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FOREWORD

Opcration Small Vouse was initiated in September, 1971 at Slauson
Junior Nigk Setool, Ann Arbor, Mictigan., This cxperimental program
was a dircet result of the Pumaneness in Education report submitted
to the Ann Arbor Beard of Education on January 13, 1971 and represen-
ted a concerted (ffort to alter the administrative and psyctological
habits of public junior high school cducation. Many of tke goals and
auidelines for Small House are set fortk in the Humaneness Report,

This report constitutes an attempt to evaluate tke Small Vouse
Program conducted at Slauson between September 1971 and June 1972,
Just as Swall Vouse was a pilot progmm, this was intended to be a
pilot study with a two-fold purpose: .

ae To assess developments in thre on-going Small Wouse program

be To develop a prototype or model for evaluating educational
pPrograms, particularly innovative programs, whrick would de-
lincate tke essential components of evaluation, as well as
design considerations and analytic tectniques,

At the outset, it was “oped t*at we could develop, pre-test, and
implement tkese assessment tectniques all witrin one year. We eitrer
underestimated tte complexity and enormity of tre task confronting us
Or we overestimated our capabilities .nd resources, or bot», In any
event, while t*e results of this study gkt be interesting and in
Some cases, provocative, muck of what ..; evolved remains to be fina-
lized and validated in tte future, WVowrver, I believe we were success-
ful in developing tre skeleton of a broad-based multi-met*od model
for evaluation w-ick would be applicable to ot*er educational programs.
This portotype is by no means considered a finisted product, merely a
guide for future researck,

Trere are several otter important considerations whick sktould be
mentioned at tris time:

a. Parts of tre research suffer from methodclogical flaws and
limitations which effectively preclude reackting any definitive
conclusions, promising though the results may seem. Tre nature
of trese limitations will be specified in the appropriate sec-
tions; T wish to stress that the results should be read with
these limitations in mind,

be There is another study of Small House being conducted by Marcia
Radin and Mary Ann Morris at the Univers:t— of Michigan vhich
covers areas ignored or only touche ¢ in this report. I feel
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that both of these reports are critical to a full cvaluation
and undorstanding of Swall Wousc.

Ce There is no adequate deseription of the experimental trcatment

( (Sm11 Pause program) availahle and T wi 11 not presune to present
one herece  There is a videotupe made which attempts to summarize
the program and which could be obtained by contactir g Mr, Paul

Siane at Slauson Junjor High Sckool, From t*e start, the Small
House Team has stressed that thig program was their own and, in
that sense, uniques A brief sketeh of Small House has beer pro-
vided in the Introduction and attempts were made in other scctions
to identify some characteristics of the Small House program,

T owe a special thank you to Ken Veile whro persevered with me from
the very start of thig undertaking to the bittcrsweet end and was essen-
tial to fts completion. I also wisk to acknowledge my sincerest appre-
ciation to Annec Saviskinsky for her kelp in shaping our observational
schemes and to Professors Morse, Nadelman, and Dyer and thc members of the
Thursday morning seminar for their comments and suggestionses To the
teachers and students at Slauson, I am particularly grateful; despite

the constant demands made on them, they remained patient and cooperative
throughout,

This report will be organized into seven ma jor sections as follows:

Chapter T - Introduction - Includes a brief history and background of
Small Wouse, a very brief description of t*e program and goals thrat
guided tre research,

Crapter TT - Psyctometric Evaluation - Summarizes tre results of the
testing conducted. FEac+ test is handled in a separate subsection,

C~apter III - Questionnaire - Describes t*e administratig} and results of
a questionnaire specifically designed for the Small House evaluation,

Chapter IV - Systematic Observations - Summarizes t*e results of one
month of observations at Slauson, in Small House and in tre Control groups
with respect to gross distinctions among teacter and student.betaviors,

Chapter V - Nonsystematic ObServations - Includes anecdotal materials
from notes compiled over tke Year nonsystematically tkat bear on thke

evaluation,

Chapter VI - In Retrospect - Synthesizing the inH rmation and the
development of tke infrastructure of an evaluation model,

Chapter VII - Conclusions and comments.
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CHAPTER 1

TNTRODUCTION

Ao SMALL BOUSE: A BRIFEF QUERVTEY

The dupetus for (he Small Pousc concept stemmed from the Pumaneness
report submitted to the Ann Arbor Board of Education; at that time, or
soon thereafter, scventh grade teachers in each junior kigh school were
solicited for voluntcers to besin a Small Vouse the following Septewber,
Approximateiy 20-25 teackers from Slauson voluntecred, from whick four
vere selected — along with one counselor ~- to act as tte Spall Vouse
team, These five persons were given some planning time over tke summer
to develop a program consistent with the goals set fort* in the Humancness
report; in addition, they cstablisked a sit of goals for tremselves,

Trhese individuals skaped thre pregram that was to be implemented at Slauson
in September.’ There was no otficial Policy and Procedure statement nor
any formal cspouscd philosophy for tre Small Vouse program, except for

the general guidcelines of tge Humaneness report and tke goals which the
teachers sct for themsclves; t'ese latter establisked the objectives of
this rcport,

Onc of the dircet results of tris unspecified prilosophy was that the
details of the operation of Small Vouse were worked out tentatively, and
continued to cvolve over the course of the year, witkin the framework
provided., Wowever, those directly cencerned with the program made it
perfectly clear that Small Pouse was not intended to be an Open Classroom
or a Frece School. (As will be seen later, trat distinction, like the
distinction bctween graded and nongraded classes, can be a nebulous one,)
This tentativeness (highly reriiniscent of the espoused philosophy of
Frazier in_Walden Two) makes any but the most superficial description
of Small Wouse¢ impossible; it does, towever, reflect a great deal about
the attitudes of those directly conceraed with the operation of the
program,

At the core of the program de . d for Small House were two essen-~
tial concepts: flexible modular luling and team planning, Instead
of four 45-minute periods witk five winutes between classes, Small Hpuse
opsrated on ten 20-minute modules w.** no time between cl:sses. (Tkis
was made possibly because of the physical proximity of tke rooms to one
anotker,) Of the 50 modules eanh week, apprgximatrly 50% were required,
with the otker 50% Leing spent in electives,” (Sample schedules are at
Appendix I and sample elective sheets at Appendix IT) Thus, in effect,
students in Small House were only spending 50% as muck time in tradi-
tional classroom settings as their seventh grade counterparts who were
not in Small Hgpuse,

The report of Morris and Radin Teutioned in tke Foreword would probably
include greater detail of event during tre developmental stages,

In gencral, tre elcctives were changed every week or two, althoug- some
were retained thraighout thke year.

o
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The flovible vodular seh duling was the structural compounent that
made it possiblo for the Small Vouse to acconplisk some of their
goals including incrcased parontal and conmumity involvement, planncd
seasions for studint v cdbaclk, and a broadening of the curriculum —
it is cstivatad that some 50 difforont clectives were offered over
the course of the year,  The Small Vouse toam also developed a new
approac* towards studiont (valuation (used in parallel with the tra-
ditional metrod since bot* students and parents in some casces expressed
a desire for traditimal grades) and, in some classcs, implemented a
differcor philosophy of testing, one which was cssentially eriterion-
refoerenced.

Just as flexible madular schcduling was the skelqton on whick
Small Vous. was built, tke "planning team" provided the heart and brains
of the svstem; the instructors used the planning scssions to discuss
issues, develop clectives, *andle administrative details, and assist
cack otter in profrossional growth, The tcachers themselves stressed
the contribution of tke planning team to Small FHousce successes.

The students selected to marticipate in Small House represent a
quasi-random sample of all t*os: studints whose parents indicatcd
a willingncss to *ave their c*ildren participate, Of tre more tran
300 letters sent out (one to every incoming 7tk grader), some 200
replics indicated a willingness to participatry from thesc 200,
100 students were selected on a quasi-random basis, wit» special
attempts boing made to assure a racial, scxual, and beravior-problem
balance.

In summary, Small Housc is identifiable administmtivelv as a
program wrick utilizes the flexible modular schedul ing concept and
team plannings. The psychological environment and characteristics
are directly relatcd to the goals of Small House and will be discussed
in a later secction,

B. HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE AND REVIEW

America's purported propensity for educational innovation and con-
comitant conccrn for evaluation notwittstanding, there is a paucity of
systematic research on innovative educational programs (Carbone,1962;
Hillson et al,!964; Westbury, 1970), Westbury (1970) reports that over
a three-vear period not one evaluation studv appeared as a topic in any
of eight major educaticnal journal s— despite tre fact trat evaluation
continues to be cne of tre most frequent subjects of papers. Tris leads
to the conclusion t*rat evaluation is like thre weatter,ice., everyone
can talk about it but no one does anytking about it!

Tre read-r is azain refrrred to the paper by Radin and Morris for
elaboration; also, somr of t+is will be addressed in Capter V.

