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. The successful completion of progects that deal with areas of somal -
m!;yanoe generally reguire s:v:da! kinds of assnstanée. The arb;ect staff 3
must depend on many other ::eopie in the commalty who are asked to give of K
their time and e:’fort ia order for the stu:‘y 0 meet 11s objectivs.

This was certalnly troe of the ‘i im ev{cazlo: effort described in :ms
report. School persoanzl including administrators, tezchers, and students--
zl1 made important and critical {np!zts to the data collection phase of the
work. For this, the project staff gives their sincere ’éhanks,

P

gffective project support and nonitoring is no less frportant to a
well-managed effort. 1t was provided throughout the period of perfcemance

and was particularly ?ae’lpfui in setting = 3 aatio‘qa! conference where issues

;
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e kge!ating to mental nealth films ia the schoo! environment were explored and

-

discussed by nationally recognized leaders.*

4 .
Since this project touched on a number of areas (e.g. mental health,
films, teacher training) it was important to get Inputs from recognized

experts in these various disciplines. The following people were actively

involved in various stages of the project and made numerous useful imputs:

) Nor
- Dr. Morton Berkowitz, Child Psychiatrist, Consulzant for Allegheny
County Sd-n‘ools, Piztsburgh, Pengsylvania.

Dr. Jack Birch, Associate 9ean School of Education, Univer517 of

- Pittsbargh.
“%‘ ’ s .
Dr. John A. Ho_}dstad Professor, Division of Instructional SYStems "
s
T”hm'OQY, Indiang tniversity. - - . .. '

- . = -

' “The Proceedings of this confereace are being published in a separate docu- K
s  rment {Is anybody listening? Proceedings of a conference on the effective ’
' use of filo cedia for mental health education for and with chiTdrea, -
k.-.crjm Institutes for Research, 1974, in press). . ]

.
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A.gustin A. Root, Professor of Eéuca:io-:, Syracuse University.

Tr - K c . L 7 \
o . .

Carl Terra’xova, Psychology Depa;z:n:nr., Zducational Research CLouncil,
Cieveland, Gﬁio. .

Or. A. W. Vandermeer, Professor and Head, Area of Curriculum and -
Instr.a::ioa, Uaiverslty of Aladbams.

) f
In addition to the a>powe, Dr. ?.qbgrt Fltz_?atrid:, a measurement and

evaivation consyltant on the resg_avrfd, staff 'of AR, assisted with the study
design and in the analysis of data.

Since part of the project was cégzscteﬂ at an off-site lozation (Zhode

{siand), it was necessary to have someone who would assist the project staff

T g 2 Ty
1o ghocl conrdraxtion activities.

This support was pm!éed by Dr. Gwen
R.ae ©f the University of Rhode Island.

Dr. Rae's professional interest in
TSXhild development allowed her to exkend her inputs to the project beyond

3 simple back-stopping effort.

-~

'

Finally, our heartfelt thanks to_Valerie Hausmann (Sécre,tary}.‘ and | ‘
Patricia Vitale ‘(A:hinistrative Hssociate) mo expartiy handled “the rany
details of daily project management, data recordifg dnd formatting, and the
typiag of the oumerous project ‘doc&kents that were required, including this on ‘.

A complete 1isting of the project staff, glong with the dates of
irportant project milestones , can 5¢ found ig Appendix A to this report.

{
. / : Harris H., Shettel e '

-

American.Institutes for Zesearch
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- " The :ureric%a educational sysm}t/x\be the most scrutialzed, rost -
| griticized and {certainly) the most studied of a2l our basic instituzions. -

A murri::g area of concern with respect to this institution has to do w@ith
&e "basically authoriuriaa structure of most schools within which stodents
h:ve little or no opportunity to participate in decisions waich affect

them, and where dissent, disagreement and even creativity are often inhibited
if not pa:ﬁshed outright {Sordon, 1370; Holt, 1972). One result of this “
concern has been 2 tread towsrd what is loosely called the 'humanistic,” or

human rel'“nons approach, to education. -

"Husanistic' In the context of ‘the classroom can be deflned as any sys-
zematic attempt to sensitize the teacher 0 szudents' feelings, attitudes,
and values, and to idcrease the teachers® application of the qualities of
empathy, warmth, positive regard, and éenuineness in his interaction with
students. Looked* at more brozdly, this viewpomt, based in part on the
teachings of Carl ?.ogers #braham Maslow, and others, holds that the restrics ""
tive, 3uthontan-aa cli:mate of the schoo! is inconpazible with. the students’ -
need for self—actuaﬂzatlon and thus does not lead 1o optimum mental health -
and, in some cases, contributes to poor mental health {Greene, 1373). Tn!s ¢

-

T4
<& N

viewpoint could-be sore easi ly ignored if it could be shown that d-n‘ldren

learn more under an authqr!tanan system, but sué'n an assertion finds 1ittle

support in the research literature. In fact, recent stud‘les suggest that /
- studeiits are likely to leamn most from teachers who.show high Ieyels of

understanding and respect tosard them (Aspy, 1969, Katz, 3971; ?.ogers 1967} .~

__It has been said ‘that ’‘the placing of very healthy teacher<model$ in aH /

classrooms may be tantamount to a peacefui revoiutlon, and may w\ll prevcnt

a more violent educational revolution" {Aspy & Hadlock, 1967).

B! '

The huzanjstic zpproach', to education is beginning to be reflected In .
the curriculua of nany schools of'educar.ion. Ho-rev'er, the need to reach ° ’
2 jnservice teachers with appropriate training ‘and educational materials
dealing with this approad: is seen to be’ equal’ly important. After all, there
are cany nore pracﬂcmg teachers thah there ape teachers in tramlng, and the
tice requ}red to produce a cooplete "transym" would be, rany, many years. A

s g N
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The NIKH produced film series, "One To Grow On," the sudject of the {
exploratory study described in this report Is based in part on a well-known |
and well-documented approadi to the Improvement of mental health in the
schools developed by Dr. Ralph H. Ojemann, an educational psycholaBist. his
spproach is cons:stent/xlth the humanistic philosophy. in that it emphasizes
a causal orlentatlon to the soclal environment which focuses on the etiology
of, or mtlvatlons bebind, human behavlor, as opposed to a concern only with
the surface manifestations of that behavior on a ‘here and now'' basis. Such —
a approada involves an awareness of the probabilistic nature of human

behavior, and supports an_attitude of flexlbility and tolerance, and an

ability to view a given situation from another's perspec‘tlve.' -

This causal approach to behavior parallels the widely documentzd des-
cription of a mentally hulthy classroom cllmate as one In which there is
flexible permissivenéss within clearly recognjzabie liml ts;so as to provide
a sense of security, a building of self-esteem, appreciation of the rights’
of dthers, and challenge to each Individual. ) ] o

More than a dozen controlled research studies with tedchers have shown

_that an. “appreclation of the dynamics of behavioryis acco-npan’ted by slgnlflcant
changes In, such dimensions’as manifest anxlety, tendency to lmdlate arbi-

trary punltlveness, anti- demcratlc tendencles, arid tolerande of arblgulty“ ’
(0jerdnn, 1967). There Is evidence ‘therefore, that 0jemann’s causal
approach can work .under rather carefully contro‘lled research conditions.

. Unfortunately; this approach has had, to date. very little Impict on school ~~
procedures -in a general way, or to use the vemacular, "in the real world."
To quote one author ‘who laments this fact, "Perhaps the reason ig that
effective wse of thw prograem demaids specific tmmng on the teacher's
part.” (ltaligs added.) :

- '
.

2

in response to this felt need, R-HH elected to provide (through thb
!RFP contracting process) teacher training mterlals that would have the )
) capacity to upgrade the skiils and knowledge of the teachers at all grade 1
leve'ls ln[ thelr appllcatlon of the causal/hunanlstlc approach in the class-
roou. }/p‘f:as further decided that a Fiim serles would offer the mos t cost

ectlve way 'of gettlng the appropriate message J;o the wwesx_posslble

_audience. However; it was also recognlzed that fiims_alone would be of

. - limited valoe due to the essentially passive nature of this medium as
, - o : 9 ) o

2
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tfyditlonaliy used. Watching a filn, honeve{’é%iilfully it mféht be made,
has not.been shown to Jead to significant changes in the behavior of the
viewer, particularly in areas involving strong personal feelings. It was

thérefore decided that a guided post-fiim dsscussuon session be ‘built in'

-

to the total teacher trainifig package. -

It should be noted at this point that the process by means of whigh the
fiim/discussion series was prepared did not follow a nunber of the procedures

cufrently recommended for media development and that lend themselves to well-

: congel&ed surmative evaluation efforts. These shortcom}ngsﬁbecame apparent

to the project staff when an effort was made to determine the specific objec-
tives of the films and the kinds of impact oné could expect to occur as a

’ reSult of hav1ng viewed the films and participated in the discussion sessions.
The orlginal RFP was rather vague on these points and the prOposal that was
accepted for the development of the fiims did little%to increase the level of
specificity of objectives and intended Impagg. T ?

. QOne can be sympathetic with problems in definlng in an objectlve and
measurable way teacher classroon,behav’or as it pertatns to such Inheremtly
ambiguous concepts as humanzatzc, causal, non-threatenzng, supportive, etc.
Houever, this is the challenge that must be accepted by those who claim to
be (or are asked to be) accountable for the vaJue of their efforts. “'Good
Jdeas" are easy to state in ¥bstract terms (“Let s improve mental health in
the cJass#bom“ or '‘Ltet's make teachers more humanlstlc.") The authors feel
that.it is incumbant upon those who accept the assignment to do somethlng
concrete and specific in implementing these “good ideas' to traqslate them .
Into tangible and neasurable gquantities. Failure to do this (or to6 see that
others do it), leads to, at worst, ill-conceived products, and, at best,
products whose real merit Is dlfficult or. perhaps even lmpossible to

" determine.

-

“For the above reasoost_the "One To Grow On'* film series was a difficult
one to evaluate. The project staff found itself in the position of éxtracting
.from those responclble for the development of the serles, both at NiMH end o
from the contractor, .information that many feel should'be a partfof the orig-
-inal conceptuallzfng and plannlng process. Tbe ‘success with which this was

done obviously has & direct and profound effect on the quallty of the overall
study. The nature of this effect will be seen more clearlq In the mre T
detailed discussion of the study contaired in the body of this report.

3
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f\ In summary, this exploratory' project Is aimed at deteminlnghhe extent

to which a set of teacher tratning materials, namajy the ''0ne.To Grow On'' |

films and re!ated discussion gubde, which I;lcorporate many of the concepts .
of“ﬁle’ﬁz;n‘anlstlc and causal apbroach, can influence in a positive way the
attitudes and behaviors of the teacher In the glassroom‘and subsequently .
have a beneficial Impact on 'students. The research appro.ach repre‘sen,ts .

i a mixture of *hard" data collection In the fie vd_uf'td;r realistic conditions .
plus ‘qualltatlve Information obtained from int rvie'ws and questlopnalé:s

with those participating in .the study.

' The need to assess the :Impact.of a potentially important effort,'such as, )
is represented by the ‘'One To Grow On" fllm_serles, is critical to an orderly '
and validated process of improvement in our techniques and approaches to
.educatlona"l problems, particularly as they relate to menta‘l'healtb issues.
‘I‘he'\?esu?t_s ?f such an evaluation-would be important in helping NlHH.In
their continuing efforts to reach teachers with mental health messages_and ‘
sugg;:s.t éuldelthes fr:»_r the devejopment of future progtams .‘l-n this critical _ ‘&
area. Ie results shou}d also be of direct asslstanoe"{p'the dissemination |
and®upport o% the "Oné To Grow On" film saries itself.

-
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_ .duced a variable of unknown dimensions in terms of its. impact under’
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DESCRIPTION OF FILM/DISCUSSION PROGRAH

. |
) The complete teacher training package contains an xntroductory film ‘
pDus si§ separate fllm segments, each wuth an accompanying discussion guide . ' |
contalned in a Film Discussion Hanuaia*' The strategy employed by this train- ‘
fng package is one of providing a common stimulus “(the film series) along -
with post film discussion sessions during which the pafticipants (teachars), 1
\under ‘the djrection of a Discussion Leader, engage in a dialogue which is i
Xntended to achieve the following major objectives (as stated-in the original RFP):

.&f.

(1) To stimulate discussion of the nature of student behavior and

the teacher's relatienship to ita’ i ! - ~

'¢2) To help”teachers appreciate and understand human behavior, taking

into account underlying factors which cak produce diffe:ent kinds

of surface behavior in students. K . ¢ : ﬂ,._wﬁ_

(3) To help teachers expiore'and understand'their own attl udes and ’
feelings toward teaching, and by this expioration improve the ways .
in which they relate to their students and their students relate

to themselves and others. o }‘
T . .o

\\ A description of the six films is contained in Append ‘ ,aiong with .-

to review this materLai to gain a feeling for ‘the specific content.o
fiims and what they were attempting to achieve The lntroduction from the .
Fiim Discussnon Manual which is quoted below wiil provide a more d7heral .

description of the film/discussion series. - . ' o
. ' N . \\\\
The introductory fi1h was not ready in time.to be used in the study. A LT
third part of "the total package, a Handbook' -Promoting Mental Hea in ‘

the Cldssroom prepared by Karen Rohne Pritchett Todd of New. York.Uplver-
sity, also was not included but for a different reason. The Handbook is
considered an optional item, its use being left to the discretion of “the
individual user. Therefore itg)inciusion in the study;would have intro

reaiistic conditions. .

s . . *
- s . .
. ¢ *
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' _ Tre general problem presented.in oy £ln is nat peculiar o the cgz

' groud Mzed o illisirate the problem, but "gaatbw'ialiﬂiiai: you mzy’
wish 1 sech‘ those Filma ihz: mo3: M.p cddress the interesis =nd
e=perierse a,m Foavevar, i your growp Ras the tire for e Ny
entire 382-.«@, z:r'.ere iz apaa?,..,oe valug in dealing wizh t".a whole rarze .c-‘f .
probiems presented in the zeries mni in zeeing qz;e range of xm:a );mrz_
the so500l Bystem-jrom kimdergarien ¢ aenigr nigh schosl--in vaich tkess )
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.. The foke.of Discussions and Teacher Reactions * _

© The major thrust of the "Dne To Srow Da” films described briefly above
is_to. be found in the discussion s‘&ssions. The focas of the diswsgloqs
is hren.‘ed 0 be ohyuaat teachers o within their own classrooms that relates
o the ma»'xtal health of thelr students. The strategy employed is to provice
stimuli {the films) .in an eaviromment that mskes {1 oossible Ffor teachers,
working together 35 colleagues, to develop and discuss changes they can make ' -
. .that =il resolt in more c.o'zszructiee classroom exp'rie-;ces for ﬁzeir students.

T2 films are setf in di‘fcren{ sdsoois mch 3 varlety of types cf class-,
roon organization, from.very conventioaal tocxp:rlmf;nta!. The grage lenel
ranges from kindergartea to high school. The assmi!oa behind this variety. -
is that the teacher Is the key elerent in developing 3 constructive approach
to meatal hea!i;h in the cfassroom. The grade level, the shape qf the class- ¢
room, m,,& ﬂguratio: of the desks, the typg of program that ls ofﬂcla“y
sa.';ct{oned ail contrfbute in their way.to ‘the kinds of interactio-x that

. ,v * ocour in me classroom. 3ut t?e teacber s aqarco:‘ss, seasitivity, and beha—
. Moz are by ,ar the :nosz Ic‘:ppftant viriables, #is realization that he can

change-ﬁ:s bahawor in 3 constrpctivg way ls the underlying message of the

° 2 - p

. entvm series. . ) . .
. s » ’ . “ -

. 4s noted, there is no. intention to ‘; el the %artlcular zed-miques T
shown ia sQ":e of th‘e films to the _pa»rtaczoan _s'. ihe adoptc.on of specific . .
class room cievices aad progrars is not the ob;ec,.'nire' of this serles. The . | __

- suc?egs of the :_ijscussion ¢annot be measused by tbe parnc:pants final -recep- .

o _tiveness to the specific :e'chaiq\.;'es showg. kgd dxs.cussaon ‘would be one in

.2 . ubld; the whole’ focus of attention was cn i }_iag. the situations or tech- ) .

’W, and passing judgment on ‘them. The s 234 d;sws.sidn would be one in

'mich the particsparrts explorgd their om reactions to the situatioms, and
ca:pe out with some new ideas about hos they 'ﬁfght aettef‘ cultivate good

mental héalth practices in their own classrdons.. | '

1 - P . s
b L4 ‘.,/ . . i

This program is intended to help teachgrs realize the individual poten- S
.. . tlal for change that each teachér iias. The {Discussjon leader's. role In this

process .is to help «&a_e members of thid group express i@es‘r.re&c;im to the
filas and connect these reactions to their eé”ngs abéut their own teachlng

experlence. Jhe Discussion Leader is oecch r the teacheg in a Socratic d!a-
logue leading to a self-evident corchzsion a right answer) nor is he d-}e .-

* 3 4 — .
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leader in 2 growp :betapy session, but he is gloser to the iattcr. Tn»
" Discission Leader's ask s to help the Individual participants recognize ,
~ their own -respc'xses and pursas those responses in a way that Wil ie;d them
~,  to new ways of dealing with stodents, ways that are their own, says that are
" “comfortable” to then. A - ol

¥

The individual teacher has s:gniﬂcant discretionary power and meay
! prefogdwes conceining what goes os within the cohfines of his own class-
_' - soom. “?.espons‘ibility" Is a key word. Vhatever the c!rcmsunces the .
[ indwid.;al teacker has major responsibility withis that roa-n wni!e_‘t';ere are
factors over which the teacher has no control, it {s the ;:arpose of thils 2
- program to sjress those factors over which he do;zs: have control. The tegcher

st feel nig own .power and his own responsibiliey. A

-

Another way of describing the experience 19{0 ?@size I ts unigueness

and ixs individuality. Every individual comes i

. ' N -
ferent expectatxons and backgfound he ''sees™ di

to the qoerience with Sif- 4

ff 2 th!ags in the filfns,

. own one of a kind computer, and he decfdes how/ to raft on. the basis of
what tms expenence means to him. ) T~ " .
’ £
jmlications: for :vaiuatioa . o : b . : ’ ’

As should be clear.at this point, the total experienoe of vlcwsng the
films plus partncbaatm_g io the discussjon sesssms(eouid be cﬁaractenz g
* s unstructuredrang nondidactic. The niséag‘e is intgﬁded to be 'soft* and
B “not a well- ‘defined, "how to do It" prescription for obtaining Instant mental N
»beai:h in the classroom. This is a depariure from much 'of what 1s provided
_for in-se&ice training of teachers. ln-gyféwing the variocus catalogues
and descriptions of films and other audio.visual material avallable in the

”
4 ——

mental health area, and in d'iscuss'ﬁ'ons with renbers of the panel and bthers
f l.mulledgable in the field, the mofe typical approach could be characterized
as more exhértative and is often based on a particular set of reco"mended '
s - rules and"procedures. ’The message is usuaﬂy obvious and {ts teaching points
’ are’ fo'réefully {if not always understandably) artlculat;d. .

' L. “The teacixing philosophy used in the 'Ong To Grow Onl] films is an inter-
"esting and provocative one,  There is, after all’, much’ to reoom:end an

‘ approach ﬂaat takes serious‘l/ the body of k.oouledge that suggests that change
@ Y- in behavior is more likely to occur when the Individual is. an actlve




*

-
. -
« .
- A

and when there is ampie opportiumity to

* of the sybject area. seacher behavior

in the classroomfis supported by 2 & 1ef s:ra/c:ure consistent with :h;:

hehavior. _ L%tt! “is likely to occur without the
opporteaity to ine that stru:r.ufe/ln critical byt non-threatening way
:fjch peers. who ne"the' teacher's problems 33d concérns. The “One To Srow
O films are sim}y the stimulus 2nd catalyst Yhat can trigger such an /

examinatian.* 1 . . \\

permanent, effective

This dedibetate effort to imbed a point of v‘ien {0jemann/humanisn) in
a0 unstructured dormat presented serious prodlems ia designing an appropriate
evaluation stratdgy. It is abviously easier to define objectives and devise
measuring instrucents for instruction that is based on ‘explicit teaching
points. The devejopers and conceptualizers of the series were not willing
to geﬁr{é success| for the filns in terms of specific objectives being met by
all or most partigipants. 4 90/90 criterion level was, -they indicated, | .

- simply "pot relevdnt.” If one teacher out of a grow d-::ndad to dzange his
classroonm protedu in a '‘positive’” way {i.e. consistent with the c.ausal7 oL
huranistic ap'pmadn), that wou!d be considered a3 “suctessful pmmuﬁm
However, as ogted earlier, the prb;ect staff felt thaz, evean uader these t
unus.zal'carc.:mt‘tances, more att,enuon shouid have been given to speci‘ying

* objectives and .possib!e OutC.O‘n? This mt;bodological inconsistency between
awell- defmed ob;eqt!ve and..Stat:stically based evaluation strategy and 2 .
loose)y defined and clini 1y based program orientation must be recognized

)n/achievimg the” aims of this project. Tt Bad 2n
impact both on the selecé’ion of appropriate evaluatlon tnstruments and on

-as 3 serious limitation.-

the proper interpretation o{ the results obtained. . '

‘The mustﬁ’l style and Yormat o r.hese r.aterla&s produced some strong reac-
tions among teacher particlpan many of whom wanted to know what the’
objectives were, a#nd what they woo]d be tested'on. It was necedsary to <
repeat over and over that they were -pot suoposed to learn facts or rules or
approaches from the films. Perbaps this Injtial diffiguity In adjusting to .
perceived ambiguity and lack of.struct in a learning envirorment, with
* jts attendant anxiety, tells us a good deal about the mental set that many
educators have about what education should be Iikm. Such an approach is
clearly a3 new experience for a nuzber of then, and, {based on many of their ’
comments), a badly needed one. Ue have kndwn for some tice that students 2 3

need to be taught how to learmn. It appears that teachers zay also peed to .
be taught bow to learn-froo new and unusual saterials. -
w7 ' .

; . 4 1'7 -~ . . - .
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- STJUDY DESIGH, DATA COLLISCTION INSTRUMENTS,
[ . T AND SELUBMCE OF STUDY

introduction ’ ’ : -
’ The aotit;n that one can permeneatiy and effectively change A i;fay{o:
f of a teacher in the ciassroo-,m 25 a result of his exposure to approximately . _
six hours of raterial {however excellent and well-conceived) }5’ 2t best, an ‘
eptinistic one. 1t is clearly a l&g?tim‘t_s'hy:’ﬁthesi-s 10 entertain and 4o
attemot to ‘‘prove,’” Hut one snozld not be surprised i€ the results are fisao-
poiati:g. tven areas in which there Is a much cioser and seemingly !o‘?ical
}mkage between stimutuy and response or impact have found 1t notorlous iy
difficult to demonstrate and document that Hﬁkage, as, for exanpie the
‘relationship between driver training and su&smuem stcident and violation
data. Me are becowing more awarz of the need to use many avenuss of chenge,
- "over a ponod of time, if we are to have real and profound effects on our
larget audlences. A "critjcal mass'' phenomenon seZms fo be isvolved $otviaich
. the cumulative impact of a aumber of messages 2nd programs can perhaps prodice

~

the desired ch.aage'. . - .

