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s An attempt vas gade to determine differences in
readlng achievement gains and student attitudes towards school
between groups of third grade children enrolled in either modified
open’or traditional classrooms in the same school. The Metropolitan
Achievement Test in Readlng was used for pre- and posttest
comparisons of achievement, and a questionnaire oh student attitudes
was administered at the end Qf the school year. Radical differences
in the kinds of children assigned to either modified open or
traditional classrooms presented serious problems in data analysis.
Children had been previouslg selected for inclusion in a particular
classroom setting on the basis of scholarship and ability to adjust
(slow learners and non-English speaking chlldren vere assigned to
traditional classrooms). Therefore, a wide discrepancy was found in ,
pretest .readding ability. Also, the total number of children in the
modlflea open classrooms gfreatly exceeded that of the tradltlonal ‘
classrooms. Statigtical modlflcatlons (descrlbea in detall) were made BN
in an effort to gope with these populatién problems.” Results
1nd1cated. (1) thére were no significant differences in expected
reagin chievement gains for any group, and (2) there were no
sig ant differences in pupil attitudes. DeScriptions of assroon
operatlons observed for'both types of teachlng approaches provide
interesting comparlsons. (ED)
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REPORT ON A COMPARISON OF THE READING -ACHIEVEMENT . AND

-

‘ PUPIL ATTITUDE TOWARD SCHOOL OF THIRD GRADE CHILDREN

L3

ENROLLED IN MODIFIED OPEN AND TRADITIONAL CLASSROOMS

\ IN A PUBLIC ELEMENTARYﬁSCHOOL
RN

s .

by Vita @auss;gnd Alan Feigelson

. . ) t
The school which was selected for the study to be &escribed in

1]
’ ¢

following pages is a public'eleﬁentary school located in New York City

» K]

L)
.

in the borough of Queens. Approximaﬁely forty perceht.pf the comﬁunity

- -~

*

’ ) '.\ ) - L3 L3
which surrounds the school is composed oﬁ racial and ethnig groups )

. o .9 :
from all parts of the world; - the remaining population is generally

"~m1ddle class white American

The eptire third‘grade of'this school

was included.in thé study, of which four’ classes were operating on

~ v ”

. . e . / . . .
. the modified opep classroom structure and two classes were operating
] ‘ B -

¥

on the traditional classroom structure.

*

Background of the”Studf

wts

4

3 . ’ . €

A4

wWhen the school under study finalized its decisipn'to launch a
r .

R ) + L]

modified open classroom program, many con51derations were involved.
’) .
The teaqhers,ghosen to partic1pate in the program wo§:§“ﬁav§

*

to be

. Y

’

Nolunteers, Wllllng to accept and function under the exploratory con-

S

ditions of an experimental program.
v i .

The children would have to be

M ¥

selected on the basis of satisfactory to superior st¢holarship and
. . . - 2 .o [ L I
ability to adjust to a classroom environment which differed markedly

4

» /

- Al

. L [y -
from anything in their previous experience. Slower learnérs and the
. Bl - .8 » > . . . ‘
non-English—speaking children would not be selected in order not to

[

.

.
\ ..

Four

-

jeopardize their progress in school through unforeseen proble%e.

< . ’ p ; /
: Jboog -
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groups of children and four volunteer teachers were.ﬁltimately selected
- . > - - - ) 1

for "the open classroom program.y .

Part of the study of the children ,in the open éndatraditionalf
classrooms in this school included the use of objective sources of.
. & B

.

y

information: A questionnaire of pupil .attitude toward school was

¥ . . . s

selected for administration to the entire group and an examination

n - > L Il
of the reéading scores of each individual ¢hild for -the past two years
< . . N A

] R s 4 . * .
would .be made. The former action was taken to obtain a comparison of .

¢
L}

pupll attitudes toward schﬁbl of chlldren in the mod1f1ed open and
. . §
tqultlonal classrooms.« The latter aspect of the 1nvest1gatlon would

- ”

reveal‘the growth in readlng\competency of éach\chlld in the th1rd

-

»
grade from his completlon of grade two untll the 1atter th1rd of his

» L] ] .

Zexper%ence in grade three. This qpuld 1ndicate‘the cumulative growth

-

~ . -~ -

. o PR . . ™
.of each child in readling achievement over the current *school year.