2
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The dearth of rescarceh is particularly acute with respect to the .
junior Righ schonla; oxeept for some descriptive studies (Strwart & Stark,1971;
Marconnitt, G.R. , 1969) and sporadic investigations of team teaching
(Zweibelson ct 41, 1965:Gamsky, 19703 Boyles, 19685 Fracukel,1968), the
rescarck focusing on the junior wigh gehool isg virtually noncxistent!
Trerefore, it will be necessary to revicw rescarcek from a number of
different arcas and extrapolate from tho se results to the junior kigh
sctool,

Most of tre cvaluation rescarek and reports centering on innovation
are dircetly related to the "nongradcd Vs trte graded” classroom. Bockrathk
(1958), Ingram(1960) and Shapiski(1961) found significant diffc-ences
in reading favoring twe nongraded classes, Bockrath's rescarchk js of
special interest siner ‘er report covered a period of three years and
included n's of 5,000+ and 8,000+, Carbone (1961) reports that a 1952
comparison of 99 nongraded students withk 123 controls skowed reading
ackievement and personality adjustments were better for the nongraded
students; morcover, St 1re(1972) summarizes other studies from Appleton,
Wisconsin and Bellevue, Waskington, botk of wich support the contention
that nongraded students demonstrate greater gains in reading., Buffe (1962)
found that nongraded students made greater gains in matk and mental kealth,
Hillson et al (1964) did a caerful study, controlling for many extraneous
variables and found significant differences favoring ttre nongraded classes;
a follow-up study, however, indicated that thesge differences disappeared
over time (Jones, et al, 1967). More recently, Engel and Cooper(1971)
and Morris et al (1971) found significant differences favoring the non-
graded structure, Not all of the researchk results have been in favor
of the nongraded classroom, Jones et al(1967) found no differences,
as did Hopkins (1965); Carbone (1962) found that in all areas of achieve-
ment, graded pupils were significantly better thwn nongraded where the
original scores were adjusted for intelligence; there were dif ferences
in the ways the tyo groups of stdients described their teackers, with
the nongraded students using more favorable terms to describe their
teachkers,

There are several critical inter-related issues whick must be
kept in mind witn respect to thke cited researc-:

8. As Goad 1ad(1968) has pointed out, the distinction between
the nengraded and "traditional™ classroom is often a fuzzy,
If not wtally arbitrary, one. Labelling can %ide thre fact
that some "traditinnal" classes *ave more in common with
ott.r classcs d. - ignated as nongraded t:an ot‘er classes
designated as graded., Engel and Cooper's (1971) recom-
mendations constitute onity a partial solution, Trig criti-
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cism can be broadined to include distinctions amonp educa-
tional tveatuents (or curricula) in seneral; we assert
difforences a priori (by calling them different names)
with littie or no basis for doing so.

be  Mothodological and desipgn flaws characterize most of the
research™,  Almost all of the rescarck is restricted by a model
which has gone little beyond the concept of paper and pencil
testsy thre failure to incorporate systematic observations as
an integral part of a comprehensive model hwas been the mast
glaring defect of educational evaluation research,

Coe In many cases, tke researck covers a brief period ( 1 year);
those cascs which have covered a longer period (Wopkins,1965;
Jones,et al, 1967) *ave indicated no differencess

Like tke researck on tre nongraded classroom, tke researck on team
teacting produces different results, Zweibelson et al(1965) found no
changes in ackievement, but improved attitides on tkose under thke team
teacting mevkod, Gamsky's (1970) findings corroborate tkese results ,
Rtodes (1971), on tke otker kand, chows that the average reading gain
was worse for team teacting, as were changes in pupil attitudes) Tk,
criticisms direccted at rescarck on the nongraded classroom are appli-
cable to that focusing on team teacting,.

C. RESEARCHF LEFFORT

Commencing in September of 1971, the author began meeting regularly
with the teachters and spending time observing and taking notes in thre
classrooms, Observation periods were random or nonsystematic two or
three times per week and continued through June of 1972, Threse notes
form the basis of Chapter V and it was from these notes thkat the
questionnaire (Chapter III) and tkre proposed observation schemes were
deriveds. All of tkis, however, was dircctly related to tke goals
which the teackers had set for tremselves (sce page 1). We did not
succeed in addressing ourselves to all of tkre goals set fortk and 8
devecloped by the teackers, at least on a thorougkly systematic basis;
we emphasized those that were essentially observable and ttose that
tad becen given higher pricrity by the Small Wouse team. (The goals,
as they were stated in tkeir original formulation, are at Appendix IIT,)

These goals could be rephrased to read:

ac Do Small House students s*ow gains in performance on standardized ¢
reading and aritktmetic achievement tests comparable to t*kocse of

students in otker classes?

be Do Small Mouse students s*ow a more positive attitude towards
gctool as compared to students in otker classes?

8
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Ce Arc thore charactioristic differcnces in teacrer and student betavior
botween Small Housce and otker eclasscs?  Tf S0, what are they? How
arec they related to the poals of the Sumaneness report?

A scvere linitation of thig study was that all of the control classcs
were mattomaties classes, Tris wade it inmpossible to compare the obscer-
vations of othcr Unificd classes ‘and Scicnee classes with thosc of Small
Housc,

9
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CHAPTER TI

PSYCHOMETRIC EVALUATTON
A. CALIFORNIA READINC TEST

Among the goals that tre teacters *tad set for themselves were those
related to academic ackicvement, particularly improved reading skills,
The Small Wouse team was particularly concerned tkat students in Small
House show no decrement in performance in tke basic skills as compared
to the gains reflected by a control group, despite the fact that the
former were spending less time in traditional classes. Thre California
Reading Test (1963 edition, Form W) was administered to all thke students
in Spall Mouse and to a small sample of those in the control groupsjo In
order to fit the test into tke 45-minutc period allowed, some modifications
of the normal testing procedure were required:

a. Only thé Vocabulary Test and Interpretation of Materials subtests
were administered,

b. Students were only given 30 minutes to respond to items in Section
G of Test 2, Interpretation of Materials. :

ce In scoring these tests, no correction was made for guessing, In
addition, each correct response in Section G was given a weight of

two (2) point. to overcome the preponderance of vocabulary items
(60 vs As)o

Table I presents the results of the groups' performance on bothk the
pre- and posttes!!. It appears that there are no significant differences
in tte net gains made by either group. Because the control group was
expected to be more homogeneous at tre beginning of the year, it was
decided to use Analysis of Covariance to comparethe two groups. In order
to actieve parity in group size, eact student from Small House for w-om-
pre and posttest reading scores was available was randomly assigned to one
of for- groups; thus, four separate analysés of covariance were per formed,
comparing eact of the experimental groups wit* thke control group, In effect,
we have four tests of the hypothesis of no difference, Tables II - V
present the results of ttese comparisonse

None of the F-ratios obtained is zignificantj nevertreless, there is
one interesting difference that emerges from this analysis. The variance
of the control roup on the posttest was almost double tkat of tke control
group on tke pretest. But in eack of tke four experimental groups, the
varjance on thke post test was less than than the variance on the pretest!
SR wis possible to only use a small sample due *o the fact that these
students were also taking other trsts and it was necessary to minimize
demands on class time, 1()

6



TARLE

1

PRETEST AND POSTTEST MEANS (RAW SCORES) ON CALIFORNIA READING TEST

t

GROUP N PRETEST MEAN POSTTEST MEAN NET GAIN

SMALL HOUSE 85 77.7 90,2 12.5

CONTROLS 20 79,2 92.6 13.4
TABLE 1I

ANALYSIS OF VARTANCE FOR FINAL RFADING SCORES BY COVARIATF ADJUSTMENT OF
INITTAL READING SCORES

SOURCE df SUM OF SQUARES MFAN SQUARFE F-RATIO
BETWEEN 1 60 60

WITHIN 37 4307 117 e 57
TOTAL 38 4367

11




TABLE

117

ANALYSTS OF VARTANCE FOR FINAL READTNG SCORES BY COVARTATE ADJUSTMENT OF
INTTIAL READIMNG SCORES
(SMALL HOUSE SUBGROUP 2)

SOURCE df SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE F~-RATIO
BETWEEN 1 281 281

WITHTN 37 3995 106 2.76
TOTAL 38 4276

TABLE

IV

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR FINAL READING SCORES BY COVARIATE ADJUSTMENT OF
INITIAL READING SCORES
(SMALL HOUSE SUBGROUP 3)

SOURCE df SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE F-RATIO
BETWEEN 1 27 27

WITHIN 37 2616 72 .37
TOTAL 38 2643

JO S

TABLE V

ANALYSTS OF VARIANCE FOR FINAL READING SCORES BY COVARIATE ADJUSTMENT OF
INTTIAT, READING SCORES
(SMALL HOUSE SUBGROUP 4)

SOURCE df SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE F-RATIO
BETWEEN 1 14 14

WITHIN 37 3320 89 015
TOTAL 38 3334




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

There are several viable explanations for twis prenonenon:

the

as Tt is simply a regresaion effect whiek is not evident in tk¢ control
group since trey are more *omogencous and, on t»e¢ average, were
among, th~ more *igkly nmotivated and more able students—according
to tk-ir placement,

b Trat, in faet, thre brighter students gained less—in an absolute
senge~than trose who scored lower on the pretests This is a
reasonable assertion (witkin limits) becauss of the intengive
programs thkat Small House *ad for students whosc basic skills
were in need of remcdy,

It is critical trat certain limitations be kept in mind in reviewing
rrsults of tkis portion of the rcsearch:

as The number of students in the control group was smaller (n=20)
and muck more homogcneous than the students in Small House,
This suggests that tke groups were not comparable gt the outset,

b. Testing conditions, particularly in Small Housc, were somewhat
less than idcal, and not standard; in one case, duc¢ to interrup-
tions, it was necessary to readminister the test,

C. Although tests were de-emphasized for all of the students taking
them, students in Small Wouse, especially on the pretest, expressed
the belief that their perfarmance on the tests would affect the
future of Small MWouse, It would be impossible to gauge tke precige
effect, if any, that this mig-t hgve had on their performance,

Given the limitations of thig portion of thke study, the results must

be considered tentative, at best, In seneral, they are consistent with

the

trends of the rescarck on tre nongraded clementary classroom, They

sharc the common problem of rescarct on tre nongraded classroom in that

a one-year period is inqufficient time to adequately assess the impact
of any broad-based social program, Certainly, some of tve findings arc
provecative; if, for example, a follow-up study also discovered that

a control group tended to show fireater variance on the posttest than
on a pretest while Small Wouse students did the opposite, we could be
far more confident of thesge results. 1t skould also he kept in mind
that the Small Pouse teacters, wile wisking to open up the educational
experience and provide diveraity for their students, specifically
implemented programs designed at students with problems in th¢ basic
skills, From an evaluation context and in terma of understanding
precisely what the Lreatment consdated of, thig {5 g very cogent
variable,’

Otker e¢xamples will bhe provided and discusned in Chapter V,

13
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B, CALTFORNTA /i TIMETTIC TEST

In addition vt ‘'heir concern with reading skills, tke Small Wouse
team was conccerned with improvement in hasic matkematics skillg as
compared to students in otker classes, Besides the fact trat the
students would be spending only about 607 as muer time in math classes
as treir 7t» gradc counterparts, the Spall Housc mat» program was
constructed arermd individualized progranmed instruction kits, Trus,
the basic mode . f instruction was radically different in conception
from tte "tradftional™ 7t* grade mathematics class, In addition,
ttough, sprcial remedial instruction was of fercd for those who needed
it,