Pelated to the above problen is the ratber,incompiete understandiang of
how one should attempt to neasure\Pe impact of aln experience such as the
. " “One To Grow On'* films. One sees increasingly ia the evaluation literature _
a trend anay “from a rehance only on the tradition of experimental control '
and the coﬁectaon of hard data a\d 3 williogness to ‘‘open up® our minds M
ou? designs. to mc.!ude anecdotal material such as comments of gart?capants,
. fzelings about the experience, and other 'soft” infor-.ation. 8obert £. Stake
of the Umversnty of {1lincis has argued for what he calls ' raponswa
cva!uation " based not on preordinate notions of what is su;xposed zo happen,
" but on a careful’ exploration and docm;:aon ;f uha: did ‘hapgpen  {Stake
¢ Denny, }363). Donald 7. Cazpoell of Nortr‘ucsjecn t}nlversity, one of the
most respected psychologists in the evalua’t:on?icld» has receptly argued
elcquent}y for'me insertion of qua”taﬁvg 3r£fqmtion to d out and
vahdatehour quantitatlvz findings }Ca:r;&be?l &3:7-;).. in hnsmIA address

" (1974, Kew Orleans) he went so far as o sugg&s}: t’na; thete is room for "mn
. . ? [A) ’
- ’ 5 L gi %* Tt c . .3
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sense” ia our evaluation efforts. Furthesmore, he saowed how little we -
mﬂy‘ kaow about something when we Took at only one element, Lowever closety
and '.';mnpie:ely = m3y examine #nd stady it. Like 2 single frame of a motion = .
picture, or the single got of a newspaper photo, we are simply incapadble of
- m&smﬂﬁagammnessweemmeasmymc:szsp»ts ?'rom_,/_
2s many points of Aiew, as possible. . . )

-’7
——

A third ppiat has 10 do with the problems associated -ui:h/tﬁé ésdait
of a study in a natural setting. Tne tradects is well-know= to those wWho
foi! in th,e evaluation vineyards--if you want re.a!lsm', yqﬁ give Jp control; -
« “3f you wat conzm!; you give up realism. The sponsor wisely opted for
reatism. As noted above, control does not eguate “with “anderstanding,” asd L
realism is not necessarily anathema 1o "ﬂo:;:i' evalsation., However, cne 2
does experience many difficulties in atiempting to exercise some eo'!ttol ‘
over.3 study being conducted under realistic conditions. These arq&iems are

.well-knpwn and have been documented in the literature {e.g. 2end, 1970). .
1 N .

The 2bove pdiats are not feant to be interpmr.ed-as excuses for prodlens

. encou:':te’red in the study. In fact, the authors do not consider these ltems
] 20 be pro‘:a!‘er.s in the traditional sense, but simply existential realitjes . ) ]
that are always preseat in one form or another and to be accounted for ia ' 1
some fashion. One can set up a comlex d;.sign, but one should not be s;”s-
proszd if that.design is severely compronised because pa tvcipaﬁts drgp*d .
. QJt ‘of the study at the last monent. Teackers have mny ;;ms:bnnties, © ‘
"sd\oo! admmis:rato::s are busy peopie, Christmas vaca:ion is-a given, ar:d . 4
teacher unions are concesned vmen’dexz:ands are made on teachers beyond ache . - U
mormal workload. Other innovative and exciting programs are bei_ag initiated

~ at the same time and other government agencies want to.do a study usidg the

sare schools. Any or all of the above {and nore), can have a profound .
influencé on fceid ‘research condacted in the school enwromnent.

- - *
. -

. gefore exa:nimng the design and instruments used ia this study, a fmal
“study Haitation" ought to be noted. This+is the need to have all survey .
and test instruments {‘new forms'’) reviewed and approved by the O0ffice of
b Hanagement and Budget (OHB) While the need for such review Is not. quos-
' " tloned (primarily and originally desigred to avoid redundancy and inyaslon
of pnvacy) :he fora and tinmimg of the review can present serious problems

4

to the p_ro;ect tean. In the present case the asard date of the project and. _
- ] .- . . - o,
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4 . .
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the calendar year meant that data collectfon fad 2o
guickly if the 3-month follow-up study was to be
of the school term. Becase of NINMd and .OM3

jvitiated
»sieted before the end
iew procedures, data collec-
n_activities were delayed in gEtting stfarted and 3 ounber of ;chrools‘ were
all data mere collected. Also, many schools wanted a3 commit-
e3t. 2nd an exact starting date before agreelng to pasticipate. Without
01-'3 app . such a comnltme=nt co

d'aot be made, and several schools who
had agrew “in principle” to-coopetate QKad to respectfully decline. And
finalty, because of the rugh to get the gckage subritted so that the
review process couid begin:‘the tine allowed for X design and/or selection
of appropriate instruments vas 1imlted. ?retes-:ing of ‘Instrunents was
also severely restricted. These kiaods of iméacz on a project gre not con-
sistent with good project management no; are they always compatibie with

meintaining the scientific quality and merit of the project.

Study Design ) i « - -

- thus the complexity and completemess of the design. was oons:dered

des:rable to ocnduct the szody ia two different geograph i !ocaﬁons, this

and S:te 2 was Phode Island}.

—— -
RURAL | . . SUBORBAN . URBAN ",
. R . Q ¢
. ' Experienced, Experienced Experienced
Elfdtsntaw Hale & les | BEF Y : ‘45 F -
(1-6) . YFemale Female ’H‘s F v HseF
inexperienced Thexgerienced . Inexperienced {-
A FTenced '
intermediate - f?f?"“d’ Ex};:e;l;enf:.ed. E’:e; :nu p
"f?;“e"‘,s) 3 - HsF- ] Hef HeF |-
’ Inexperienced] ~Inexperienced | Ina;perienced
- High School Experienced, Experienced, - Expertenoed,
K K&F ’ KeF ~ | neF .
(10 - 12) .. HeF ‘ e A = .H.SF
lpexperienced lnequ.riepced ’1nexperienced
" L g
‘ / Fig. 1. Basic Study Design, :.xperimtal 2d Control )
, ﬁm Location) L -
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- it was iatcaﬁed that, if possible, 18 teachers be cbtained for e2ch

cell, 5 expene::ced and 5 inexpsrignced. 1t was also intended that 3 mi xture

of male and female teachers be Igcluded in each cell. Dropouts, school 2hd

individual, recuced these figurks so that a number of cells contained too

few teachers o allow optimal /statistical ;':;-ocedurcs to be used.

One of the important fictors consi:;e}ed in the selection of participants

e discussion groups be kept'telatively small and

ful discussions could be had (and nonitored) and alsc
1isn'' e maintained. For this same reason (and

was the requirement that
managea‘::le s0 that meani
so t.haz the notloa of *
21so to' measure school Impact more effecﬁvely) the teaeners in any one cell

were to be drawn (to the exteat pcssib‘)e) from a single school.

School systcns were selected in which the types of respondengs and
types of settings would be reasonably representative of Lhéfe expected, to
_be encountered in practice. Teachers participating in the film and discussion
" program were,/selzcted by ‘the school systems from among those volunteering.
‘Unfortunate)y, some schools allowed teachers to select r.be control or experl-
mental gro-.:p instead of randamly ass,g—mag them as instructed by the pro;ect
staff. ;his_ could have had an effect on the types of participants in each -
group. ‘ . - '
,lt should be remerbered hm:ver, that in actual practice, the program
wiil no: be used by all teachers, all schools, or all school districts. o
r, at each level, it is anticipated that the decision to-use the prograa -
H-‘.:'b-e: voluntary one, and that the_popuiaﬁo'n' of users wiltbe a hig‘nl? -
-blased subset of the whole teacher pog;.‘:lation. .The exact comosition of the
subset”is n\ot knwn, and it is thus in a strict sense impossible to draw a

randoa sample fr_om it. Furthermore, even if it were possibie to obtaid an

Hd .

L4

» = /’ - ——
Teachers are often "expected“ to participate in several a'»ctw/ties such as ’ .
these during the ,school year, especiaily when ‘the adainistrazion has recom

mended and/or encouraged the progran. Volunteering to participate but ) _
choosing the control group would be an easy way to. shcw "ldterest" wi th 2 )

_minimun of commi goent. . _ . ,

- . .
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appropriate random sanple;_i; would not be feasible within the scope of Tag
present project to wse 3 samle of sufficient size to support generaliza-
tions of the precise sort envisioned in sampling theosy. This Is so .
becausse the appropriate samling wnit is oot teachers, or sc:ools Sut se;sooi
districts. 1z would have been prqhibi:uvely expensive 10 cb:am an adeguate

sample of mis unit of measurement. . R

The essential criteriw f_oi.the selection of a s;ué’,; site were:

1. Large ers.du;ﬁ system to have teachers rjepresentlng the various
. critical design categoTies (grade ieével, exnerience, etc.) im suf- * .
- ficieat aumbers SO as\to provide an 2deguate pool of vdlunteers.

¢ 2. A system «ith 3 sympatheéyic administration, willing to provide the

necéssary support to the effort. -

3. A system that represents conditions: ty;ncan of the three types of

smoots uraaﬂ, suwurban, and rural. .

- L4

5, A syst;em geographic.aﬂy proximate to the project staff or adble to

h‘“\‘
. provide the necessary leadership to ensure that the study be con-
. ducted as mtended
; Some of tbese crnteria were eonpromsed due to llnlting factors noted earllien.
— Control grenp and experimental group teathers were matched to the extent
+

'

possible on the basis of the followling parameters: s

a. Experience. This ns;one of the experimental ‘zafi—ebles shown in
Figure 1. Expenenud teachers ares defined as those with more than

¢ -

’  two years total gaf teaching expenence, mexpenenced two years or
4 - .

]eSS. N t:: - Laad . . -
¢ ) .
Loet k. Teacher location. Ex;ﬁermental and control {eechers wepe drawn

fro:a the same school or& from schools, that are considered by those .

quahﬂ,ed to make such ,'a' judgment as representing the same ethnic,

Lo socuo-economic and nexgnborhood chafacteristics. © -
. c. Age and' sex. Tp the extent poss&;, &ach cell in the design —
) " commins a variety of age ranges and a mixture of male and female
. . )
- teachers. These charadteristics were to be distributed equally /

"~ - " between the experimentd] and control groups.

- - { »




— -» -

The prlmary defmmg c:a—ract.erlstics of the respondent population were

desermined, of course, by the grade level and school loatam parameters.

ihe foi'iowm; working deﬂnitioas were used for the latter cat.egortts

.  a. %ural. A school located outside the metropclitan area of a cuty

or large town and serving 2 population whose Incoke is derived

primarily from farming and/or local ‘industry, e.g., mining.

‘ b. Suburban. A school located ocutside the central city &g ixTa the
metropolitan area, sgqryved by é:separate school sysiem. !}a'éo:ge'is
usually derived from occupations in the city.‘,

T . — o~ . o
- <. Urban. FsBool located within the heart of .the central city
> _—

m———
serving a populaticn whose income is derlved primarily from occu-

pations based in the cizy. .

! 4 .
Another input to these defmauons was the terminology used by the .

}oca! school System. K
4\_ L .
Pupil tharacterlstfcs were not coatrolled per se, but were determined

/ by ‘the selectica of schools and teachers within those schools. One entire "
class of each teacher parzimpatlng in the workshop was sa!ected 2as compnsmg

the pupil samp!e. Jeachers in the upper grades who teach more than one .

class had 31:1355 randonly selected for use in thesstudy. {
- ¢ ” - ' : i

- -

Selection of Instruments

e

As lndicated earlier the rationale for the selection of inszrum.e;':ts

that -wou!d measure the effectiveness of the "One To Grow On' secies ¢hould be
bascd, to the extent possible, on the g_oai’s and ob;ectives f the progra:a as

defined by those responsible for its concégtion angd dev;lopme,nt. As also

nobad thss proved to be qoduffnc,u!t task partly because of tne icherent nature .

on‘e materials themselves (e. g. non~didagtic) but also because thbse who ’ /
uorkcd on the film developrment project were not. comltted to what might be &
called the “instructional technology” pbllosophy that places a prenfum on the | /
" precise aad careful articulation of ob;ectives and the criteria’by means. of ST //

mhlch their attainment might be ceapured. +This is not to mp]y that a lack of 3

. well-stated cbjegtives is tantamount to inienor instructiona) or educat:onal

., materials. A nuzber of authors, inciuding one of those contr!butmg to thns

repoft, have argued that it is necessafy o wWork toward a middle ground, - .

-

16 e
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4+ may or :ray nal bi 2 ven in thg real world. ) The, second step was the

whereby the evaluat?r helos &:e da—veloyr/prod.acer think ¢hrough his goals

and objectives and prepare ones that do justice to.his ldsas (Shettel, 1954).
This approach is msch to be preferred over a commod altema:lve::insistiag that
those who prepare mtcrials write ‘Magerian’ abjectives, with the result that -~
they “turn out to be ster”e, irrelevant, and nit-plddng. {This 1s hovw."music

appreciation’ gets translated into “When did .aeethoyen dle?* and ncntal .
health in the classroom might have become~'When did Freud die?")

*

in short, the project staff worked diligently with the RINH people )
involved in the 'One To Grau On" project to help sharpen up the kinds of
outcomes that would be acceptable to them as reflecting ::_h_ei;goals, and ’ 'i
acceptable to the project staff as capable of being measured. (it Is still
not possible to measure such broad statements of goals as '‘heighten aware-
ness,” “'increase sensitivity,” “stimulate thisking,” 'broaden perspectives,"
etc. ) etc., without further refinement and translation.)

Two conceptual schemes helped to fomal:ze the seléctjon of instruments.”
L Te—

ew_%ﬂ:cquently used in attitude chenge studies that considers -
" the change pgocess as consisting of five steps: (1) getting the message to L

the target audi

tion); (3) getting
alizing the message,

; (2) making the message understandable (content acquisj-
target audience to agree with the message; {4)-intern-
d (S)‘mratlonalizing the message in the appropriate, i
envl ronnent The firs’t step was, of course, a Ygiven' Ia the study: (ic,
ongmal responmbﬂlty of the developers and an lndication of ;helr success ’
in achieving that step would be an important part pf the measurement process..

A

Naturally, such a task assumes that the message [is deﬂnable and understzndable .
to the evaluator, and, as dlscussed abopve, conslderable tlme was spent in the |
process of mak!ng it so. The thard step was not a myor focus of the film
.series .eidp't in a “soft" way.- There was, as noted no "ness-agei' in the
traditlonal sense, and certalnly ‘no "“hard seH *-but, as also noted, there

’iis of Recessity a concem for the acceptance of some kind of message by at .
least some of the participants. (Othen-lise why produce thefihy and—shy @0
an.evaluation?) In any case, it was up t& the eva!uators to detemlne what

the viewers got out of the experience that they could accept as mlld for then.
o -3 : .

- 1




. . ..
The fourth step Is a difficult ope to operationalize, except in terms
of the fifth step. Yet,.this is the critical part of the change process. .
. The fifth step is the ”payoff.'" In tost cases, one cannot measure this -
directly. The limited scode of the present project precluded in sty
observation and thus 1t was necessary to use self-report data (which has been
shown to be quite retiable when cbtained undsr non-threatening conditions).

¢ paradign found useful in co.;aeptuaiizi'gg the measurement

process was\ the on of impact levels. Most educatiogal or training
envi ronments Qre surrogat They are nmot veal simply because they are nol

to be felt. This can be ‘overcome to a

the place wherethe effect {s me

greater or lesser‘ tent by any aurber echniques, filns being'among the.

most I'rport.ant. We 3 “worksbop,” we ‘‘role p ''we make site visits, L4

we simulate--all in an effci_tq,se as felevant and ,\" related as possible X A
But. the facz remains that ms\f tram!ng and education experlences are of j :
necessuty artlncial Thus the, éucq:ss of this experience is predfcated \;.

on, the assvmptaon that the learner will cake something with him and ugé it. 3‘5

~ e

If the leamer is a‘carrier rather than a target, there is the further ¥

assumption that he will take i/t/, use it, and impact on.'a third pa'rty. So#le-

Yoot

times there may even be a fgi{rth party. /Each of thts’e levels of impact helpr. %
to define and proscribe/zﬁe éﬁslyatio_n’task‘. -In the ‘One To Grow On* s%ries,
A me following ration é for eva}uat!on is based on four p'ossib!e levels of
 impact: _ - oo - £ “\\

» -

impact Le 1: The films + discussion would have an’ immediate Impact on .

“ e teacher in terrs of his behavior in the d?scassions and his itme- ‘
../\diate reactions to the films. {Related to Steps | and 2 above.) -

»
- .

lnpact tevel 11: The above expenence would have an Impact on hls att{tudes/
behefs inth respect to the interpersonal relationshlp between the N

teacher and his students {Pelated to Steps 3*and 4 above.)
. ¢
lmp_act Level {it: As a result .of the above lmpact: the teacher would beha-ve

diffetently in the c!assroo:a m 3 manner reflecting and consistent with
the change noted at Level ll. (Pelated to Step 5 above )

lmpaCt Level 1V: The above change .on the part of the teacher in the class-

room would have an impact on the students in that classroon in terms of
their pera:pt:on of the interpersonal rela;lonsbip between thexs and the '
teacher.



it can be seen that these Impact Lewels are related in 2 general way to
the ob;ectives of the film series &5 stated in the ong:na! aFP {see page 5).
Howzver, it is felt that they are more manag.,ab!e than the ob,ectivas in
terms of their conversion into testable hypotheses.

4s a result of the above conceptualization of the measurement role,
. three published fests were selected and two interview forns were designed

‘C

* for ‘data collec:ién_purposes. The three published tests are:

1. Tne Minnésota Teacker Attitude inventory {#TAL) . .
2. The Rinneaoolis Student 8pinion Questionnaire (50Q)

2, Tne AIR 'nen Do | Swmile'" test . .

RS

item | was the ormary instrument for obtaining teacher at::wde nfor-
mation towards studon:s and teaching, pre-, post—, and follow-up. e 2
" was selected to yield information on the feelings of secondary and ‘high
schoo} tevel students toward .schoo! par:‘icu!arly the teacher. lItem 3 was

" selected for the same purpose but for r.he primary tevel grades. Each of
these tests will be discussed in. more d-ta:l so that the rationale for thelr
selection and use can be understood. 1t should be noted that the panel of
consultants who were assembled to assist on thi_s projé'ct played an important
r_o‘le in the selection process‘; _ (See Foreword to this report for the names . .
of these individuals. ) |

)2

Py ' ol

(l) The mnnesota Teacher Attitude faveatory (HsAi)’ Rationale for l
seiectfon of instrunent. this test was developed as a result of a 10-year: j
mvestlgation basad on the hypothesis that the attitudes of teachers toward ' . j
chﬂdren and sdnool cambe measured with high reliablntr, and that they are
signifacanf.ly corre!ated with the teacher-pupil relations as actually found ] o

<4 in the teachers’ classroora. A test, retest reliability coefficicnt of .93,.

L3

and a validity coeffuc?ent of 63 are reported in the test manual '
.y ;
The following paragraph’s are quoted dlrectly from the MTAl Test Manual - »
- to point out the simlldrity of the basic assumptions upon which this test

S was developed and-'the rationale for the developﬁent of the film serles

" "Pne To Grow On." C

. , .
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..z*:ztwn, jﬂeaz,eaerzeaa, wz;va:won, ,4.4 2F z_weapac'é and ..mem Heoipl

1]
Al

pzwlema In ex..}:er case both teacker mnd ppils HHalike achool work;, thers

i3 a ;eelma of m‘mi aw*zwt ond naat;izt::, Both teacker ond v:@*.?.a

attempz to hide their mqw.@ Syom eacch otker. Hdicule, earciswm, @id .
arzazp—tenpeﬂedmm are comon,” The teacher tends to think in terms of |

-

his status, the correctng2s of me__ga__azm re ickes on clazaroom mattera,

. mmawgectmtertapemmdmtaert}mwmo,wnazme;uml
{' needs, feéls, knoss, oxd com do. Lo T - ¢
. 3 *

e

Literature review indicates that tbere have been nuperous studies of ww
" -,tha (zlatiouship betmn the attfwdes m:asared by the MTAI a;'gobsemd
:caf..ber e:aractcrisucs.e Sever,al “have relevance Tor this study Beamer R
and Ledoetter (l957f exaained H’A! scores mth varlous school personnei: ‘wing
' wvariables of sex, teadnng level experience, size of $chool syste:u, credit
hours in dwld developzent courses,-etc. Briefly, results indica’eed that -
female teachers scored higher than males, erementary tu:hers had a h!gher

Qean soore than secondary teacheps, size of the school sysgen had nd effect

-

on scores, lnexperlenced educatfon ::ajors had bigber soores than exper!cnced ‘ oo
- Qo . ' . - - .- B
- ERIC ' Y s e - 4, )
‘ to. ’ 2?.‘ -7, K ’ .’.. .‘ - *

. - . - - - B - - .
il <. . L. RS SR _ " %




. tef:het:s, etc. fearsy and focchio {1355) studied the %7t and the natare of ‘ 3
.- s the sybijeft agtter taught, £.9., testhers wao have manv‘diiferem. classes 1
s 4 dariog a day score ssgwificaazly }cuer than t,ea:;h-rsPo have one gro.:p for . _}
. an entire day. I . ‘ ) . . LT E

s ﬁzese authors also exanlnsd the miatio&tgp Setween fate atwhich ’ 1
t.cmrs gave failing grades and MAl scores. Zven though t}is st.zdy resclted 1
in 2 czazistficaﬂy !assgnifdcant rcla:ims‘:lp, and In fact si:owed 3 nqative :
a relatioaship, the authers co:xclused “The high school teacher with undesjra- |
ble tepcherzpunil relations woo Sreatey 2n atrospheré of feat and tensiod, | .
and thinks ia zerrsiof the aw;a_,. miter to e covered ratber than In terms "

. of what the pup”s nesd, feel, Hnowy 35d can o, is aore lixely 1o Foi © .

pupils tnan’a teacher who §s able to maintain rzarno':iaus relations with His”

Pupils and who is interested ior pupils as ppils.” ) — .

Ixamples 6F the rerzz'soa‘s.%§p of ‘tndividual Items cn ‘the MIAY to the _

]
- -

subob;ecuves of the various films are given bel% (.Tae Jisg beiow reprev . "
* sents .3 sam:a!mg of ftems, a-:d is not ‘lo e co,::sa-dered 2 definitive ltem . e
analysvs of the test.) ’ -

e -, -~ o L . - -
-

- (1) ""fr'retcy Sood Class 7or A Honday" - T - P T
. ‘ .~

Subod ;ecgive--to caco*-tfagc the uacher to restd to the lndivid.:a} e
- _ needs values, and 13 d:velop toleraqce fop anotber s perspecthre, T .o

. e . .,

. - . I . < -

MTAL-ltens:2 - » . . . . .
_— . .o ) .-

P cnild shou}d be enpouraged to keep his likes and dislikes to - -

. . : hs:nself : o - - ‘ . . . . f

-
-

: * 7 -7 *Young people are"difﬁcuit to understand these dgys; % ‘_‘

*A teacher should nefeg ackncnledge his fgnorance of 3 topld i m the
& pmsence of h‘ls ‘pupiis, . o 7 . _ e ) - .

. ‘Host pupns lack product-ive i%agination; o -

- e e ® .