) 1 . ) , .
The metnod for conducting.the study involved,” in total, the follow-
~ . - - \ < , . .
ing three parts' ) . "
P P &~ -“ -
An obserVer made several extended VLSltS to each class of the th1rd
. )_
grade 1ﬁ'the school so that a detalled descrlptlon of the mod1f1ed

. u),

.

L}
o

‘v

A".

. /
A %pestionnaire:on pupil attitudes'ﬁoward school was administered

-

open and the traditional clas§rooms could be obtarﬂed

-,
-

to all third graders in the school. . - ’

”

o .
F1nal second and thlrd grade standardlzed achievement test scores

‘o
»
° ”

1nzread1ng were’ exam1ned>for all thlrd graders in the school

z \ 2] ‘. -

e

-»

Hypothesis of’ the study:

»

-
4
-

The group exposed to the modified oﬁen classroom would make in-

' 00004
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> ,‘\x- creased gains in+reading.achievement as a r€sult of their ex-

A . | Cy ~
2 -~ . . - 4 . E

- posure to, the experimental treatment than they would have made
had they been exposed to @rad;flonal clasgpzoom structure.

ﬁ 2. The traditional classcoom group'wc'ul;i maké gains in achievement

. oo . ‘ i g . .
comparable‘to the gains ﬂgde in.the previous year of.exposure  to
. ' {

* .

\ tradltlonal classroom c'tructu:fe. . )

e 3. The group éxposed to a- full year of mod open classroom would have
\

better att1tude toward .school than a group exposed to'traditivnal
. R YR

.‘{ - P
t . classropm structure. . .
'!"*/ Y A s
Descr;ptlon of-the Modrfled Oopen and Trad1t10nal Classrooms

o
-
' . e

- Bbsplte:ninor 1nd1vfdua1 variations in the fgug thlrd gradé
- R .o -~

& Y

modified open classrooms in th;s‘school, the basic™ learnlng environ-

v ' B ¢ N ) N ‘. * e
ment was the same. Arr1v1ng-1n thelr Classroom 1n the morning, an

’ 13
1 . a ]

1nformal large group session was held in Whlch students partlclpatéd

by making 1nd1v1dual contrlbutlons. Such contrlbutlons might include

L4

a descrlptlon of an event, of the prev1ous day, &\stat?ment of a plan
. . , ”
ﬁcc~some classroom activity, an observatlcn, a problem, or any other

~

'} matter in which the group‘might share an interestf Follow1ng this .

M .

»

g \3 act1v1ty, children were 1nstructed by the teacher tp ch00se théir

. ’

acEﬁvrties for the day and to ﬁroceed to «carxy outlthelr plans. At

VoY
.

this”point_the“group broke! up into small sueroups. .Furniture was
« \f_\* . - « ’
moved where needed:; students sgt ahout operating projectors, select-
S S ' ' ) .

. 1ing hcoks,_building,ﬁpainting, discussing. Sometimes a group would .

take their materials and move to the corridor or, stairwell to avoid
. s

.4, ’ . - L)
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“‘intrusiog; Another group might merge with pupils 'from another open

" /and cﬁatting. D _ ‘ . o ) e
¢ . ~ 2. 7 “ . < '-. .
7" Aas each day wore On, a play s\ript, a mu&al or a report might T,

" a walk around the room yielded a study in textures and creat1Vity.

,_To some, the busy atmosphere might seem noisy and untidy, but to the

L / 1T »

[

,‘approach could be considered the only approach. AN

. children, thlS is what school should be for everyone, and they would

.-n, . ~ ' N

o~ S
¢lassroom on ‘the floor to carry out their(pﬁhns. At other timeg, a

- . o 2 e 7

resource teacher might arrive and unobtru51vely take a group aside

2

/‘ 3
for some needed’ §kill practice. VlSltOrS were often‘sgen in thé’room,
. R .? “ N
although the children had learned to accept their presence w1th de~

£d

- - PR

tachment The teacher ‘moved about the room, syperv1s1ng, shar;ng )
ideas, offerihg suggestions, facilitating,*demonstrating, observing,

. .
* ’

) . ® L ’

emerge. Learning games were everywnere. The bulletin boards, tables

-

and iedges were covered with the products of 1nd1v1dual effort, and
—_ e . “

L]

o
H
4 !
i *

7 4] ". hd ‘
- l‘ * . .