Tre California Agf¥rmetic Test (1983 edition, Form W) was administcred
to all of the studerts in Small House and to all students participating
in the control groups, 1In order to fit the test into the 45-minute
period of the norma! classroom schedule, some modificati ons in admin-
Istration procedures werc required,

a. Only the computational portion of the test was administered,

be The time limit for each scct jon (Addition, Subtraction, Multi-
plication, and Divisfon) was 10 minutes instead of the 10,10,
12, and 15 used in the standardization, This ras a bearing
only §f we wish to examine the mean srade level placement or
compare these students with the national norms, neither of
whick {8 a high priority goal of this research,

¢, No correction was made for pguessing,

Attentjon was restricted to computational sk ills because of time
limitations and the fact that tre tcackers cooperating in tke research
indicated that these were tre skillg emphagized In 7t% grade, As with
the reading test, students expressed tredr belicf that their perfor-
mance would wave significant bearing on the future of Small Vouse;
otker than trat, teating conditions could be considered standard for
all groups, :

The control group consisted of three df Fferent first-kour classesq,
taugkt by different fnstnictors who also volunteered for obscrvations and
attitude testing of their students, One of tre three control groups wans
designated a 172 (low level) class, wrile the others were designated
374 (average ). For thin reason, the analysis ineludes a breakdown
by class, in addition to combining th¢ three clansos for comparison
with Small House. Table VI presenta the pretedt and posttest wmeans
for the prai ps fnvolved,

14
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TABLE VI

PRETEST AND POSTTEST MEANS (RAW SCORES) ON CALTFORNTA ARITHMETIC TEST

GROUIP N PRETEST POSTTEST NET GAIN
MEAN S.D. MEAN S.D.

CONTROL A 19 | 25.4 8.25 37.9 14,1 12,5
CONTROL B 26 | 42,6 8635 55.8 10,1 13,2
CONTROL C 24 |1 39,3 10,34 53,0 9.4 13,7
COMBINED

CONTROL GRPS!{ 69 | 37,1 11,76 50,1 13,78 13,0
SMALL HOUSE| 83 | 37,1 13,72 50,1 12,53 13,0

TABLE VII

PRETEST AN) POSTTEST MEANS (RAW SCORES) ON CALIFORNIA ARITHMETIC TEST
— LOW ABILITY STUDENTS ~

GROUP N PRETEST POSTTEST NET CAIN
MEAN S.D. MEAN S.D.
CONTROL A |19 25,4 825 37.9 14,1 12,5

SMALL HOUSE
SUBCGROUP |19 26,5 9.01 18,4 9.4 11,9

11




There are scveral noteworthy pcculiaritics of this tablee Twe
first, of coursc, is that when the control classcs arce combincd tre
Pretest and posttest means are identical to those of Small Vouse
studentse  The sccond is that regardless of whick class was involved,
all wit* different instructors, tke mean gain for cach class was
approximatcly tre same, irrespective of class mean on thke pretestd
Yet anothcr is the tendency for tke posttest variance to be greater
than the pretest variance for the control group while the converse
is truc -for tke Spall Pouse studentse Tris latter is particularly
evident in Control Group A, tre low ability class, 1t was decided,
tterefore, to follow the recommendations of Campbell and Stanley (1963,
p 185) ~-albeit for tre wrong rcasons- and compare tre performance
of this class witk a comparable sample drawn from Small Housc.

Table VIT presents the results of this comparison, Tre subgroup
drawn from Small PFousc tends not to sktow tke large increase in variance
r. flected by tke control group, An additional analysis of the perfor-
mance of tre low ability studcnts in the otker control classes shows
a tendency for trem to fall further bekind the mean over timeo These
findings were substantiated to some degree when the teackers identified
those students whose scores showed trhe least improvement as trose who
Fadyin tke cyes of the tcackers, learned the least.

Like the previous test results (California Reading T-st), these
data should be rcad with a jaundiced eye. Even though they are based
on a slightly larger N, there are still some questions as to thke
essential comparability of the groups on variables other than mathk,
(NeBe All of tke students in Small House »ad parents who voluntecred
to participate.) Thkere may have been motivational differences betwecen
the two groups., Therefore, promising thougk thkey may scem, these
results skould be considired tentative at best,

C. SCHOOL SENTIMENT INDEX

Consistent withk the +umaneness report, one of tke primary goals of
Small House was to effect ctanges in the attitudes of students towards
school —to "turn students on" to sckool. Onc of tke ways selected to
measure this change was the School Sentiment Index (§81), a criterion-
rceferenced measure developed at the Instructional Objectives Exchanre at
UCLA. Additionally, we sct out to develop an observation schedule - 'ick
would supplement tke paper and pencil measure; hopefully, this would
enable us to quasi-validate tre SST (i.c., students wits low scores would
demonstrate beraviors distinct from those witk »igh scores)., Moreover,
it was also hoped trat we could use aonic of the test items for inclusion
in the observation schedule, Tecknical difficulties delayed the completion
of the observation schedule to the extent that it was only used nonsystcmatically
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and will be included in Chapter V,

One final goal of t*e use of the SST was to identify some smaller number
of items whick would be more amenable to classroom administration, be
sensitive to change, and yet still be reliable

lo  Procedure. The SST was administered to all students in Small House
in September and tre control group in October,” Tke posttest was administered

to both proups in May,1972, Tke following instructions were read to the
students;.

"We .are interested in what 7th graders think and feel about school,
their teacters, and treir classes. Therefore, we would like you to
read eact statement carcfully and indicate wretker you agree or
disagree wit» it, Tf you agree, circle yes on the answer sheet;

1f you do not agree circle no. Please make sure that you are
circling tke correct response~—tte number next to tre answer you

are circling should be tke same asg tre number next to tke statement,
TVWIS IS NOT A TEST, THERE ARE NO RIGHT OR WRONG ANSWERS., Ngne of
the teachers or the Principal will see wrat you answer!

Tre major difficulty wit: t'e test was interpreting tke meaning of tkre
word teachers., For tre Small Vouse students, it referred only to tkeir
cluster teackers and did not include electives, For the students in thre
control groups, it referred only to instructors in tke basic subjects,
Matw,Science, Social Studies and English, Nevertteless, students in tre
control groups made it ¢minently clear that they considered it unreasonable
to reply to tke itemsg dealing wit» teackers in any generic sense, Tris
was not tre case witk Small Housge,

2. Results, Table VIII presents the pretest and posttest means on the
SSI for botk groups. These results support the proposition that Small House
students stow a significant gain in attitude between pretest and posttest
while the control group does rot. Table IX summarizes the four basic com-
Parisons (t-tests) made. In order to highlight this comparison, it was
decided to compare students in botk groups whose scores changed significantly,
a little, or not at all. These categories were arbitrarily defined as
*11 to +30, +5 to +10, -4 to +4, -5 to ~10, and -11 to -30. Table X pPresents
the results of thrisg breakdown; since trere arc di fferent numbers of students
in the two groups, entries will be expressed as percentages,

Significantly more students in Small House made gains ot 11 points or
more on their tests relating to attitudes towards school, as measured by tke
Sckool Sentiment Tndex, This table also reveals, however, that approximately
107% of tke students in c-~h_group showed poorer attitudes towards school at
tre end of the year tran they had at the beginning. In some cascs these
changes were substantiated by observations whick were conducted throughout

WY

5

The recason for tke difference in administration times was trat the Small
Houge students were going on a camping trip brfore October and it was considered
neeessary to minimize euphoric effects basced on a single experience; however,

the control groups could not be tested at the same time because of the nced for
plrental permission, 17
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TABLE VITI

PRETEST AND POSTTEST MEANS (RAW SCORE) ON SCROOL SENTIMENT INDEX

"PRETEST POSTTEST
GROUP N MEAN S.D, MEAN S.D. NET DIFFERENCE
CONTROL GRP| 69 69.3 | 13,2 70,7 11,7 R 1.3
TABLE 1IX
COMPARTSON . M2 - Ml t
Small House-pretest vs Controls-pretest. 1.8 .82 not significa
Small Housc-posttest vs Controls-posttest 6.0 Ja70 significant - ,01
Small House-posttest vs Small House-pretest| 5,6 2,67 significant - ,01
Controls - possttest vs Controls - pretest 1.3 #71 not significant
TABLE X
ALGEBRATIC DIFFERENCES BETWEEN POSTTEST AND PRETEST SCORES ON SCHOOL SENTIMENT
INDEX .
NET CHANGE SMALL 1IOUSE CONTROL GROUP
+11 to +30 27.5% 8,3%
+5 to +10 19,87 20 1%
'A to + A ; 52-91 6099’/‘:
-5 to -10 3.5% 6.5%
-11 to =30 545% 3.9%

6 The t-test for corrclated means was used for thig comparison
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the sckool year on g nonsystematic basisy the nature of the clange being
Consonant with the divection of the ctange of treir attitude test score.

One additionnl analysis wan conducted in an cffort to identify tve dimen-
sions of difference between Small Mouse and tre Control iroups—to identify
the individual items on which there was a significant difference between the
two groups on the posttest thougk no significant differences existed on tkre
pretest,  Table XI presents the results of this analysis; these results are
misleading in a sense because the differences among the control g£roups on some
ftems was as large—or larger—tran thre differences between Small House and
thc control group taken as a wrole, Table XI presents thosc items trat were
significant at the 0] level there were otker items whick -~ thoughr not significant—
reflected a similar trend,

These results are probably tte most important findings since they do
fdentify dimensions w:ere Small House "“as s*own consistent significart differences
whick are related to thre goals that the Small Wouse team set for themsel ves
and also to tre broadcer igsue of "umancness." Tre onc item which runs counter
to the trend concerns peer relations (T-c ot*er kids in my class are not friendly
towards mc,.)s Tt is also important to note trat tlerc were vast differences
amonys th¢ control classeg along tre same items; tris simply verifics observatione of
and disucssions witk students about certain combinations of inscructors and tre

fact t*at t*ose combinations of fnstructors will be viewed differently by different
students, -

3. _Discussion, One of tre major skortcomings of the Sckool Scntiment
Index is trat it uses generalized referrents (our teackers are e o o3 OUr classes
are . + o) and students frequcntly expressed their feelings that it was not
fair to ask thkem to lump tcackers and/or classcs togetter and judge them,
that the only reasonable responsces that they could make would be to assess a
particular teacher or a particular class, This is a lepitimate complaint, but
it was necessary to work within the congtraints of the system whict included
eliminating refercnces to individual instructors.