K . *The low achieve'r probably is not working hard enough and applying
¢ himseif . .- <L . & o " .
.5~ o . . 2 ” .- . ‘.;
- - . . B L h » .
- - P r ) . . . 14 id ‘




ity

{2) "Ljnﬁsa_r" . - ot

S.tbébie:ﬂmu:o rzcognize possible so?.:r;s of copflle? that may be o 1
contrlbuﬁng 10 sz:rface behavior, and 20 recog!ize :he peed to respond ]
“with sympathy, enptthy ad flexibility to deve?o; a meaningful rela- _
tioaship in such a situation. . ) L
HTAl items: # ]

‘Ter‘sers who are chd best proba‘:iy 2'?4 F bettef :mderstmding ) '
of thelr pmpiis; - ”

1t is us.n}ly the miaurastia; and a“fﬂc:ﬂz sdjects that will
do the p-.:pll the mst good.

’t;hﬂdren's wWants are just as ?;portan: s those of an adulg;

Ih:rteaéxer should notbeexpectedto menage & chlld if the ;

-,

¢ latter's parents are wmable 16 do 503

@
- *

.Q’Hdm should b.e “seen znd oot heard;" -

'Ch:ldm need r-&" ahrays mderstand the reasrns for social coaénct’

*Children should be given reasons for the festrictions placed upon

P them. . - .. ]
» . ot . } ) J . i ] 4"
{3) "S}if,il“ : . =
SubobEective--to encourage consideration of the needs of the indIviduai, -
th ds of the teacheg’s responsibility to the Institution {the -
sdwél) on the one hand, and her responsnbﬂity‘ to the student on the ,
o:her. . ‘_ - - -
WAl ftems: ) ' .

s 4

*A teacher shouid not:-be expected to burden—h!m?f wtth F pupﬂ' s
problems; / e . B -

. °A teacher cmnot phce mrah faith in ﬂ:e statemnts of pupns, - "

’A teadnef sbonid ﬁot be expected to-be synpathetfc zanrd trua:nts- )

3 . r

N I

ﬂo shl]d should rebel against authoruy, T - ‘_ - =

~ . ..

'Difﬁwlt disclplinary problms are seldoo the fault of the tead)er, _

: ’Teadurs can be In the urong,as,nell as.puplis. -



{

T {3) ’1adividuals” ) . . .

Subobiective--to encourage introspection regarding teacher™s own f'ccli;gs
and attitudes about teaching, technigques of teathing, and inncvations

in the system.
HTAT ltems: . —

*There iS too grear an e:_:p}.asis’z:pon *%eenlng order” in the class-

room;

- *Success is more m?:ha{ing thaa failure: <

*Svery pupil In the sixth grade should have sixth'grade reading

*, 1

adbility;

*4 good motivating device is the critical comparison of a pupii’s

’ work with that of otfer pupils;

*inéreased freedom in the classrpom crgates confusion;

*Children are usually too sociabie in the classroom;

JSHost pupils are resourceful. when l€ft on thelf owf; *

. ) L
«  *children should be allowed nore freedom in zheir_executlon“o‘f’*,-g

-
. learning activities; r— .

« - ‘
*A reacher should never leave the cldss to fts oOwn management; .

*it isn't practicable to base school work upon children's intEresTs;

*Host pupils are not interested in learning;

*children have a natural tendency to be unruly,
A . . * - v -

FA .
. (3)- A Teacher In ?cﬂgction“ - )

4

Subob;ecth-to encourage the teacher to thiak aboot the way he relates

- ‘to his -qlass as a “result of his interpretation of his rocle as a teacher -
_and to think aboit whether he should andfor cares to restructure :his

. role, .
. 'uinor disciplinary situations should sometimes be turned into jokes;
$ - ’
) *1f the teacher laughs with. the pupils, in d::usmg classroo:u sktua-
- t:ons, the class teads to get out of control; .
- . . *
S . "30
> T .- - " .0
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*A child should be c::w-.ra;ed to keep his Jikes and dlsl!kes to
himelf; . )

»»

“The first lesson a child aveds to leim is to obey-d':g teacher
without hesitation;

*To maintain good discipline In the classroom a teacher oeeds 10
be “hard-Sof led . )

. .

*The ‘ - "

_. “There is too much leniency today in the handling of childres.

-

“* . {8) ‘teaming Strategies” -

Subob jective--to encourage the teacher 19 consider his reactions to the
concept of guiding o::ags own development, and to cons}der whether {t is ] -
3 feasible strategy imnis owxsetting, He is also encouraged to con- °
- sider the possibliities that ace inherent in this strategy for teaching
"children to understand human theﬁ:& of Its causes. .

NIAl 1tenmsq :
& *Success Is more inotiva:-ing than failure; : '

*A good mtivating device is the critical comparlso-l of a pupiils ~
work with that.of other pupils; . : °

*The whims and Impuisive desires of children are usually worthy of" -
attention; .

»
.

*Children nowadays afe alloved too much freedom in school;,/

-

*All child\‘zn should start to read by the age of seven; -
“There is, no excuse for the extreme sensitivity of .some children;

.  °The teacher should alsregard the complaints of E"xe child who con-
stantly talks about imaginary linesses. rt ]
“Additional consideration 1n declding to use the MTAl: - (1) the test 1Is

relatively short (20 - 30 mingtes to adalnister), (2) ft’has been ‘acceptablg

to teachers, and (3) [t can be machine scored, an important item considering .




-

-

{2) The Bianeapolis Student Dpinion Qae;:iaaaaine for intermediate and

'?i'igh School Pupiis {SOQ). Zationale for selection of instrument: initial reie-

vance of this instrument to the propssed evaluatlon s3udy was found in the parpose
for which the test -wgs developed, i.e. lo rspo:t;.e to increased attentich
being given bp educators 1o student behavior in the éffective domzin, and by
" the attitudes measured: liking of school, interest ihllearning, unfair o
punishment, selT-soncept as a leamer, friendly atmtiéﬁere, involvement in
decision making, class discyssioas, positive reim‘oréé‘;ren:, fear cf asking
questions, and attitudes toward teachess. (These catepories were produced
by @ facter analytic approech :o the test.) Furme'r ;cratfay of test items
icentified for each of the 2bowve factors indicates thsl this test reiated | -
to the overall .o'ojeczives of the stwdy and was in agff'wn:nr, fa its basic

-

premise, witn tne concepts and pnilosophy of the HTA{:'

- - - <

— st —

-

The test items identified for each factor are given below. 1t should

be noted that the students w:ene imstructed to answer the guestions about 2

specific class and teacher, rather tl;;;n to respond In terms of all teachers

* and school in genaral. This teacher, of c.ourse,"u-ras either a cor's:’rol or -

experimental participant in the study. o ot
items consti tuting factors in the Student Dpfnion Questionnaire, and .

“One To Grow On* films to which they are related, are shown beiow.

{#) Liking of School {“'A Teacher in Reflection,” ''Learning Strategies,”

and “lndividuals®):=* ~
I'd ? : -
’ L . ¢

. " Schoolwork is interesting; i *

i don't like my classes; . T
| 1like school; o
i hate school; - . ’ ‘e

§ find my zeachers to.be fun 28d exciting; ..

I !ike.mogé of my teachers; . - .

My classes are boring;

1 think schoo?t is f‘m; ) L J s
_1 don't like school work; X ‘ . -
I like sy classes; LT . i

1 con't look forward to going to school.

. - }
*thoicks are Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree, ahd Strongly J*agree.

{

s . . -25 ~ - . - . 0

.
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&)

{2)

3]

{3) interest in Letmfrxg {“A Pretty Sood Class For A Hondey"):

People in this school try to make ce feel important;
Most students in this-school are friendly.-

i really don't care meth»r 1 leam anything or aot;

l do oot like 10 stty out of school; .

»

I eajoy learming new things;

d don't care If | learn anyéﬂng, l just want to pass;

-

Maen | gnéutte or lesve this school | want to mt!mg m/ education;

| would ﬂxe to qu‘lt ool.

Unfair Punishment {*Sarah*' and "Lmdsq") -

i bave often been punished here without caise; =~ . . -
Sometimes | am blamed for someone else’s activities;

{ have been punished in €ront of others in this school;,
{1 am only p:;njs.bed wnen | deserve 1¢;

F ]
Tne teachers here never yeli at me; .

The teachers are always suspiclous of me,

Self-Concept {"Learning Strategies,'” “Individuals,” and "4 Pretty

Sood Class Fog 4 Sonday'): .-

i am not very godd in school work; °
| have the ability to learn most things; ’ ,

1 see myself as a successful student; : . ' -

Laaming things in school comes easy to me;
There are a lot of things 4 daa':—-mderstand no matter hm hard 1
study : .

LY

i 2 ¢
Fricnd-ly Atrosphere {"A Teacher In Reflection' and ‘‘Learning - .
Strat_egies‘ : )




-

L4

¥

{F) Iavolvement in Dacision Making ("A Teacher In Aeflection’ and
. ‘'Individaals''): '

- -

My teacner never asks me to help plan what our class does,
« 1 help to mzke decisior my classes;
Famy times students are given a chance to decide what the class does;
Sametimes 1 nelp decide what our class do=s,
I am never involved iz making decisions about oy schoal or class.

{6) Curcriculum Relevance ( '‘Learning Strategies’ and “A Pretty 5o0od
/ -
Class For A ronday'’):

7

Saqél doesn't teazh the rore important things In life;

Tnis school teaches me the things | want to leam; .
! tink | an learning a lot of tnings that will nelp me earm 3

) ¢
iiving%&‘v 1 get olger,

#y scrool activities don't help me in anything that | do outside

[

. - ¢

of scrool, -
. Most schodl work will be useful to me when | get out of school .

‘

{H) Positive Reinforcement {''Learning Strategies,’’ "Individuals,' and

A Pretty 60od Class Ffor A Monday''):

| am prajsed whea | do good work; T

1 & a l&r of good work that goes unnoticed; ) _—

| am rare}y told wnen | do good work; .
My teachesrs praise me whed | complete my work;
I am alwazs told about my bad work and not my good work.

{1} Perreption of P;*ogress in Learning (‘A Pretty Good Tlass For A

Monday'' and ‘‘Individuals'’):

i chlnk-l i#arned more this year than In previous years;
| don't think | an learning much in school;
! thirk | learned less this year ghan | did in previous years;

| think.l am learning a lot in school.

I3

Qd




L 4

(J) Fear of Asking Questions {“Individuals,' ‘Learning Strategies,”

and “A Teacher in Reflection'y:
. <

I am afraid that my teacher will call on ne; - -

| nave a difficult time speaking uy in front of the class;
1 am not afraid to ask for help wnen | need §¢;
I an wsyally afraid to ask questions

I go to teachers for help when | need it.

L4

(K} Factor X {"A Pretty Good €lass for A Monday,' ‘Learning Strategies,”
‘'Sarah,’’ and A Teacher in Reflection''): 4

! am not encouraged to loow at both sides of the question in this

L 4

Q

§mool;

My teacners don't treat s like 2 numan being;
" My teacners don't encourage me to trfy {nings On my Own;

This school does not giv'e me 2 ckance to develop my skills and

talents; .
Nobody is really interested in my opinions about how this school

7}
should be run.

4
{L) Factor Y {''Sarah,' "Lindsay," ‘A Pretty Good Class For A Fonday,"
and “A Teacher in Reflection''): J

| thir;:m/ teachers understand me; -
»
. Most of my teachers seem to like me; ! .

\"‘* - .. .
‘Host of my teachers are excellent; . )
\l\findum/ teachers to be fun and exci’ting; ,
I am proud to be a student in this school; :
V- | can get help from most of myteachers; . N
. | like most of my teachers;
ST
Teachers in this school do a poor job; * ,
My teachers really know how to teach;
Most,of my teachers are not considerate of how students feel; .
tf students don't learn here it is not the fault of the teachers;a_' .' s
- Teachers at this school really seem to enjoy teaching. —

-

- ¢
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<
{3) 'dhen Do | Smile (for eleLntaﬂ students). Rationale for selec-

tion of instrumeat. this test was d%velopes by 412 for zn evaluation stuody
of tne (AP Project {Lonceptual anc rgrcestual Develoorent Tnrough Curricular
D-sign) Tne purpose of the test was 1o measure change In self-concept
cduring tne schoo lexeds3ne project wa:; conducted (1359-1373). This instru-
rent was cesigw=d for use .witn elemnggry pupils. lnspection of indivigual
items shows a relationsni:;"!‘o iters o; tne Stugent Opinion Questionnaire,
i.e. ‘'Aow do you feel wnhen tne Leec’u_:l" calls on you to answer 3 question?”,
iow 9% you feel anout your grases inl;r‘eading? , 'Aow 2o you feel when you

. -l
are in school? .

dne op ective of tre (AP projectiinvolved ciahge in teacner attituges.
Teacrer reactions 10 the program inclgoed statement clusters in such cate-
Qor;‘ues as (1, AP maxes tne :eamef-;:-vinx more adout and uncerstand-culteral
differences of nis/ner students, and ‘2) the teacher spends less time in ’
disciplining Stucents wnen the empnasfs is on pasitive reinforcement of
students. Tnus, change in pupil atti}iude in tnis project was based on
osjectives similar to those of thits study--an improvement in teacher/pupil
relationsnips tmrough enhancéd understanding of human behavior. Spearman-
Bro-m‘ reliabllity was computed as .82] for 200 c3ses. ltem distribution is

reported for 450 sgudents.

.

The following items on this tesT can also be related to film sub-objec-.

tives.= For example, the filim segment, ""A Jeacner in Reflection' retates to

these items: '‘How did you feel about coming to school- this morning?'’,

““ow do you feel about the boys and girls in this class?',”"'Hos do you think

- the boys and girls in this class feel about you?'', and 'How do you feel about

playing by yourself”' “A Pretty Good Class-for A Monday'' relates to: ''How
do you fee! when you are in school?'’ and ‘'How do you feel about learning out
of books?''. ‘Lindsay relates to: ’'‘How do you feel when you take your report

card home?'' and 'K do you feel about talkiog with your parents about

&

“This test was administered oralfy. Students respond by checking one of 3
series of five ''faces'’' ranging from ''very happy' to '‘very unhappy” with
“happy,' "in between,” and ''unhappy'' being the other optnons.

OB

29
36 o -

T T Y

I 1 o




- -

*

— problens you might have?''. ‘‘Sarah’' relates to: o # fhe teacher feel , |
about the boys ard girls ia this class?'s ang ":&o-t ¢o you feel aboutr your
teacher and parents talking together about you?''. 'Individuals" relates to:
—_ ’;i'bu do'ro’: feel about tne twings you do, fo scnocd?’, How do you feel when K
the teacher has you work toge.her witn otners in yO'.ar class?’’, 'How do you 4
- feel when the tescher has yous work alone on a job or task?” "How ¢O you feel
’ a>out your grades in readmg?" and ‘‘How do you feel about your grades in
arithmetic?''. ‘''Learning Sr.rategi*es' relatt?;: "‘Haw do’you feel about the
boys and girls in this class?" and "'How do you feél when the teacher glves

you samething new to dol'’. ) ,

The remaining twvo data collection devices to be discussed are designed :
to obtain information from the discussion leaders and the teachers in the '

experimental group “ith respect to their thoughts, feelings and attitudes

about the entire experience. - I S

——

- —

L The Discussion Leader Report Form was to be corpteted immediately after
each discussion session. A copy of this form is contained 1n AppenSix C -
and should be reviewed for an understanding of the kinds of questions and

(3

-

information that was obtained from the Discussion Leaders. | :'

’

- _____ The Teacher Inzerview Sdﬁedule, and !nstrucﬁons for lts use, are sbo«n
in Appendix 3. This form was used as soon aftéf the completion of the entire
series as possible. (Many teachers were interviewed by 'a member of the project -

staff or someone tr3tned by the project staff. Those who could not be reached

in this way were asked to write their responses, with telephone follow-up
used for any problem areas.) 3 ‘

L] '.N,. hd " . -
Sequence of the Study .

-

The overall sequent2z of the study, with the various tes? instruments .

identified, was as follows: - o

a

Pretest

a. Teachers, both experimental and oontr:)l, were given the Hinneapolis
Teacher Attitude Inventory. This was done by Indbvidual mailings
6F in groups at the various selected schools. —_

. s

- b. Primary grade puplils who are in the classes of the selected teachers,
experimental and control, were given the 'When Do | Smile' test J&# . -
¢ . class by "the school™ (not the classroom teagher).

s
- ’ . -
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Junior and senior high school students were given the Mimneaoolis

Student Opinion Quastionnaire unoer the same conditions as in o

asove.,

-

“Experimental Treatment {six workshop sessions)

a.

-

After each film and discussion ses3ion (scheduled once 3 week),

the Discussion Leader filled out tbe Discussion Leader Feport ’r‘or;h‘.
Jeachers wepe not to be invol;ed personally in this activity. A
'realistic’ setting was maintained throughout theé 'workshop'

experience to the extent poss.ibie. Tnat is, they were conducted
by the sc"aop!s.in essentially the same way they would be had the
scnool purchased r rentec the film series "O:;e To Grow On'" and

sroceeded to use them indepengently of AR and the evaluation study.

_Host of the worksnops were conducted on a8 2-hour after-schodl

session pasis. However, one scnool district found it necessary 0

show the films before ‘scnool began in the morning and to split

their discussion periods between a 15-minute period following the

film and a later session either the same day or on’the following day.

Both of the school systems in the two Sites agreeing to participate
had availadle a‘pool 6? inservice training ‘‘Leaders,' trained fn ’
group. methods by a school administration staff member whose major
task is the planning and coordinatllbr_i of inservfce teacher training.
These ‘Leaders'’ were, by profession, #chool social workers , .school
psychologists, and guidance counselors™ - In one school district,
nowvever, it was necessary to use peer teachers to act as discussi®dn
leaders. This seemed to work very well. AIR did gpke available
training in values cfarification strategies and technlque; to the
Discussion Leaders from the suburban and rural schools in’the
Pittsburgh area (provided by Creative Communication, lInc., who
also trains leaders for the Social Seminar program). However,
some of the more bighly qualified and skilled Leaders come from 3

school district in Rhode Island. . . x,

To summrize, some of the '‘real world' conditfons under which thef

. - . :
film series was conducted were: voluntger subjects, a variety of
Al

" conditions under which the.workshops were conducted, and Discussion

.

¢ 4
’ <
31 L
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. . ‘ &
Leaders who had different psckgro:;& and training,

b. After the completion of the entire series of films/discussions,
the teachers were ’eiih_er Interviewed personally using the interview
Schedule for Teachers or filled out the Schedule. i

. . L]

t“\'

. The Posttest procedure for experimental and control teachers was
identical in all respects to the Pretest progdure. The same instrument
was used (MTAl). Ko testing of puplls was done at this time.

’

Three-month Follow-up Testing

The three-month follow-up testing procedures for teachers and pupils
were identical in all respects to the Pretest procedures (t.e. both experi-

sental and control, teacbers and pypils, received all test instruments).

The overall schedule of the study is summarized in Figure 2

—

on the followling page. :
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RESULTS .

. /Tne previous sections of this report hm’ resented In a descriptive
' w2y the essential rationale and the underlying frypotheses for the evaluation
‘. '____ of the One To Grow On”film/discussion raterials. For purposes of révied,

the original obj'e‘ctives and the four lewvels of §m;:acb are repeated below:
/ s T e T . . :
" gbjectives {From RFP): ] . . P

A e {1) To stimulate discussion of the nature of student behavior Lﬁd

the teacher's relationshis o it. —
L. 9 . L 3

{2) To help teachers zppreciate and ungerstand human behavior,

x3king into account underiylng fa tors which can produce dif-

R
. ferent kinds of sarface behavior in Students. | . —~
{3) To help fzad’zers explore and understand their owm dttitudes . r
. and feellngs toward teaching, aad 'by\ this mlora"tiqn improve
- the ways in mich ‘they relgge to their studemts =nd cbeir
- . . students relate tb themselves arrd others.

- s !

tevels of fopact:

~ S, I !

tevel 1: The films + dTscssion woyld the an inrné:dla¢ impact-on
-
g é;e :eacher in terms of his behavior in the dlswssions and ‘
his immediate reactions to the films. . - -
- Level 11: The above experience would have an ln;pact on ‘h’Is atti-
tudes/beliefs with respect to the interpersonal relationship T
—— between the teacher ‘and his students, ° - _

Level {1}: r\S a result of the above impact, the teacher would — P
f behave differently in the classroom in a manner reflecting -~
g ‘endwcons!scent with @e change nated at 1ével {1, '

—

Level 1V: The above change on the part of the t.eacher in the class-
L % room would hm an lmpa*:t on the studefits ‘in that{crass'room Co-
" in terms of the ' perceptiod of the Intérpersopal relat!onship -

-

R L g .betWeen them apnd the teacher. "

: RS N . "
- et . ;/:/’:’&’ /1 - ’ . 4 1 /‘ : —_
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The followihg "eipectatioas".are designed to comvert *c‘;e above cutcomes
inte.gn evaluation process, 9;303 the iostruments and data obtalned and are ' .
stated in a marner that would be mlst.enruir}h outcones : B .__f
;. Hzasured by ché HIAL nrgmsz .there mld be no essential difference
ia the "scorag” (3ttlt::$=s) of controt and experimental Teachers. However,
differences between grade 3:'-';!5 wiuld vt be, 2s noted earller, ».r;c:pacted.
Also, It would be helpful 4€ the _the pre-KTAl scores were on the low or medium
end of the scale.. Thls would orov!de ‘roo” for increases and evold aspnaw'*?c

pm:lems Fand uilnng§ff&u. 1T would also he!p TE :L S .D. tr‘ swr&s was
smail so that relatlvely smal) dif?ereﬂe;s my :erSﬂown to be signifncant -

z. Simiarty for stuaents, control and ex::erhmt.ai growps should be
shown 1o be simiiai in attitodes 25 measured by the SJ3 or Smﬂr‘e‘syare;ests.

1 .
; Azain, scores should ve low and S.b.s small.