.

he,sorry‘to give it ug. Later in t?e’aay some chiléren showed signs

of fatigue and their occupation was somewhat less gainful. DlS ~uptive
behavior could be noted as tired children 18st .their ability to sustain
o _ " : y
’ * - -

their effort. Fortunately, the problem'these children created was

limited for the others were absorbéd in other activities and did not
A - _ ™
notice. - a Se ) I v
., R r_J s [} " .
Thus, the classroom was constantly changing, reflecting the neceds

4

of those who lived there, a place where the basic rule was to pursue
e . [} A . .
eyour own intellectual inclinations in your own way, and where no one

. rr
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In contrast to ﬂhe \open classroom, the’tradltlonal classroom re~ .

- . . * .z
,_' “‘ o

presented‘unlformltyuln the learnlng situation and superv1s1on of
- & ) - , -
all the childreﬁ by the teacher. Here, all furniture was arranged N

so tha% all chlldren could see th//froﬁi of the room. 'A11*§¢p11;

- \ g‘""} "

were.seated aﬂd the teacher dlrected their act1v1t1es us1ng4h%?fplans
and alms'for the day. fThe format for most of the lessons was o .
essentlally'the samé; the teacher uould introguce and then‘proéeed
to"egplaln a/concept _The class would he obllged to llsten careftlly

A DY

" %o the!teacher and to raise their hands if theg;wushed to ask a'’ .
| ] l‘ L] v

qgestlon or:make a comment. Fqllow1ng this portion of the.learning

process, tﬁe teacher would provide some activity which.constituted

an application of the presentation in order to determine the actyal

extent of the pupils' comprehension. Theré was much variation, in
1 N v

this agpect of the instruction. "Children might answer questions
. B 4 . N
- . . K] . < . . : *
from a text, do f£ollowup reading on their own, draw a picture,. write -
. » t \

*a‘;etter or compos1tlon, study a map,_ Ectlce computatlon, and so
Lt

on. Here, the teacher's time was often utﬁlized in moving around the

yoom, supervising thefchildren's work and devoting extra tipe to those
. ¥ M4 - . .
é ¢ - .7 . 4 . ! *
needing individual attention. R - e
N , : : ) . ‘ C s

In the traditionah classroom, the unruly pupil might disikpt the
. ol . N

entire group because the entlre group was genera 1y partlclpatlng in

R b N t.
the sam@ actl&{\y at the %ame time. In addltlon, the level .of com-

. .
™ . .7 « -
-

prehension for the eqtire group was not uniform so.that some hight_

‘

» i o~ ’ - R . - . »
catch;on faster than others making the allotment of time for the, /
A ‘ ) , z P .

- coverage of materlal a dlfflcult problem. If the traditional teacher
5 ~ -3 s by ‘

I:R\(: ' . | . T S -
S L oa0ey LR oty
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was flexible in her approach, however, these problems could be over-
come. For example, in the classrooms visited, children ﬁere‘assembled
in small groups for gkill training, and each group was gearedxto

approximately the same level of ability. In addition, children who

-~

presented learning problems were\then given special assignments and
~ alibernative ctivities to keep them from disrupting the class or

= ":b .
wasting their time. 3 ‘ ' .

‘e A .

@t was?noted'tn?t, in spite of the difference in approach to learn-
L 4

”s
»

ing yhich'characterized the modified open and the traditional class- !

€

rooms(kthere were areas i%*which the two structures overlapped,

Yai, > N,
especlally those areas where 1nd1v1dua11zatlon of 1nstructlon occurred

sap k]

. #
in the tradltlonal classfoom and where teacher eValuatlon of pupils Zi/”f

A ) '

) {
occurred in the modafred open classroom. )

In the case o% 1nd1v1duallzatlon of 1nstructfog the relatlve amount
b
of time available to the teacher under the tradltlonal structure was

e, . '
o s

considerably less+_the_actlv1tlesbnhoweyer_rwererallk_a"expla1n1ng¢_

- -

- . ’ ‘
bl A

. practicing with and encouraging the pupil, checking and réchecking
” . . ~ ~f
N

for comprehension. ‘ - : ;

<

In the case of pupil evaluation by the, teacher, generally concrete

~ A

I3

examples of pupil work were used. In the traditional struéture

. ‘ ' / o
teachers relied heavily'on written test papers; in  the mod}fied
open classroom, teachers used reports, pro;ects, and other pupil . \
/}_ . ~ N

contrlbutlons. In both 1nstances, pupils weré always given individual
% ' -~

evaluations even when tﬁey wogked as a group on a,particular activitw.