Another complaint voiced by the students concerning the SST was the simple
"yes" or "no'" answers requireds  The students felt that it would be more appro-
priate to have more categories of responscs, "most of the time', "about % the
time", Hardly cver", "never," Moreover, the students felt that the tests wore
too long (a problem we had anticipated) and, recommended,

One of the major problems with thig study is that the control groups
represented a sampling of instructors which may kave been brascd by unknown
factors; it is not safe to assume that at least one representative of a1l
possible instructor conbinations was present,  Tuterpreting the results then
becomes a matter of believing that those students in the control group represented
a random sample of Slauson 7th sraders and t*at treir instructors for their
basic courses represented o random sampl¢ of possible combinations, Ot*tcrwise,
it is difficult to ascertain what it is that Small Vouse is beotter than,
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TABLE T

PERCENTACE O] STUDENTS RESPONDING AFFIRMATIVELY TO 1TEMS ON TWE SCHOOL SENTIMENT

TNDEX 7
TTEM SMALL HOUSE CONTROL GROUP

I usually look forward to coming to

school 76 58

This school is like a jail 12 30
There are many different activities from

whick I can chkoose wrat T would like to do 96 61

My teachers try to make sthool interesting 96 72

My teacters trcat me fairly 92 66

My teackers try to make sure I understand
arat ttey want me to do 70 51

I get tired of Fearing my teacters talk all
tre time 10 54

Tre otter kids in my class are not friendly.,
towards me 29 13

Our teachkers usually listen to our ideas 90 51

We usually *ave fun in our classes as well
as learn 88 66

Most tecackers kFave no scnse of kumor 24 49

TABLE XTI

PERCENTAGES OF STUDENTS IN EACH OF THE CONTROL GROUPS RESPONDING AFFTRMATIVELY TO
ITEMS ON THE SSI/

ITEM CONTROL CONTROL CONTR OL

A B C
This school is like a jail, 45 18 28
My teachers try to make sckool interesting 82 73 62
My teachers do not care about their students 31 13 24
My tcacters treat me fairly 68 72 84
Mogt teachers try to kelp you 100 80 100
Scrool is mostly a waste of time 25 00 12

- e

7

A1l differcnces significant at .01 level,
20
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CUAPTER TII

THE 24-HOUR QUESTTIONNATIRE

Reference was made earlier to the abortive attempt to develop an o'.servat’on
sctedule to he used in tandem wit® the SSI to assess attitudes towards sclool;
this obscervation sckcdulr was to focus on tke behaviors of individual students
to determine if they coincided wits certain criteria whick tre instructors and
research staff tad agreed would reflectcertain kinds of attitudes,

While this was not fully utilized, it did lead to using observations to con-
struct a questionnaire for students to respond to wit: respect to specific .
evenls trat »ad occurred within a 24-kour periods Trus, tke students provided
observations of wkat kad *appened to them, This was not intended to be anotrer
paper and pencil test of attitude altrougk it is certainly a useful adjunct

to tke Sctool Sentiment Index., But essentially it was *oped tkat tris metkod
would avoid t'Q generality of tke SSI.

l. Administration, Tke 24-*our questionnaire was administered twicc to
each participating clh ss—once in tre first week of April and again in the
last week of April, It was always administered prior to thke beginning of
each class (each student's first class in the morning) so as to minimize
differences and possible misinterpretation. Tre following instructions were
read to the students:

"We are interested in some of the things trat happen to 7th graders during
an average day. Listed below are a'number of ttings that could possibly
have happened to you or that you could have done in the past 24 hours
(since you came to school yesterday morning). Please indicate whether
these things did or didn't happen by simply circling yes or no behind cach
statement, For example:

I went to see my counsclor yes no

If you saw your counselor anytime yesterday or this morning, you would
circle yes, otrterwise you would circle no., Remember, all of tke items
refer to trings that tappened between yesterday morning and this morning, ®

2, Results, Like the results of tke School Sentiment Index, tre results
of this brief questionnaire are bot* provocative and valuable. To a large
extent, trey substantiate tre rcsults of the SST—even thougt at lcast 6
montts intervened between tke two administrations, As withk tk¢ Sckool Sentiment
Index, t*e Small Fouse students reflected more negative peer interactions
(itesm #4 and #9) than did students in tkr control group., Seven of tke
items yicelded significant differrnces among tre groups on botk administm tions,
Table XITI summarizes the results of this questionnaire, TIronically, Small
Housr students also responded significantly better to item 8 ( A student did
something nice for me) indicating an incrcase in positive social interaction,
The ot*er dimensiavs of diffcerence appcarcd to be one of boredom (#2,#5, and
#10) and positive tcacher activities (#] and #11).
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10.

11,
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TABLE xI7171

PERCENTAGE OF STUDE'TS IN SMALL HOUSE AND CONTROL GROUP RESPONDING AFFIRMATIVELY
ITEMS ON THE 24-HOUR INVENTORY

ITEM WEEK 1 WEEK 2
SMALL CONTROL SMALL CONTROL
HOUSE GROUP HOUSE GROUP
A tecacher said something nice to me-- 57 38%* 51 30*

something that made me fecl good,

I got very intcrested in something that a 56 40% 57 35%
teacher was talking about and wanted to akk
(or did ask) a question about it,

I volunteered information based on my 32 20 36 18
personal c¢xperience or something I had read,

A student said something unkind to me or 47 26* 43 19*
somethi ng that made me feel bad,

I was very bored during a class and spent 48 13% 56 76%
most of my time looking out a window, day-
dreaming, or talking to someone.

Another student said something nice to me 64 66 61 63
or something that made me feel good,

A teacher hollered at me or got mad at me 16 20 23 17
for no good reason and wouldn't even listen
to my explanation,

A student did something nice for me, 60 43% 62 44%

Another student or group of students made 28 11* 27 13%
fun of me or picked on me,

I couldn't answer when 1 was called on 13 13 10 24%
because I wasn't paying attention or I
didn't do some reading I was supposed to do.

A tcachcr voluntecred to help me with a 45 23% 46 28*
problem I was having with my schoolwork,

A teacher said something unkind to me or 16 14 19 13
somecthing that made me feel bad,

* = Statistically significant at .01 level,
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3. Discussion, Tn addition to supporting-—=at lecast in part—the
results of the School Scentiment Index, the results of this questionnaire
are interesting in their own rights For exauple, approximately 75% of
the students admit to being bored at lcast once during the course of a
school day (507 in Small Wousc); by contrast, we see that only 379% of
the students admit to being interested in anything that was going on to
the extent that they wanted to ask a question about it (55% in Small
House)s This should come as no great surprise to persons familiar with
the traditional fare offered by junior kighk schools, Nevertheless, it is
a thought-provoking statistjec with respect to tre breadth of the problem.
(What portion of the day or how often the students are bored is an
tnanswered question) Similar comparisons can be made with other items
—#1 vs #12 for example~—to highlight other points of interest.

As with tre Scrool Sentiment Index, there were differences among the
control groups on some of the items (# 2,5, and 7) which exceded those that
existed between Small House and tre control groups taken as a whole,

This again jllustrates the importance of the combination of teackers that
kids *“ave as wcll as the weaknesses of using items wit* nonspecific
referrents,

Tre value of tre 24-tour questionnaire is that it is kighkly specific,
and tre jtems tremselves muld be validated through observations, It is

stort (requires only 10 minutes to administer) and could be administered
several times throughout the course of a year,
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CHAPTER TV

SYSTEMATIC OBSERVATIONS

1. Introduction. Throughout the course of the school year, classes
in Small Fouse and the control groups were observed in an attempt to develop
classifications of characteristic teacher and student bekaviors that were
bothk comprekensive and precise. At first, trese observations were non-
systematic in nature; only later were they formalized into an observation
schedule, This schedule was finalized and tested throught the montk of April.

Beginning in May, all of tke classes participating in tke study were
observed regularly by two observers on thkrece separate occasions for a total
of six 45-minute observation periods per teacter, Each observation period
included two 10-minute blocks of data collection; for tke control groups
this meant one block at the start of tke class and the second block starting
at the middle of the class. For the Small House classes, this meant two
consecutive modules of observing thke same teacker,

Eack 10-minute block consisted of two parts. The first part was a
coding of teacker-student interactions (coding the beravior on every 15tk
second—20 codings per 5 minutes); the second portion included two scans of
the classroom, noting what eack student was ding. Studert -teacker inter-
actions were coded on tke basis of who initiated ttem and whkat the content
of the interaction wase. Student behaviors were classified as traditional
learning, nontraditional learning, socizlizing, observing, or daydreaming/
withdrawal. (For a complete description of tke Coding Scheme, see Appendix
1v.)

