominated by the teacher
in the discussions rather than the students.

The message is quite clear. Provision of a tcacher's guide arms the

teacher to conduct longer, more directed discussions.
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GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION AND IMPACT OF "HUT NAMES WILL NTVIR IR

The Canadian setting of the program on prcjudice, 'Put Mames VWill
wever lurt' is unfamiliar to most American school 'schildrcn, as is the
conflict between Anglo-Canadians and Trench-Canadians. TFor this reason
it is important to speculate upon the impact of this program in arcas
where children arc more familiar with prejudice involving other racial
and ethnic groups.

Since the program was tested hoth in Toronto and in San Jose, it
offerced an opportunity for measurement of impact in ''familiar" and
"unfamiliar' territory. We might expect that students in Toronto would be
more familiar with the problems depicted in the program than students in
San Jose who would more likely be cxposed to racial tension involving
blacks, Chicanos, and whites. Thus Toronto students might be abie to
better understand the program than San Jose students.

We examined the teacher and observer questionnaires from these two
test sites, crosstabulating test site with every question on each
questionnaire. A chi square (.‘(2) was run on cach resultant table. The
probability of chance occurance of these chi squares will be reported in
the following text.

The results are samewhat confusing, there being apparent disagrcement
between teacher and observer assessments of what occurred. With respect
to background factors, there were no significant diffecrences in teachers'
assessments of class intellectual capabilities or social-economic level in
the two cities. Teacher ratings in the two cities further indicated no

significant differences in degree of student understanding of the program,
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liking for the program, or being comfortable with a discussion of the
feelings and emotions in the program. Neither were there any significant
differences when the teachers in the two cities rated themselves on
whether they found it easy or difficult to discuss the feelings and
crotions in the program, and whether or not the program made it easicr
to discuss thesc feelings.

Observer assessments in the two cities indicated, however, that
classes in San Jose took more time to become attentive to the progranm
(p=.001), were less con;inually attentive to the program (p<.25), and
that teachers in San Jose had to re-establish order more often (p< .25).
huring the discussions following the program, classes in San Jose were
less attentive (p< .005), percentage of class participation was less
(p<.25), teachers werc more tense (p< .05), and teachers tended to be
more dominant (p <.25).

Surprisingly, teachers in Toronto were more likely than teachers in
San Jose to say that their students were "less involved' in the "Inside/
Dut" discussion than in other classroom discussions.

It is difficult to say with assurance why classes in San Jose were
less attentive to the program and discussion than those in Toronto. On
other counts, San Jose students should have done just as well or better
than Toronto students. San Jose students discuss emotions and feelings
rore often than do Toronto students (p<.10) and are exposed more often to
I'TV than Toronto students (p=.05). Pcrhaps therc is a difference in the
way the two school systems administer discipline, or perhaps the relative
tenseness of the teachers in Sun Jose was a cause rather than an effect

of student inattention,
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fut we do have strong suspicions that the reason for the difference
hetween the two cities is the inability of San Jose students to understand
and relate to the Canadian ethnic and geographic sctting.

Teachers inA San .Jose were prone to make critical comments on the
geographic and ethnic setting of "Rut Names Will Never Iurt" and to suggest
that the use of different racial and socio-economic situations would help
their students' understanding and appreciation of the program. (See
"Observer and Teacher Comments from Questionnaire' scction of this report.)
Toronto teachers made several coments that their students could not
understand the Ottawa-lull situation, and one commented that the students
did not understand language as a source of prejudice. BRut this type of
conment was less prevalent among Toronto teachers than among San Jose
teachers, and Toronto teachers did not suggest the use of Chicanos and
blacks to illustrate prejudice,

In sumary then, teacher answers to most questions showed no
significant differences in student appreciation and understanding of the
program in the two cities, but San Jose teachers were prone to suggest that

the ethnic and geographic setting was not appropriate for San Jose students.

Observer answers indicated that San Jose students were less attentive to
program and discussion than were Toronto students. There is good reason
to suspect that the relative inattentiveness of San .Jose students was due

to their inability to identify with the Canadian situation.
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DIFFERENCLS PETWIEEN PROGRAM VERSIONS

Three of the five programs included in this evaluation werc produced
in two slightly different versions: 'Must I, May 1,"” "Living With Love,"
and "In Yy Memory." In the alternate versions (also referred to as version
Z or the augmented version) the sound-track plus freeze-frames focussed
the central concermn of the. program in the closing minute of the program.
The question posed by NIT is whether version 2 would be more cffective in
stimulating the teacher and the class into a meaningful discussion. The
following analysis of data catecgorized by program version may shed some
light on tilc question. (Seec Part 1I, '"Program Version Differenclcs," for
supporting statistics.)

