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ABSTRACT

This interim evaluation of the Missouri Environmental
Studies Approach (MESA) for the period July 1972-June 1973 measured
attainment of three objectives, which state that (a) participating
teachers will use Environmental Studies (ES) materials in their
teaching as a result of two intensive workshops during the suammer of
1972; (b) the teacher's role will change so that students will take
more responsibility for learning, and the teacher will tend to use
the open classroom approach; and (c) students will learn to use the
total environment as resource material. The first objective, which
wes measured by the number of assignments teachers gave directly
from, or modeled on, ES materials, was attained. The second abjective
was evaluated by an outside consultant who reported that teachers'
roles had indeed changed as a result of implementation of the
Environmental Studies Approach. The third objective was measured by
two tests: the "About Me Test" and the "Positive-Negative Adjective
List." The results of both of these tests showed that children's
self-concept and self-esteem were improved. A national evaluatgr of
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INTEREM EVALUATION SUMMARY
OF MISSOURI LENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES APPROACH (MESA PROJECT)
ESEA TITLE 1D (PL 89-10)

Attempts to cvaluate projects which are primarily directed at
altering affective areas, of neccssity, are dealing with relatively
ill-defined instruments.

The various instruments which have been used by the national
program were adopted. These instruments and their intended purpose/
clientele are:

A. Classroom Practices Inventory. This instrument
was developed by the LS staff in order to attempt
to get a measure on the classroom practices that

are consistent with openness in the classroom.
The instrument is administered to the teacher.

B. Seating Chart Inventory. This instrument is based
. on work done by Fred C. Feitler of the Southern
Tier Regional Education Center. The purpose of
this measurement is to examine the relationships
between inter-personal neceds and the physical
setting of the classroom based upon five assumptions.
The instrument is administered to the teacher.

C. Classroom Assessment Charts. This is an instrument
that is based on work done by Anne M. Bubis and
Edward A. Chittenden at the Education Development
Center along with ITS (Educational Testing Service).
It is reported in ETS publication PR-70-13 "Analysis
of an Approach to Open Education.™ In essence it is
an attempt to determine who contributes to the
decisions of the classroom. If "ES" materials do
dewvelop "open" sorts of classroom practices then the
locus of control of classroom decisions should shift
through the year as indicated on this instrument.
The instrument is administered to both the teacher
and the students.

D. IS Outcomes--Monthly Report.  The items on this
instrument will come directly from the MESA tcachers.
The teachers will bLe recording those types of
activities which they havce found participating in the
MESA program. This instrument was to have been
completed by the tencher.
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L. About Me Test.  This 15 a self-concept test developed
by James Parker of Georgia Southern College. Of
about 10 such instruments that the ES statff seriously
considered using, this test was received best by
students in a pre=usc trial of the instruments. This
instrument is administered to the student.

F. Positive=Negative Adjeative List. There is, of course,
a lot of research on the notion of self-description
as a means of measuring completed by both the students
and the teacher.

These instruments hare unusual formats; in particular "C" which
requires distribution of points on a rectangular coordinant display. In
order to familiarize them with these devices, the teacher. (participants)
were ;equired to complete these same instruments several times. This
familiarization was particularly essential since the teachers would be
administering several of these items to their students throqghout the
year.

A number of consultations were held with the national Environmental

Studies staff at Boulder, Colorado. Mr. Robert Lepper, who has been

responsible for the present statistical analysis, gave several suggestions

to the MESA staff.
The several modifications, deletions, and additions implemented in
accord with Mr. Lepper's reactions are:

1. D. Monthly Tally Sheet was deleted in favor of a
locally prepared simplified check sheet.

2. Children who could not read were instructed to draw
pictures of themsel-es in relation to the school
(the intent being to identify changes in children's
perception of themselves and growth of their self-
concept).

3. Questionnaires-Surveys were developed by modifying
a Jelfferson County, Colorado, Evaluation Instrument
for the Open Living School (1971). These instruments
were:

Pavental Questionnaive
Administrative Questionnaire
Student Questionnalrve
Teacher Questionnaire

48]



Lach of these instruments were intended to determine the degrece
of open classroom procedures generally and the growth of realistic
pésitiwc self=-concepts by bLoth teachers and students. It was f{urther
assured that the use of the questionunaires would serve to intorm
administrators as well as parents of the structure and operation of
the Invirommental Studies materials.

Summarization materials were in the form of (a) a general check
list of ES activities used and (b) a check-list form to report
individual teacher innovations. A teacher Jjournal also served to record
implgmentation.

In an attempt to accertain those factors which facilitated or
which inhibited implementations a final MESA evaluation was completed
by each participanut.

AN EVALUATION OF EVALUATION

Generally speaking instruments A, B, C, D, and E were judged to
be satisfactory although in need of minor modification for computer
processing. The student drawing as a substitute seems acceptable. The
check-list forms and MESA final evaluation materials were quite helpful.
However, the questionnaires unfortunately revealed poor communication
within the school and parental community.

It appeared that identification of specific ES activities and, in
fact, general school experiences are not communicated to parents--~this
may well be the normal behavior. Additionally, certain administrators
appeared reluctant to communicate to parents via the parental questionnaire--
the reasons for this reluctance would be pure speculation on the part ol
the writer.