One of the serious limitations of this part of the study is that all
of the participating classes in tke control group were mathk classes® and
thai: comparisions thkerefore are not directly possible between Small House
and anotter total treatment combination, or even between Small Wouse Unified
classes and traditional Unified classesoe Tt is for this reason thkat
tte original comparisons are simply bctween t*e Small House mathk class
and tke otrer three matt classese

2. Procedure. A5 the number of naturalistic observations we +vad made
incrcased over time, we attempted to break t*em down into well-defined,
mutually exclusive categories and tken use these to guide observations,

The major stumbling block confronted was a band-widtr—fidelity dilemma,

In order to actieve consistently high agrecement, we tad to widen the parameters
of our categories.s The system selected was considered the best alternative
available from tke perspectiwe of clarity, distinction, and reliability,
Subtler discriminations and specificity were temporarily sacrificed duc
particularly to time constraints,

Several classes which initially agreed to participate in the study
dropped out, lcaving only the math classese.
Only required matk classes in Small House were observed, not electives,
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Starting in April, t%e two main observers began observing classes in
order to establist fundamental reliability, Consistent with the recommen-
dations of Medley and Mitzel (1963),Westbury (1967), and McGaw ct al (1972)
reliability was conceptualized ag kaving tkree distinct components or facets:

a. Inter-observer agreement, Two observers in the same class at the

same time will make essentially the same statements about the
process,

b. Intra-ohserver agreement, One observer in tre same class at two
different times will not comprise a source of error, ieea, will
be consistent in his use of categories,

ce Inter-observer reliability, Two observers in the same cla ss at
different times,

Medley and Mitzel (1963) sunmarize the distinction thus:
"« « o The coefficient of observer agreement tells us something
about the objectivity of an observational technique; t ¢ coefficient

of stability tells us something about the consistency of the
behavior from time to timelY But only the reliability coefficient
tells us »ow accurate our measurements are." (p 254)

a. Tre cocfficient of inter-observer agreement (Cy) was calculated

using tke formula )2
S )
(X of

E: A= the number of agreements bectween observers and E:C*=
the total number of observations., In this case, O was always
20 since 5-minute blocks were used. Agrecments were based on
the number of matcked pairs — both observers had identical
notations on thke 15tk second, the 30tk second, thke 45tk second,
etce The Cy's obtained for 24 training trials ranged from .41
to 1.00 with a mean coefficient of .77,

be. Consistency Cocfficient (C2). It would be illogical and impossible
to calculate a Consistency Coefficient in the :nanner in which the
C, was computed because while we expect the general trends to be
t&e same, it would be presumptive to expect identical sequencing
across occasjons. Consequently, a different computational procedure
was used to determine Cy than that wkick was employed for Cla

1o Tt is here that 1 would part company i th Medley and Mitzel; they assume
or at lcast imply that the observer is a flawvless recording device, an
unwarrantcd assumption from my perspective, T prefer to regard b as a
consistency coefficient— to what cxtent docs the observer report the
same behaviors on different Occasions, cven though hot» observers and
behavior may vary.
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(Eo) ~ i(o“- oj2>
(Zo) 2

z:() = the number of paired obscrvations . Oil = the frequency
af category i on trial 1 and sz = the frequency for category i

on trial 2. Tre C,'s obtained across 24 training trials for each
observer ranged from .51 to 1.00 with a mean coefficient of .84,

c. Reliability Coefficient (C3). Computationally, the reliability
coefficient is identical to the consistency coefficient or stability
coefficient; howecver, ratker than having the same observer on two
di fferent occasions, the protocols of different observers are
utilized, The C3% obtained during training ranged from .33 to
<94 with a mean C, of .72, Thre trials wed to compute the C3
were not the same trials used to obtain Cy and C2 datae

Beginning in May, cack teacher participating in thke study was observed
on three separate occasions by cach observer. Each teacher knew ahead of
time when to (vp ot the observer. Thus, for cach teacker there were a
grand total of 240 abservations of student-tea cher interactions and 24 n
(where n=the number of students--approximately 22— in the class) observa-
tions of student bekaviors,

3. Results, Tables XIV and XV pPresent tre results of these observa-
tions for the teac- er-student interactions and studert bekaviors respec-
tively., As Table XIV indicates, there are pronounced differences among
instructors with respect to thke interaction patterns. There are significant
di fferences between tre Small House instructor and the control groups taken
as a whole along four of thke fjve basic dimensions or combinations (1-5 singly,
1&2, 3 & 4, 2 & 4). Again, however, it is evident that the differences
among thke control group teachers equal or exceed some of the differences
between Small House and thke control teacters taken as a unit, Tre singular
exception to this is tke amount of teacter-initiated academic interactions;
towever, as indicated earlier, tke particular program implemented in Spall
Pouse was an jndjvidqalized program.

Tt is also interesting to na e that only 80% of the teacker-student
interactions in Small House were academic in nature while in the control
classes the percentages ranged from 91.5% to 95.9%. Thris difference is
significant and constant, and tended to be relatively cvenly distributed
betwecen social interactions and control-oriented interactions. The
differcnce in percent of control statements, w-ile not significant,
is in and of itself a phenomena worth considering. It has been axiomatic
that if you offer new and unusua! npportunitics to students they will
respond by behaving appropriatciy; tvese results would not support that
particular contention., No record was made of tke kinds of control



TABLE X1V

PERCENTAGES OF STUDENT-TEACHER INTERACTION MODES FOR FOUR MATHEMATICS CLASSES

TYPE OF INTERACTION TEACHER A TEACHER B TEACHER C TEACHER D
Teacher~-initiated
aCﬂdemiC 4007 67.2 8500 55.2
Student-initiated
academic : 39.5 24,2 7.0 40.7
Teacher~initiated
SOCial 2.0 3.2 190 0.0
Student-iﬁgtiated
social : 562 0.0 0.0 1.2
Teacher-initiated
control 11.1 5.4 700 2.7
TABLE XV

PERCENTAGES OF STUDENT BEWAVIORAL PATTERNS FOR FOUR MATHEMATICS CLASSES

TYPE OF BEWAVIOR TEACHER A TEACHER B TEACHER C TEACHER D
Traditional learning 58.4 57.5 59,2 78.2
Nontraditional learning 9.4 2.1 2,2 | 2.1
Socializing 22.4 24.8 19.1 9.1
Observing/passive

participation 1.8 5.8 72 lebs
Daydreaming/withdrawal 8.0 9,8 18.8 8.5
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(positive or nepative) uscd,

Something that is not cvident from tke tables is that the craracteristic
interaction patterns werc generally kighly stable from day to day and
across observers. As will be shown later, tkis too appears to be a function
of the particular teacker. Table XV suggests that student betaviors might
be indepecndent of interaction patterns. Wlth a few not able exceptions,
the percentages of students falling into eack of tke categories were
virtually identical for all classes. Again, witkin teacrers, these per-
centages were stuble over time and across observers.

The comparable data for thke otkrer three Small House teackers is presented
in Tables XVI and XVII, On tke average, there are more student-initiated
interactions and fewer teacker-initiatcd ones for these teackers than
for tke others, Alszo, there tends to be significantly more teacker-student
social (as opposed to academic) contacts in Small House, Conversely,
contrary to expectation, Small House instructors made more frequent use
of control statements and tre students' activities indicate far more non
traditional learning instances t*an oceur in tke control graups, Tre
regrettable lack of control classes in Science and Unified Studies makes
it impossible to determine wret*er trese dif crences are attributable to
differences in subject matter or teacker role,

It is important to note that these results are based on observations
of required classes {in Small House, Trus, tkey do not take into account
the otker very broad activities and opportunities offered tre students
Thris tact was absolutely essential to minimize the differences between
subject matter areas sinc: most of tke electives offered were offered ttrough
Unified Studies. Also, the observations of nonrequired classes were far
more difficult to code and 1@€ss reliable. Nevertteless, many observations
relating to threse classes will be included in Chapter V.

Following the recommendations of McGaw et al (1972) we can identify
the variance components of tke observations by creating a breakdown
similar to thkat of Figure 1 (page 25). Using suck a model it will be
possible to identify tte extent to which teacrter/student bekavior patterns
vary from day to day, “ow muct observers tend to differ, and how much
interaction there might be between observers and teackters. Applied to
this particular problem, eack vector represents tke frequencies appearing
for eack observation period, It is tken possible to do an Analysis of
Variance, using vectors as entries (see Figure 2), and ascertain tkre
variance due to teacters, observers and teacter-observer interactions
by categories.
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FIGURE 1

MODEL FOR IDENTIFYINJ VARIANCE COMPONENTS OF OBSERVATION SCALES

Obscrver 1

(GENERAL)

Obscrver 2
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S, = Situation 1, S, = Situation n, a and

7) are & servations or frequency

counts (for category scales) made by Obscrver k wh le observing Teachker i in
Situation n, T.us, for example, if you +ad 3 observers, 6 teackers, and each
observer observed cack teacker 3 times, you would ktave 54 matrices, i.e.,[3 x 6 x 3]

values fora, o + M o
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FIGURE 2

SAMPLE ANALYSIS OF VARTANCE — SMALL HOUSE OBSERVATIONS
SOURCE SUMS OF SQUARLS df MEAN SQUARE F-RATIOS
0e6 10,6 | «33
Observers 3.3 3.3 31
. 1 o .
5‘1 501 1.4
| _ -
¥
2576.4 429.4 13.0 .
Teackers 1112.3 185,3 19,1
* 6 * *
7065 11.7 2,0
Teach-rs x Obs 124,2 . 20,7 | .6,
231,6 38,5 4,0
* 6 o *
12.8 2¢ li b
944, 33.8
Error 266, 28 9,5
154, 5¢5_]
Total 3654,
1612,
. 41
242,

* Significant at ,01 level
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The results presented in Figure 2 indicate that there are no main
effects due to observer differcnces and that there are significant differences
among teacters for all categorics with the exception of teachker-initiated
ontrol, But, there is also a significant difference in thke interaction
between teachkers and observers for the use of one category (student-initiated
academic interactions), Thig suggests either that for one or two of the
instructors certain behaviors were not stable over time or that in fact
one of the observers was biased in his coding for one or two teachers,

Since the coding was a must coding system, this latter seems a more
plausible explanation,
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CHAPTER vV

NONSYSTEMATIC OBSERVATIONS

Allusions ' ce made carlier to the difficulties inkerent in attempting
to supply an adequate description of Small House from anything more than
a superficial structural perspective, The intent of tkis chapter is to
examine in detail data whick are relevant to thkis research but which would
not fit ncatly into any of the Predefincd categories, some of whi.k could
be subsumed under tre rubric of "confoundirg variables™ and some of which
are simply anecdotes or generalizations concerning some area of concern,
Later (in the following chapter) an effort will be made to integrate all
of the data from the project into some kind of ® herent whole, discuss
both the methodological flaws and the ramifications of this research, and
present the skeleton of an evaluation model,

All of the data in this chapter are based on voluminous notes taken
between September 1971 and June of 1972 by the observers; they are in no way
intended to be presented as systematic or representative observations and
should not be construed as such, In some instances a single issue or inference
made has been derived from a large number of observations; at the same time,
other occurences may be mentioned only once, though they happened twenty ”
times,

A. SOME CONFOUNDING VARIABLES

As mentioned earlier there were several cogenc variables which may have
had a significant impact on the Small House program; some of these are
directly related to the team's goals, others were functions of the team
structure itself, and still others were functions of outside influencess
Regardless, they are issues that must be addressed, While it might be
defensible to consider these variables an integral part of Small House
(Scriven, 1967,pp 50-51), to do so without specifying what they are could
inkibit replicability and generalizability, '

le Administrative Support, That Small House was first implemented at
Slauson was not entirely accidental, The school's administration was
particularly committed to the concepts espoused in the Humaneness Report,