Generally the responses to the observers' and teachers' questionnaires
reflected little difference between versions. The variations discussed

below are for the iost part not statistically significant, i.e., there is

a high probability that the same result could have occurred by chance.

Tn My femory.

According to tilc data snbmitted by the classroom ohservers, the
augmented version of 'Memory" cli.citcd somewhat less participation in
discussion from viewing children than the shorter version. Ten per cent
more of thé short version classrooms had participation rates higher than 602,

liowever, the teachers were reported as more relaxed in discussing
version 2 than version 1; on a six-point scale ranging from '"Tense' (N)
to "Relaxed” (6), 83% of the version 2 teachers fell into categories S5 and
6 comparcd to 60% of the version 1 teachers. At the same time, the version

2 teachers were more likely to avoid the central theme of the program-- in
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this case the reality of a family death in the life of a 3rd or' 4th gfade
child. Dichotomizing at the midpoint of a six-point avoidance-engagement
scale, 30% of the version 2 teachers fell on the "avoided subject" end
compared to 13% for the version 1 teachers.

Version 1 teachers, speaking for themselves and their experience with
the programs, werc morc pronc to say that the program made it easier to
discuss the emotions and feelings related to death. This result may in part
be attributable to some teachers' greater willingness to say that they
found the theme of death gencrally difficult to tackle in discussion.

According to teachers' reports students "liked" hoth versions equally
well, yet there remain some interesting differences in student response.
Fewer version 2 classroom observers reported the teacher as the dominant
influence in the discussion. Twenty-nine per cent (29%) of the version 2
classrooms were reported at the two most extreme valucs of the teacher end
of a six point '"teacher dominated-student dominated" discussion scale.

In contrast, 37% of the short version (version 1) classrooms were reported
as teacher-dominated. Bolstcring this finding, teachers report that the
children viewing version 2 understood the program better and were morec
involved in the discussion than the children who saw version 1. The version
2 children were also reported by their teachers as somewhat morc ill-at-
ease than the version 1 watchers, a plausible enough result-given the

highly charged nature of the progiam's subject.

Living With Love.

Like "In My Memory,'" the lengthier version of "Living With Love"

provoked somewhat less participation in discussion than did the short

99

e e




48

version. More children took part in the discussion following the version
lacking the pointed ending: 62% of the version 1 classrooms had partici-
{ pation rates of 60% or higher as opposed to 45% of the version 2 classroons.

. Again, as in the case of ''In My Memory," the classroom obhscrvers

rcport the teachers in long version classrooms in the aggregate as soriewhat
more relaxed. About 10% more of the version 2 teachers than version 1 fell
into the two most extreme (rclaxcd) categorics of a six point ''tense-

relaxed" scale. Teachers in hoth groups werc cqually able to come to grips

. with the central content of the program as measured by the "avoidance-

engagement' scale.

Although, by the teachers' account, pupils viewing and discussing
each version were, in general, equally favorable to the program, version 2
students were both slightly more at ease and slightly less involved in the
A discussion than their version 1 counterparts. Thirty per cent (30%) of
:\ i the long version classrooms were described as '"very comfortable' in
discussion of 'Living With Love" feelings and emotions, compared to 13%
for the short version. Thirty two per cent (32%) of the version 2 class-

rooms were less involved in the discussion than usual compared to 7% for

version 1 classes.

. Perhaps as a result of the higher degrce of involvement of the short
; 17 version classes, teachers of these classes felt that their students

= understood the meaning of the program more than thc version 2 classes.

i? Two-thirds of the version 1 teachers claimed that their classes 'clearly

| understood'" the program; version 2 teachers made the same claim only one-

third of the time. (This difference is statistically significant at the

S ATRYTERe s can T g

i .10 level, X% test.)
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Not only did version 1 classes understand hetter, but the teachers
regarded version 1 as rather more helpful in leading into a discussion of
the key feelings and emotions. Sixty per cent (60%) of the version 1

teachers said the program made it 'much casier" to discuss the relevant

feelings; for version 2, the comparable figure is 265%.

tlust I, hay I.