As a result of this first year evaluation attempts, future study will
be modified primarily by elimination of the questionnaires.

Q
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DISSEMINATION

The dissemination of information regarding the MESA Project va. in
the following forms: 1) the mailing of two newstotters Lo all ool
superintendents of northeast Missouri, 2) distribution of the newslettors
te all teachers in the school systems which were a purt of the MlIs
Project, 3) placing ot pictures with the news item in newspapers ot the
participants' local newspaper, 4) inner=-classroom visitation betweer the
MESA teachers and the nbn—participating teachers, and 5) stal!{ communications

as follows:

a. 3 conference presentations were made outside of the
state with the contact of 260 indiiduals

b. 4 conference presentations were made by staff members
within the state with the contact of 245 indiwviduals

¢c. the staff made presentations to 8 local teacher groups
with an attendance of 304 individuals

d. the staff made presentations to 7 community groups
within northeast Missouri with an attendance of 430

individuals

e. 12 student groups were contacted in northeast Missouri
with a contact of 360 individuals

The effectivencss of the dissemination becomes most apparant {rom the
following: 1) As staff worked with the teachers during the second summer
it was quite noticeable that the attitude of these teaclers toward Environ-
mental Studies had progressed [rom the beginning attitude of the teachers
during the first summer operations. During the second year's evaluation
we should Le able to detect through the pre-test of the different groups
as to thLher there is any significant difference. 2) A number of teachers
and adnindstrators from schools of northeast Missouri who were not
participating in the MESA Project have inquired as to how they might

becvme incolved and be a part of next year's program.
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= EVALUATION SUMMARY OF THE FIRST YEAR
This cvaluation summary is of the first year of a three~year

program which operated during the (iscal year July 1, 1972, through

June 30, 1973.

OBJECTIVE 1

By the end of the two tour-weck intensive training sessions
during July and August of 1972 and an academic year (1972-73) inservice
training program, 60 teachers from the 21 participating districts will
be using Environmental Studies (ES) materials through their teaching
and developing additional materials and assignments based upon the
philosophy of the Environmental Studies program.

Evaluation Summary of Objective 1

It was expected that the acceptable lewvel of performance for
teachers for the first year would be one Environmental Studies assignment
per week. The average for the 62 participants was 27.8 instecac of the
anticipated 36 assignments during the year.

It was expected that each of the teachers would develop Environ-~
mental Studies assignments which were similar to but not exact duplicates
of the original Environmental Studies assignments. The acceptable lewel
of'attainment during the first yecar was expected to be one every two
weeks or 18 assignments. Instcad the average per participant was 34.1
which exceeded the anticipated arerage.

Objective 1 was wvery well satislied since»the teachcrs progressed
nore rapidly to the self-designed Lneirommental Studies assignments than
vas anticipated. See Appendix Figure 1 for the details of the number
of assignments which were achieved by each of the teachers. A tabulation
of the topics was not received, howewver, in many cases this is available

in journals which are kept by participating teachers.
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OBJILCTIVE 2

The teacher's role in relation to the classroom and the students
will be changed for 00 elementary teachers at the end of the first
stmmer session and the academic year of 1972-73. By the end of the
specified period the teacher and student will have joined in a partner-
ship in learning through investigation of the environment. The teacher
will tend to move to more of an open classroom operation procedure

and to a class which recognizes that a student may play a more important

role in the teaching situation.

Evaluation Summary of Objective 2

This evaluation is under the guidance of the consultants of the
Environnental Studies Project at Boulder, Colorado. A copy of this
evaluation report is attached in the appendix. The report was prepared
by Robert E. Lepper, Ph.D., Environmental Studies Project, Boulder,
Colorado.

Classroom Practices Inventory. It was expected that there would be

a significant change in the results of this inventory to the extent that
the teacher would be mowved to at least one position to the right. 1In

the e-raluation tests using the Classroom Practices Inventory, the pre-test
showcd an average respense on the scale of 1 to 5 as 2.2; the post-test
average response on the scale of 1 to 5 was 3.5. Therefore, the average
response was mo-ed to the right to the extent of 1.3 from the pre~test to
the post-test indicating that there was a change in the classrcom

practices.

The Scating Chart Inventory was used to indicate whether or not
the use of Enviroumental Studies materials would affect the physical

dimensions of the classvooms of the project teachers. It follows if
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the ES materials do foster more open, {lexible classroom materials
then seating arrangemnents 1 and 7 would be more frequently used as
thé yoar progressed.

Question No. 1, "Which classroom seating arrangement would you
be most comfortable in?'" showed the grcatest change from the pre- to
post-test to items 1l and 7 indicating a more open type of a classroom.

Question No. 2, "Which classroom seating arrangement would your
students be most comfortable in?" showed the greatest change in response
to items 1 through 7.

Question No. 3, "Which classroom arréngement do you think your
principal would prefer?'" showed the greatest decrease in response to
items 3 and 4 and the greatest increase from the pre- to the post-test
to items 1 and 7.

Question No. 4, "In which setting do you think the students would
learn the most?" showed the greatest decrease to item 3 and the greatest
increase from the pre- to the post-test in items 1, 2, and 7.

Question No. 5, "In which setting would you feel the least
comfortable?" the response between the pre- and the post-test was
approximately the same with a slight increase to item 6.