The principal actively supported and encouraged the Small House team from
its inception throughout the year,without attempting to assume responsibility
for directing the program,

One of the essential components of this support was thke granting to the
teachers a great deal of freedom in designing their curriculum, handling
their discipline problems, and working through a lot of technical detailse
This "freedom to experiment® accorded the teachers in turn seemed to generate
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within them a tremendous amount of involvement., They appeared willing to
work twice as bard as they previously had—and they admitted to other
instructors that it was morc work—in order to keep the program running,

At times, the teackers were spending their own nmoney for some of their
projects, The tceachers acknowledge that two of the reasons they werc
willing to put forth the cffort were the psyckological atmosprere (at least
from the supervisory level) that was conducive to thkeir ideas and the fact
that this was thel. progran, not something imposed from without,

2, Sclection Bias. One otker consideration that might attenuate the
results is the selection biases involved—for both the students and thke
teackerse On tke one hand, all of the students in the program were there
because their parents—for whatever rcasons—had decided that an alternative
educational experience was preferrable to the more traditional offerring
available, Consequently, there is at least one, and possibly more, psychological
dimensions which would distinguish Small House from any easily obtained
control group,

On the other hand, the tcackers themselves were volunteers (p 1) who
had been hand-picked by thke principal from thke larger group of volunteers,
The fact that they had volunteered again suggests that they--along with the
rest of the teachers who volunteered--were different in some respects,
along some dimension, The fact that they were selected by thke principal
suggests that they fulfilled whatever criteria he was using more so
than the other instructors; this only further complicates the issue,

3. Team-Clustcr Structure: Side Effects, Although the concept of the
planning team was an integral part of Small House as designed by the team,
it also generated a number of side-effects which could not be considered
as fundamentally generalizable, The planning team and the flexible modular
scheduling made these things possible; however, the fact that they were
conceived and executed was a function of a number of other variables,.

For example, several different groups were involved in operating a number
of different programs for Small House students that the teachers themselves
did not design or implement, These experiences,nevertkeless, were offered
as electives for students in Small House. One of the outcomes was that
class size was often diminished considerably for students taking courses
offered by Small House teachers, This extra kelp itself is a confounding
variable,

The cluster structure also seemed to have a significant impact on
relations with mrents, Thke teachers could plan events such as a picnic or
pot-luck supper without having to do it alone, During thke course of the
year, several suchk events were sponsorede Onec of the effects was to obtain
active support from parents of Small House students, many of whom proved to
be resources for Small House, Tris would have been impossible (or virtually
so0) without the team-cluster strucutrc; neverthelss, the team-structure
itself provided no guarantee that suchk would ocCur,
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4o QOpcrational Modification., Since this was the first year during
whichk Small House was in operation, there was a great deal of experimenting
and changing going on over the course of the year. In many respects the
program at the end of the year was radically different from what it was at
the beginning of the year, Consequently, the program might be concecived as
a series of trcatments with contintity of pcrsonnel,sfructure, and programs,
but differing over time with respect to one or more dimensions. The degree
to which these differences affected individual .tudents would be a function
of the particular student, For those students with special neceds, for example,
the "required electives" concept may have radically altered their psychological
environment whereas otker students would have been unaffected by it,

5 The Novelty Syndrome, The evolution of any deviation from established
Practice-—especially in education—tends to act as a magnet for persons with
abiding interest in educational reform, Small House was no exception, At
one point intime, there were eighteen (18) different adults participating in
some capacity’in tke operation of Small Fousee. This included teachkers,
student teackers, C-390 students, parents, and otherse This in and of itself
would not necessarily be a Particularly cogent variable except that the
phrilosophy of the Small House team was to involve everyone to the maximum
degree possible; people were pPermjtted to come in and just observe, but
were encouraged to do more than just watch, From their first day on the job,
student teachers were pushed to get to worky encouraged to develop an elective
or electives in accordance with their interests and to teach, (-390 students
more often than not ended up by getting involved in some special project, It
was very interesting to note that the teachers allowed their student-teachers
and others the same freedom which had been granted to the teams ’

This is not considered an exhaustive list of the possible confounding
variables, simply an identification of the major ones, While it would be
impossible to isolate the specific contribution of these factors in any
statistical fashion (let alone their interaction), it is necessary to
recognize that they constituted part of the treatment included in the term
Small House, For example, if the freedom and support given the teachers
Provided the impetus for much of the teacher involvement, then this freedom
and support wouldsbe a necessary ingredient for other programs in the future—
even though it is highly possibly, indeed probable, that a different set of
four teachers would design a program that was radically different structurally
and/or Psychologically, This creates a tremendous paradox with regpect to
essential reproducibility, icee, you cannot guarantee both the freedom and
the structure (psychological and physical dimensions) of the progmm in
any attempt to replicate witr a different set of instructors, By imposing
the structure, you remove the choice on the part of the instructors: by

granting the freedom, you leave open thre possibly selection of an alternate
structure,

B. SOME GENERAL OBSERVATIONS

It would be easy to develop a rigorous program for studying smme
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phenomecnon and ¢xecute it without every stopping to consider what one is
not measuring. There was a great deal more to Small House than what has
been presented by exanining test scores or systematic observations; the
constraints of the system plus the limited resources of the evaluators
combined to reduce the capability to produce as thorough a study as was
desired, The data that follow are fundamentally anccdotal materials which
highlight aspects or dimensions of Small House not evident in the cut-and-
doied type of data presented in the first four chapters, Besides being

of value for understanding some important ideas about Small House, they
identify topics which might be addressed by future evaluation studies,

lo Observations of Individual Students, One source of data ignored thus
far is that which was generated by observing individual students and changes
in these students over the course of the yearo, Nonsystematic observations
of these students indicate radical changes in behavior between the beginning
of the school year and tke end of the yearo The di fficulty with interpreting
suck changes is that confoundi ng variables must be considered, There were
other significant events (psychotherapy,behavior modification interventim
projects, etc) impinging on the lives of these students which could have
effected these changes in and of themselves, All such cases were excluded
from data presented below,

ae There were two students in Small House who were designated as Class
A Mentally Retarded individuals, In the early part of the year, there were
some cruel remarks directed at these two; no such remarks were heard or
observed after January and at no point was teacher intervention required., By
the middle of the year (December-Janaury) these individuals were well integrated
into group activities.s This was in sharp contrast to the two Class A students
observed in other classes who remained virtual isolates throughout the school
yeare

be There were three or four students who had had extremely poor atten-
dance records throughout elementary school whose attendance at class was
regulare Record keeping being what it is, precise figures are not available
to compare the figures among years, In the judgments of administrators and
teachers, and according to their peers, there were significant dif ferences
in the attendance of these students,

Ce On at least one occasion, a student enticed to cut classe refused to
do so,.

de Six or seven students with poor academic records were observed on
more than one occasion working on their own during break or during one of
their el ectives on some area witk which they were having difficulty, On
some of those occasions they were soliciting assistance from a teacher or a
peere

eo Even some of those students whose academic, attendance, and behavior
recoerds were particularly good demonstrated some marked changes—~—becoming
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somcwhat more open and friendly over time, getting involved in different

projects and generally smiling more. These observations were substantiated
by parental rcports,

fo There were a small number of students (4 or 5) who demonstrated absolutely
no changes between September and June and whose behavior warranted change,
One of these students dropped out of the program (and the public schools) after
one semsester; the other four stayed for the entire school year, The crucial
consideratipn here is whether these kids would have had any chance at all
In a normal school program—which is both an unfair and an unanswerable
question,

20 Rap Sessions with Students, Muck of our data came from informal
discussions with the kids, botk in and out of Small House. These discussions
provide additional insight into the process of Spall House as a treatment
milieus The basic findings of these discussions could be summarized as
follows:

8+ Ninty percent of the students in Small House viewed it as an incredibly
good thing during thke early stageso, It was different and exciting and as a
group they were getting a great deal of attention.

b, Beginning in December, many of the Small House students began expressing
the sentiment that they were bored (more so than their counterparts in tradi-
tional classes). A significant percentage b%éan éxpressing a sentiment voiced
elsewhere that they were not learning anything, Behavior problems became more
common than they had been, This Precipitated a change in the polides whick
the Small House T.am had towards iscipline, an event which alienated some of
the students even more, I feel that at this point in time the halo effect
bad worn off for both the students and the teacherso. The general flatness
and disenchantment that seemed to occur in Decmeber and January appeared to
be a function of a letdown on the part of the teachers (who had been running
themselves ragged), modification of the Small House policies, and an incredible
emotional upheaval concerning the future of Small House.

There was a noticeable change in the program beginning in late January
or early February which was reflected in student behaviors, teacher behaviors
and discussions with the students, According to the students, this renewed
interest was a function of the fact that they were having more input into the
selection of alternatives for electives and other changes that they saw the
teachers making, Changes in the discipline policy were also ci tede In any
event, between February and June, the program developed a high degree of
consistency even though the teachers continued to exXperiment with ideas,

Co Discussions with the non Small House students elicited mixed reactions,
Most admitted that they were envious of the opportunitites open to the Small
House students, Particularly such things as the camping trip. HWowever, approx-
imately 4% of those interviewed claimed that they wuld not want to.be in
Small House for several reasonse One was trat the kids in Small House were

(V)
c:
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not learning anytking; another was that many of tke kids in Small House were
"losers." It is impossible to ascertain how muck of this is sour grapes,
how muck of it reflects the idecas of significant otkers or how muck of it is
a function of peer group pressure,.

de There were a small number of students in Small House who maintained
from the srart that they were not particularly entkralled with the concept
of Small House and who disliked it throughout, These students included
individuals from all spectra—academically advanced as well as academically
retarded, black and white, male and female, The one characteristic which
they shared was a total lack of involvement in Small House activities,
Most of them did not 80 on the camping trip or become involved in any of
the other projects open to them even when encouraged to do soe.

€s In addition tb the atorementioned students, there was another
small group who admitted that while it had been a lark for one year they
would prefer a more normal eighth grade experience. Some of them admitted
bluntly that they were afratd that they had not learned anything, other
indications t the contrary,.