The degree of student participation in discussion provoked hy the
alternate versions of '"Must I, May I" is cqual. This is in contrast to
"In My Memory" and "Living With Love' where the augmented version had a
lower participation rate than the unadorned version.

For this program, teachers werc more likely to come to grips with
the program theme following a viewing of version 2 than version 1.

Seventy three per cent (73%) of the version 2 teachers and only 46% of
the version 1 teachers were found at the two most cxtreme values (engagement
cnd) of the six-point "avoided subject-engaged subject;' scalc.

Teachers tended to dominate the discussion less with the alternate
version. Tor version' 1, 38.4% of the classrooms were reported by observers
as a 5or a6 on a six-point teacher domination scale. For version 2, the
corresponding statistic is 26.6%. This jibes nicely with the report by the
teachers that 44% of the version 2 classrooms were more involved than
ordinarily in the post-viewing discussion. The figure for the version 1
Classrooms is 25%.

At the same time that teachers are indicating greater student
involvement in discussion, they also rcport that the shorter version of

the program 1.) promotes greater ease among the students, 2.) is liked by

o7




the students more, and 3.) is understood more by the students.

Surmary .
The differences between versions as reflected in the reports of the

observers and the questionnaire responses of tcachers are equivocal taken

as a whole, although certain tendencies are quite cleoar.
1.) In two out of three cases, thc altcrnatc ending version was
associated with lower student participation rates. A larger perccntage
of students took part in the discussions following the short version.
In the third case ("Must I, May I") therc was no difference in
participation rates.
2.) Tecachers were clearly less tense, according to the classroom
observers, in discussing version 2 than in discussing version 1.
3.) Although the proportion of students participating in discussion
is lower with 2 than with 1, tcachers play a less nrominent role in
the version 2 discussion.
4.) According to the teachers, students ''like' hoth versions cqually.
well. In the teachers' vicw, the short version of 'Living With lLove"
and "Must I, May I'" arc "understood" bhetter than the extended version.
The opposite is the casc for "In My Memory."
5.) Teachers rcport that students arc less at ease in discussion
following version 2 of "In Iy Memory" and '“lust T, ‘lay I,'" and rmore
at easc following version 2 of "Living With love.'r
6.) For ail three programs, higher proportions of version 1 thim
version 2 teachers sce the program as a help in discussing the

particular feelings central to the program.
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Comment.
For all three dual version programs, the alternate ending versions
put the teachers more at ease and give the students a larger role in

directing the discussion.

For two of the three programs (''Living With Love' is thc cxception)
students are reported by their teachérs as more involved in the discussions
than their version 1 counterparts and, as a consequence, the discussions
run considerably longer. For these same two programs teachcrs report
that their version 2 students are less at ease in discussion. This is
very likely a result of their higher involverient and is consistent with
the concept of the series. For "In My Memory'" and '“Must I, ‘ay " the
altermate ending appears to be a significant asset. The '"tag'" at the
end apparcntly provided otherwise untrained, uncoached tcachers and
students the base from which to launch a significaﬁt discussion, A
thorough and wide-reaching utilization and training program may climinate
the advantage provided by the alternate versions of thesc two programs.

"Living With Love,' version 2, also scts the tcacher more at easc

and permits the students a larger role in shaping the discussion.

llowever, the students are reported as bheing less personally involved in the
cnsuing discussion, and the discussions themsclves are shorter for

version 2 than version 1. This result, inconsistent with thc findings on
the other two alternatc programs, may he duc either to the nature of ti:c
production (e.g., it is ruch less narrative than '"In My Memory" and 'tust
[, May I'') or to peculiarities of the particular classrooms which were
designated to view "Living With Tove.'" We are inclined to think the anciual

results from a comhination of these two factors.
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LENGTH! OF DISQUSSION BY PROGRAM

The median length of the post-program discussions was approximately

15 minutes. The programs differed considerakly in the amount of discussion

) they stimulated or rather, in the amount of discussion they werc permitted
I to stimulate by the classroom teacher. The longest discussions are

i associated with '"Names Will Mever lurt," the shortest with "In iy Memory,"
version 1 (short). Scventy four percent (74%) of the classrooms viewing
"Names 1¥ill Never Iurt" held discussions lasting longer than fiftecen

ninutes; the comparable figure for "'In My Memory,' version 1, is 19%. The
mp TY,

augmented version of "In My Memory' was accompanicd by somewhat longer
-- discussions--over half of the discussions (57%) lasted beyond 15 minutes.