Question No. 6, "Which setting is closest to your present classroom
seating arrangement?' showed a response which indicated an appreciable
change in the physical arrangement of the classroom from item 3, which
is the classical teacher in {ront of the students in rows of seats, to
the response of item 1 and 7, which is a clustered arrangement or where
the teacher is in the center of Linary units of students.

Question No. 7 responses also indicated a movement away from the
classical row type of seating arrangements to the more open arrange-

ments of items 1 and 7. lowever, there is also a change in items 2 and
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4 which indicate the teacher being a part of the cirvcular arrangement
or the center of a "U" arrangement of students.

The Scating Chart Inventory did indicate movement away {rom the
more traditional classroom seating organization to the more open
classroom organization of items 1 and 7.

Classroom Assessment Chart. This instrument should determine lLiow

much of a contribution students and teachers made to the '"low, what,
where, and when'" of what they studied at the first year in comparison

to the end of the year. If the ES materials do develop more open
practices in the classroom where more responsibility is on the students
and the focus of control of the classroom decisions is on the students,
there should be a shift as indicated in the instrument. The results were
recorded as percentages of time the classroom was operating as described
in the four quadrants of the chart. )

The description of the four quadrants from the pre- to the post-test
is a greater increase to the upper quadrants--the upper left showing more
active students and passive teacher and the upper right showing active
teacher and active students.

The results of the Classroom Assessment Chart are a part of the
evaluation report as submitted Ly the Environmental Studies Project,
Boulder, Colorado. Part 3 of Objective 2 was achieved as indicated
by the Classroom Assessment Chart. Two evaluation procedures listed f{or
Objectiu§ 1 are also attributed to the ewvaluation of Objective 2. They,
too, indicated that through the use of Lnvironmental Studies assignﬁents
and of Invironmental Studies type of assignments that the materials were

used and successfully.



OBJECTIVE 3

By the end of thc academic yeuar 1972-73 approximgtcly 1500 students
will have learned to use the total encironment as resource material for
their education. Their total enviromment assumes to be the cnvironment
ranging from the student's immediate personal surroundings to the extensive
physical, bLiological, and sociological medium in which he exists. lor
this objective, howewer, concentration will be placed upon the teacher-

learning environment of the school.

Evaluation of Objective 3

The two tests which were utilized to test tliis objective were

1. The About Me Test. This is a self concept test developed
Py Jamcs Parker of Georgia Southern College. There were
about ten such instruments that the ES staff seriously
considered using. This test was receivad by students as
the pre-test trial of the instrument. This instrument was
administered to the student.

2. The Positive-Negative Adjective List. This test calls for

self-description as a means of measuring. The device was
completed by both the students and the teacher.

Evaluation Summary of Objective 3

The About Me Test is a 30 item test with a scale of 1 to 5 for
each question. Number 1 represents the most positiwve and Number 5
represents the least positiwve feeling about oneself. On the pre-test
the avscrage score was 62.2; on the post-test the average was 55.3.
The results of this test then indicate the movement of the responses
toward the lower numbered side of the scale which indicated that the
students had a more positive feeling about themsel-es.

The Positive-Negative Adjective List is an instrument to get the

measure of solf-concept and sclf-csteemy The results measured in the

range of the number of positive and negative adjectices as noted by

O
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10
the students on the test. The pre-test showed the student's positive
adjectives as 1.8 to 1 negative adjective. In the post-test the
response was 2.5 to 1, This test also indicated that the students had

a more positive attitude of themselves.

NATIONAL EVALUATION SUMMARY
(ES Newsletter, Spring/Summer 1973)

During the past school year ES conducted a study to evaluate how
well ES Packets 1 through 4 were accomplishing their intended goals=-
to increase student decision-making in the classroom, to improwe students'
self-concepts, and to develop greater awareness in students of the
workings of their immediate environments. Twenty-two ES teachers in
three test centers participated in the study, as well as 13 teachers
picked by participants in the study to act as controls. The grade levels
represented by the participating teachers ranged from upper elementary
to lower senior high, with a concentration ¢f teachers at the seventh
and eighth grade lewvels. Five instruments were used. (These fiwve
instruments are the same as the ones used to evaluate the MESA Project.)
The national ewvaluation summary would indicate four conclusions:

1. Students using ES materials learned more content material
pertaining to their environment than did the control students.

2. Use of ES materials f{ostered environments in which both
teachers and students made more of their own decisions,
instead of following plans developed by others.

3. ES materials fostered the development of a more realistic
self-image or self-concept (indicated Ly the greater range
.of results on the "About Me Test" at the end of the year).

4., Students in ES classes dewvcloped a more positive self-
image or sclf-concept of themsclues than those in classes
in which BS was not used (indicated by the results of the
positive/negative adjective check lists).



SUMMARY CONCLUSTONS O THE EVALUATION

A summarization of the national ewaluation of the LS project
is stated on the foregoing page. The evaluator of the national
project makes the following conclusions in relating the MESA Project
to the nationwide project. These statements are as follow.