*

3. The Ddscussion Leacers snould report.inat the experiences fG? .

teathers was positive in general and that many individual teachers w_eré
encouraged to rodi‘?':y classroom/puni l/t,eac'ner/interact?on in a manfkr con-
sistent with m&a,emana/wmistic ohi losophy {best}, or at least indicate
3 deSlire to do so (next best), or be willlng to think a‘oo.:t it :{as:t best).
Discussions would be reported as meaningful and iss;xe/problem reLatd and
C mot_ triviala . : .- /f’
.
-'-4._ Teachers in their interviews would hopefully reflectthé s‘ame'
points thpt were made in 3 adbove. “However, one would expect ?o':s_{dera‘sle
individual variatjon, based on the pe:rsanél and indf*vldéalistic natuye of

the materials and their message.
. ’ \P

5. Post-HiA! scores would show 2 significant WnLover"pre-n}’Al scores
for experimental gteachers, while the confrol teachers would show no'galam . .
_pernaps even 3 tost. Other _acocpt:able but less dramatic results would inciude
a comparative difference score in favor of the experimental group {e.g. both
contral and expeﬂ‘nutta! oould drop but the control would g0 down more thaa
the expermen}ﬁl) Another characteristlc that should shbw up. in the .
teacher self-report data Is a relationship between the Impact of the pc)gra'n
.on the individual tedcher and his galn score on"the HT&41. This Is In some, - ¢

ways a more sensitive measure than compansons bet:ueen average scores, smce oL
it shows {or fails to show) tne ITnkage betmn the “vertial report of Impact

‘and the attitude change as.,reflecwd by the KTAL.
= g . ,:

-
-
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6. Three ronths after the completion of tne workshop, cne would exoect
that MTAl scores would remain high or even possibly,increase over post - . ~
scores. “he iatter effect would possibly reflect a relnforcemai ohe'm'rcnoa
swnmm'- fron The suctcess of the changes Instituted by the mc::er.’ A king
of feedbacze process could be *ryepor:xesized in which lnprove‘d teagher behav?or
would 1e2d to improved student b.ezav!or which woaid lead to fcrthgr Tnnut
from the teacher, etc., all of this reflected in changes ia the “tpacher’s

.

attitude as neasyred fry the KTAL. .
> .
\’. :-:isxgA process bolid iead to a chang‘- m the s:.;d:sts atntuﬂe
toward the teacher as reflected ia his ‘ollox-up scores on. the SGQ/S::: les
test when comared with those scores oa the pretest. T-xe scéores of the Ss
in the exserimental group snould go up while the control grouhscores should

remain the same or go down. Less dramatic but still important would be 3

gl fference score setween control and experimental in favor of the experimzrtal,

even if the direction of change was negative. Alsp, as with the teachers,
one would expect those students in the cla‘sses of those teachers who said
that they were going to make changes, or 3t least think about them, to show
the greatest increase {or least decrease) in their 50Q/Swi le scores.

bt should be recognized that while the labove- expectations are closely
related-to the original objectives of the films and to the Impact levels,
the relatiomship Is not one-to-one. That ls, there is no direct measure of
teacher classroom behavior change {lmpact Level 11f). Such a change would
be inferred from a positlve finding for expectations #6 and_ {rore Inp%tantiy)
£7. Similarly, support for Impact Level 1V, must be inferred from expectation
#7. impact Levels 1 and 11 (teacher behavior in the discussion sesslons and
. Y&aching attitude, respectively) do have direct confirmation Hor matlon)

- —in the kinds of data ‘col lected frcr-.a teacher and Discussion teader interview

forms. Two caveats are in order at this point, both of which have been
noted but sbould be re-emphasized: . :
"1 The‘design was not realized In its entirety. Some cells are -
_ empty or extremely smabl. This is part!culaﬁy true of . the fonow-un -

data, since many schools were gettmg rgady to glose or were c.lostng
by the time the posttest data were.being collected,

~ . - M . .
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2. If expectations are s& too high, everyone {and everyt‘;hg) fails. ‘
The c.z:pe;tazions-s:ated abve are expiot‘nory questions. }s:?‘te m}t
_those responsible for the films mzy have hoped for, one should Se cau-
. :w& &out ths comul tment one is williny !n;:;st A2 sopch hc;:s. -
: lz. is wertainly fair, however, to expect impact at some level to support -

the cost of suth 2 progtan. Howsver, to abandon such 3 progran because
it fails to meet aMl of its objectives is probabl .«ortjsngh‘ted. in -
t:be discession w foiiow, failure to fmd}ﬁfér;‘.e should ast be’ -
werfimmrpteﬁ. 3ne £annot pro-'e themMull hypod'xes{s-—o')}y d%
"Ht.- &5 somedme put i, “roe absence 6f proof 14 not the same thing .
© 7 as the prosf of apsence.” In such inherently dTfficult aress as class-
roos mr_—.ntal healith, atziuée change and humanistic mcpzloa(i p’:siloso:z.‘ry,

- ‘r.his ,cre’cept should Se kept well in mind, *

Tae m.u{s will pe given first for the data collected from tne various

tests od’&iﬂ?S‘«'.&f'&d { nard” data; and then from tne ﬁterweu forms com-
“pleted by d‘istgsa}on ieaders and teachers { 'soft’ data).

- : - S . e . -
, v v 7 Test Administraticn Zesulre = — -

Jo hkelp the' reader judge the possible rapge of scores oa the three tests

-

used, the fof!owing information is provided:
&

HTAl — Tnis test has 150 items, each one of which has S possible

answers. Some of these aaswers are considered ’ righb" and some 'Wwrong'' .
(and some are not eitherl. A Right mlaus ¥Wroag scorj"ng formula is used,

and the res:;lt. plotted on the appropriate percent:le scale which has T
been normed for elerentary and secondag‘;“'dwers. The "scone shown
in the table is the resuiting averade pfcermla scores for the ref-

ereaced group of teachers. ::lax.-lD_O, mini=dz. - - Tt

S0Q -- This test, as used in the study, had'ks items. Each item had
four choices, —Two of these were scored as positive (“good'* attitude].
The other two choites were -cons'i.de;ed assnegative ("bad"’ attitude)

and were not scored. -gsoore in Tabie'1 is the averags aumer of

positive scores. Max. score=i5; min, score=0. ,
. - L




s

Smiles -- The wersion of this test used in the study had 10 items..

Two of five possible responses were scored ds positive.  The other tnree

-werc/::.:tra! or negative and were not scored.  Max. score=10, mia.

i

. r>/

score=), -

_ The diffesentes vetween the HTAl, Smiles 2hd SOQ pretest sccres for
e3ch grage level are shown in Table 1. Table 1 generalky supports the
’exaect.atffw noteS earlier-that is, experirentdl and control subjects were
oot significantly different on they p ts. The one exception 1s for the
MTAl, grades 7 - 12, where the cont 1 group teachers scorsd significantiy
loRer on the MTAl thag the experim;ntal teachers. This fact Is taken into
account in interpreting » ad post- difference scores for the grow.
Also, scores on all tests llow some room for improvement, but this is par-
ticule.rly true of tne MTAl ‘and least troe for Smiles, Srades 1 - 3. This
is one of the reasons these latter grade levels were singled out for inspec-
tion from the rest of the elementary students {(grades & - §). 1t was feared
that these very young Students would be less 11kely {or have less reason)

to&c&it%cal of their school exserience. Their results <ould possibly

mask any real difference that may be_shown for the 4 - 6 grades. All of the

subseguent analyses maintain this distinction at the elementary leved.

-

Otner points of, interest in thesg data are:

1. Tne 5.D. for the MiAl is high in comarison with the other two

tests’

2. High schéol teachers tend to score higner on the HTAi than grade
school teachers. This is contrary to :!';e~ findings used to gener- *
atév the norms as documented in the MTAl test manual (Cook £ Leeds,
1347). No.explanation is forthcoming for this finding. It is
nog a factor in the Study per se in terms of the interpretation of

results. - !

-~ -
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TaL

T Tests of Differences Between Ixperinmental And Lontrol
Pretest Heaos
Experimental Sroup - CLonwurol Group .
, L N Mean e 5.D. . K Hean S.3. 't
Teachers® Mit} Percemtile Sceres
Grages 1 -7 3 i5 32.62 23.7% - 1z 31.36 21.33 .18.
Srasess -6 My 3305 2737 26 %61 .75 -
Grades 7 -1z 3% 57.%2 26.73 27 46.78 22.51 2.9%=
Stugents® Swiles Scores (Total Possitle Score=13;
Grages 1 - 3 i5¢ £.50 i.us 12 5.0u 118 1.25 )
Graces £ - &  a_ =.%% 112 2% . 5.24 1.3 -1.21
) Students 53¢ Scores [Tctal Possiole Score = 4y |
Grades 7 - 12 35 x.55 43 - 27 35.30 - 4.73 -43
=Significans at .05 level
(')A negative t value indicates tnat the Control Group mean was ’n'ig‘ﬁer nan .

tiie £xperimental Group mean.
. AN

(zkhe proper unit chneasurement for determiniog degrees of freedom is the ° _
class and not the indivicual student. £ach class had approximately 3D
students.

€
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Table 2 presents toe results of e asatysis of the relationshis
between control groups oo the pretesis ang The posttesis.® Hone of the dif-
ference was significant, indicating tnat the teachirs ;a:m. students in the
control groups showed o systematic change Iorisg toe f:t'er;;l when trhe
experinental group x:eceives' the workspop. Such a fin:}ir.;r is Important since
it negates the argument that treatment effects (if any) may have been influ-
enced by .factors unrelated to the treatment itseif. Ia the broad srea which
Is the concern of this study, rsuch 2 possibility Is real. 4ssemdly programs,
pep-2alks, other workshoprpxperience, etc., could influence both groups.
vizhout these control pref and post-data, such artifaces uoﬁd' a0 angstected

a Type 11 error possibly committed {Churchman, 1343}, i.e. accaaiiag a

.
pothests as true w¢7J\t is actually faise, .

Tavle 3 presents tne results of tne crucial analysis between dre- and

‘ posttest resulis of tne experimental groups. Katorally, it would be expected

that if tne worksnop experience influenced attizudes of teachers a:—ss {suose-
quently, students and if thesa changes are capable of being reflected on
the three tests, then a significant increase in scores’ between pre- and
posttests would be found. This is not the case. 72ble 3 shows no such
positive ig_z:ﬂact,'and in one case, what aopears to be a negative impact
(student S0Q scores). [n fact, in four out of the six comparisons, the
directlon of change is negative. Given tne results presented in Tables 1
and Z avove, one must con‘clude that at this gross leved .(i.e. looking only ]

at grade level differences) the effect of the workshop is noz reflected In

N

r:he KTAl, tne Smile or the SOQ tests. However, this is the most difficult

“test’' of tne concept of impact since it '‘expects'' that a very generai(and

° overall posi'ti,ve impactwas produced by the workshops. Such an expectation

was considered to be worthy of investigation but also to be unlikely of

attaipment. '
b - .

- -

* . . . v ‘
Since, as noted, follow-up data were missing in many cases for both

experimental and &ontrol groups, and those follow-up data that were
obtained tended to correlate highly with posttest data, it was decided
to use only posttest findings. In the few cases where follow-up
tests were completed but not the posttest, the fol{o-v-up scores were

used as posttest scores. ¢
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- TAZLE 2
Correlated ¢t Tests of Differences Setween Control

-

?rc:A And Posttest Means

N Pretest - Postrest-

Hean S.D. rean S.D. tc::x'
Jeachers' Al Percentile Scorés
Srages 1 - 3 12 31.26 - 2“.93 35.863 22.03 . 1.7
Grades & - & 28  36.64 25.76 26,71 27.35 -2.05 (1)
grades 7 -12 27 44,73 22.61 44,57 25.1% - .31
Students' Smile Scores {Total Possivle Score=iD)
Lrages } - 3 1z - .85 1.15 5.31 1.69 . .23
Grades & - 5 L8 5.24 1.30 5.18 1.20 - .36

‘ —

Students’® §0Q Scores ¢Total Possibie Score=k3)
Grades 7 -12 27 $.30 473 23.74 5.82 - .95 -

- .

&

%negatfve tor value indicates that the Ppstte;t'r'ean Score Was lower than

the Peetest Mean Score. ) )

-

’

4

] c- :
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TAZLE 3
v Correlated t Tests of Differences Setween Experimental
Pre- and Postlest Means o

tr

H Pret,_est Posttest

-, Lo~ ~ -

( Meen . $.D. °  HMean s.D. teor -
7eacbe|;'$‘ HT4l Percentile Scores

Grades 1 - 3 15 32.69 20.77 . 38.80  27.38 2.07
Grades 4 - 6 34 33.85 27.37 ¢ 38.85- -~ 26.8% -1.14Y)
Srades 7 -12 % - §7.42 26.73 61.50 26. 11 1.23
Students ‘ Swile Scores {Total Possible Score=10}

Grades 1 - 3 is5 6.5) 1.45 £.43 1.51 - .57
Grades 4 - 6 34 566 1.12 4.57 1.92 - .56
Students' SO0Q $cores {Total Possibie Scofe=45)

Grades 7 32 3%  30.85 _ 5.4 _23.12  6.00 -3.53%

“}a negative teor value indicates that the Posttest Mean Scorg‘;as. lowes

than the Pretest HMean Score. ’ ’ ] L
* . :
Significant at .01 level. S
A -
» -
. - ki
.‘.
43 - _
’ -~

¢}
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- - 2. . ) . .
iabie & provides an opportunity to test the concent of impact not 35 &
Q, _-POSitive movement between pre- and posttest, but as 2 difference phenomenon
between experimental aho conteol on the postiest. Since, with one exception

(MTAT, Grades 7 - 12) the two groups were tne same oh the pretest, one

can interpret a significant difference favoring the experimental group as

~  impact” even if the  Optrall directih of change is PEZastive. Since Ft has S
already been demonstrated in TaSle 2 that the control group did aot change
- e 4

significantly, and in Tadle 3 that pre- and post- i{Pact was negligible,

" one would aot expect a difference nypothesis to be supported. &s Table & J
sh?:rs, such is the result i~ all cases Hut one, and that is the 7 - 12 HTAl ]
teacher scores._ _{The other sig. € is in the wrong direction, the control
students scoring higher tnan ne exoerimental.) Tnis >rignt spot in the
fingings is dgimmed to some extent by the fact that the pretest score of tne
control group in grages 7 - 12 is lower tnan the experimental group. Thus,

- - = this finding of significance must be attenuated by tnat amount to awois

giving the experimental group an unfalr advantage. ' However, even when th{s
is gone, tne difference remains significant but at a lover level of confi-
dence (.25]. -,

Based on this table { &), it is possibie to support a statement to ~

* - -‘ . ) »
the effect that hign school teachers, xfo already score relatively high on

the MTAl on the pretest, realize a small relative gain when compared to
their control counterparts, even though the absolute gain is not signi%i-
< -~
;0 cant {Table 3}. ir;_i_airness. however, it must also be noted that their
students {i.e. grafies 7 - 12} showed an absolute loss on the SOQ test.

whatever the positive impackt the One To Grow On film/discussion experi-

ence might have had on the teachers as_a whole, it was not. {apparently)

- .

shared with their studenls, as 3 whole. = - )
. . — . -,

r, -

T One can only say ia sw;;?arizing these datd that robust and f:onsist@nt
effects of any kind are absent and{és;e. ‘would not want to claim broad and

across ine board results-for tb_e'?"fi"lm/\:lorksho;a experience. 1€ rem3ics to
explore some of the "-o’re specific and, it is felt, jnteresting relation-

ships that the data suggest in.the following analyses. S

ERIC . L

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




TA3LE &4

t Tests oF Differentes Between Zxperimental and Control

. PostiesE feans

. A _ Experimenta) Group ~ Control Group 2
'N\/ Fean S.D. N Fean S.9. t

Teacners® MTAl ?;roentile Scores l ) -
Grades | - 3 15 358.89 27.3% 12 34.383 . 22.33 .32
Grades 4 - 6 34 30.85 26,84 23 28.71  ‘27.% .25
Srades 7 -12 35 61.50 26.11 27 4407 25.13 2.72*
Students’' Smile Scores (Total Possinle Score=13)
Grafes 1 - 3 is 5.43 3.51 12 5.91 1,60 ,.3-‘-5 |
Grades 4 ~ & 34 4.57 1.02 26 5.16 . f.10 -z.nzs’
Students' SO0 Scores (Total Possible Score=4S)
Grades 7 -12 36 29.12 6.00 27 25.74 5.82 -.42

“,l* negative t value indicates that the Contgol Sroup mean was higher than

the Experimental Group mean.

stgmificant at .0} Jevel

x2 -
significant at .05 level

\ .
,\ .
——
- \
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Severa? analyses were done the basis of a division of teachers {ato

three categories: (i) bhigh gain,%(Z) middle, and {3) high loss. The

criterion for these assignments was as follows: y

. -

. . (1) High cain teachers were those who showed 3 gain of }a;gfints or .
. more on the percentile scale pf the ¥1A1 between the pre and ,
- . -
-4 .posttest.
(2) HMiddie te3chers were those who had a.gain or loss of less than
‘ 10 points on the percentile scale of the MTAl between the pre - j
‘ » and posttest. .
i . (3) Hfgh loss teachers were those who had a loss of 10 points or more

on the percentile scale of the MTAl between the pre and posefigzt*

Several expectations would be relevant to this analysis. Lne is that
there would be more expesimefital than catrol tealhers in the high &bin
group. Table 5 shows this 1o be the case. A higher percentage, of experi-

mental teachers than control teachers af51H0w:he high sain group and a

lower percentage in the high loss group. ver, it is also worthy of note

- H
TABLE 5 - )
: ¢ Number of :xperimenta% &nd Control Téacﬁ;r& P
: in High Gain, Hiddle and High Loss erys on HTAl "?g&,t ’ -
/ - Experimental & . Control -{:7' : o
— < i
. H . z N Z PR X
& 2
High Gain 21 24.7 S & A .
Hiddle 49 57.6 ) 34
’ High Loss : 15 17.6 20 n -
© _Total 85 99.9 67 3
3 G . .
that,SO many control teachers show 2 hlgh ga2in and, coﬁ#arseiy, so many .

experimental teachers .that show 3 high toss. In fadt, the distribution of

* high galﬁ% and losses ip the experlnenta% groups posnts to the highly

-

X R ]
In no cases were ''ceiling' or "flooreffects a problem. In none of the

analyses given here wege any of the groups restricted in their posssble
range, thus atenuatlng]Poss;ble gain or loss scores. - coE

’ : g 52 .
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individualized impact of the pregram. It also helps to “‘explain’ the general
lack of sigaif}canz differences M the previous comparisons ant the high
S.D.s found for the KTAl. ' ) * - - .
) ) .
Using the sam- rationale, but-add:ng cther dimensions to the ana!ysus
shows the rela: bng ‘bxbetween gain anc oth)?'study B,ranete#%. Table 6 >

includes site location in the ga:n/experzrpntallcontro! comparison. frow
. . TABLE 6 t

aéhatiORSE?o Between Site and BGaln Scores on MTAl Test

N

Site 1 ' Site 2
, 4 Experimenzal Control Experimental Control
N~ 2 % 4 w Y’ ) 3 -

High Gain 16 22.5 13 22.0 5 35.7 0 6.0

Migile 42 59.2 2¢ §7.5 7 50.0 6 75.0 j‘,
High Loss 13, 18.3 13 3.5 2 14.3 2 25.0 -
Jotai 71 100.0 59 100.0 4" 100.0 38 °199.0

. — - j T -
thes& data one can see that Site 2 (a 1.) appears to show results that are .

* more consistent with the expectatcon of the study. That is, the control

group is not represented at all id the high gain group and the experipental
. group- is'fairly well represe;ted, althbugh it is still the case thaf most

i e;gerlnental teachers are in the middle gr0up. Site | (Pnttsburgh) has i
essentnally the same cha:acterast:cs as the total sanple as presented in -+
the previous table. These data are best interpreted in lugbt of tbe urban,
suburban, rural data presented below. Site 2 was all urbad and Site }
a mixture of the 3. Urban schools were the group most “'nfluenced" by the P

workshop program. . s : -7

Table ; allows on; to examine the influence of the school settitig on

the results. The.interesting trend heré is thexgenerally h%gher impact of -
tﬁg ﬁ?aéiém on the urban school teachers, with suburban and rural beiég ‘
lower. These results are consistent with the comments made by éany of the
participants. All of the films, but especially ¢he three problecioriented ~

films, are urban inh setting and fla&or Sarah and Cindsay are particularly ) s

iyrban,'' not only in setting but in content (drugs and abor&uon). ‘A basic

| “principle in the area of levels of involvenent in attitude’ change messages
| - .

- . . N
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P is that peéple‘-ten_d to react most to those things with which they are

familiar andwith which they can igéntify. Rural schools in particular

did rc?t tend to identify with such concerns as drugs, discipline problems s -
and abortion. . ’ . . v .\
. ) : . A
- .. .y . « o~ - e e % e ee ot e r

.- / . TABLE 7 . t

Relatibnship Between School Setting And 63le Scores ON\MTAI Test
N

. : Urban =t . Subarban b . _Rural e <
Experi~ Experi- ve—e - _Experi-’ . o
meatal Conkrol  cental Cofitrol  mental. Control ¥ .1
\ Cw z. & % 3 R 3 K3 W %
Higr: Gain & 31.6 2 20.0 11 239 6 7154 &4 25.0¢ 5 27.8° )
Middle N s57.3 7 70:e 27 58.7 23 53.0 11 35.0 4 22.2 _
High loss 2 10.5 4 10.0 & .17.& 1o 25.6 5 _20.0 3 50.0
Total 19 100.0 10 109.0 4 100.0 33 100.2 20 100.0 18 100.0

»

equent portion of this Results section where interview resslts are

-

‘given. ‘ N

%4

s
. Tabie 8 compsres the 4 grade levels included in .thé study..{ Other than
the unexplained retative absence of high gain teachers in the {73, 6 'grade
level, and the large numher of high gain control teachers, in the 1 - 3 grade -

level, no ano-xalaes appear Jﬂ these results. [If one wanted :.o select the

group most like}y to be influenced by the film (as measured by the ¥TAl),

one would select the high school setting. However, Iable 8 shows that all
grade levels are capable’ of being influenced by these materials. S

Table § presen(s the resutts of- the foomparisorr between male and female
teachers. Even though the number of-faale teachers in the total sample was ,
considerahly less than.the number of female teachers, the contrast between

the two is rather striking. Since males ware distributed rather evenly -

over all tire other dimensions, this is not an artifact of the data.
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Table iBconpares the experience ievei .o;‘:c{:t rezchers with MIAt gatn/ = —=.

, __ loss scores.  {“Experienced’ mas deflned 2s nore than two yzars of active ..

—teaching in the pablic schools.) One could Interpret the resulzs In '
several ways. Do exserieaced teachers react nore favoradly becaise they

have been removed from new ideas and are Tooking for ways of modifying their

2pproach to teaching? Are t‘ne;' mre .anaie of the problens and thus rmore :
_eager to'a.a;!qre new mﬁ?‘.:’ncse are questions that the dataper se

caarot answer. Some light is shed on those. issues, however, by the.rcsults

of the interview data discussed belom
.. ‘
| .
< - - .
A )
4
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- . . ‘ .
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TASLE & //'
- . felatioaship Setween Sex 4nd Gain Scores On MIAl Test . *
Male ;w—ﬁlq"
Ez:perim:nial . Loatrol Experimental |, Controi ” [
. - /
N 3 N 3 oy -3 %, .z !