A similar, although lesser, difference may bc noted between the two

versions of 'Must I, May I." While 35% of the discussions of the short
version lasted past 15 minutes, 41% of thc alternate version lasted that
long.

. The differences hetween the two versions of 'Living With love" were

[

in the opposite dircction. The shorter version produced lengthier

—n

discussions than the augmented version. Forty-seven percent (47%) of the

short version discussions went past 15 minutes; 34% of the long version

PR

discussions went past the 15 minute mark.

€I T e g cAm Sev

"I'ow Do You Show," available in only one version, produced relatively

short discussion periods; 23% exceeded 15 minutes comparcd to the across:

vrogran average of 43%. Only 6% of these discussions werc beyond 20

-

rinutes. Over onc-fourth (26.4%) of all discussions following all progr

i exceeded 20 minutes.
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In summary, longer discussions are associated with the alternate
ending versions of "In Iy lMemory' and '"Must I, May I." The alternate form
of "Living With Love' was followed by shorter discussions than the version
minus the ''tag." ‘"Names Will Never lurt" and 'liow Do You Show' were
followed by the longest and shortest discussions, respectively, of all the
programs.,

Although the nature of the cvaluation design precludes any straight-
forward attribution of causality, the data presentcd above (and in table
form on the following page) in combination with knowledge of the programs
themselves, arc suggestive of a pattern. The two alternate versions (of ‘In
My Memory'" and 'Must I, May I'') relative to their coumterparts, and '‘Names i1
Never Iurt" relative to all programs and versions of programs are more
successful in generating discussions. These three programs share two
things: first, they are each conceptually complex and, sccond, each has a
fairly didactic closing sequence. 7The remaining programs, 'llow Do You Show*
(without a didactic closc) and '"Living With Love'" arc both conceptually
simple. Given this simplicity, "llow Do You Show' generated short discussions
and "Living With Love'' was not improved by the altcrmate cnding.

The implication is that for complex programs (whether or not they

deal with '"'sensitive'' topics), some fairly overt ending which defines the

issucs is likely to facilitate discussion. Less difficult programs arc¢

not helped by such endings and may even be slightly harmed.
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SAMARY OF TAPE RECORDED INTERVIEWS WITH SCHOOL CIILDREN

The following are salient points which werc glcaned from tape
rccorded conversation with 3rd and 4th grade children in the Pittshurgh
Public Schools and in the North Allegheny School Nistrict, north of
Pittshurgh. The programs shown were '"How No You Show...,' "In My \lemory,"
"fust I, May I," and '"Put lames Will Never Iurt.! The programs were
shown in pairs; '"llow Do You Show... with"In My Memory," and ‘“ust T, ‘ay
' with ''But Names IWill Xever Iurt.'' Two classes, a 3rd and a 4th, saw
cach pair in the North Allegheny School Nistrict. 1In Pittsburgh, a 4th
grade class watched '"But Names Will Never lurt," and a 3rd grade class
watched "'In My Memory."

The condensed versions of thesc conversations are included as an
appendix to this report. Thesc conversations differ from the other
classroom observations included in this rcport in that the teachers werc
not involved and an attompt was made to make the discussions as little
observer-directed as possible. The conversations were held with small
groups of children (4 to 7) in a spot isolated from the rest of the
class. CGroups were mixed; some were all toys, some all girls, and some
mixed.

It should be remembered that students rcgistered their comments on
the tape recorder directly after viewing the programs, and without the
benefit of a classroom discussion. The results of thesc interviews, then,
should provide both an indication of the strength of "Inside/Out' programs
in the event of poor classroom discussion or the absence of classroom

discussion, and an indication of what teachers should clarify for their
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students in discussion.

‘ust I, May I.