\

~> 0
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" measures of centréi tendéﬁcy Trange,s pre-and posttest means\ééd mean

L ment~1n~read1nq betweeﬂ'the modlf;ed open classroom andwtradlt;onal,vr__rwnﬁ_w

Results - v ' . v 2
. s
A typical data analysis procédure in &n evaluation study.of this -

« * . - * Y . *
type is to-compare the gain in aﬁhiévement:fgpm pretest to posttest . T\‘

* o .
v

between the tw0‘treatment groups. Table.Iépresents,the sample sizes,

.

-

- “
gain) and‘variability (standaJé deviations) of pretest and posttesé’ .

N

results on the Metropolltan Achlev%ment'Test in Reqdlng.fbr pup\;g in - .

' []

the mg&lfled ope;\ciassroom and for pupils in the .traditional class-

/\ ~a - rz
room structure. These data aré expressed in terms of grade equ1va1ent- -
) : M " . .

scores for the total test. . o

~ ) - ¢

) : KN \ng’ 1\ - R . e
In order to determimé whether there was a significant difference

’

in achievement between the two groups a‘ﬁ?" test was performed on .
e +

L] . .

B s - ’ .
the mean scores.* The result;ggséhretio og’f;OI pétved to be ?on- *
’ . - - N L. w
significant at the minimally acceptable level ofﬁconfidence. Thus,

the data suggests that there was.-no 31gn1f1cant dlfference in ach1eve1%

-
r -

' : i ° . L] !
classroom droups. : .o o -

- ° N L. x 4 <
This gain score désign, however, has several limitatioms gh the
yt “* 4

- . - ]

present situation. A review of~ Table I will indicate.three areas

which question the applicability of the gain score design’to the pre-
. "x
a ‘ . > 2 »
sent study.. The first area concerns the sample sizes {N in Tab{e’I).
. & 3

As was described in‘the,séction on suhjebts, pre~and posttest data °*

was available for 98 subjects who had been in the modiffed oben ?1ass—

.'\' "
*by virt tue of the large magn1tude of difference in the varlablllty Af the
two groups, a spec1al case of the "t" test was used. This special pro-
cedure allows the between groups comparison even though the population

variances, were unequal .

00009 - N
ARSI (




Aru o provi c . .
« .
. . . 1 »
. M e .

-8 -
’ \ [ -
~room - for thg-full school yaa\?r.~ This sample size is quite adequate.
On thé‘other hand, compiete pre-and posttest data was available for
S ) < o

ley 15 subjects who had been in the traditional classroom structike
. P < N - T -~ . Y -
for the full school year.* A sample sizg of 15 is considered small for

Y

at s?étistic aﬁh raises questions as to the normality of the traditional

) : 8 . . . ' . ) .
. classroom population. Normality is a basic assumption underlying the

. . \
use of the t statistic..
r N . 7

,A.second area of cencer? with respect to the gain score design re-

lates to the variability of the *two populations. As can be seen in
Table I, there is a range of 7.2 years‘(8.4—l.2) for the open class-. ..
room pdpulation comp £d to a quité restricted one yepr range for the

traditional classroom population. These differences in range are re-

. é > -
flected in the standard deviations (S.ﬁ.s) of the two groups.. The

S.D.s of the modified open classroom group are consigstently largeg

. ) - * .o i '
than those of the traditional classroom gg?up. Although these dif-~

+ B
- L

_ferences in variability were taken intd account by the use of a = = _

modified "t" test for unequal poppfagion viriances, such.differances
. S ) Z%uﬂxu .
together with a large gisparity in population sizes should be carefully

‘ \\ -
considered when interpreting the data. The thiza and most important
-~ . . ..