3. General Classroom Atmospheres, There was a qualitatively different
atmosphkere involved in the two settings. However~ as in other areas —
the difference among some of the control classes were as great as the
differences between Small House and tke control classes considered as a
unit. Basically, the Small House classes were much more lively — including
bothk positive and negative kinds of interactions, There seemed to be
more laughing and smiling on the part of the Small House kids tkan generally
was evident in the control classes, A word of caution is in order. Our
experiences at Slauson indicate thkat tre psychological environment of a
classroom is a kighkly variable factor, a function of many otker factors
ultimately dependent on tke perceptions of tke individual student and
probably independent of tke teacker's bekavior in the classroom as viewed
by an adult observer!

Perhaps tke most interesting observation about classroom climate was
with respect to one of tke control classess Thre first term it was a highly
routinized setup witk minimum student R rticipation and a +igh degree of
apathy and kostility — in tke judgment of observers, That same class in
the second term was radically different; there was a particularl y strong-
willed and hardsworking student teacter who was granted permission to
try out ker ideas — with remarkable success. Tke instructor himself
admitted that »e could see and feel tre difference in tke classe Essen-
tially, tkey %ad gone to totally individualized instruction. Trere were
fewer beravior problems, tke kid were still learning, tre noise level
was higher but even the instructor was happier. However, after the student
teacker's departure, ke returned to the former mode of operation since the
alternative was "too much trouble" to run by himsel £,
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C. ESIIMATION OF GOAL ACHIEVEMENT

Scriven (1967) has made the crucial distinction between evaluation and
estimation of goal achievement, And, while onr may not concur whole-heartedly
with his granting of seceming omnipotence to thke evaluator, this specification
of evaluation as more than estimation of goal achievement is essential for
clarity,

The Small House team had set themselves a series of goals prior to
implementing their program. As Part of the evaluation process, it is
legitimate to attempt to determine the extent to whick they approximated
those goals, Not all of these goals will be addressed; some of them were
stated in such ambiguous terms that attempts to assess them even peripherally
were abandoned, It is also important to remember that these judgments are
subjective estimations based on data whick were sometimes contradictory,

l. Goal: Improved Reading Skills, Given the limitatioms of the control
group in this particular instance and the limi’ecd reliability of the test,
any answer to this particular question must be jt:aslifieds The Small House
students seem to keep pace (using mean gain scores) with the control group;
the gains demonstrated by the Small House students over time (mean gain in
raw score) is equivalent to that of the national sample. Unfortunately,
the reliability limitations and the entire "change score" problem prohibit
making any effective judgments about individualse Nevertheless, there
were several other indications that for several students who needed it the
most .this goal was effectively achieved,

2, Goal: Improved Math Skills, The larger control group inw lved in
this case provides some measure of comfort and a little more faith in these
results,: Again, the gains demonstrated by the Small House students were
comparable to these of the control group and equal to those expected on the
basis of the national sample's mean galn. Again, the reliability question
and the *change score™ problem qualify the affirmtion of the achievement
of this goal, '

3. Goal: Turn Students On. Some of the measures used to est mate
this particular goal indluced absenteeism and tardiness--both in relation to
the control group and when using eack student as his own control, This
latter was done particular' for those students whose records indicated a
high degree of atsenteei: c.ardiness in the paste Other measures included
the School Sentiment Index, discussions with students, and observatim of
pupil activities, (See Appendix ), The degree of success which the Small
House team achieved for most of the students (80% or so) was high, Tue
frequency of positive instances of examples of this type of behavior seemed
to increase over time for most of the students, There were a few students
who literally never seemed to be interested in what was happening,

35

38



4. Goal: TInterpersonal Growth: In addition to those items on the
Sckool Sentiment Index which related to this, the criteria used included

specific beraviors (sce Appendix ) demonstrated by thke students, Threre
was some discrepancy between those questionnaires and some of the events
observed.

One example of a significant event is that of a girl who approached
one of the teachers asking what shke could do about one of her friends, Her
friend was extremely biggoted; the student wanted to remain friends with
this person, yct had very strong feel’ngs about bigotry, The two things
worthy of notc here is that the issue itself was enough of a concern to
the student to cause fer to raise the issue and secondly that she chose to
do so with one of the teachers.,

Another striking example in this domain centers around one of the black
students in Small Hguse, Originally, his only contacts witk his peers
were with two of the other black students in Small Houseo. He was also very
hostile towards almost all of the adults with whom he came in contact, His
Participation in any group activity was virtually nil, Although it took
almost six months to alter this even minimally, by June there was a high
degree of interaction centering around this particular student, he had begun
to activiely participate in many of his classes and was even observed smiling
(something that had not happened at all in the first six months of obse vation)
on several occasions,

These are but two ~ and the most dramatic two — of a number of events
within Small House whick reflect the attainment of this goal, Again, tkere
was some small number of students for whom this wuld not necessarily hold
true,

5 Goal: Intrapersonal Growth/Improved Self Image: Originally, it

was hoped to assess this particular variable using a combination of psycho-
"metric devices and behavioral observationse, The latter were foregone due to
the difficulty of arriving at specific behaviors that could be agreed upon as
measures of self-concept; the former led to one of the more bizarre, but
educational, experiences of the study,

The Self Appraisal Inventory (developed at tkre Instructional Objectives
Exchange at UCLA) was administered o both the experimental and control
groups in September and again in May. Tre original administration involved
little or no difficulty, although 2-3 students ineack of the groups either
refused to take the test or responded in such a fashion as to invalidate
the results, When we attempted to bive the posttest to Small House, however,
more than 507% of the students simply refused to respond, either in part of
in wholes Many of them wrote notes on the answer sheets, after having
answered none of the questions or responded only to those thgt they chose to
answero Some of the comments written sre included below:

. "You are too nosy" (from four students)
"Some of these questions are none of your business!"

"1 do not believe ehat any of this is anyone's business but my own and
it is my choice to telly anyone, only if I want to."

"I do not believe I have to answer that M
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"I do not have to tell you any of thig. "

" I don't think it's any of your business to ask us these questions,
My lifc is my business and nobody else's, You can look at my grades
if you want to know whether I am a good student but I feel that I
am under no obligation whatsoever to answer thesc questions,"

"Unless you are going to give each person who took this test some sort
of help, you have no right to this information ., , . It makes me feel
like a guinea pig."

“Youare infringing on my right to privacy,"

After the tosting situation, we had an opportunity to git down and
discuss all of the parts of the study with a number of student: (30-40% of
them)y but we wanted Particularly to talk about the Self Appraisal Inveutory,

I was concerned about why they had acceded to readily on the first administra-
tion and only later obj. ‘ted so strenusously. Almost to the man, the

students admitted thyt Loaey had felt pressured into taking the tests—all of

the tests—because of the evphasis being placed on evaluating Small House, ioceo,
they did it to hel; the teacherso, They also admitted that ir fact they virtually
randomly on the firsc test, or answered always in a positive direction, or
developed some nther responsc strategy. Fortunatly, they admitted that for the
most part they had taken a’most all of the other tests seriously, including

the attitude.scale, Cne of the reasons that they made the distinctim between
the attitude scale and che self-concept scale was that they could under-

stand the justification for the inclusion of the attitude scale as being an
integral part of the study,

This entire experience has raised sev:ral issues concerning classroom
research, some of which will be addressed in the following sections, However,
it also provides an index of intrapersonal growth which is far more relevant
than a gain of 7 points on some arbitrary scale,

6. Goal: Greater Student Invovlvement in Learning and Educational
Decisim -Making, Generally, this goal was meant to be implemented

at a number of different levels, On the one hand, teachers wanted to
encourage each student to assume responsibility for personal growth in the
academic disciplines, Therefore, there were a limited number of required
courses for each student. Even within these, students were frequently
offered options to do something else during that particular period, if the
student felt that he had sufficient mastery of the topic being covered,
Over time, the team did decide to impose one restrictions For those students
who were doing especially poor work, some courses were required until they
showed some improvement (the courses required included Math Lab, Study Skills,
remedial work, etc,),. Discussions with the students revealed that very few
of them objected to thig policy though they all admitted that they would
on occasion skip this additional required class if something particularly
interesting was happening in onec of the other electives,
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On a broader level, the students were Invited to have input into the
planning and scheduling of electives, or even their constructiom and design,
As mentioned carlier, even though this had been the policy from the start,
very few of the students seemed to take it seriously until the December-
January letdown. After that, the kids began generating thi ngs that interested
them, and in many cases took the lcad away from the teacher in design, For
example, some of the students suggested offering a drama elective, which g
member of the team agreed to do, thinking that the students wanted to simply
read or walk through a simple drama. The students, however, insisted .
putting on a full production of yest Side Story and later, Oliver, The
students assumed responsibility for initiating other electives including
one in American History, one in Geography, and other areas as well as the
less academi ¢ Fferings,

7. Goal: Self-Initiated Learning, One of the ma jor thrusts of the
Small House eXperience was to induce students to take a far more active
role in the educational Process. Thie invovlement in decision-makirg
was one part of this; another was to encourage students to explore on their
own topics and areas and ideas which were of interest to them and not depend
on the teacher to undertake a learning experience even in the traditimal
domains, There were many instances observed where individual students would
enter a class and set about their work with no instructor present, Additimally,
on a number of accasions, different students were observed during break
or an elective period working on some areg with which they were having difficulty
and even soliciting the assistance of one of their peers, Students did
such things as yrite their own radio broadcasts, develop a multisense- .
nonverbal communication Process, and invent machines, They also developed
Issues for debate and then debated them in gmall groupse. Much of this
was accomplish~d with minimal guidance from the teachers,

The evidence available would suggest that each of these goals--to
varying degrces--was in fact achieved, This indtoruces another relevant
consideration, These goals were an integral part of Small House and as
such, and to the cxtent that thev yere achieved, constitute additional
"confounding variableg" (pp 28-30) affecting replicability/gcneralizability.“

D. THE NONREQUIRED CLASSES

The list of clectives afmpianyitor provides some gross indicatim of
the alternatives available to a student at any one point in time, and this
is only a partial list, The nonrequired classes arc of intcrest for more
Yecason than simply the diversity of content options which they provi ded
the Small House studentse While they fulfilled this major function, they
also provided a forum for intcrchange between teachers and students on g
level radically different than that even in the required Small House classes.
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The well-defined distinction between student and teacher— retained even

in the Small House required classes — was considerably diminished in most
of the electives; the atmosphere was more like an open classroom model,

In short, the differences between nonrequired classes in.Small House and
required classes may have boen greater than the di fferences between Small
Rouse required classes and the control classes along a number of dimensions,

There are two substantial considerations focusing around the nonrequired
classes that generate some concern and also have implications for future
such endcavors. The first is the question of required electives. From the
first, the teachers had offered among the elcctives courses designed to
aid individuals in remediation of their basic skill deficitse After the
firts eight weeks or so of operating, the tecachers felt that there were
certain students who were making no progress and were in need of extra help
who were not taking advantage of these optionse Their solution was co
begin designating these students to take these electives (but never totally
eliminating the options for this group) until they showed some improvement,.
The fact that they had to require students to take these electives went
against the grain of some of the team members — they considered it philo-
sophically inconsistent. For the most part the students involved accepted
the decisiom as o recasonable one and some of them seemed grateful that the
teachers had taken this action,

The issue at stake is delineating the true philosophical tenets underlyin g
the program, If you are committed to some cxtent to granting students freedom
of choice and are simultaneously concerned about his lack of preparation
for the future and if you have a student unable to tolerate too many degrees
of freedom, what takes priority? 1Is there some course of action available
whereby you can meet what at first glance appecar to be contradictory goals?