The most intelligent children in these discussion groups got the message
of this program with little difficulty, but thosc of average or less
inteclligence (based upon the discussion lcaders subjective impressions) had
sonc difficulties.,

Many of the children missed the point that the program was about
sceking and accepting the proper amount of responsibility in the process of
growing up. They gathered that the little boy had too little to do, and the
girl had too much. But they tended to moralize about this situation: the
little Loy shouldn't talk back to his mother, the girl shouldn't complain or
shirk her responsibilities, the two should change places for a while to sec
how they like it. |

Mlost children failed to sce that the little boy rebclled against his
mother because he wanted morc responsibility. They characterized him as

spoiled, lazy, and unappreciative.

tlany children thought that becausc the two stories went on simultancously

the two children were going to meet. The excessive noisc and traffic in the
city and the frequent mention and usc of bicycles led them to belicve an
accident was going to occur, perhaps involving both children. Several said
that for a long time they thought they were watching a ''safety film."

The movement back and forth between the girl's and boy's story annoyed
some children, but most understood the purposc of this tcchnique. ‘ost all
“the children understood that the little hoy was happy to he asked to deliver

a prescription, but some criticized him for not being more careful with the
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package. Many children also thought the little boy intended to steal

sornething in the drugstore.

There was some confusion about where the little girl's mother was,

although this was verbalized in the program.

Put Names 19ill Yever Iurt.

Most children have little difficulty grasping what this program is
all about. They can relate the story, remember fine details, and with
probing can realize that both hoys display prejudice at some point in the
program. They also understané that prejudice is morc than just dislike for
somcone, and that it involves classes of people. The problems which we
discovered with this program are problems of detﬁil.

First, the children cannot relate flag burning, marching in the
streets, and other such historic examples of prejudice to their own
cxperience. These scenes do not make an impact, and lend some minor
confusion,

There is some confusion as to where Mark lives and what his nationality
is: France, America, Ohio...? There is also some confusion about the two
parts of Ottawa and where !ark has gone when he is in Ill.

It is unclear whether the French-Canadians in Itull do not speak
Inglish to Mark out of inability, misunderstanding, or prejudice. If this
ambiguity was intended, there is no problem. If a clear message was

intended, it was not received.

In My iMcmory.

"In My Memory" is a very moving production. Both tecachers and students

watch closcly and many children and their teachers come close to tears.
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58
liowever, when discussing the program afterward, the children tend not to
verbalize their feelings too well. ‘fost commonly, they say that they are
sad, and they relate experiences shout grandparents or pcts who have died.
Although they can obviously feel :idness, and state that they are sad, g
they have difficulty abstracting ::.cir experience and suggesting how one
ought to deal with death. Many do remember, however, that the rother in
the program said that the dead live in our memories.

Yith enough probing, the children remember the father's analogy
relating the life process to the flower, and the mother's statement that
it is all right to cry together. It may be the case that at this age
children have not really learned to repress feelings of sadness, so that
the program is merely a reaffirmation of their behavior.

Boys are critical of this program because they feel that it lacks

action. This is especially true of boys who previously viewed '"I'ow Do

You Show.' Both hoys and girls sometimes criticize the program becausc

it is too somber,' and there is too rmich crying.

The father's bheard did not arouse much comment, though scveral
children did not carc for it.

The children feel that a ten year old should know more ahout death
and should realize that Grandma will never return. It is perhaps for this
reason that some of the children helieve that linda is 7 or 8 rather than
10 or 11.

Teachers have their own criticism of "In My Memory.'" They feel that

it leaves the impression that only old people die, and thus fails to give

a truc picturc of the reality of death.
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How Do You Show.

This is a very popular program, especially with little boys, because
of the action and excitement it contains. But the message gets through
only with difficulty, and sometimes not at all. Although the thene song is
catching and the mcaning obvious to adults, children tend nof to remember
the words, or if they do, not to relate the words to the events in the
progranm.

The children do not catch the title, which further hinders under-
standing of the program. In fact, the discussion leaders also missed the
title. In the print used for the tests, it must have been absent or
obscure for some reason.

Some of the girls like this program as well as the boys, but others

have difficulty relating to it at all. Unfortunately, a conversation with

five girls which best. illustrates this point was lost due to a malfunction

of the tape recorder. But the gist of the lost conversation was that the
girls didn't like the program because: boys shouldn't fight, they shouldn't
go through the cemetery, they shouldn't play in garbage cans, they shouldn't
cat cake when their mother told them not to, and little girls don't like
baseball. Thus, for a certain segment of the population of 3rd and 4th grade
girls, this program is 'male chauvinist."

If this program is to achieve effectivencss along with its popularity,

something must be done to clearly alert the children at an early stage

that this is a program ahout expressing fcelings.
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