‘ » 1y . -
area of concern has to do with the comparability of the two groups. -

- .

- ' §& ¢ ' = '}
As-can be seen in Table I, there-is\a large difference in pretest
. » - »
5 . A T
scores between the open classroom and .traditional classroom groups.
A ‘ . .
The open classroom or experimental;group had anfaverage pretest score

of 3.57. Since the pretest was admipisteréd in the seventh month of
- ) . ' N . - . *
.t \ .

. ‘ . ™ - A

| ' - 10010

s e




the second grade norms. In contrast, the pretest mean' OF 2. 05 for
! * . . < ‘ : ,
-the traditional classroom group indicates that +this group averaged
I - .
-more “than 6 months below the second grade norm. Such differences

suggest that the two populations were: not comp%rable with respect

®

Y

of growth will be comparable. Evaluation experts a; t&e N Y.S. pe—

! [y

. y ‘
in reading cannot be expected to progress at the same rate as thelr
) 2 SO
peers who are at or above grade level. A student who 1§:one year
\ > L
below grade level cannot be expected to gain onelyear's achieVement
! [/

as a result of one year's instruction. Similarly, a child who is

reading above grade leveI’w1ll probably gain more than one year‘

. »

-

‘/

ing implies that an evaluation design which compares dissimilar.\.

groups will not be fruitful.‘ In such.cases, the Evaluacion Divisio
/-—' 3 . » '

of the N.Y. State Edugation ggpartment suggests‘that pupils be

.

evaluated“against,their own prior achievement. This‘type.of date

analytic procedure is known as historical regression. . 5$

\!

In the historical regression procedure, each subject acts as its
. . ' .

own control. Given; a standardized test, each subjects' actual or

1)

. real posttest score as a result of some experimental treatment is

-

AN

*  #Evaluator's Handbook, 1972 | . ' v
i

LS

. S T XLt B o

- o Cae

spect to initial readigg scores, it cannot be assuméd that their rates

growth as a result of one year of 1ns ructlon. This type of reason-

o, 3 . ’
[

= - - - - 4 -
. . . . . . T
. - N
s - . X
.. Kk d
- . -
LI ) . £
. . .
1 . : . -
. e . -9 - , .
/. 4 c oy ' .

the second grade, these subjects aveﬁaged more than 7 mon ths above

. \

to their reading ability. If the groups are not comparable with re-

~partmen’t of Education* rea on that. students who are balow grade level
8

A}

Al

~
. f;.‘is)

-
. .

N
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tested against an anticipated score which would have been attained

& N .
had the pupil not been exposed to the treatment. This anticipated
Yy o :
or hypothetical score, referred to as the predicted score, is de-

-

termined, priorfto treatment, by'taﬁing the pretest score, dividing N
it by a per month rate of growth (based on the number of months the

sb@ject has been in school, not:coqnting Kindergarten) multiplying

this per month rate of growth by the.number o&f months of treatment,
‘ . . - N . .
and then adding the resultant product to the pretest score. The

o

difference between the real and the predicted score is then subjected

.to a correlated "g" test in order to de;grmine whether or not the

3

difference is statistically significant. o . ) .

Table II presents the gample sizes, means and standard deviations
for prefest, predicted posttest and aQtual posttest for the modified

open dnd traditional classroom groups. .It,should be noted that the

A

sample size of-the modified open classroom group has beén reduced B

. from 98 as ap€2§red in Table I to “he 64 which appears in Table II::- ‘
(An examindtion of pretest scores for this group indicated that many
N : )
subjects achieved a score in the upper range of the test. At this
. \ .

. s . 3
upper range the .test is highly unreliable. For example, answering

just one additional question correctly can raise the grade equivalent

reading score anywhere from four to fifteen months. For this reason

. [ .

it.was decided to limit the sample to those subjects who scored in the

more accurate ranges of the test. A gxrade equ'ivalentS was chosen

i . . _
as the upper limit for inclusion in the sample. This res@rictioq

-

- noaL9




7

Y

m%mSl:to 3285?for thé modified open°élassroom group. k .
.\" L , “n ot N .

< . ST . . . . : . . X
in reading achievement in comparison to their own prior achievement,

' N . . 4 « ) Y
_ the predicted and actual posttest data for each group in Table II -~

.