- - N - & ¢ ¥ . 7 B

High Sain 2 8.3 3 42 13 31,1 19 5.7

» / “‘ -

Riddle 15 6255 10 U7.6 3% 55.7 2 522

" Hign Loss’ 7 29.2 5 38.1 3 131 12 6.1
' 1

Total 24 103.3 21 103.5 51 93.5 45 103.0

e s

Pelationstiip Between Teachers Experience And Gain Scores On HTAl Test

<

TASLE 1Q

Experienced Teachers

-
rd

inexperiencéd Teachers

Experimental Contr'ol . ’Eipeﬂ'm.ntzl Coazr:ol\
N z Nz N z N g
— TS
High Gain 17 2645 10 23.3 i* 19,0 3 12.5
© Hiddle 35 54.7 19 .  &%4.2 14 65.7 15 $2.5
i ) )
High Loss 12 18.8 14 32.6 3 15,3, ° 6 25.0
Total 64 - 100.1 43 100.1 21 100.6 2k 160.9
56 g
. % \. -

3 2N



e . .

|
! - X ?
‘ To sumarize the above Tesuits, one carTsee the fol lowing pattem
. energe: - .
. . 1. The program does nave sone impact on teachers 25 measured by the
* T4, Sut it is far from gef{:ra!. ~in fact, only 25% of the _
experimental teschers showed an appreciadle galn in scores. The
’ ’ wajority did not chamge {58%) and a numder actually dropped {183). . )
2. All schools show impact, but_especially teacners In the urban ‘
schpols. ' ]
‘ -
3. Similarly, teachesrs of all grade levels can benefit, but especially j
high scnool teachers. ’ ]
~ 4., rale teachers are generally leds influenced by the program than
female teachers. . . /
; 5. Exoerienced teachars tend to be more receptlve than inexperienced.
E Tne next analysis looks at tne second level of impact on students in .
i terms of the high gain/no gaia/ high loss schema. One would expect the
'{ eatest change in student test scores from those teachers who were most
“tafluenced by the worksnep. Two separate tables are presented to .
- ! . s, -
explore this expectation, one (Table 11) for the 1 - 6 grades {the Smiles .
’ - test) and one (Tadble 12) for the 7'- 12 grades (the $0Q tesz). The tadles T
[ show the aumber of significant ts, posi gi-ve .and negative, for the control .
f and experimental groups of students for each test. : )
t TASLE 11 T T -
S v humber of Signk{lcan:t ts For Elementary Studeats
! " Of High Gain, Hiddle And High Loss -
| . Experimental And Control Teachers ]
L . ) “ - Experimentai . Control . .
. . Sig. Pos. Sig. Neg. Sig. Pos. Sig. Beg.
L ’4 _ ou . ts ts H . .,ts ts . . A
E High Gain Teachers g~ 0 1 g i 1
S Hiddle Teachers 39 2 1 13 2 1. _
i‘ - . / .
., . -+ High Loss Teachers 10 } I 12 1 1 .
. - . .
|
| ' 51
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. TA3LE 12 '
’ ! Number of Significant ts For High Schoo! Students .
Of High Sain, Middle And Hign Loss . K
S/ ) Experinental And Control Teachers . - 4
ya - . - Sxoerimental ' Control _
Sig. Pos. Sig, Neg. _ Sig, ?os: S1g. keg,. _
) N 15 ts N ts ts
#igh Sain Teachers 12 ) 3' Y ) ] "
ricdle Teachers i3 0 3 - 15 1
High Loss Teachers 5- g 1 8 1

The ébove results are discouraging to say tne least. Fi-'rst, few posi- —
tive shifts in students' scores occurred in amy of the grades—and none at
the high school level (despite a2 nigner teacher ‘impact ' at that level). The
three significant gains that did occur ia student attf%:.::lc wer;’ 0ot in the
high gain teacher group, bSut in the middle and h‘/gh loss g-ro&':"s."' In fact, 1
high gain axpefinéntai teachers 2ccounted for & of the 1D slgnificaat droos '
in student attitede. And finally, the control group students as a whole did

a little better than the experl'mental students. ln short, this analysis of

" on the pre- or d'ae posttests. In short, one would not want to predict how

the reiationship between teacher impact and .student impact faﬂs tg reveal
[

such 3 relationship on a group basis.

<.
To check this finding, a correlation was computed be"éween all teacher'

'HTA! scores and student scores. Table 13 shows the results. ¥ith one excep-

tion (pretest,Gragdes 1 - 3) there is little congruence between the two cither

As.fuglents would score on a.measure of attitude toward their teacher on the

basis of the teacher's score on a feasur® of his attitudes tosard his students.
Hopefully, the workshop experlgnce might have brought these two measures ’
into alignment, but,-as a g‘roup.'this was not the case . -

#s a final analysis of the data, the high gain teachers and high lgss. . .
teachers were looked at In terms of their interview resuits. As noted in the-
introduction to this section, one would expect those teac_heis who showed a 3 -
high gain on MTAl to verbally report that they were actively going to pursue
some aspect of the hwnar-:istic approach in their classroom. (And, of co':arse,

the opposite could be trve for high loss geadwers.)

s ‘
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TASLE 13

-

Correlations Setween Teacheps' MTAQ ?érq:-:ue
Scores And Class Scores

1
1
!
: -4
;

. i’ Exoerimengal {ontrol

Grades Pretests Posttests Pretests Postiests

1 - 3 (Smile Swres) T.57= .43 ¥ .25
15 .2
4 - 5 {Smile Smtts) .03 -.01 -.21 ’ R
. K ~ . 34 ‘ 23 R
7 -12 {503 Scores) 47 .15 .23 . .23
« N - 35 27 . -

= .
A b

significant at .05 level

- . - :\, >7 » ®or
The results are not consistent with this expectation. Just as manyf,x 4 ,\r’

“oositive' interviews were found in the high loss group s ln the high gain
group. _A:r;arentty,' the two instruments are tapping a different aspect of
behavior.. .

E-3

The above section of the report looks at the stat!s(icﬂ findings of
the ests admmistered am} finds relatively little to support the use of -the
“One To Grow Gn" film/discussion program in terms of lmpact Levels 11, {11 or _

" IV (teacher att!tude, teacher behavior, student attitude). Earlier comments

[l
Pl

about the personal and Iwdividual nature of € experience should, however,
e noted again. Also, the expectation that a short exposure to a change

:;S!\van have a general and measurable impact on a group of peopile is ambi-

tious at best. And third, such impact, even if it éxists, is extremely )

difﬂcult to measure.

A more . *clinical' look at the possuble tevel | h'upact of the program ox~

’ a3 mofe personal and self-report basis is presented in the next section.

-




Lo Results of A:saiys}/s of Interview Schedules For Jeachers

-

A total of 87 experirental teachers either were iaterviewed by the 1

Project Director or completed the lntervi?v forms themselves. (& copy of

the schedule is contained in Zopendix D.) Trese testhers are mot in all i

cases the same teachers whose MTAl data and class scores were analyzed sta-
tistlcally. A few teachers who had complete poe- and post-MTAl data did

not compiete the guestionnaire, conversely, some teachers wim did not Kawe

complete test data did méeze the gqusstionnaire. However, for the most

part, these two groaps are made up of the same teachers. The distritution -
of the teacners wno comnletes =g laterviEr SCECGIE 1STSHOSN By groce below.
- I S—
e -~

N Percent

flementary {Grades 1 - §) 43 $5.2 .
Intermediate (Grades 7 - 9) 29 23.9 ]
Hign School (Srades 10 - 12) 13 21.3

Total .87 169.0 o

Probably because of time pressures, some: teachers who were not inter,

viewed directly did agt answer every item on.the form. lOften these teachers E

simply wrote down some general gomments. Although an aﬁalysis of each item

on the interview form was carried out, the following discession is based

partly on clusters of items that are closely related. This will per{ait a
more accurate intarpretation’of the feelings and attitudes of teachbrs iIn

responding to this £iim/discussion experience.

ltems 2 and‘3 in the interview schedule represent a cluster around the

important aotion of basic 'acoentamce or rejectjon on the part of the teacher

of the essential intent behind the 'One To-Grow On' experience, i.e. that it

" 1s a2 useful tool for initlating constructive change in the classroon. Item
2 requested the teachers to list things they particularly Ilked and disliked
about the workshop, and lten 3 asked if they would recormend the filn series ‘

to other teachers. The results of this combined. analysis are shown below,

LI 2 )

. L 3
tranglated into a '‘general acceptance,” ‘‘general rejection' dichotomy. Note

that the total nuber of teachers ip this analysis is 68. This indicates

23

*

5k *.
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i . rhat 13 teachers either did not respond 10 these guestlions of t‘ajir resoonse
could not be categorized. 1a this table, as in others preserteg in this —
. . .
section, 't irdica elementary teacther, I indicates intermediate teach-

ers, a~d '’ indicates high school teachers.

¢
i

. . B H - 0M To’tal
> Seneral Acceptance _ £3.43 55.7% 75.0% £9.1%
General Pejection 31.6 33.3 25.0 3.9
100.0 192.5 ~ 199.9 199.2
H R N 33 13 2 48
’@ A= o
In every category, 2z least 2/3 of tne teachers accepted the woreshop .

experience and at the aign school level this figure reacres 3/4. Given the
wide variety of situations in which these materials were used, the lack of _—

" . traiaing and experience of tne part of some discussion leaders, and tne

hignly individualistic appeal of tnese materials, these data are a strong

A

positive statement supporting the general acceptance of the series. Going
pack 1o the attitude change model discussed earlier, these results would ~

7 1indicate that the overall message was received and accepted by a much

mmw"ww-ﬂw—m-mw
M 13k

- -larger percentage of teachers in the study sample than is typically the
ctase in similar efforts. The pattern noted earller in the 'nhard' data
"Gith respect to the greater impact at the high school level is repeated

L 4

[ - . here, lending support to this finding. .

’
.

Another clUster analysis, based prirrq{rily on the responses to ltems |
engd § in the interview Sd-reduie, indicates which of the concepts discussed
, in their workshops the teadﬁrs have already applied, are planning to apply,
or are thinking 9? .applying’as a2 result Qs workshop experience. -The -

”

concepts a2nd the number, and, where app,rogriat\e, percentages of teachers in

{

tl . each grade category who mentioned them dre shown below:
!
1
|
|
|
l
:
i
|

L ’
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&
1. Seeing students 2s individuals: - N
— N Percent - .
— - - - *
£ 25 52.1 o
! 3 9.0
- A iz 63.2 ’
Total 45 1.7 .
2. Trying to individualize instruction:’
v H Percent . -
- £ 19 - 20.8 ° .
1 7 35.0 B
# 2 10.5 )
Total 12 21.8 . 3
. |
Peer iutoring: o - -
N Pgrccnt
s 22.%
) 25.0
< 24.0
. \ \
Class ings (Based on 'Teagher in Refiection'')
, .
! N Percant
£ 8- - - .
¢
{ i -
6) elementary teichers said they had earlier used -
activities in their classrooms but were
- encouraged to t ain. _ N
»
6. Hini-courses: ) ) .
Two (2) ele ary teachers and one {1} intermediate
L teacher irdicated that they hoped to apply the aini-
. (3 - . .
¢ourse/concept. 4 .




A

4

As the above sis indicates, the greatest single irpact the work-
shop series seemed 2o have, based on self-report data, was to get some of
the teachers to begin to see their students as individuals. Over half of N
all the teachers mentiohed this concept and 63% of the nigy school teachers
said they were ::ore Fnare of individual students' personzlities and problems

as a result of the workshop experiehce. . . . .

’ <

4
Actual responses made by meny teachers to these two iters on the ’

- 4
Teacher interview Schedule are quoged’ below.

* -

Positive General Comments

9 . -
< - »
* The films helped me to see sckool through the child's eyes and

this nas enadbléd ne to relate better to my students.

Tne fifms give‘an agoed insight to various problems, besides

school, that the children face. (2)

The idea of getting the pupil's attention by using something

which interests him is not nev to me. However, it was during

the course of the workshops that |.was inspired anew to use

this techmque. There was .a high [eve"l of interest about karate .
in many of my classes and sg. 1 brought in the May issue of

gbony, Jr. which featured a story about 3 young' karate star. And

| got their attention much more easily than usual. {(Reading teacher).

* Films shoved how teachers tan forget about individuals.

L]

Gave new outltook af what is involved in today‘’s children's lives.

-

Showed how home life is involved-in relation toséhool.
]

Will try to interpret actions of sStudents on a deeper, level; will .

open dialogue about specific st‘udents‘early in the yea?' instead of -

- late in the quarter.

| am now aware of what [ cdo wrong. ) Y




— e - _ e - - -

Positive Specific Gomrments - 3

* Class seems to be a more cchesive group, much msre open to communi-
cation and discussions, both indlviduallyanrd as a group. (Elementary

s .
—— tercher using role~playing activities and trying to see students as

individuals.) : ~

Ie v

* Answering questidns by pupils dealing with areas other than school-

© reldted problems. ) .

< - T - v
| tried to Tmprove on different methods of presenting subject

» mat,erial and ¢cnildren seemed more interested.

* | atterpted to sotivate "the stwdsnts to achieve better results

% academically, using a reward system. The ‘restits were mixed.
. - 4
‘ L] '] - -
. * Plan to implement in the ciassroon nore decision'mak;ég actlivities.
° | try harder to identify with students' needs and grant variations
] + to aésigned work or methods of testing. | have 3iso used more
- - 1
: appropriate language in dealing with teacher-student relationships,
) . ‘i.e. use the language of teenagers. .
s
hegative General Comments
* Some concepts | was already Thplementing and others 1 did not-wish
to implement. kY :
? - . chr filme are insults to out~profession and ability. #ost ‘teachers
' know more about the students than you think. - The films presented
- ’ no new techniques or problens. '
) ° - 14
The remaining items on the Teacher Interview Schedule are analyzed
separately.
’, ‘ - . -
S ) =

2. Iist the things you particularly~liked and disliked agbout awy of the

folloving aspects of the "One To Grow On" workshop ezperience: .

-~ -

- The Pilma - .

Tne Discudgion Seasiors




‘‘Liked H ondy" indicates that the 2eachers liked only the three films,
Sarah, Lindszy, and A Pretty Sood Class For A Roaday; which depict high
school situations. Mliked £ only™ ThRdicates that i:he teachers l'rk;d only
the three flims, Individuals, Peflections and Learning Strategies, which

depict elementary school situations. T _ y

S —
P -
£ I H Toext—
Liked whole series ¢ 65.73 30.8% . 75.5% 65.12
i
Liked H oaly -~ 6.7 ' 17.8 - 7.2
¢
Liked £ only . 8.3 i1.1 - 7.2
Did not like series T 25.0 22.2 5.9 20.5
K 43 18 17 83

The numper and percentage of teachers who specifically mentioned the poor
technical quality of the films is shown below. Inspectiag of these results
by individual schoo] suggests that some schools may have received copies of
the films that were poorly reproduced.

c : S
K rercent odcsaa&'zmﬁ-

-

£ 21 43.8

| 4 20.0

O | 5.3
Total  ~» 26 ° 29.9

-

Positive comments about the films, the Discussion Sessions—and the sBiscus-

-sion Leader: ‘ —
® Films showed interesting situations.

- * liked the way the films.ended, with the end left to our imagination
as to what might have followed. (This same teacher would not recom-

mend tne fillm series, because the concepts werfe not new to him nor,

T
he thought, to his fellow .teachers.)

* The broad scope covered by the films. .

-

* The films cam stinulate thoughts In regard to different learniag

approaches. ? e - —

65 .
59
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’

¢ Eiem:ntary films not a5 relevant, but discussions were good. Do not
omit elementary fidms from series, but give high school films first.
- {High school teacher) -

-~ * Exchange of ideas good; tried ideas of others. .
7

S Siseussipn sessions wer% heloful., We exchanged ideas about what we
thought was -happening re :be-ﬁ’lms} We discussad what we would do

’ in similar clircumstances.

I3 L3

-

* Even if viewers don't care for newer ideas, the film m3y arouse new

ideas within discussion group.

-
- * ’,
* Sarah created tbe best discussion session. Everyone participated ,
enthusiastically, and we were able to relate many of the problens
brougnt out in this secondary-based film to our elementary classroom

situation.

* The Discussion teader did a very good job. She asked good questions

and encourdged us 1O express ouf though’ts and ideas about the films

T
. . T —-~=-  ahg-what we woutd itke to change in our oxn classrooms. - i
,ﬂegative Comments — ) - o - )

. * Disliked spending my valuable time watching, listening, and discussing
elementary situations for six hours. (Three high school teachers
- and one intermediate teacher made this or a similar comment.)

-
.

* Films concerned either very you;ng or high school students. Wnat
about junior high? {Four [20%] of the intermediate teachers made

. this or 3 similar commegt.) ) o .
* High school films not relevant to elenentary school teachers. i
¢ . (Thirteen [273] of the elementary teachers made this or a simllar
gdggcent ) h

® Do not thi.nk the flims were realistic to elez;)entary school tife.

= <. PO —— — —
e e m e - —_—

* The inner city schools were not represented. ¢

- ¢ Thg éoncépts weren't fully developeds appeafeé to.cover only 1/2

of an idea. -

66 .
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- .
- - ~ -

- i

These films In general didn’t seem to come to any final conclusions,
so that ypou co{ld apply these to a general classroon. “They left

most coriclusions ta the individual. |
: ‘:.., »

piscus®on sessiorms were far too*!oag; same thing repsated over and -
over. Some 6f the questions were inane. - ‘

* | thought our discussions were somewhat repetitious {n that the sare

things kept being discussed. ’

Time did not allow for proper discussion. ?
s

* More informatich should have been given in thé gulde.

Discussion sessions were too vague fo be formulated iato action.

3. Would you recommerd thia film series to other reashers?

L4

. o= 13 i H Total

Yes T 75.03 68.4% 8243 75.0%
o 25.01 3163 17.6% °©  25.0%
T N 48 19° 17 84

o
” -

- Ll

Hote: Five of the twel.ve elementary teachers and four of the six Inter-

* mediate teachers who would not recommend the film series would do
so because they already were applying the concepts or {8eas presented.

- *
-

3

Positive Comments

* I reali xm the group | was in, a lot of teachers heed the film

series, S—

* It makes us more aware of the children's problems,

-

* .aecause of the potential for self-a?rafgpess and growth. _ -

-

I3

* Shows new Insight into adolescent behavior. ~ .
¢ !

:’ Teacher reactions are always heipful. _

®.Huch to be ledrned from watching conflict situations.

' 67 -

61

-

*



. S Ve
* We desﬁerateiy need to talk to each other and share ldeas. | fiemly .
+ believe relaxed and highly motivated teachers make.better educated |

children. (Four elementary and i:}ne high sc¢hool teacher made this

or a similar comment.) -
. . hd —c" » -
hegative Comments . ) C A
* 1 would recommend the discussioas, but the films did not make 23y ]
lmpression on my gro.sp other than being 3 catalys; for group R

mteract:on. Any “films would work. -

* This series of films would help oaly a few teachers.

* Film series is :'ﬁffic:a)t to schedule; should be open to whole faculty.

L4

4., Aok che Films/riscussicons in the crder in which you “ouxd ther to be )
Girectiy relesant 0 yOwr CLIBErOIT diTuavion. ’
-
e - . .
Table |4 on the next page shows the percentage of vanks of ‘‘one' givem i

to each film. 1t alsosho~s the percensage of ranks of first or second for
- ead’; film. unen looking at these data, it should'be reremtered that Sarah,,

Linc-!say, and A Pgerty Good Class For A Monday were ﬂl:r'reé in high school

settings, while Individeals, fefléctions, and Learning Strategies were

set’ in elerentary classrooms.

From the table, it is obvious, that none of the high school teachers
found any of the elementary films worthy of a first or second ranking.
_However, tne 6lenentary and interrediate teachers fOund both types of .
films of interest to them. The high school teachers ‘ranked ''‘Sarah'' first,
while the elementary and intermediate teachers ranked "‘ladividuals"' first.
Wner/ the first and second rankings %ere comined, "Sarah' again received
the best rating by the high school teachers, as did ''ladividuals” by ‘t'?f _

elementary and intermediate teachers. Reflections is consistently Tos for

all groups.

-
»

Eight teachers, five eleméntaryjnd three high school, did not rank
the films. 1:he three high school teachers gave no reason. Three of the
elementary teachers said they couldn't remerber the fllms, one said the
films were t relevant to the classroom situation, and one said the films
were 3 wastlf time because the concepts have- been in pra-ctice for many

years. This latter teacher, however, would recommend the filt(a series for

-
. - v

' 62 -, i

beginning teachers.
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. Selected lomments Made la Support Gf The Rinking OF The Films

¢ ?—ﬁect?o':s--l would* like 10 see myself in a film for a day, hecasse
it would help iron out some situations 1 ecounter with children
that 4 kaow | may not be haadﬂng s well as 1 could.

* Perhaps | u-zs‘nbre drawn 1o the first :hrae {Sarah, Lindsay, and

- 'inéividzals}_bc:ause of their open-eﬂ.‘aej;n}ss. 1 was better able : S
to perceive the charaster's role in relation to' my own. )
L

* Lindszy was too short and did not have éaough straciyre~-~ 100

- open-endad.

———
- - - >

’ ® A Pretty Sood Class For A Moaday was foo ste;'ec;rameﬁ and artificial. ]

* 1 ranked Reflections first because ityas rost relevant to my class-
: room. However, | disliked this fllm and 1iked Sarah best.
LS

¢ ‘l%is rmovie {indiyicuals) stressed gro::)ping and maving in grpups R
because of achievement. We feel we lack material to sudpiement our
_ programs. Same of the Sth and Sth {grade)} teachers nesd to give

L

more individoei-heip and guidance, .- "

* | ranked Lindsay first_', because many bth graders are having a
greater nurber of socially-oriented experiences “and problems. .My

present clasg Is unusually Yromentically-inclined. ) . S S

* Learning Strategies showed a w3y to reorganiZze the classroom. °

5. Have you, at o time, participaied in a simlar workdrop vhere Films
"in the area of mental health in the claaaroom vere used?

-./ .
6. If so, which Film vzs most relevant o your classroom aituation {"One -
_ To Gras On” or other j'ilxre}’ 1 S
S e
Surprfslngly, only two eiaﬁtary teachers had e 'dpated in a

simi lar workshop. One of these teachers did not rmber the name of the
f;lm, but. the gcals were to try to change the attltudes of students through
behavsor modification. The "One To Geow On" films were tore'relevant to
! R Y ciassroo:n s:tuation he felt, betause qf the variety of ‘“new idsas™ m-.

o tained la thes. The other teacher mentioned tfat the £TIs he had seen .
L ) conceme',d‘ "sensitivity recognition of differeat nanonahtyes." Ho cospari-
son was wmade. g ‘ o f .

- o s ' "70.




et 3
3 . 4 |
7. syive recsoms ‘or your cnswer o uk. [loverel oozl

- ! -
8. Z3cpe you *ad o cowrses in menizl Zealdh or omild pspohclosy

The data-belox snows the nurper 2nd percent of teacners In eacn grage

,catcgbrry wno reported they had had courses in medral hHealth or child

« psychology.

-

-

. . .

’ f " Percenthof Respondents ‘
£ 31 ; £§.5
; : 1 K 73.9
« *H 12 53.2

Some of tnece teachers were Snes Wwho mEnticned they had beeo asaiyifg e

principles of the Jne To Grow 27 worksaops before particlpat‘/'-g ir trne

workshop. Eignt of pae—3l elementary teacners, (253, 5 of the 1& Inter

mediate teachers, {35%,, anc & of tne 12 nign school teacners, [33%; made

this comment.

.
’

In 3ddition, three elementary and two ;nt:rmdiaze teachers who had .

had no courses in mental health or child psychology said they had been

-

lying the prianciples of the 'Cne To Grow Jn serles prior to the workshops.
‘ /w

Finally, several teachers wrote general comments at the end of the

;nterﬂgw Schedule., These are reported beipw.

~

* Vouldslike to have knowmthe specific objective or hypothesis of

—_ ’ t‘rzi,s"stuéy. Yore detailed kn;g-vledge as to what specific areas to

be inproved upon or not improved upon as to the sttitudes of teachers

and their effects in children would no doubt haye brought about a

—

/ _ more fruitful workshop.

Survey (Interview Schedule) too far removed from films: ' Film is an

immediate media which should be evaluated and discussed immediately.

————_ ——— .

* Discussion Leader should have been given more information toguide

the discussions. . .

~

\\' 4§ | had a bad day and _the posttest (MTAl) was given the next day, .