During the past two years, the ES project has been carrying out
an evaluation project wvery similar to the ewvaluation project of the
MESA Project. From this work I think two things can be helpful. First
is essentially corroboration of the findings cited herein. For the
only differences in the results of the national evaluation is that the
results are more proitcunced in the MESA Project data. That is to say--
their results are more outstanding than the ES results are in general.
This I would attribute to the proi-«zt staff and the intensive summer

4

tfaining programs for the pro‘s-t teachers, plus the follow-up throughout
the year. In addition to the sort of evaluation reported here for the
MESA Project, the ES evaluation project included a look at the content
that the ES students dealt with as a result of being in classes where

ES material was used. The question, in part, that was being looked at
was "If the affective is served will the cognitive follow?'" 1In comparing
ES students with control students on content analysis the answer to the
above is YES. For the ES students did have a wider awareness and depth
of content knowledge of their enwironment.

The evaluation of the MESA Project was undertaken to determine whether
the project met cerlain goals. These goals included changes in teacher
behavior and student self-concepts. The data reported here gives rice
to the conclusion that those goals were attained. 7The members of the

Environmental Stwlies stalf that have worked wilh the MESA Project have
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all developed the same personal cvaluation of the project. It is that
they are doing an outstanding job at not only accomplishing what they

said they would but also in building a team, including all the teachers
and associated administrators, that is functioning at a wery high level

in taking very hard and productive looks at the school systems they

serve. As ES statf we have worked with a large number of school projects
across the country during the last three years, and we believe this has
given us a certain perspective to evaluate projects on. The MESA Project,
from our vantage point, is certainly one of the outstanding ones in the

country.
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APPENDIX I

Compilations of Inservice ES Activities
of the Participating Teachers
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APPENDIX 11

The Evaluation Report
of the MESA Project
as submitted by
Robert L. Lepper, Ph.D.
Environmental Studies Pro ject
Boulder, Colorado

(This .includes copies of the ewvaluation instruments used in the MESA Project.)
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Fvaluation Penort

The following material is a revort on the outcome of the evaluation program

of the MESA project in Northeast *Missouri. This nroject was designed to facilitate

the teachers in the project developing and incorporating Fnvironmental Studies in

their individual classes. The intent of the evaluation was in part to determine what

effect the implementation of the ES materials would have on the teachers involved

and on the students”involved in the nroject, The instruments and approaches that

were used are best understood bv first looking at the assumptions that undergird

the ES materials, They follow:

1.

Fvery student is a reservoir of relevant exonerience, He is

an authority about what he has experienced and observed.

Allowing him both intrinsic and extrinsic rewards for drawing upon h's
own expericnce is a vital step in helping him estahlish a nositive
self-image.

The student can nmake decisions ahout what happens to him, not
only among alternatives supplied by others, but among altcrnatives he
personallv created. UWhen deciding hetween,alternatives created hv

the curriculum, his nosture is reduced to resvonding to extrinsic
obijectives.

The strdent has a strong sense of relevance, Determination of relevance

is a personal decision that must be made bv the individual., Teachers and
curriculum-makers cannot make students, espcciallv in the inter-citv, accept
cxtrinsic notions of vhat is relevant,

Nothing is more imnortant for the student than to sense and know himself.
Manv recent studies show that students who now themselves do better than
students who do not. The most important thing that each of us can
accomplish in school is to develor a realistic set of aspirations and to
progress toward his own goals at a rate annronriate to his capacities,

If an atmospacre of trust and confidence, detailed by the above assumptions,
can be created, the student vill leavn far more capably than we would
possibly predict,

The design is a simple vre and nost assessment on several instruments., It

stould be noted that no attempt was made nor intended to be wade to compare teachers

with other teachers within oy without of the project. Pather the bias was toward

locking for growth in the vroject teachors toward a nore open-flexihle aporoach to

teachineg and in the coffects the ES naterialsg and fixrfiods hod on students self-concent

and self-esteom,

ERIC
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It also should be noted that the results of all different grade levels are

lumped together. This 1s done for two reasons. TFirst of all the issumptions

undergirding the ES materials are not grade specific. They abply at all levels,

And secondly there is no necessity to factor out by grade because the results would

remain the sanme.

This repert will oresent a brief description of each instrument used, followed hy
the data Dertaininghto that instrument and then a discussion of the results will he”
offered. Additicenal comments will be made that come from the national evaluation
project that was carried out by the author. The following scction is sﬁhdivided into
teacher assessment instrumenks and student assessment instruments. All instruments are

in appendix 1 of this r2port,

Tcacher Assessment Instruments

A. Classroom Practices Inventory

This inventory is composcd of 235 statements pertaining to practices that
go on in a classroom. Thev were dcvélopcd by the author to get a mcasure on the
degree of flexibility and onenness oneratiung at a given time in the classroon.
the tecachers che asked to respond to these statements in two wavs: FWirst, what
thev are currently pnracticing and second, what thev would like to do, Since most
of the statements are descrintions of flexihle-onen teaching vractices, this
instrument was usced to get at tvo things. Did the level of apreciment betwcen
what teachers were deing and what thev would like to do increase during the
school year and did the teachers move in the direction of more flexible classroom
practices,

Resultsa: Clasasroom Yractices Tnventorv

ERIC
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Y

Post=Test (N=15
Pre-Test (N=2R)* ost=Test (M=15)