—.;'t:{ ., . N _11_

v . N . a
v‘."‘v; fe i < N v »

)caﬁsed the IOSS:qf 34 subjects:frpm.the original population. .

As can:péfseen in Table I1, the reduction of sample\éize resulted
. LR Y B , ° N . » ) ~
in substantially lower mean and standard deviation scores for the

.

open class;oom subjects. The moédified open’ classroom, group now hag . )
e « . . . \ » >
‘,:" _‘J . N .
a pretest mean reading score very close to the norm of 2.7. The - -
., \ - ‘ . L1 - -
. 4 N N .
traditional classroom group, whose sample size ;émaifff/fpé sane, -
B .

again averages more than.sii.months below the gréde level norm for

tHe pretest.’ Sim;}arly the actual posttest'mean.has dropped from

<

5
L4 -

s In orde¥ to determine whether the two groups made significanpféaing'
. Y PR} - - \.”

-

-~ ' 4 N i x

. Al s, _S ‘ N
were subjected to a gorrelated “"t" test. Table IILI lists the results

of that analysis. The results of thé historical regrqgsion,éﬁalyses
clearly indicdte that neither the modified open classroom nor traditional®
PN ’ o - IS

classroom groups made reading achievement gains that 'were significantly

w oy

different from gains they would be ‘expected to make based on their
) - 9 . . . .
,prio? reading grfwth.'

e
it
v

It might be. pgssible that reducing the sample size of the modified

‘open.classroom ppphlation had the effect of restricting the magnitude
. T ]

of*difference petweén\predicted and actual growth in reading, resulting

in the finding of no significant difference. In order to determine

Whethér this was the case, the adhievement data for the total original

pdpuiatioﬁ'was subjected to the historical rggfeséipp method. The

-y, . ] . .




i . —

. i

N - 12 -°

\\N‘ > ,
.

~ anal§sis yieiﬁed a t value of - .12. This statistic also lacks

e

%

significance. More interesting, however, is the fact that it is - .

F .

~

negative. The negative sign indicates that, on a total group basis!

.
[}

actual achievement was lower than predicted achievement. It'appears

that the reasoning whieﬁ led to the reduction of sample size zas

T e ¢
)

flttlng and approprlaté. ' P ' ' ,
A Summarlzlng the previous analyses it seems that both the modlfled
/ o . . N =
open/classroom and traditional c}assroom groups made gains in reading

achievement. These gains, however, were not significantly different

» »

than their prior rate of reading growth. When examined in light of
: . :

—

hypothesis 1, it appears that the group exposed to the modified open
. . .
classroom method made reading achievement gains comparable to the
- ) . F

magnitude of.gains made in exposure to traditional'classfoom.
Similarly the group exposed to traditional classroom structure made

gains comparable to those madeiin the previous year when exposed to

the same kind of tradit%onal classroom strgcture.on the ‘whole, they .,
' Y . - ot

.+ did not do any better or worse than they dig the previous.yearl
. ! S,

In addition to measuring gains in reading achievement, this study

-

.

also sought to study t@e effects of exposure to the modified open

/
classrooms with respeob/to attitudes toward ‘schopl. It°was hypotheslzed

v ' . ! .
- that subjects in the open classroom situation would have more posi-

tive attitudes toward school than children iq(the more restructive

.

traditional classroom design. .

- Ih collecting the additional data, all pupils in each of the class-
/

room designs were asked to respond to the questionnaire. There was a

4
< .

. 3




-‘. ) o . . 5 : * ' \b /
: ‘ . T e - 13 - ' “ .

--total of 112 questionnaires collecteéd ip the open corridor classrooms and

A e ’
47 questionnaites collected .from pupils in the traditional classroom
Yoo S -
structlure. However,/several pieces of data_had to be eliminated in

. ™S * ' .
order to maintain comparability with the data avajlable on reading :

,oo 1
achieve?ent. Questionnaire data had to fulfill two requirements in
* . K ¢

;S;Her to be included in the analysi;?\
1) Tﬂe respondept had to paréicipate in the treatmeq; method
: for the full school year; _ﬁh“mﬂm_? L
n., 2) LThe r?spﬁhdent had to fully.complete the additional.. a g'/

~y

. questionnaire. . ’ - .
. - P L4

, When the foregoing criteria were applied, the samﬁle size for the

. opén‘éo;ridor,group became 75 subjects. This reflects a loss of 23
’ . b3 ’ ’ . R
subjects from the original sample of 98 for whom pre-and pottest read-

ing achievement data were available. There was also a small loss of .