“results would be affected. .

i




* 1 1sed to e miserable between 3:00 and 4:00 Poy. 2nd then take my
problems home. 1'nm not so miseradle aow. And Ty husband nsticed

the dlfference. / i
~ 1
Tng last coment Introduces 2 new ‘target audleacs' that was ast

A ]
included in the study as a potential insact ares--mebonds. ,/
-4
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. " Results of Analysis of Discussion Aﬁer Report Forms

There was a total of 20 Discussion Leaders who conducted workshops for

the experimental samle of teachers. Zach Discussion Leader (DL) had from
five to eight teachers In his group. There were 11 Uls for the elementary

. tacbcrs, {(two of the nice elerentary schools had two Bis), five Ols for
the intermediate teachers (one of these schools had two BLs) and four OLs
for The high school teachers (one of the three high schools had two Dis).
Sore of thie Ds had special training, while others were chisen fron the
group of :ea‘ézers vBlunteering for the evaluation study. The provision of

treiaing 20d the gquality of the discussion session did not seem to be .

related in any way. The corriculun director of one intermedlate school was

a“DL and a guidance counselor of one high school served 25 3 DL, A

Each Ol was asked to complete the Discussian Leader Peport form

{Appendix €) upon completion of each of the six workshop sessions. As
with the Teacher Interview 3Schedules, not all Dls completed all feport

Forms, due partly to the fact that the workshops wers conducted fairly late

in the school year and time pressures were beconing critical. 1n fact,
one high school DL completed no report forms, but indicated in a telephone
~ conversation that he aad his teachers were very excited about the, workshop
series. He also recomended that each £11m be shown twice, once at the _
end of a session, then reshown and discussed In the following week's session,
_ , and so on. BHe also indicated he would like to spend more time on the high
sghool films and plans to have an expanded program next yesr.

)

gefore discussing the remaining DL report forms, it should be noted
that teachers in all schools did not see the films {n the same sequence.
The seguence i,g'which they saw them depended upon the availability of the
filns; in several school districts, the films were passed around from school
to\sdnool because only a limited number of sets could be obtained during the
period of the study: )

item 7 In the questionnaire is discussed fi . In this ttem, the
DLs were asked to '‘rank the effectiveness of thefe fllms In generating rele-
roa the last report form
rkshops had been completed.

vant discussipns.” These rankings were taken
eadl;m filled out, that, is, after all six

73
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Table 15 below Is based o0 14 Dls who ranked all & films.

TA3LE 1S

Panking Of One To Grow Da Fiims

by Discussion Leaders

- Percent of - Percent of First or
Film > First Rankings Second Rankings
Sarah 28.6 28.6 .
Lindsay . 28.6 28.6
A Pretty Good Class
for A Monday 21.% 14,3
Sub Total 73.56 71.5
indlvicuals 7.1 10.7
feflections 7.1 10.7
Learning /S.tracegies 7.1 " 7.1
Sub Total 21.3 28.5
TOTAL 93.9 160.0
N . ; 1% . 28

The table shows that Sarah and Lindsay were the two fitms fanked first
or flirst and second most often.
effective in generating relevaht discussions. #s_was the case with teacher
rankings, the lower grade level films were givcn’&;zslstently lower scores.
However, e\:ery film recel/ﬁed»s’ rank of "l“‘-‘byma!t least one DL,

In fact, they were considered to be equally

Each item on the DLs report’f‘orms was analyzed by fﬂm,‘ in the-order
in which dig films were ranked by the DLs. The three ratiag ltems will be

shawn first. The figures in each cell are expressed as percentages.

-
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vzs The cverall growp reaction o his

= ins

Scale | 2 3 § s f&.mbcr of Tis
_ Film . Pespooding
Kegative Positive »
Sarah -- 5% 332 33%. 28% i3
Lindsay 7% 73 20% 332 332 15

A Pretty &ood

Class For & Monday 6% 6% 313 19% 16
individuals -- 1% 26% 473 - 163 13
reflections 7% 143 50% 212 72 14
Learning
Strategies 6% 38% 312 62 192 16
. Depressing Stimylating
Sarah — 223 17% 33% 283 13
. Llodsay - _ -- 203 133 273 5% . 15
A Pretty Good :
* Class For A Monday -- 6% 382 253 313 16
Individuals -- 53 523 423 113 19
‘Peflections - L T3 643 293 -- 14

Learniag
Strategies

]

[]
-~
W
b
N

16

Experience was

it was very

non-relevant . relevant

Sarah - . b3 22% 282 443 18
Lindsay -- 13% 20% 33% 33% 15
A Pretty Good ’ : )
Class For A Honday -- 122 192 50%- 192 16
individuals -- 112 37% 32% 213 - 19
Reflections - 7z 57% 29% It 15
Learning —

Strategles 6% 25% 382 6% 25% 16




—
- .
- <o -

2. 54 e damesion: < - )
’ {a) Depend wpom e Eemasion ciide For s::bazonce? '
e _
o
Scate 3 2 7 3 4 5 fumber of DLs
Film fesponding
T Mot &t all Totally -
Sarah 173 333 335 63 -- i3 *
Lindsay : 33% 273 273 7% 5 15
$A Pretty 6ood
Class For 4 Monday 19% 503 312 - R T3
individuals 52 58 21% 113 5% . 19
reflections 142 43% 232 143 - 14
Learning ’ . . * -
Strategies : 382 25% 122 252 -- 16
(6) Sras wpom Film convent for subszonce? .
Sarah -- 6% 563 333 6% 13
Lindsay -- 27z 403 133 20% is
A Pretty Good - T N
€lass For A Monday -- 12% 31% 50% - 62 16 -
individuals -- 212 21% 47% 113 13
Reflections 73 293 .36% 232 - - 14
Learning ) .
Strategies 123 8 251 193 63 T -
(c) Relate to conflict areas in the teachers! eladarotms? -
Sarah 11% 112 332 *- 43 - 18 - z
"~ Lindsay - 27 203 473 72 15
A Pretty Good . ) ’
Class For A Monday 6% 19%- 19% 50% 6% 16
individuals L == _11% b2z 423 5% 19 3
feflections -- 29% 21% '50% - 14
- Learning
Strategies 202 20% 27% 272 7% 15




(38) Zocus om vzvs o cpply Flw oomeepss in the claosarpom?

|
!
Scale | 2, s 3T & 5 Sumber of Ols |
Film . L L T e s Pesponding |
i . Koz 2t al-! ] A L;.ally |
. j e 2 |
. Sarah - s226 7 T fig 333, { & kit -~ 18 {
ENEL LY R i - SUN - SR a7y T L wn 15
. _ APre:ty&ooa Ty - ..t,,‘.' PR . J
. ** Class For & Momday 123 5% - 3% 363 - -6"2 R - "
: :.dhmﬂs . -5 ms. k130 Tz .- Sy 19 o
reflections - < IST 7% ‘A 575 PRI |
Learnisg R
Strazegiss 12%. 3% . 303 313 A23 > 16 |
. . = . - v ] . v
.. 13 L. é: . ) * - . . ’

6. Azze the effectiveneas o 7%."«.# ir ,_.erze thiks diecussion tc zotual ) |
o ﬁD’ CE8 POOr a'w.a‘:ar.a Lo i O . |
L K ..fzecz.fn T T Very Effective __ }
Sarah- - -- - 215 - 21z Wy 433 1% ' |

Lindsay 73 - -13% i3k 7 b7 o 20% 15 ‘
Closs ‘For A Monday 7% 132 - 13% .# ' %40% 273 - 15 |

" ladividuals | == 6% - 6% 413” 1% N L)
" Reflectlons 8% . 8% 3313~ 38% 15% 13 o

Lemmg . - . \ o . .
Strateqies— 19% 125 % 12z, 193 16

%
-

To gt an overall impressnon of e D!f 's’ reactions t,q the films, . the

responses to all 3 parts of lte::s i, 2 parts frc;n Itcm 2 and itm 6 were corbined. )
The assumption hqf(ls that t‘he lonar end of the scale for these items’ . .
reflects a negatlve reaction w‘zile th’e upper end shcws. a 9enerally posutive .
Jeaction to ‘the films and discusg&ons. “In this analysis, each DL has a - N
total of eight rankings which have been averaged for each filn. Again, the. . ".*)

figures are &xpressed as percentages of total rankings assigned to each film.

R .




. Scale 1 2 3 5 5 Number of DLs
Film ) Pespondingx ,
Neg. Reaction - Pos. Peaction
Sarah 63 15% 32% 27 19% _ 18
Lindsay 8% 19% 23% 31% 20% s - .
A Pretty Good - - ’
Class For A Monday 6% 182 262 35% 342 “16
. tndividuals ¥ 195 33z 383 T g i9
feflections 62 T!B:., 39'»‘; 33% 53 14
Learning v . .
Strategies 152 25% 30% 162 132 16
*Some DLs did not respond to every'ltem, these non-responses were not '?{
included in the total responses when the percentages were comuted. >
- . _ ool

As the sbove data show, the Dl's reae'i\one;to the films were guite
varied. However, a familiar pattern {s refl ta these data. An average

of 4% of m&rank;ngs {total of '4s'' 2pd *5s' on the scale) showed a posi-

tive reactlom.t,o Sarah, the first ranked film, and 213 {total of "is*' and
25! on the scale) had a negative reaction. For the last ranked fi o,
Learning Strategies, 502 (total of 'Is* and “2s' on the scale) o{éz\ra_p’x-
ings were indicative of a negative reaction while 239% {total of "hs-" an
55" on the ;cale) a positive reactlon. These results are very similar _tov'

those obtained from the Interview Schedu}e for Teachers.

Items 3 and 4 on the Discussion Leader Report have been’ analyzed )
together, because the DLs comments on both were very similar. Atw 3 as«ced_
‘%hat was the ma;or conclusion{s} reached by the group?'* and ltem b asked,

"o were the discussion leaders in your group and what was their major

v

focus or point of view?'" The detalleci comments (or isaraphrases of th;.—n) B

are presented in=Appendix £ so that those responsible for the “aterials can S
~gain a clearer plcture as to just what-the specific reactions xcre to éach
filn, Such detailed information 'aay prove/ta be helpful ¢ for' ez;aﬂg,le, i . *

. , .
subsequent revisions of the Discussion Leader Guide. ¢ T

/ - - -




Two points can be made from an examination of these comments. Ome, 2
;:mzber of negative comments were made In connection with individuals and
peflection. This is supported, of course, in the teacher rankings of these
illms--partic.ul'arly feflection--reported on earlier. Seé?ndiv, the overall
“flavor’’ of the discussion as Teported by the Dls was vefy much film content
bound rather than.focused on tezthers® problems in that school and what can
be done about them. The Dis did not always €eem to be able to get the grozps
off of ‘looking backward to the film'' and onto 'looking ahead to my own prob-

lems and ways of dealing with them.” —

5 7d oy tepcher—riscuss a conerete 0247' of ecticn for chonging-a
roor s<iuaiion or a relaticriahip wvith a pwoil?

-
2 cLog8-

The comments the Discussion Leaders wrote about this important iten
for each flim are shown below. Little in the way of specific actiomydlans
were provided by most teachers. {They are indicated by %,) Tne rest are
Ingli—-ed changes or recommendations without @ stated comni tment "to carry

Ihem out.
Sarah {item S) Number of DlLs
- ' ) Making Comment
Bending of rules sometimes necessary - -5
Did 0ot apply to classroom situation here 2
Adninistrators should maintain contact with students 1
Try to keep children _from unhappy homes in summer school to
provigde help i
Jeacher now attempts individual help for five students* 1
“Lindsay {item 5) .
Students need to discuss valuef in nonjudgmental setting 1
Try to understand students' enkjronment i
Need to gain confidence of student _ 1
Discussed student fron reform school and how to handle him* 1
Deeper student/teacher relationship?nperative 1
Need to be good listeners ’ : 1
Evening classes to counsel parents and stod;g;s regardlng
communication problems# /
Each student should have individual school oounselo( U
Will watch for students with problems* T
. Discussed ways to establish rapport with students--home room
’ B best for rapport* - 1
Discussed duscapllne probless--no solutions* discassion -
. hasn't helped gullty ones lr:zpro:we’t
Children manipulate teachers via games o 1

/ 4

- - 73

- 79

T
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A Pretty Good Class For A Monday (ftegr 5) 1

Joo many teachers teach to the group, not to the individua‘!

Enthusiastic teachers motivate students )

Teachers need to use imagination to overcome curriculum dullness

Kade me think of my class as individuals

Teach math in relation to motorcycles aad teach social studies--
lavs regulating motorcycles and their reiation to society*

Curriculun changes needed

Would challenge Chas. to show he was not superior .

Individual attention to three stusgents '

All tried to know students more personally=

T ot e o N

-t mes et wd wesd

Individuals (item 5) Rumber of Dits
- ) . . ’ Haking Comment

Studenls in socla] studies pick area of interest and work
“on that fgr part of the year= 1

Program could adt be implemented without aid and rescurces 1

Large classrooms could be handled via additional sections--

team teaching

Weed help with emotional -problem ciildren

Suggested use of student helpers

Discussed experiences

Suggested ways to increase seif-direction

Will incorporate ideas with bright chitd= .

Self-directiveness no« being used* .

Ko apphcation suggested

A Teacher lh Reflection (Item 5)

Class meeting applied*
) Assuned more passive role=
. -Peer teams attemptec®
Has been tried--nothing accomplished, junior high school level
Example of fighting class given
» Suggested open forum faculty meeting®
~ ¢ Supports individual efforts of d’l'}ldren
" .. Suggested use of video*

".

4

A N o

tearning Strategies (item 5)

- Maat-to try tutoring system*
Plans to use aini-cburse*
Kids need greater say in what they—study
Let kids work at their own pace
Teacher now using contract system* -
Uses role play# ’
. " Plans to use stories for

Continue these
Already uses




E
E _
| . ~
E
-

Out of the total of 67 comments writteq in response to this dritical
4 . .
questiom, 23 statements were recorded that 1d be consiructed as Indicating
action had been taken or 3 commitment to take It was belng made. This is
disappointing in the context of the main purpose of the workshop experience,
but is perhaps indicative of the very real,}_rob.lem the Dls had in moving.
the dialogue in more action-oriented directions. (It was not often possible
to distinguish between inability to do this from lack of awvareness that it .
should be done. The latter is 4 probien that the Discussiom Guide might

be able to deal with quite easily. The former could be helped by a3 few
specific tips for the DL in terms of group direction tecmigues.)

—_Also, it should be noted that'two of the films that generally recelved
T poor Temwings by Dls and teachers generated by far the greatest number of
specific ,action oriented plans and suggestions--Reflections {3 cut of 11}
and Strategies, (30 out of 13). As haf been demonstrated repeatedly in

ecucational research, what students/trainees say they like and what they
get the most from are very often two different thingsi Perhaps because the

from its main purpose (problem solwing at hame) and lead it on to other

‘ less threatening tasks (probiem solving in someone else$ hore.)

[

Finally, Item 8 asked the DLs to make any additional comments about

the discussjon séssion-or to record specific remarks madé about each film by

L4

L three problem films are so "interesting’’ they actually distract the group
} the teachers. The following were recorded:

p— . Making Coment _,

. Bot relevant to el?&zntary school
Good discussion generated because of controversy
_Principals do not trust teachers' judgment  —— .
Guidance counselors need._training ° : .
Sound goality better than others " :
Good discussion on Interpersonal relationships
Lack of trust on—part of,'ggidance tounselor emphasized
Liked.discussion of Sninisteative problems .
Teachers handicapped by lack of support from administration

N

¢

,

1

-
\

Sarah (item 8) Number of DLs
r
i
|
|
|




Kumber 6f Ols
Lindsay {item 8) -— Naxing Comrment

Good discussion generated 3

High school teachers have too little time to get to know
students and help with problems

Parents and Lindsay to blame--not teachers

Sound quallity of film poor

sBuidance counselor shouid be source of help, not ceacners

Lo I U N ]

Good ‘concept presented h 8
) B *
A Pretty Good Class For A Fonday {item 3) R -
,\ .,
Scund quality poor . 3
Film most ciosely related to classroom situation {e!cnen:ary "
; school) ¢« 3 »
Film contept difficulet to define clearly--too fast paced o 2
Teachers related film to their own classrcoms . 1
Not relevant to elementary schooi R
{ ‘Teachers were tired "
Unassuning child probadly most stable _; i -
Saw both strengths and weaknesses in all students” . ‘ }
cile student most liked in clasé--work at prompting h1$
* creativity, .- i .
4 P f - - —_ . o R »
. . » “ & R "
©  individuals (itém 8). B T, T . \
Sound was poor; background noise made it difficult to hear’ 6
children .
Great deal of planning and !arge staff requ!red to implement this 2
Idea of contracts in teaching not new i
Teachers are looking for a ‘haw-to-do-it' film 1
Film created considerable informal discussion m teacber s room 1 *
Was not new program in film . 1
Teachers asked the purpose of this dlscussion i .
Film relevant to most teachers in school 1
ko application for high school teachers . ‘ 1 .
*  Adninistrators must be iris%uded In in-service programs if . : ..
- changes aa/o be made- - . : ! .
No change initiafed by -film ‘ ‘ )

. [ 4

A Teacher 'In Reflection (Item ’8) .

" Not' realistic classroom 3
Teacher not effective change-agent . 1
Sound quality bad 3 1
Impressed by dynanics of management In film ‘ 1
. Discussion profpted relating film content to personal problers | .
Vocational teachers are using group discussions; teachers of .

acadenic subjects feel indjvidual approach is better 1 .
Hot directly relevant/for high school tead'aers | B




- . e s
[ .. -~
;/" ) ~- 2.
tearnind Strategies '(tm'a), < Namber of DLs
P Making Lomment
~dh‘f!c.:3t o follow, 'poor!y dsne . 4
£F by film : ) g
Iries tuwrmg“ T, d&i t work . * .1
- Showed nothing new’ B {
“File oot-well ocganized \ 1
"#ile relevant fo schoeol setting . ]
‘.- Discsssed deneflts of peer tutoring - 1
-Discussed philosophies of free learning and team teacﬂng 1
Not ebough mterial sresented in film 20 evaluate strateglés 1
Hones gave brodd overview of teachers' pr-ob!ems i
> > -

f - ‘.'/ b ¢ .
s exgected, the Dls added @gn {mportzat elevent to the overall evalpe-
"tios effafrs Tney did, on the whole, @ remarkadle job under difficult®

-' c,s:u.uuf»tanc:s, with ofr,en very tiztle time for preparation. in f;hct_, the
a’bility o‘ 'che_ w:fasned deachers selected to ptay the DL role to step in:
" ané ‘.‘aciﬂzatc their groups, ‘wnile some of those re»ceivgag traialng were
! )’ess fa itritative, leads €o the observation that for'na{ training in growp
‘processes: is ‘not a requirenent. Quife the contrary, h 15 believed that
&m‘e 'of ;he 'gimmicks and “tricks of the 't’rade“ that are .ofgen taught to
group,?eaaers s;culd be cm:erpro@c*!ve in groups sqdz as these, where
teachers Kriow one anodxer,aqc hay.; ma&y cbmon concerns .

.
-~ )

The DL training tha* Vs naeded Jrelates to .the co'\t,ent ‘and co:bcepts
contained in the ser!es anB'f:-ou they” can be :rans!ated and shown to be
relevant to the grcup and rj-:dr groblens--ev;n if the film setungs (grade
level) and cpntexts (m!lieu) are, very different, and evkn if cht concepts j
.and techniques themselves are -rejecbed by the greup--as often happened . )

. with the three elem;nta;y based ﬂ!m. o : ’ ; - ‘

.

* Om prectical suggestlon--and -one alss made by e DL-+-that could ;ITor-
= . fate this problem ‘wopld be to Show eada ‘f e.zn twice, once at the end of a.
. . ession and aga’{n at r:he»beglnniug»o( the,v next session. This would provide
an oppoc:unl'ty to thiak abox!t the” filx:r and abeat izs re'levance- par:lcular?y
-if :he oL pravided- some thought qucstior;s that refazed the films to ' ‘our
.prosle:s bere ln our QwA sd:ool h The resulﬁng discussion should be less
geoersj, Ie::s {}—lm oour?ﬁ (mpd'n of 3‘: around what did or did not- bappcn) and

nore fpb:sed on wbat tﬁ-z :eacéer cm d ulthfn\h!s own fle‘ld of aczion possl-

\ /"- *

Tobirties. v Ln L ool o SD
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The DL role Is critical in mvmg the teacher from passive rﬁce;r,ors 3

(2_roie they a2re comfortadle in) to active aggressors (e role they are gtn- .

' erally not familiar with and twd to shy aw2zy from). The Pls did ‘well in -
b the study. With sharper focus In the Discussion Suidd, they canldo thpir -
- Jjob even more effectively, and thus sj?nl.‘!cant.!y enhance the overail imp3st ‘
. oi the One To Grow On flim series. . o . ' . ‘

. “ la sumary of this section, one could be much rore optlmlstic In inter
preting the nature of the results obtained from the soft data than from the
' hard data. 'Eoing back to the Impact Legel concept, one.coyld say that the
> ) film/discussion ex?erfence did hawve an Imact at leval ‘i on th'e behavior of

‘many teacners in the discussion sessioas. Wnile tnis is the Jeast important

—— vei—T 1 objectives of the program, it is a non-trivia%

T Tdﬁévemenx i its mmng‘;t e A R T S




.

<
EONCLUSIONS ARD RECOMMENDAT 1ONS

B .
'. L L

The stody cdescribed in tni-s repert has examined i a sneaningful and
fairly comrehensive the use athd the impact of the One To Grow On filn/
discussion series. \t explored a number of expectations that those who '
were responsible for ant knowledgsble about the goals and dbjectives of
the series agreed were reasomable and/or bossible of attaiamgnt. Every
effo‘s_: was made o ée 2s rigoross 2s obssible ie the design cf the study
and in the collection and analysis of the data. #However, the project
staff nas taken 3 position that the entire evaluation effort has, several in-
herent Jimitations that should be constantly kept la mlnd so that unjustified

. . LG \

- .- ..ma/cluilons are not made. These have :»een documented elsewhere I;a the report.

Given the above, it is fair to say, as a general conclusion, that the

g
asg of the Cne To Eroy 9-, films, considered within the Daranugers of this
study, were 3 cigll *;ea success. zhat is 1o say, the series accmahshad

/ what one nmight most msmably expect that it could acco'mish--it
served as a stimuius or catalyst for écscussmns aro-.md impor tant issues

/ re!atmg t5 student/tescher interactiom in the classroom. The central
zhrus: of these discussions was dlrected at the ootlon that students at
aH grade lt«els should be vigwed as and treated as zmznmala mth
parucular emot:onal needs, a unigue homelife,’special aptitudes, “etc.,
with all of these characteristics combining to produce a one-of-a-kind
person. The teachers in many cases seemed to be saying in their comments )
‘that they wanted tote able to do a be{ier job of interacting with their
students on the basis of this individual appnoach--bdth acade‘ncaﬂy and

persona] ly. Lot

. .‘

These mnmm orieinal conceptions around which
t;ue series was based, i.e. the humanistic/causal a;?broach to human inter- R

action. To'the extent that teachers can truly implement these notions in °

their classrooms, the'y will be: ’

tess punitive
- L

les\s vindictive, . .
less lxkeﬂ’y to respond only ‘? the overt aspect cf actmg out behavuor

.
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less adversarial \ .

lation
more likely to listen wnat their students s3y
“less likely to command }
more likely to allow variatiqgis in assignments and in the criterta ¢ ]

for. acceptable perfomence/ 4\ »

This list could be extended almost indefinitely. The point is that
all of these possible sequelae the mrksbop experience are consistent ]
mth tne goals ar-d objectives of the series. A more refined expression
of :be above qushfaeﬁ success ' statement woiuld thus be that he series
cowzes moat participating teachersTIc siart re-evaliating itreir oum aiii-

tudes, znd, av iezst ot The vertal level, ¢ comsider roving in a directicn

That coull be characterizedas being more mumpristic gnd cmeai in i -

.

approaern o indivicual avudents.