7 Apreement between 7 Agreement hetween doing and would
1 . v e/
doing and would like like to do: /}'4

to dos 737

* The (N's) varyv because of random sampling techniques used,

The direction of movement of the project teachers on the Classroom Practices
Inventory was determined by comnaring the relative positions on a scale of 1 to 5
with 5 representing the wmore {lexible practices and of the continum. The data
comnared are the pre and post test data in response ta the question "What vou are

now doing with respect to the 5 statements,

Resultg:
Pre-Test
Average responsc toJS statements on scale of 1 to 5
2,2
Post-test
Average response tal5 staterents on scale of 1 to 5
3.5
B, Seating Chart Inventory
The seating chart inventery vas used to get a fix on whether the use of the
ES matevials would effect the phvsical dimensions in the classrcoms of the
project teachers. It follows that if the TS materials do foster more open-flexibl.
classroom materials theu scating arrangerents 1, 7 would be used more freguently

as the vear prograsced,

ERIC
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e rhe C:w"\ D G D oo Cg
{33 ¢ LT ecococo § § ('bé?
o ’ 0 coeocooe § f & Q
) o 2 O co 9
Lo ¢ g ¢ecaooa G 0 o
4o G Q & G ©000C e c
Couol
(no teacher)
. .6
o006 oo o. aC2 O :
60006 0 o & ‘;3 \ &r). 0 teacher location
©oo0Cc0Oo0’ CO;D (‘08
5 .
¢ 60606C¢ Co & C student location
b 7

Associated with the diagrams were seven questions pertaining to the seating arrangements,
The seven questions will be listed below and following each question the pre and
post test results are given. The results are in nercentagres of responses for each

choice, The N for pre-test is 38 and the N for the post-test is 16.

1. VWhich classroom seating arrangcment would vou be most comfortable in?

Pre H4 2~19  3..24 4.28 5-5 AR 7mm7

Post 122" 223 3-18 4-71 5.0 6.0 716

Which classroom seating arrangement would vour students be meost comfortable in?

Pre  1~24  2-16  3=6 432 5427 6-1  "-14

Post 1-30 2-3  3:6 4R 525 6«0 7-25

tnich classroom secating arrangemeni do vou think your principal would prefer?

Pre  1-8  2-12 350 4.30 5.0 (.0 7.0

Post 1=90 2-16 318 418 5.0 £ 7.18




, J All-5

4, In which setting do vyou think the students would learn the most?

Pre 1-6 2—-6 348 494 5./ 6N 7-10

Post 1-20 2-22 3.8 4-16 5412 AN 7-22

5. In which setting would vou frel the least comfortable?

~

Pre 1~5 2~0 3-4 4-9 5-5 h=75 7--11

Post -2 0 %=1 3-3 4-0 58 RN 76

6. Which setting is closcst to your present classroom seating arrangement?

Pre =4 2—-15 360 4—~15 5~N hH- 77

Post I-34 2~-12 3-7 4—-19 5.0 6--0 729

7. Indicate what I of an average month vour classes spend in each of the classroom

seating arrangements shown (it should add up to 107Y)

Pre 1-20 2-5 3 ~-60 4-10 5.0 6~ 0 7=5

Post 1-34 2=~14 3-8 42N 5.0 f--N 724

C. Classroom Asscssment Charts
The instruﬁent was used in a pre and vost test assessment to detcrmine how
much of a contribution students and teachers made to the how, what, where and when of
what they studied at the first of the vear in comparison Eo the end of the vear, If
the ES materials do develop rarc open” nractices in the classrooms where more
responsibility is given the students then the focus of contrul of classrodm
decisions should shift as indicated in this instrueant,
Results:. Classroom Asscssment Charts
The results are rveported as percentapes of time the classroom was onerating as
described in the four quadrants of the chart,  The deseriptions of the four quadrants
@ e as follows:

ERIC
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Upper left Nuadrant “bper Right Nuadrant
Active students Active Teachers
Passive Teacher Active Students
Students

Teachers and students

are active contributors to
decisions rogarding the

content and process of learning

‘are active contributors
to decisions

regarding the content
and process of learning.
Teachers

have a

"Hands-0ff'" posturc.

Lower left Quadrant Lower Right Duadrant
Passive Students Active Teacher
Passive Teachers Passive Students

Students and Teacliers

are directed - Necisions regarding content

in their activities and process of learning are made
by district policies by the tcacher, Students are
learning manvals, etc, receivers not constructors of

content and process.

Pre-Test . - Paost-Test
107 467, 167 A5Y
147 3ng a7 ‘ 1ne

Student Assessment Moasures:

D. Abcut Me Test

This instrurent was develoned by James Parker of the University of Ceorsia.
Tt vurposres to measure how o student feels abont Yimself in school, This
inutrenont was selected after screcning some dozen instirements in a pro-use trial.,
Tt dw a0 33 item test with a scale of 1 to S5 for cach question, where 1 renresents
the most positive and 5 renresents the Jeast pecitive feelinges aheout ones self.,
Q bte scorinyg wan dune by simnly addisg up the sceores vith 39 heing the minimum

[ERJ!:LLP most ponitive feedings) amd 157 the maximum (the most pesative feclings),
Pz |
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Results:
Pre-Test Post~Test
(N=38 classes) (N= 1R classes)
Average
Avecrage Score .
62.2 333
Range of Scores ‘ Range of Scores
44-79 34-68
E. Positive-Negative Adjective Check List .