~ .
¢ *

two su%jects resulting in a sample size of 13 for the tragitipnal
classroom grohp. Table IV presents the means and standard deviations

on the attitude toward school questionnaiﬁ? for the two groups. A "t"

test for independent samples was berforméd‘én the difference between

¥

means. The resulting t ratio of .24 failed to achieve even the

e

mihimal level of statistical significance. Thus it can be concluded

-

" that th%Fe is no difference in attitude foward school between the

modified open corridor and traditional classroom groups.

*

Y . ‘ '
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C . . COMMUNITY SCHOGL, DISTRICT 24

“?

oL N L. . 67154 80th STREET - e
N v o " MIDDLEVILLAGE, NEW YORKA1379- ' A .
' N OFFICE OF FEDERAL ® STATE PROGRAMS,’ ‘ . v
; mvmo BERCHUCK: . , _ MICHAELA J. VILHOTT!
* Cqm&pmnmdm . . ¢ . s Pedercl ¢ State Coordinator
e , . ' . - . S . _ Telephone: 894-6047.8
, e ! smm@snm-aspom o =
N " - . - - \'.

Directions: Please read ea.ch of the follmfing’;tatemﬁnts carefh ‘I‘hen circle‘

F .+ the word at thesright of the statement vhich tells how true the Y
' statement is abdut you, Look at the sample statement. The student B
circled the word "somet:.mes” for the statement "I am, a. good student .

) in school.” v - T,
* ! - - Y * . o ° : N N
Sample Statement: I am'a good student in’school. Alvays Sometimes ‘Mever °°

» . ‘ P Y
ros .
,1. I feel bapmr and | laxed in school. cecevceecrsenes Always Sémetimep . Never .

2. I like to try new things in school. cecssseccsvecae Always ’Sometime&\_ N‘ovler

3. »I get into fights ﬂﬁth my classmates...... cecocene A'lways Sometimes Never
o . ‘

he I feelr cor;fident about my abilities. escesesesssees Always_  Sometimes Never

5. I can woxk by mysélf when I have to.c..ceoeesenssnn Alv'vays " Sometimes Never

6b Itake pl‘ide inWworkoooonoooosoooooooooooo:no.o Al"’aysk Sometime8~ Nevel‘
7. I am careless gbout n:y\ cloth;ng and appearance.... Always  Sometimes INever

]

8. I aCt friendly ln. SChQOlooo.onoboo/ooooconooo-ooooo AlwayB Solﬁetimes Ne\'er.
{

'9. I get mad when things rgo vrong in schogle...ive.e. Always  Sometimes Hever _
10. I am polite to wy teachers and classmates......... Always Sometimes ° Never.

T 1. 1 try to cooperate wi h teachers and classmates... Always  Sometimes Nevér

KK -3 2
' ) Kl - T ¢ appreciate it whgz,z{r my teacher corrects me....... Always Sometimes Never
13, I make trouble in school.. “evececceccecsssarssssss Always Sometimes Never

W, I keep my mimf-’ori my wor}: in the classroomM.ceces. .'Always" . Sometimes ‘Never ,
* 15, I zfet sati'sfact;ion from My WOrK.eevoconons evrees Always’ Sometimes  Never
F s

16. I like to take part in class act:r.vitles........... Alvays Sorgetiines’ Never

17. ~I get mad when I am told hov ¥o behave.. cessecocne Always Sometimes Never
* G x
18, I comé to sclbool UNLESES T am BLCKe s eeseesennnsaras Always Sometimes Never

. L]

19, I yay attention ix; the classroom. teeceesesrsssscass, Always Sometimes Never
' u A hd ~ 7

20. T complete fiy clasgwork and homework assignments.. Always Sometimes Never

. O 21, I feel ’happy -and ré xed in rachool. sssssesserss, s Always, Sometimes - Never .
~ERIC S o ,
.- y X ’ ) ' (} ;} 1 = oy