‘

wWhat did not happen as a result of the series that, had it occurred,
would 15Ve allowed a less gualiffec—sssessment of success to be made?

-

1. A relatively small proportion of zeachers, but a pumber that c:evergbef
less needs to be reckoned with, did not accept the messags of the segies

even at ihe‘verbal or seif- report, Ievel- Marryé{ them, thought the materaals
were either inapgropriate for :heif needs, too s:nphstic redundant, or
covered areas they already "'knew.’’ ’{hree avenues are cpen to deal with this
group. 1) Try to “select thes out" in advance; (2) allow. them to enter
the program and coasider them as an acceptable part of the process or

(3) modify the materials so :h'at their concerns and./or objections are at -
least partially’taken into account. JIf the first approach were taken, the
data present.ed in this report wu.ffd suggest some of the candidates for

exolusxon, i.e. male, rural, inexpecienced teachers. However, this is not‘
recom:ra:ded There are_too w=ay exceptions within each of these groups.
The second altematcve_'fs, acceptable but the third «is preferable. Some
changes could be made in the Discussion Guide, for example, that would
probably reduce the /'rejection rate.'' Jhey will be discussed below under
Recormendations. Co .

-

2. The zaterials appeared i'xa.ve had no systematic effect on basic atti- ’
tude ‘towand the teaching role vas;a—vis the student as measured by the .
KTAl. The dessage was received, understood, and accepted by mary, but it

. [ ]
-
- - -V . -
€0 * :
. . - - e -
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was g'rg_:.nsz intermalized so that it influsnced basic atvtituﬁ'es. R4
.My be o internalized after a period of time has elapsed and/or after
c:;;r faputs arc-::rou;n: into play. Tnis is a real possibility, not just
a wlsﬁf;;! hope. As noted eariier in the report, changling behavior that -
has peen snaped over many years a»d that is ¥irmly under the control of
_ opwerfyul stimuli from-the emnronmt is a formidable enterprlse. The fact
that rany of tne sudjsct t.eac“uers began to see the possibili_t_z of change,
is the first and most Important step. Thnis laitial step should be followed

by other supporting imputs such as:
-

* otner workshop programs that are asasisteat with One 7o Srow On

but us5e a different approach, different nedia, etc.
*.aoniaistratiave Support, Sota oracrical and philosophical C -
* peer support
* success in the classroon usiag the new ldeas, particularily from

changes noted in student behavior .

A - - P et

3. .Students &s a group, did n'ot.sho-e sy measurable effects as a result ?f
their teachers having been exsosed to the films, as determined by the’
Sm‘i'les and SOL tests. This conclusion is the st disappointing because
the current 2zei tgelst almost '‘demands'' that programs -show impact on the
'tan_get’ sudience, and that they do so in 2 écét effective manner.* R

in the strictest interpretation of "‘cost effective impact'* one would
have to contlude that the "One To Grow On'series was oot cost effective and
) should be discontinued. 32ut, as norted earlier in the report, one should be
very cautious in making claims for impact in such difficult areas. The
.p:';sition of the authors is that the program clearly met its objectives at
the first 1evel of Impact--the verbal b,ehavior_of the teachers In the dis-

£ cussion sessions. 1t was not withia the scope of thils effort to analyze

3

this benefit in terms of costs. However, when judged in the light.of similar
efforts to '‘train teachers,' one would have to con-'cer the One To Grow On”
progrgn as being among the more successful in this context. B8ut no direct,

- - 4

Excellent discusslons of thls issue are to be fourdd in two of the papers
presented at the National Conference supported by this project {*Is

Anybody Listening") by Edwin M. Long and Paul Ahmed (1974), both from .
the pefspective of their adninistrative positions within NIMH. These pro-
ceedlngs havé been printed and coples are avallable from HiMH.

31 -
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experimental comparison to other ;nateri'é]é is pocsible. Furthertore, there

is no data to support or reject altermatise approzthes to the same prodlem.

vould the discussion sessions zione hawe a:himc similar, or more oosr effac-

tive results? would a more didactic approacﬁ to-t:he files b more effectivel -
These are researchable gquestions. me wssr'er-s to these and ather -shrﬁar_. . )
questions would help to place the Sne u:; 5:;93 progean %r : ‘mat:iz oo~ ' - &
sisting of the relative cost e‘?wive:eSS “of »;nous pro;rzus dcsfgaea E2 ]
change teacher behavier in e ‘cladsroon., ﬁn{:’ such a-m;rix Is "ouits” - . -]

N
e .z
3

m sensible statemznf’ ‘can ® te be madz abost 'tzg mlaﬂvs mm of duth wzm

44 hoc studies, no matter how wel ! they are wsjzﬁ ‘ot igpd 2o SEwmer T LT

results. Tne ::rofessnonai 3u.nt=ent of ‘the authors is that “the Spe To Srow )
9a" film and 51scuss§or program' represents a. Dov’n*:!s'ly useful dE—:artgre Erom

much of the more traﬂz;{mai aea*her t+8ining k.a._er!ai ahd not oxly -.,ov.»id -' 'j_““"
the program be 5upppried but tme moa-d i dzcic e shoyld Be Forther _' T

explored as zr- ‘f'e;tfva ol to cover sther sreas where etﬁtwe :’.’F&anoe is, . k

bemg so.:ght ‘as 2 st-ep in the behevior c:.on;e pmc:ss, e 4 _ kd,"‘“" o ‘
.. . . " . ., . '. . N . - - .. ‘.- -
Recommendations e - S =S ._‘X._?f:'-’ P
o~ - R . 8 - L
1. For ﬁ're a‘*ove reasons, LY | ,gives the I.fmitad .iﬂpact :‘c:éd lt is -_‘_"'*’-_'
the basic reoomdazion ::aa: the unn ao,sro; Sn” se:.,es be Hide e&si‘fy é‘l‘e;?ﬂ' ]
ble to all sd’:oo} sysz&z:s and that t’ae',’ be ‘enco;o'ége.é 1o exa-nln,,e &t and use, o
Tt on a voluntary. bas'is._ ’ . 7 i o ) {. . ,'_‘.':'
2. 1If fw&s ,are 1imi ;ed the progra-n sﬁould b: pramotcd on. cne I;as'zt §
of the folloumg prionuzed targez groaps: .. s . - e e e .
L a. Sub.:roan and lnnet city secmzsary sc,’:ools.. Los . e e j
. .b: Suburbar; an.é i:mé‘r city prin&ry schools. '_“ R . R K
i c. Rurdl s;cordkry sdnqois. . L . . ’
d. Rural primary sdrools., . -- . - ,
N . a 0 ] b3 - 4
3. The program should be ccézssdered as only one element in 2 broader ’ :

" effort to introduce the humanistic/caysal appmacb 'co te&cher/student interac-

tion. Only in this way will ef.fective changes in the classroom be realized on

-
. * . .
- . v » . .
. . .

3 wide-scale basis. i ) . . : s ) .
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4. The discussion guide should emphasize even more than it does the

\:"/';

need 0 relate the film episcdes to tne problems most relevaat 1o the envir-
onment fourd in tre par:icu!ar school using fthe materials. This is particu-
tarly important at the two extrene ends of the contiauur—tnhe rural school
that does not relate to the films because 'we don't hawve those kinds of
“problens ' and the inner city schosl because 'our problems are too
Ovcn\;hclming and transcead these shown ia the film." It is aiso critl’ca.!
that participanls be helped ‘ta see’ the relevance of those films whose
sezting is not 31 the same grade level 2s that of the participaots. The
most important need MTUTTT TEGaTT s se—tie—jomierhiprsTioottEvel .

uone of the films dezl Witn tnese grade levels. The other two needs, of

course, are to nelp elementary teachers relate to the nigh school f1Tms

and the nigh school teachers to the elementary scmool films.

Concomi tant with this recommendation is the need tc re-emhasize 1o

Discussion Lesders that they must re;-e‘étedlz remind participants that the
.. films are only meant to serve 3s a stimylus and Tatalyst for discussion.

5. Discussion leaders do not need formal tralning in gZakl group

‘. o techniques, They én;ed to be and do the following:

. a. They need to be philosophically compatible with the humanistie/
-+ causal approach.
b. They need to be accepted by the particlqan'is as a person who
o5 nas thei.r respect 3nd with whom they o3n identify. ‘''Authority
. figures' or administrative types who are not on the firing
line (i.e. do not share the daily concerns and frustrations
L ) of the teachers) sbould be avoided. However DlLs need to be
able to detach themselves ‘from such concerns and.frustrations
. . so that they can explore and (more Importantly) stimulate
* . teachers to explore, creative and alternative ways of dealing
with them. Several workshops in the study were condgcted vary .
effectively by peer teachers. Contrariwise, some of those who

a were most skilled in group leadership techniques falled to
achieve high levels of participant involvement.
) c. Discusgion Leaders need to see 311 of the fiims at least twice.
and to study the Discusslon Guide carefully before beginning.
89 ]
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4. They should give careful atteation to the environment In which )
the program is conducted. 1Ig s‘uo;?d be comfortable but ¢&5igned
for group Interaction (i.e. 2 tadble around which everyone can
sit, or a clrcle é:%chairs). Tae film 3nd projection equipment
should Eg‘dzc@e&-ﬁ.ad everything ready for ‘error fres" viewing
U.e.'ro’a:n can be quickly made sufficlently dark, film is on
title frame, sound is adjusted to correct level so everyone

can hear, focus is sharp). After the viewing, the projector
should be stopped and left alone--no rewinding, etc.,.and

the discussion period begun.

6. Discussion Leaders should be encouraged to conduct more thah one
progrer: Tne upper liwit is not-xnown. {reative curnour may occur after
10 or so programs had been conducted, but the effectiveness of .the Jiscus-

sion Leader is bound t5 improve for at least the first & or 5 offerings.

7. Al} teachers lIa the particlpating school should be allowed to wol-
unteer 0 attend after they have been informed of the purpose of the orogram,

the time iavolved and the sd’seduie for each film/discussion session.

8. The program participants should all be from the same schéol.

3. The Discussion Leader should be selected, if possible, from the

- staff of the school using the materiajs. ¢ .

10. The films thenselves are as noted, only the '‘trigger' for the
'prograrn. Howevgr, most dlSCuSSiOnS lean very heavily for awhile on the
content of the fidms. It was often noted that many teachers failed to
fully comprebend or follos the “'story’ of the films (particularly the three
problest' films: Sarah, Llndsay, afd A Pretty 6Good Cl/ass For A Monday).
This noubd oft,en lead to misunderstandings and even debates about ‘iwhat
real ly happ:(wd “ ‘Further:nore, the richness of t films in terms of the
j ncaﬁus af .behavior, fati’ai expresswn, body ian uage and verbal expressions
carior be fully wnpmyenaad in one viewing. {Although the project staff
.has seen the films repeated’!y, sortdarng new was seen each time.) It is
" therefore suggested that an ajternate viwing strategy be recommended that .
would suggest presanting the Sfi 1;n w be used for the following sgssions
at the end of tbe current sessnoa, ‘ﬁ-ns uo;.uld also have the added advantage
of giv}ng r.he part;ctpatnts tfm to “'thfnk cver'' the pext film and relate it
te their m problesis and coacerns iq the interval between the two sessions.’
[ R ,
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1. 1t is recofmended that the films be scheduled in a sequence that
initiadly, captures the attention of the target audience, Hut does not lose
their attention later on. Thus, a high school grousp should see a high school
based film first {e.g. Lindsay) and last {e.g. Sara‘wf m?ﬂ the others wixed

in between. Tne Diszwssnon-’z,eadef‘ shoudd let them Know .L‘l agdvance iT the

_aext fi12\will be in a different setting. Of course, primary grade teachers

.would recdive a primary based film first {e.g. Reflection) and last {e.g.

Individuals) with the high schooi films intersoersed between them.

12. The Discussion Guide needs to point out that the Discussion teader
be prepared for, and even encourage, highly individualized reactions to the
film/discussion experience, even including compiete rejection.by some teachers

G—

of the basic notion undeflying the “prograr. Tneir views should be respected,

but they should not be allowed to draw the group into extended arguments.

13. Related to the above, the Discussion Guide needs to emphasize that
the Discussion Leader be prepared o help focus the discussion on realistic
and possible action pl‘ans and not allow the participants to use the sessions
as opportunities to escape responsibility by berating the school board, the
principal, etc. ?rojecting probiems onto othe:'s is a cemmon respc.::onse to
personal frustrataon .and anxiety and this mechanism was observed in operat:on
in a2 number of groups (especially ianer c:ty) The teacher rust be led to

see that he can make changes now despite all the ‘various constraints ;hat

he is forced to work within. The Discussion Leader must always bring the

discussion back to this point whenever it seems to be getting too philpsophical,

too broad or too general. .

_ 1§. Sessions should be scheduled no more,frequently than once a week,

.and no less frequently than twice a month. This will avoid the negative

effects of both saturation and lack of sustained interest.

v

* 15. If the length of the program had to be reduced for any reason,

Reflection would be the film least missed according to tescher rankings S

of the six films used in this study. The DL results are generally cpn -
sistent with this finding and further Suggest the posssbshty of, ghmnat!ng
Individuals. However, the pro;ect staff and @mbers of the pro;ecturé‘;}ad
panel give Reflection a high rating and consider lndlviduals and Le__arnir,g
Str‘a,tegles' lower in overall effectiveness and sozmewhat re"jé.t;n‘ém‘tdn conjq?gt, |

<
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The final two rerommendations are really mefa-recpfmendations since

the study and since

they do not follow directly from the data collected
4 . » » -
they apply not to th¢ One To Grow Cn series per se but to future similar

efforzs that:may be undcr:akcrz by K.

As has already been noted ic this section of the report, it is felt
that the non-dldacrc approsch used In the One To Grow O films represents 3

e

valid alternative to the rore traditionad, exhortative film o%tan wvsed in
mental heaith edudation. However, this approach is not without its diffi-

! .
culties, some of Which are inherert and some of which are inherited.

The inherent’:'difficulty is that guch -materials are often viewed by
the learner as lécking in substance and ir teaching value. HMany of us,
teachers iAncludei.:i, want to be told '‘what to db, hox to do it, and wnen to
do it" {and, Ie!ss often, ‘‘why to do’it")l There is thus 2 supra-educational ~
need, menAusirj/g such materials, to explain their purpose and to cast them
in the context, of stimulus for thought'' rather than '‘package of answers."
Actually, most. audnences, teachers included, would probably be receptive to
this notion opce it was cle,arly understood. After ali, previous packages
of answers hafve probably seldom if ever ‘worked,' and thus an honest ad=is-
sion that an]swers ire not being offered should be considered a refreshing
change. A fumber of the recormendations given above with respect to the
Qne To erOn films have related to this point, but it is being cast here

*in the larger context of a mission for NIMH in support of further efforts

P

+{(if any) tp prepare similar materials.

The v{'nherited problem is really the “otWe‘“of the inherent prob-
lem, for /it emphasizes the need to be much more rigorous in preparing «
kind of %eachmg/!earmng materials, tneluding non-didactic ilms mi’::
Athe “One/To Grow On<geries. It is not sufficient to argue that since the ’

rateria/ls are not meant to teach facts or rules, that they need not be e
sub;ec; to the concepts and principles of good teaching and effectlve com~ )
mumczl;lon. There is a rather':elhdeveloped technology of mstructlon

- that
. - .
gawe rip=ht contracts and grants)) and that should be applied to z serious

been researched and validated (largely through the support of
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fducational film development freguently occupies a unique position in
the educaticnal worid, one that it interits frow its second cousin, the
entertainment film. it has oenerally been rore difficult to convince those
resoonsible for educational film devedosment to apply the cbnceﬁ;; gf instruc-
tional technology than it has those responsible for otner educaticnal media,
even-inciuding_teicvisiom. ) . -
’ . *

© pne of the lmmediate problems this presents (and one that is most rele-

vant to the study here being reported on} is that the job of the evaiuaéor

e —

becomes extremely difficult. In the absence of clearly stated objectives

and criteria for determining their attainment, tne essential and practical
evaluation questions, {is it any good?, Does it werk?, ls it cost effective'?,
Does it reach its objectives?, Should we make more?} are incapabie’ of being
assessed in a rigorous and scientific way. How do we measure the unmeas::f'able
or define the ineffable? 1f educational films are truly an art forsm, as

so'-'e still argue, then perhaps they snhould be evaluated by film critics,”

not professional evaluators:

It ii rea'dily admitted that the imposition of rigid and restrictive .

dicta on the development of any materials, but especially films such as the

“One To Grow On'series, could stifle creativity and reduce their true effective-

ness: The challenge is equally in the hands of the evaluator, as well as

those respcnsible for the development of such materials, to p?oduce a mean- .
ingful set of guidelines that can blend .the best of instructional techno}ogy , ’
with the best of the unique language of the film (Shette1 1964). 1t is .
recormended that serious attention be given to thxs‘ preblenm and‘che fo”ow'&ng

specific steps ate suggested in the event furthe;r work is undertaken im the

development of educazxonal films: 1 )

1. Do not wait ‘until the product is developed before deciding . -
to evaluate. Build in the evaluation conponent of the __ »
effort early in :he development cycle.. -Tiiis can be acconphshed
by assigning an evaluation/instructional technology expart’ to '
the project, or by obtamlng.such mpu{s on a cons::l:mg basis,
at its "RFP" stade. The individual selected for this role .
'should be considered a senior staff person with decisi@n-

making inputs, and not simply an advisory resource.
‘ .

, ' - 93
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2. Jmsist on an ini‘:jal.stat'emen:: of spexific educational objective;
and further reflnernents pf those objecgtives as the development "
¢ycle progresses. These 'objectives should define the target
audjence and should state in explicit terms the impact the

materials are meant to have—onthat—spdierXé, preferabiy if— —
terns of expected changes in attitudes, /knowledge, and/or o

P

behavior. |If d:fferent levels of .impact and/or different
- auftiences are antlcspated the above shouid be accomtished

for each Ievel and each audience.

L

3. Develop or obtain appropriate preliminary evaluation ins¥ruments
3s soon as the objectives have reached a reasonable level of spe-
cificity. These should be considered by the developer as well as

the evaluator 3s being a reasonable and fair means of assessing -

-

. . - b
the attainment of program cbjectives. . -

. As soon as the materials are in a form that represents 3 reasong-

ble facsimile of their completed formdt, conduct a formative pretest .
‘with a smail sample of the tar.get audience using ‘the test material
descried in Item #3 dbove. In the case of films, this can be

“ done when tt;ey are in the form of & story board or, a littie later,
when prints or slides from selected frames of the films are
available, along with the sound track (which can be in printed

form). The earlier this s done, the fore degrees of freedom one .
has in making changes in the material. Repeated studies have shown

that| for didactic films such simulated materials as still pictures &

have excellent predictive power regarding the effectiveness of the

final product. Although this may be less true of non-didactic .
films, it is believed that much could be learned from this pretesting
activity, Inputs a%. ‘this stage€6uTd range from very specific to
very general. {(For example, it may have been learned that the '
very "'posh' interiors of the home of Lindsay in the One To Grow On
- film of the same name,'coraplet'ely repe}led the teachers of the

inner city schools.}' Decisions made at this tjme would obviously
vary with the nature of the input. The'point is that 4@fne notion ' .
of effectiveness is obtained before the expensave and Iargﬁely

.lrreverscble deve]opment steps to follow aré taken.

-, - ) 88 | . -"
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« 5. & final and comrehensive evaluation (summative) wnder field condi-
tions is made beforz'thefmterials are released, using the same
_ or a refined version of the earlier evaluation materials. Beci-
sions to modify the materials, restrict the auvdience, etc., are,
of course, made at this time. However, because o\the pretestmg N
. accompfished in step ik, the nature-of the changes a: thi's point
should always be mipor and involve matters ‘relating to support,
. _ ) distribution and implemepiation 9f the films rather than the
- - . content andfor structure of the films themselves.
? The above skel.eton outhne of a development/evaluation strategy for
film materials is perhaps idealistic. But it seems almost unavoidable at
a time when cost effective impact guestions are being seriously asked. .

- in closing, it must b‘?said in all bone'sty that thg Dne To Grow On” 1
film/discussion series wofﬂd probably have benefited from a more systematic J
corcern for objectives and the me3ns for obtaining'them. ft would, of

.. course, have Ade_ the evaluation job easier, but more importantly, it B

probably would have resulted in an even more effective ser.ies, one that may
< have gone beyond the somewhat limited imp‘act that was found in this evalua-
tion study. HNevertheless, the Diie To Grow On” fiims represeat an inportant
i contribution to both the technique of effectiye teacher training and to the
. critical content area with which they deal=--mental health in the classroom
This- is no small acconpllshrent and the necessar“y critical tone of this

- " report should not be constrved as an effort to “dininlsh lt, nor to Inhibit

further efforts to expand on it. 5 . .

- - - . .
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Project Staff: .
Harris H. Shettel - Principal lavestigator
Ruth S. Hughes - Project Director= ’ -
Mary Kay Garee - Research Staff
Patricia F. Vitale - Adainistrative Associate . .
Valerie J. Hausmann - Secretary ’ &= ';';/;j
. Robert Fitzpatrick — Project Advisor in Heasurement and Evaluatios -
-~ ——y M _}/‘
Project Milestones: ] ; .
Project Initiation . July 1, 19737
Panel _Heeting #1, AIR Offices July 30-31, 1975-Pi ttsburgh,Pa.
foras Submitted For OMB Review August 13, 1873
Site 1 Agreement To Participate
(Pending OM8 Approval) . December, 1973
Workshop For Discussion Leader In Site 1 January 19, 1974
Urban/Suburban Schools, Conducted By
Cénter For Creative Communication, Inc.
OMB Approval Of Forms Received Januvary 15, 1974
Panel Heeting 72, AIR Offices January 21, 1974-Silver Spring,
. Maryland
Site 2 Schools Agree To Participdte February 1, 1974
Teachers (258) And Students~{6,450) February, 1974
Pretested In Sites | An
Discussion Leafi:/ﬂff:;tation Visits By February, 1974 -
AIR Staff
School Hod(s{:p Sessions Begun February, 1974
- Planging Of National Conference Begins=- March, 1974
fj,v Research, Inc. Retained As Subcon-
! _~"tractor To Handle Details Of The Conference
/,/f/ Workshops, Posttesting And Teacher/ - April and Hay, 1974
~ * Discussion Leader Interviewing Completed--
— Some Follow-Up Data Obtained

liational Conferenée,ﬁls Anybody Listening June 6 and 7, 1974%-San Diego,
il California

. Data Analysis and Peport Preparations July, 1974
Initiated .
Final Report Complcted December, 1974

= . .

*Mou Program Development Specialist, Driver Education Services of Aetna
Life ¢ Casualty, Hartford, Connecticut. N




APPENDIX B8

(_;gs‘cription of "One To Grow On* Films




The following cdescriptions of each filn include the statement of the
purpose of the film and examples of questions that the discussion leader__
can raise with his teacher group. Thesc materials have been paraphrased
from the Film Discussion Manual which accompanies the series. Alsc.included
. are the objectives for each film that the project staff developeé and some
exanples of positive teacher “behavior' that would be consistent with those
objectives and, where appropriate, negative teacher “behavior" that would be
inconsistent with those objectives. Ail o} these materials were developed
in close cooperation with those at NIMH ;esponsib!e for the conception and

preparatibn of the fila series.