This instrument is another attempt to get a measure of self-concept and self-
esteem. . The directions to the classes wvere: MMake a list of all of the nositive
adjectives that vou can think of that describhe vou. After that task was completed
the directions were repeated using negative adjectives. The scoring consists of
counting the positive and negative adiectives for cach student and reporting them

in terms of the range in the number of ecach and the ratio of the number of positive

adjectives to negative adiectives,

Results:

Range in the No. of Youitive and Mepative Adjectives

Pogsitive Adjectives Hepative Adjectives
Pre-test (N= 38 classes) ' Pro~test
4-13 2-h
Post-Test (8=16 Classes) " Post-test
2-14 w8
Q

ERIC
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Ratio of the Numher of Positive Adjectives to the numher of

negative adjectives

Pre-test (=38 classes) Post—test (N=1F classes)
+ Adj./Neg. Adi. A Neg. Adj.

1.8 to 1 " 2,5 to 1

Discussion:

First some comments on the data preparation and reporting., An attempt has been made

to make the data easily assimilated by the reader so that any conclusions drawn here

can be checked out by the reader. Secondly no statistical tests were performed on the data.
The only data manipulations have been in averaging, taking percentages and doing some ratios.
No further clarity would be found-—and indeed probablv less--in this report if

statistical significance were established for all the differences herecin reported.

The changes in the data from pre to post testing are clearly plain to see and nothing

else is felt to be needed.

The results of each test will be briefly discussed and then some summary conclusions offered.

Classvoom Practices Inventorwy:

————— ——

An assumption that must be made in interpreting any measure of this sort is that the
respondents to the measure responded honestlv. Tn this case there is no reason to
doubt this assumption and lots of reasons to support it. The latter reasons come from
the interactions of the MOSA project staff and the project teachers, In wmy personal
visits to the project I observed an obviously well-developed rapport and level of
acceptance on both the ctaff and the teacher's parts, T am malving this assessment heve
but it applies to the whole of the evaluation prolect as well as to the project at
large,

ERIC
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From the classroom practices Inventory two conclusions follow. They are that the.
teachers in the project did grow tovards more flexible-onen classroom practices during the
school year.and that the teachers woere allowing themselves to do more of what they
"wanted" to do hv the end of the vear than thev did at the first. In analyzing the

how comes of these results two things stand out clearly to this person, First of all

the IS materials are designed to allew teachers as well as students to find out that they
arc more competent than thoy wmight otherwise thinlk, And secondlv--in ohserving the
operation of the project in general the most outstanding attribute of the program was

the operating ethics of accentincc and cooveraticn, Tn essence, the nrojcct'staff

helped immensely in establishing an envireament within which the project teachers could
find out what these new curricular waterials and mathods meant to them, thereby

increasing their own confiden-e.

Seating Chart Tnventorv

.

It wes predicted that by uming the ES materials the physical characteristics of the class-
room would be effected, Tt was further predicted that a highoer percentage of time would
be spent in the more flexible classrcom arrangements as the vear went by, Both of these

predictions arec supparted by the results,

It may be that these particular results were effected not only by the use of the ES materials
and the involvement of the nrojcct staff but also bv this assessuent instrument itself .,

For it is little doubted that when the teachers saw the instrunent for the first time

the 7 possible seating avrangements weve called te thedir atiention., Powever,.regardless

of a single or multiple causatieon it is arparant Trom the data that the teachers moved

in the dircetion of moare [lexible use of their phvaical facliitics.

Much more could be said aheut these reasults,  Tor Spstance there wvas a large change in
the teacher's perception of what their principslys senting choices vould ba {ron the bheginnino

to the end of the vear, A Yaree chaaee ¢ alse neued on the auestion of "In which

O
]ERJ!:nﬂ arroneereat vonld the atadents Tearn e mont?” 10 would apncar that this

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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change represents putting more responsibilitv on the students for their learning,

This of course is one of the goals of the ES materials,

Classroom Assessment Chart

Part of the more oven-flexible classroom involves the students being more highly involved

in the gquestions of how, what, vhere, and when of their owm studies. The notion

of course is that if the students are part of those decisions then the students will in fact
apply thcmselves moré to the how, what, when, and where of their education. Therefore,

the classreoom assessment chart was used to determine where the focus of control

of the decisions in the classroom rested. fhe data support that at the end of the year

the students in the project a lot more say in what went on in the classroom. Certainly one
of the attributes of the ES materials is that most all of the assignments are amhigious,
which means that the students were forced inteo making j:cisjoﬁs and when a teacher sees
students making good decisions they gel convinced that students are wore capable al

making decisions and allov them to do some more of the time. In the case of the MESA project
teachers tﬁis is what apncars to have taken place. Along with, of course, the MESA projects

staff input and encourageront,

About Me Test Ope of the hasic assunptions underlving rmuch of the philosophy of the ES

materials is that 1{ the affective is served then the cornitvive will tale care of

itself, Some data will be presented as for the efficiency of this assumption later. Certain.
on of the prime goals of anv cducational project is to positivelv effect the_srudents
sel{-concapt ov self-cstcon,  And in this recneer the data from the About e Test Supports
very strongly that the students self--concept was vositively offected during the school

vear, One coould casily argue that the MESA wrojcet and the LS materials had nothing to do
with this change by sugpesting that the ebsnvved chianpe would have taken vlace anveay, How-
ever, to do so would be flving in the face of an ever enlarging body of inforwmation that
suprests Chat the onnesite valo trun,  That 95 thot eoipe to srhool ds detrimental to

O
FRICs sedf-convept not posivive 1o v, dheredore, dr aneesos joasonainle to ateribute this
P o]
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positive change to the ISA project work,

And to further sncculate, I would hazzard a hard guess that by being around children
whose self-concept in school is improving that tlhe teachers self-concent also would
improve. This speculation is of course suoported (from mv frame of reference) by
the results of.all of the measurcs taken on the teachers, For if vou aren't feeling
better about yourself it is wverv difficult to loosen the control over

your environment which of course is wvhat the data supvorts the teachers did.

LY

Positive-Negative-Adjective Check lList

The results of the positive-negative adjective lists corroborates the results of the

About Me Test. Both results going in the same direction--that is towards

a more positive feeling ab:out self. This is particularly important since the sbout Me

Test is an instrument that constrains and limits the vespondee to a high degree hy both its

format and structure vhile the adjective lists are much more like free responses

manipulated little by formal input er format.

The Naticual Fvaluation Prozranm

During the past 2 vears, the FES vroject has heen carrving out an evaluation project
very similar to the evaluation project of the MESA prejeet. TFrom this work I think two

things can be helnful, First is cssentiallv corroberation of the findings cited
herein, For the only differences in the results of the national evalugtion ie that che
results are move proncunced in the MESA Project data, 7That is to say-—their results are
more outstanding than the TS vesulis arve in ceneral, This I would attribute to the
project staff and the intensive sumncr training nrosrams for the project teachers,
plus the follow-up Lhrnughnnﬁ the year, 1n addition to the sort of ervaluation
reported here for the MESA project the IS cvaluation nroject included a look at the
Q@ nt that the ES students delt wirh as a vesult of bhoing in classos where TS material was

ERIG e
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used, The question, in part, that was being looked at was "If the affective is served
will the coguitive follow?" In comparing ES students with control students on
content analysis the answer to the above is YES. Tor the ES students did have a wider

awareness and depth of content knowledgee of their environment.

Summary Conclusions
The evaluation of the MFSA Project was undertaken to determine whether the project met
certain goals., These goals included changes in teacher hehavior and student self-

concepts. The data reported Liere pives rise to the conclusien that those goals were
attained, The memhers of the Invironmental Studies staff that have worked with the

MESA Project have all developed the same personal evaluation of the project., It is

that they are doing an out<tanding job at not only accomplishing what they said they

would but also in building a team, including all the taiachers and associated administrators,
that is functioning at a very high level in taking very hard and oproductive looks at

the school systems they serve. AS IS staff we have worked with a large number of school pro-
jects across the country during the last 3 vears and we believe this has given us a certain
perspective to evaluate projects on. The MESA Project, from our vantage point, is

certainly one of the outstuanding ones in the countrv.

O

ERIC
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A. Classroom Practices Iuventory

The following statements are about some ways
of operating a clussroom. TPlease respond to
each statcment under two calcrories:

41

What you are now doing.
that you would like to do.

All-14

FOR FACH STATEMUNT
CIRCLE THE 2 MOST APPROPRIATE DOT'S

1.

10.

11.

12.

15.

16.

17.

ERIC
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Fach student can decide for himscl{ whether

or not to take part in a particular assignment.

Each student is allowed te decide how he will
study each topic.

Each student determines how much tine he speuds

on a topic.
Students arc free to group as they want.

Every student has freec access to all the
materials in the classroom.

Students determine what is removed or added
to the classroom.

Every student is completely free to move in
the classroomn.

Students frecly ask for help whenever they
need it.

Students are graded on a curve,

Students have the responsibility to cvaluate
themsclves.

Students self-initiate their own activities
whenever they choose.

Each student has his own persoral space in
the classroom (drawers, cupboards, ctc.).

Peer—group teaching is a primary activity
in the classroon.

Many divarse activities simultancously go
on in the classroom.

Students are encouraged Lo report on topics
in any way they want,

Do you have cortracts with the student.: about
their learning?

I am conficdent my steelents will Yeorn af lett
to themselvae,
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FOR EACIH STATEHENT
CIRCLE THE 2 MOST APPROPRTIATE DOTS

18.

I leave my students alone in the classroom.
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19. I lower student grades when they make mistakes.

20. Do I follow a school outline, a manual, or a
text in pursuing coursg content?

21. Students have fixed places to sit,

22. My class is child-centered rather than subject
centered,

23. Students can lcave the classroom wheonever
they want to. ’

24. Students arc free to bring anything they
want into the classroom.

25. Students are encouraged to consult other
teachers as resource people.

26. I encourage tecachers, parents, and adminis-
trators to come into the classrooin as

resource people and obLscrvers.

27. The operational rules of the classroom are
madc by students. '

28. Students are free to do nothing.

29. Individual novel solutions are rewarded
more than concecnsus solutions.

30. Students are encouraged to develob pcrsonal
goals.

31, I talk individually with students about their
personal goals and thon pursuc their developmoent.