Film Descriptions

(1) *A Pretty Good Class for a Monday"

Film action centers about three male students in a conventional history
class. The students®' major outside interests are explored as well as their
parents’ and teachers’ attitudes and descriptions of them. EFach student

represents an area of enmphasis of the school:

{a) Academic development (a student whose major interest is
academic--math). -

(b} Vocational trainfng {3 student whose interest centers about

mechanics--motorcycles).

(c) citizenship preparation (a student interested in.Scout activities,

holding a job, and eventually going into police work).

The purpose of 'A Pretty Good Class for a HMonday" is to stimulate a
discussion of ways of reconciling the apparent conflicts presented by indi-
vidual students with Individual values, orientations and spheres of success

and the circunstances prevailing in a school in which teachers deal with
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large numbers of students, are responsible for teaching a prescribed cur-

riculum, and must apply standards set by the school or by the community.

Exampies of questions to be raised in Discussion Session:

{1) Does the school exist to serve the community, or to serve itself?
If both, how is its responsibility to be divided, and which takes
primacy?.

) {2) 7o what extent can the school, which is an institution, serve the

needs of students, who are individuals?
{3) ihere do the school’s standards of success and failure come from?
(4) what is the impact of these standards on the students?

{5) 1Is there a conflict between maintaining standards and respecting

and responding to individual values?

(6) what is the effect on the mental health of a person whose own
personal values are disconnected from those of the school where

he spends several hour$ each day?

Sub-objective 1 {relates to Major Objective #2 listed on page 7 ):

Encourage teacher to.respond to the individual student’s needs. and

values, and to develop tolerance for another's perspective.

Behavioral Example--teacher can accept and respond more positively to a

student whose interest and application in his class subject is minimal when

he is aware that his or her interest and motivation lies in another area.

- Negative Example--History teacher shows interest in and reinforces only

those studenfs who excel or match his zeal for his subject.

(The above examples are given to show how the major' objeciives of the

total film package can be translated into classroom performance. It is

-

emphasized that these examples are not to Le considered criterion items in

" determining effectiveness of the film segments. The above examples are

based on film content.)




(2) *Lindsay"

Film action centers about a girl in conflict with the values of her
parents. Family setting is one »f affluence. Action includes girl's use
of contraceptive pills and abuse of drugs. Her teacher is shown In an

unsuccess ful attempt to encourage the girl to discuss her problen.

The purpose of *Lindsay" is to provoke a discussion of the way in .
which the needs and responsibilities of students, parents, and teachers can :
be at odds with each other, and ways that the resulting unresolved conflicts

can be destructive.

£

Issues raised include-the-conflict between-parerits’ needs, which they
attempt to fulfill through their children, and the children's own needs.
There is zrpr,oblem between the goals of the teacher and the methods he uses,

and the extent to which the school exacerbates or might help resolve stu-

dents® problems which arise from deep differences between the student and

his or her parents.

Examples of questions to be raised in Discussion Session:,

{1) Based on events shown in student’s home life, how could a teacher -

provide a constructive school environment for such a student?

(2) Evaluate your own suggestions in terms. of changes you have to make,
responsibilities you would have, and evaluate the extent to which
you would need to become involved with a student. (destion; to

be answered by each individual in terms of his own situation.)

Sub-objective 2 (relates to Major Cbjective #2):

To recognize possible sources of conflict that may be contributing to .
difficult surface behavior, and to recognize the need to respond with sym-
pathy, empathy, and flexibility to develop a meaningful relationship in such

a situation.

Behavioral Example-~to be aware that a student’s attitude and/or response

to the demands of the school experience are affected by non-school factors

that are equally important to the student.

-
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Posi tive Examp!e--té be able to percit a student to briefly withdraw

froo active class participation when cbviously deeply troubled, but also to
be attentive to length of withdrawal time, any obvious desire to communfcate
the problem, or cbvious resolution of the problem. By ajlowing brief with-
drawal the teacher can project empathy and show the student that he recognizes
he has a problem (he legitinizes the fact that the student is a human being

just like the teacher).

The action centers ahout a girl about to be suspended from school for
. repeated unexcused absences. An understanding teacher learns that the girl
has had an aborticn, unknown to her parents. She wants this to remain .

|
|
|
|
|
|
1
|

{(3) *'saran" - i -

unknoWwn to them. The Fesponsible male student is in the class the girl has .

been avoiding. The teacher attempts to preclude the girl's suspernsion by

telling the vice principal! that there was a valid reascn for the girl’s

behavior, with assurances that she will attend the class in the future.

The teacher fails in her attempt. HNo exception will be made for Sarah.

The purpcse of "Sarah™ is to provoke a discussion around the issuves and
the behavior of the characters in the film, by portraying a conflict situa~
tion in which everybody is apparently "sincere' and "responsible,” but by

their actions assure an unsatisfactory conclusion.

Issues raised include the conflict between the teacher's responsibility
to the student and responsibility to the institution; conflict in the role
of the vice principal or dean as counselor on the one hand and the implementor
of rules on the other; conflict between Sarah's resbonsibility for her own
actions {(and her need to work out her own problems) and her parents’ and
the school's responsibility for her; the appropriateness of suspensiocn as a
response to truancy; the need for privileged communication between teacher
and student; the question of personal responsibility for decisions vs. actions
that might be defended in terms of “enforcing the rules,' "doing one's

job,' etc.




Exacples of questicns to be raised in-Discussion Session:

{1} that justifies the right of privileged comunication?
(2) what are the teacher's responsibilities in this situation?

(3) what are the vice principal's responsibilities in this

situation?

{4) How do you feel about the characters and their roles in this

situation, i.e., Sarah, Hrs. Martin, etc.?

Sub-objective 3 (relates to Major Objective 71):

To encourage consideration of the needs of the individual, the demands
of the teacher’s responsibility to the institution (the school) on the one

hand, and his responsibility to the student o: the other.

Posi tive example--teacher does not follow rigid rules regarding tardi-

ness when he knows a pupil was late because an alcoholic father returned to
the home and was harassing the family. (This is not a film-related example

but one drawn from a case study.)

(4) *"Individuals*'

This film presents a concrete example of an innovative, “individualized,”
program geared to self-direction of students. Film content is devoted to a
description of how such a prcgram 'works." (This is an unscripted documentary

of an actual class.)

The purpose of 'Individuals' is to provoke a discussion of the goal of
self-direction, methods of achieving it, and the impact of such a change on

the roles and responsibilities of teachers.

_ The major issues raised are questions about changing the view of the
ultimate cbjectives of the process of education from the mastery of a set
body of skills towards the development of self-direction. What is the rela-
tionship between learning self-direction and learning a particular skill
such as adding fractions? Hiw cah a teacher best help a child to learn?
What is a teacher’s true responsibility? What Is the nature of knowledge;
what is teaching; what is learning? What makes a child learn? Wno is

responsible for what parts of the process? What makes a child remember?

B-6
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What is the use of learning? How does a school p;hgram that stresses self-
direction fit into a society that has a relatively highly structured extrinsic

reward system?

Examples of questions to be raised in Discussion Session of Segment &4:

(2) How do you think the children were reacting?
(3) wWhat does the term ''self-direction'' mean to you? -

(4) General questions about individual reactions to 'contract” type

of curriculum.

(5) In what ways do you use your personal values to set the tone or

the standard for success in your classes?

(6) Are you conscious of a distinction between the standards that you

—~ bring with you and the standards of the institution?

Sub-objective & (relates to Major O.jective #3):

1
|
|
|
|
|
(1) How did you react to the appearance and ''sound' of the classroom? {
|
|
\
1
|
|

To encourage introspection regarding teacher's own feelings and atti-

tudes sbout teaching, techniques of teaching, and innovations in the system.
rd

— . . . o f
Positive Example--teacher gathers anormat|0n, and collects materials
for an experiment in self-direction aftér he has decided that the technique
offers opportunity for positive learning experiences, and that he can take

the responsibility for offering this learning experience.

(5) '"A Teacher in Reflection"

Film shows a teacher conducting a 'class meeting.' Pupils are lower
elementary school level. The meeting is of a problem-solving nature,
approaching situations such as the difficulties encountered by a girl new
to the school, and ways in which students can help one another with learning
problems. In voice-over commentary the teacher 'reflects'’ on ways in which
he unconsciously influences and shapes the decisions the children ultimately

make about changing classroom procedures.




The purpose of "A Teachcr in Reflection' is to provide a concrete
example of 2 program which attempts to deal directly with mental health
de@elopment in the classroom. It Is hoped that after seeing one example as
shown in the film, teachers can share their reactions to the underlying
ideas in that particular approach, consider the implications of the program's
objectives for teachers, and speculate seriously about ways of achieving the
same objectives In their own classrooms, either with a program like the one

portrayed in the fllm or in some other way more appropriate foz them.

Issués include the extent to which a new program is just ''old wine in
new bottles'' if there is no fundamental change in the teacher who Is using
the program. Also, is there a possibility of conflict when the teacher,
the central authority in a class, attempts to give some authority to the
students? |Is encouraging critical thinking among students a worthwhile

objective for a.classroom teacher?

Examples of questions to be raised in Discussion Session:

(1) wWhat do you think the teacher is trying to accomplish with the
class meeting?

(2) How do you react to this teacher's attempt to ''encourage critical
thiaking?"

(3) Do you think:ituis a good idea to try to involve students in the

resolution of problems?

{4) what do you think would be.the result of asking your children to
think about anything they would like to change about the class?

-

Sub-objective of Segment 5 {relates to overall objective #3):

To encourage the teacher to. think about the way he realtes to his
class as a result of his interpretation of his role as a teacher and to

think about whether he should restructure this role.
[

Behavioral Example--as an experiment, the teacher selects one class in

which he asks pupils to give personal reactions to the class routine, and
discusses these reactions as a group with the intention of implementing sug-

gestions that represent a true change of format svggested by someone else.

5

.
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{6) 'Learning Strategies"

The action in this film shows several activities, without commentary,
in various classrooms in which strategies are being employed with the purpose
of helping children learn to guide .their own development. (This film was
made in a public schoo] in Cleveland, Ohio. The school Eartic!pates in
Project G.0.0.D. {Guiding One's Own Development], and the unrehearsed

scenes show some of the techniques advocated by Project G.0.0.D.)

The purpose of this film is to provoke a discussion of the concept of
guiding one's. own development and the ways in which particular techniques

|
|
|
|
might be most effectively employed. - * =

Issues raised include the question of how the school can best support ©

children as they learn to guide their own development, and to consider the
ways in which children can do this. An important issue Is one that .
approaches ways in which a teacher's habits may interfere with a conscientious

effort to help children do their own learning. ;

“ - - - - - N ~ -
Examples of questions to be raised in Discussion Session:

N ,
(1) How do you feel about the school shown in this film, i.e., eom-

fortable, frustrated, confused, excited, envious?
(2) What did you especially like or dislike?

(3) Are you interested in trying any of the strategies ’shown in this

film? j

(4) what kind of support do you think you would need from adminlstra-

tors or supervisors?

(5) Are there things that you can do even though the rest of the schgol

is not involved in such a laboratory or demonstration project?

Sub-objective of Segment 6 (relates to Major Objective #1):

To encourage the teacher te consider his reactions to the concept of
guiding one's own development, and to consider whether it is a feasible
st}ategy in his own setting. He Is also encouraged to consider the possi-
bilitiei that are inherent din this strategy for teaching children to under-

stand human behavior in terms of its causes.

8-9
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Behavioral Example--teacher initiates a self‘develdpmental program of

his own design. Within this program, he watches for opportunities to iso-
late an incident that occurs in class which. can be discussed in.terms of

the observed behavior and the causal- factors underlying the events which

took place.

¢
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FIUM PROGRAY EFFECTIVENE.> MEASURES

Discussion Leader Report Forn

Study Category:

U S _ R

E 1 H

Kame of Discussion Leader

Date .

Location

Grade Level(s)

American Institutes for Research
_ #HSH-42-73-189(0P)

i




0.4.8. No. 68-573149
Approval £xpires dJune 30, 1974

Hiame of Filn

Session £ hucher of teackers present

Tim2: filo began end

discussion began end

7. Yhat was the overall group reacticn to this filn?

llegative Positive
1 2 3 4 5

Depressing - ’ Stirulating
-1 2 3 4 5

Exnerience yvas it was very
non-relevant ’ reievant

1 2 3 4 5
2. Did the discussion:
(2) Depend upon the discussion guide for subsiance
ilot at all Jotally
1 2 3 4 5
(b} 9ray upon film content Fur suirstance
fiot at all Totally
1 ] 2 3 4 5
(c) Pelate to conflict areas in the teachers' classroon
ot at all . Totally

3 4 5

[Ab)

1

(d) Focus on ways to apply film concepts in the classroon

ilot at all : Totally
1 2 3 4 5
111
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3. hat was the major conclusicn{s) reacted by the group?

4

ho vere the discussion ieaders and what :as their major focus or point

of vieis?

flanes

Coments
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5. Did any teacher discuss a concrete plan of acticn for changing a class~
roon situaticn or a relaticnship with a pupil? i

lHame of Teacher

Details of plan

-

6. Rate the effectiveness of this film in generating discussion related to
actual classroom situations.
liot effective Very effective
| : 1 2 3 ' -4 5

Q ADH‘TQ c_s
(1-74)
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7. {Begin with second discussicn session. )

Pank the effectiveness of these films in generatinc relevant discussions.

% pretty cecd class for a lenday”

“Neflecticons™

“Learning Strategies” .

*Individuais®

- " indsey”®

-

8. Use this space to rake any additional cozents about {ne discussien
session or tc record specific remarks made atout the filn b7 the
teachers.
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DIRECTIONS FOR INTERVIEWERS

(Teacher Interview Schedule)

1. Read through the entire Interview Schedule.

2. Look again at Page D-6 to identify the concept(s) the teacher interviewed

might be expected to report upon in question ons.

3. |If the teacher does not mention any of these concept(s), use the ques-

tions on Pages D-6 and D-7 after all other questions have been answered.

L. 1f answer one Is complete (details of her action with results) omit

Pages D-6 and D-7.

5. Check to ensure that information filled in at the top of the form is

correct.
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FILM PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS VMEASURES

Interview Scnedule for Teacner

Study Category U S R

E 1 H

jlame of Teacher

Date

Location

. Grade Level(s)

Interviewer's lame
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1. Have you applied, or do you plan to apply, any of the concepts or ideas
discussed in the “One to Grow On" workshops in your classroon?

yes no
1f you answered "yes” give the details below; if you answered “no" qo to “d".

a. ‘’hat is the idea or concept?

b. Describe what you did or what you plan to do.

c. Yhat was it in the Film/Discussion sessions that stimulated you to
institute the change describe above? Re as specific as possibie.
(Use the back of every page if necessary.)

d. If'vou answered "no" to #1 above, briefly discuss your reasons.
L 4

-
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aspects of the "Cne to Grow Cn™ workshop experience.

Liked “Disliked

The Filrs

2. List the things you particulariy liked and disiiked about the follewing

The Discussion Sessions

The Discussion Leader

3. liould you recommend this film series to other teachers?
yes no

Peason:




r

"ERIC
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Approval Expires June 30, 1974

4. Rank the Filn/Discussions in the order in which vou found them to te
directly relevant to your classroon situation.

“A Pretty Good Class for a {!onday"

“Sarah"

~

“Lindsay"

“Reflections”

“Learning Strategies”

"Individuals”

Reasons for your ansver:

5. Have you, at any timé, participated in a similar workshop vhere films
in the area of mental health in the classroom viere used?

yes ______no
If yes, name the film, briefly describe the contentis, and/or goals and

objectives of the film.

an

6. ‘hich filn was the riost relevant to vour classroom situation ("0One to
Grow On" or other film)? ..

ADM-T9 -
(1-74) . ’ D-6
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7. Give reasons for your answer to #6. (Givé specific examples of situations
in which the material was helpful.)

8. Have you had any courses in mental health or child psyct_m'logy?

Names of )
Courses Yhere Offered Date

ADM-T9 :
o . (]"74) 0-7
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—_—
A
Q. The following suggestions for classroem application of fi]n"&oncepts were
emphasized in your discussion group:

citeck here

1.

» 0

2
3
4
-
5.

a. Did you attempt to irplement any of these sugges‘tj_bns?
ves no {if “no® qo to item "d")

b. If “yes," check the concept(s) which vou attempted to use. Describe
what you did.

c. -ihat results did you achieve?

d. - If you ansvered "no," give a reason for your answer,

o ADM-T9 - -
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Discussion Leader Comments On Each Fiilnm
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Sarah

L

Discussion Topics and Conclusions Number of Dl
Haking Cozment

Showed lack of communication with parents 4
Parents need to be informed 4
Individualization important 4
Students .and teachers need to cormunicate on a confidential level 3
Administrators must stick to rules to maintain credibility 3
Look out for the con artist 2
Jeachers must instill trust in students z
Students need to be treated as individuals 2
Staff members need to develop comounication 2
Suspension not the answer 2
Teachers feel helpless in providing support service 2
Vice Principal coid to Sarah i
Punishment not deserved ) 1 ]
Personal things shouldn't be Business of teacher 1
Administrators should be more pliant 1
ot always necessary to report to parents 1
Large clusses limit openness with students--need to réduce
. class size 1
Even thougn high school level, good for elementary situations 1
Student will do it again - i
Poor communication creates problems 1
- Need to know more about parents to help students ]
Vice Principal had major responsibility H
Parents should teach children facts of life 1
Teacher was justified in intervening 1
Treatment of confidential information a problematic area in
need of further thought 1
Teachers afraid to engage in conversations with youngsters
- on personal matters i

-

Note that there are no negative comments about this film per se. ..

1




Lindsay

Discussion Topics and Concluslons Number of Cls
Making Comment

ey

Long-standing fanily comounication preblems 6
Vas spoiled child b |
Teachers need to be good listeners 3 s
Film too brief to evaluate sitwation® 2
Communication with young people greatest problen 2 ?
Parents and school have failed the girl 2 |
Not relevant to elementary school® 2 |
Gocd example of family problems . 1 |
Hale teachers--mother more at fault 1
Female teachers-~father more at fault i
Weii~to-do child also needs help 1
Teacher has two Lindsays in class i
Home énvironment not relevant to school i
Drugs not a problem at school and it's not our duty to become
involved= 1

Lindsay needed neutral person 1
Agreed parents should search childrens® possessions i
Kids need some wdy to get hig‘z-—drugs are a temporary hngh ) 1 B
Father took easy way out -1 )
Better communication needed between teachers & pareats 1°
Watch out for the quiet student 1
Parents value system more important than teachers i
Parental and teacher understanding and involvement necessary 1
Teachers must be receptive dnd empathetic; must respect

students for communication to occur 1
Parents unable to relate meaningfully to one another about

Lindsay; teacher not sensitive to Lindsay when she remained
after school 1 .
4/,——"—'-—“-&

%in this case, three of the comments {*) could be considered

as being critical of the fila. ’ ' .




A Pretty Good Class For A Monday

Discussion jopics and Conclusions fumber of Lls
Haking Comment

Parent/teacher values conflict 3

Criticized permissive parents 2

Individual interests of students emphasized, but basics

still needed*

Identified the three students with their own students

Growth of Chas. (one of three boys in filz) most difficult
tc promote

School produced no more than parents and teachers exepcted
of students

NN

Supportive of school system cbjectives

Children should concentrate on school work

Children need choices in subject matter selection z

School not meeting needs of three students in film

Design psecific programs to mest students® needs

Questioned image of average student in fila* . =

Concept of individual vs. group is a forced issué, simpler to

be part of a group=
Teachers don’t have time to learn individual interests
Teachers need to be consistent in approach to classroon
discipline

Should not underestimate any stucent's ability

Hot all students are alike

Acadenic excellence not necessary to be happy

All students seem to be accepted by family

Average child often negiected -

Individualization is the answer

Host important children be happy

NHeed average level most of all

Schooi filled a need for each student

Film more thorough than others

important that teachers know students personal ly--makes them

learn and feel better )

Knowledge of home attitude critical to solve specific problems

Good film for generatngg discussion to individual needs

Teachers differed as to how far one can go to serve individual
needs without disserving others in the.class R

f
b b et e amd Gmd emd emd urd taed Sl - - mad b et wed wad ) nN
*

T

*Three of the above comments had a critical note imbedded in them--

-

but there were no strong negative reactions. - )
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Individuals .

-

Discussion Topics and Conclusions tiprber of OLs
. Making Comment
Liked the idea of alpha and omega but lacked pertinent 10

information about evaluation and testing of results,

what space, materials, and support personnel are required:

Self-direction doesn’t work with all kids

YWould have to be started in the lower grades to be effective

Teachers would need a great deal of tiome to prepare for this

Film setting ideal rather than realistic=

lieed parent/community cooperation

Hany drawbacks to this program--could not stand confusion
and noise 7

Teacher's personality was revealing factor in filnm

Teachers now use contract and unit planning

Difficult to initiate program in terms of developing the
skills of the chlld

Could not be done here

All in favor but too difficult to implexent

Rejected by total group*

Students will learn what they want to learn

Traditional school structure depressing

Questioned effectiveness of reward systeml. -

Not relevant here because society stresses rules and cbedience

Children want and need structure and direction

Individual differences are very important

£asy for high schdol teachers to identify with

All children could not learn self-direction through the mediunm

expressed in this fila

—-——-—M—“"-NNN'WWW w‘b'-k‘\ﬂ\)

#*A number of comments related to the difficulty of implementing the

concept, but only three have their negative focus on the film per se.
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Jeacher In Reflection

Discussion Topics and Conclusions Husber of OLs
. Haking Comment

Gbjected to fight
No critical thinking
Too directive
Hegative view of teacher's methods
Class meeting concept accepted
0.K. to be passive at times
Yould not work in 4 - 6 grades
Children can resolve own problems if given opportunity
Use of videotape good
Can be unobtruswel} directive
- Teacher in film lacked skiil to evaluate herself
Poor handling of Dinetta -
- . Class meeting not ‘new -
Liked idea of students helping each other
free discussicn beneficial
Heetings don't work in junior high school
tncourages fighting
s Would intensify problems
Low economic pupils have trouble communicating and achieving
Film not relevant to school_ situation®
Not viable technique
Open and empathetic approach to students best way to a'ﬂmv

ol el e’ el s et el wet ad a NI NI MY RS RN N NN W

them to bring their prcblems to you 1
Teackers should be open and sympathetic with students; difficult ' 1
to achieve 1 -

%

*Again, many comments were very critical of the technique used

in the film, but only one was film specific._’




Learning Strategies

Discussion Topics and Conclusions Nuzber of DLs
g Comment

Liked mini—courses, role play, and student tutoring

Kids need to make decisions

Kindergarten teacher too directive

Have already tried peer teaching, hobby clubs, role play

Administrative problems involved with this as well as

parent communication .
Blind teacher good .
liot possible to implement in this school; group negative to
concept

Kids learn what they want to learn

Filnm valuable for student teachers

Film could have been made in this school

Children spoiled by watching TV programs, have unreal approach
to life, thus strategies don't work

Major goal of education is to help students become sel f-
motivating and goai directed

Film did not generate discussion®

-
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