32. SLudenQ;_arc free to tallh to each other at any
time. o

33. Individuals are cnceurapged to pursue Lhelr own
intcrests.

34, I like to go to schieol in tlic morniug.
33, Students conaidoer their tofal community

as a Pramary rescurce.

ERIC
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B. Scating Chart Inventory 44 '

These questions concern the diagram of classroom scating arrangements shown
below. For eazh question, place a mark in front of the seating arrangement

number which best describes your answer to the question,

o elo NS D o oo G 2 p
Corr s (- Lo L0 0000 G ¢ 0 C
™ w J ) 0 §] ' QO
o ¢ O oecoec¢o  § () 0
SRR § ©ococo ( 0§ g3V
v f N \ A . . ~ H
1 2 3 4 5
(no teacher)
N 3
0600 o, o7 \5 . . .
) ot O ! ' teacher location
0O CQao ¢ % <«
OO0 oo o Co— 0 " U
CCGOO € o N9 : X
O C ¢ student location
y 1

. Which classroom seating arrangement would you be most comfortable in?

| 2 3. b 5 6 7
2. Vhich classroom seating arrangement would your students be most comfortable in?
© 2 3 4 5 6 7

3. Which classroom seating arrangement do you think yeus principal would
prefer?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

L )n which setting do you think the students would learn the most?
2 3. . 5 6 7 '

S. In wh ch setting would you feel the least comfortable? &
[ Zﬁ?d_ 3 kL 5 6 7

6. Which setting is closest o your preseat classroom scating arrengement?
1 2 3 Ly 5 & A

7. Indicate what % of an average month your classes spend in cach of the
classroom seating arvangements shown (It should add up to 100%.)

z 2 3 L 5 6 7 -
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E, Abcut Me Test 48

Name Date

Age Teacher

R e o ae . School

ABOUT ME

How a person fecls about hiinself in school secms to be important to
how he does in schocl. Here is a way for you to show how you feel
about yourself in school. All you have to do is to rate yourself on
the thirty items below. Yéu are to choose the one position that best
shows how yﬁu fecel about yourself on each line and make a heavy pon-
cil mark there, like this (1). Do not mark more than one place on
any one line. If you change your mind you may erase and mark another
choice. - There are no right or wrong answers, and your paper will
probably be different from anvene else's. It is hest to make up your
mind quickly so don't spend teco much time on any item. There is no
time Jimit but most of you should finish in fifteen minutes or less.
This practice jtem will help you understand the job.

I'm {riendly. I'm not so friendly.

- ) () . . () () ()
If you think you are ¢ friendly person ycu should blacken in the
space to the fax left, hut if you think you are not so friendly you

&
would place your mark to thae far right., 0f course you may rark any
e

of theo other spaces i it gives o better idez of how vou fecl about

yourself as a friendly porzon,

Scale Doveloped Ly James Parker

RIC
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49

1A I'mlgood in school work I'm not gcod in school work b

1 2 3 4 5
2B Mostly I have good ideas My ideas are poor

1 2 3 4 5
3¢ I'ma worthwpile pexrson I'm not a worthwhile person

1 2 3 4 5
4D I'm pretty strong I'm not too strong

1 2 . 3 4 5
58 Most péop]e trust me Most people don't trust me

1 2 3 4 5
6A Teachers like me pretty well Teachers doen't like me too much

1 2 3 . . 4 5
7B I can do most things well 1 do very few things well

1 2 3 4 5 .
8C I'm a happy perscn I'm an unhappy person

1 2 3 B 4 5
9D I'm hecalthy I'm not too healthy

1 ‘ 2 - 3 .4 5
10E I'm popular I'm not too popular

1 2 3 L 4 | 5

s
1IA I'm a good recadur I'm not a good recader
,"/-‘

1 : 2 3 4 5
125 1'm a hard worker I'm not a hard worker

1 2 3 . : 5
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13C I'm not shy I'm very shy
1 S 2 3 4 5
14D I don't get tired quickly I get tired quickly
1 7 2 3 4 5
15E Other people find me I'm not too interesting to others
intorpsting
1 { 3 4 5
16A I work well with others in I don't work well with others
school in school
1 2 _ ' 3 4 5
17B I'm pretty brave I'm not too brave
1 2 3 4 5
18C I'm pretty snart I'm not very smart
1 2 3 4 5
190 I'm tall enocugh I'm not tall enouch
1 2 3 4 5
20E Most people are fair with we Most pecple are unfair with me
1 2 3 4 5
21A I do well in class discussicorn I don't do so well in class
discussion
i 2 3 4 5
22B I handle most of my proklems well I can't handle my problems
very well )
1l 2 3 _ 4 A 5
23C I‘ﬁ a hef;}ul poroon I'm not to$ he lpful

1 2 3

4 5




All-21

51
24D I'm good looking I'm not too good looking
1 2 4 5
25E Most people are casy for me to Most people are hard for me to
get along with get along with
1 2 4 5
26N I'm mostly happy in school I'm mostly unhappy in school
1 F 4 5
27B I can usually finish what I start I never finish most things
1 2 4 | 5
28C I'm proud of me I'm not proud of me
1 2 4 5
290 I handle my body well in sports I don't handle my body well in
and  games sports and games
1 2 4 5
30E I'm often sorry for others I'm not often sorry for others
+ 1 2 3 4 5
2
o

heors g
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F. Positive-Negative Alljuctive List
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