No answer will be attempted heres The important point is that such things
must be addressed explicityly, From its inception the major stumbling block
6f Small Housc was that though they had a set of goals, they had not established
any priorities and could not generally conceive of a situatiom wherc these
goals might conflict, As a result, the development of Small House often
floundered while they worked through these thing s operationally,

The second major issue centers on the dichotomy between the required
classes and the nonrequired classese First, how can you classify an
educational treatment that subsumes the gamut of treatments from laissez-
faire to authoritarian, depending on the day and the tour, as well as
the tcacher? Second, is it fair to ask students to accept this environmental
schizophrenia, or are therec developmental prerequisities necessary for them
to be capable of functioning in such a setting? For some students this
seemed to be relatively easy; for others, impossible,

This latter group of students tended to view the teachers as being
inconsistent -~ a valid conclusion from a certain perspective. Why was

it permissible to mnve freely around the room talking at one time and
not another? If the teachers wanted them to enjoy school, why were
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they still expected to complete Projects, demonstrate skills, and pass tests
on occasions? Why did they have to attend an elective just because they
signed up for it? Why couldn't they just go to the library or change .
their mind and go to a different elective or cut altogetker? This group

of students was small but significant, The fact that unlike most of the
students who scemed able to grasp the nuances of the gituation these
students could not suggests that the ambiguity might be a little too much
for some students,

As stated previously, the nonrequired classes were more than just non-
traditional content taught in a traditional fashion, They were the heart
of the Small House operation and constitutnd an exceedingly complex set of
factors relative to the "treatment" as defined by that term, Replication
of the Small House experiment would be largely contingent on the ability
to reconstruct the flavor and atmosphere of the nonrequired classes,

E. ONE FINAL OBSERVATION

It would be possible to continue generating additional anecdotes,
observations, and other mater:al relevant to this researches The
utility of so doing would be -estionable, Nevertheless, there is one
other piece of data which is -remendously significant, When the teachers
announced that thcy yere running short of operating funds in the Spring and
would not be able to fulfiil their Plans, the parents of the students con-
tributed between $1500 and $2000 to subsidize the Small House operation,
This in a city which has defeated two millage elections in the last three
yearss In and of itself, this constitutes a penultimate evaluation of
Small House,
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CHAPTER VI

It might be highly relevant at this point in time to ask " So what?®
What is the utility of collecting all of this information? How can it be
synthesized and integrated? wWhat does it mean? To attempt to answer these
questions, it is necessary to reexamine the historical context of educational
research, including the previous conceptions of curricular evaluation,
the inadequacies of these models, and current developments in philosophical
orientation, '

The systematic study of education is not a new concept, Stevens (1967)
summarizes 50 years of educational studies; the dght-year study, one of the
most comprehensive examinationg of education ever undertaken, was initiated
more than 35 years ago. However,most of these studies were predicated
upon the traditional psychological paradigm (with its underlying assumptions
and methodologies) whick, though historically venerated, was technically
insufficient. Schutz (1969) puts ‘it this way

“Curriculum researcrers have danced to the tune played by psycho-
logical research methodology. The lyrics of psychological research
methodology have in turn been drawn for statistical analyses growing
out of agronomy and biology, The disparity among the characteristlcs

of agronomy, biology, psychology, and education wag clearly noted by
Glass (1968)," :

Other authors have also addresgsed tris same issue, though often from
different perspectiveg:

"The stability ahd Predictability of rows of corn have seduced us

into demanding (read agsuming) stability and predictability in rows

of children before we can examine and compare them properlves o o

We know next to nothing about the relationships between teachers
attitudes, personality characteristics, and behavior. We have hardly
touched on the relationships between teacher behaviors and learning

in studentses o o These are difficult problems—complicated, hard to
approach with traditjonal research methodologies, and well beyond

the kind of problem we think we can deal with in regearch i ght nowe—
but they are crucial issues in education." ) (Allen, 1969)

# e« e o Too often, the pr occupation with satisfying the requirements

of design and statistical models violates the instructional treatment
and reduces the utility of the research to zeros, Coversely, the lack of
specificity of treatment hag often made the application of elegant
Procedures a waste of time and money at best and a smokescreen at worst.
The requirements for both treatment specification and design must be
considered carefully to ensure use‘ul research results." (Baker, p 340),
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"Curriculum developers have trnded to assume an isomorphism between
their interpretation of curriculum guides and instructional materials
and that of teachers and students, » o ¢ However, word is leaking out
that a number of cherished curriculum beliefs are figments ot the
researcher's theoretical imagination, Nongraded classrooms appear to
be_indistinguishable from graded classrooms (Goodlad, 1968); self-instruc-
tion {n schools appears to be indistinguishable from teacher-instructim
in schools, and endemic gaps are being identified "between emotionally-
toned accounts of the ideology and the day-to-day reality in the life of

irnovative schools and classrooms" (Spith and Keith, 1968, p 5). (Schutz, 359).

" o o o The data would suggest that there really is no such thing

as a BSCS curriculum presentation in the schoolse o o o Each
teacher filters the materials through his own perceptions and to
say that a student has been through the BSCS curriculum probably
does not give as much specific information as the curriculum
innovators might have hoped, (Gallagher,1966,p 33)

Traditional experimental psychology can justify the continued use of
the agronomy-type of paradigm because, in their case, they can assume that
the varaibles affecting the variable of interest are small in number, are
being directly manipulated, or are controlled by random assignment of subjects,
Additionally, they can specify the treatment so that it can be duplicated,
This is generally not true foreducational research, Although we can specify
variability across classrooms, among students, among teachers, and across
socioeconomic levels (or any other dimension), we have no way at present of
distinguisking relevant behaviors from irrelevant onese In most cases, with
educational research, we are dealing with nonrandom assignment of subjects,
noncontrol (and often nonspecification) of treatment, and a large number of
unknown variables, possibly having more unknown variables than subjects,

What is needed,then, is a viable alternative strategy for guiding and
channeling edwational research, particularly those activities subsumed
under the rubrics curriculum evaluation and evaluation rescarcho™ ye can

no longer make simplisitic assumptions about treatments being equal except
for the variable of interest; we can not make assumptions about random
assignment of subjects or equality of treatment populations a priori; we
cannot justify labelling two instances of a treatmen’ program with the sane
label without concomitantly ascertaining whether they are in fact identical
from every conceivable perspective! 1In a sense, we have to begin examining
the schools as ecosystems with many components and evaluate results and
programs with those specific components in mind, Our attitude here parallels
that of Joknson (1970):

" o o o The question here is not just what a program accomplished,

but what caused it ¢o do so. At a minimum we need a detailed descrip-
tion of what the conditions were that yielded the given results,
The practical problem is that of trying to describe what went into

Cf Baker (1969) and Johnson (1970) for discussion of tormfﬁolggy and mcaning,
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the program in sufficient detail that the program cau be effectively
reproduced, True, some social action programs may not be conceived

of as something to be "reproduced," but as single, one-shot applica-
tions, But for most purposes when we speak of a new program of reading
instruction, or my pilot program of education, or social service,

we are surely concerned vitally wite the question of whether the program
will have the same effect when reintroduced in a new setting., The
reproducibility of the program, and the extent to which such repro-~
ducibility is inhkerently built into it, is therefore of crucial
importance in interpreting the results of evaluative data on the out-
comes produced by any program. ( p 20)

The issues addressed on pages 28-30 specifically focus on this problem of
reproducing the program in toto,

EVALUATION MODELS: THE SECOND GENERATION

Traditional models of evaluation are essentially obsolete, The newer
models (systems mod~1ls) are far more ecumenical about what should be considered
data, Stake (1967) classified data into trree broad ciasses which Glass (1972)
erlaborates on, Stake refrrs to antecedents, transattions, and ouw comes,
Transecting thrge three classifications are intents (the Planned-for environment
student behaviors, etc);observations (actual environment, student behaviors, etc);
standards and judgn 1ts, A typical innovative program might 4nvolve observation
of each of the following: *

Antecrdents--
l, Pupil entry behavior and biograprical data
2, Blograprical and otker data on the project parsonnel
3. Pupil and staff expectations
4, Parents expectations and wiskes,
5. Description of the instructional environment,
6. Description of the instructional materials.,
7. Record of financial resources,
8, The intended schedule and activities of the program
9. Comparative data on the Pupils and tcachers of non-innovative classrooms.

Trangactiong--
l. Actual sch dule of activitics
2, Tim- sampling studirs of how typical classroom hours are spent,
3¢ The running record of the classroom (disturbances, significant
deviations from intended activitices, absences of staff and pupils, etc).

Outcomes
1. Pupil perofrmancr and satisfactions both immediate and lm g-range.
2. Staff satisfactions and complaints both jmmediate and long-range

* Glass, 1972, p 107,
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3. Parcnt satisfactions and complaints,

4. Pupil performance on cross-curricular obj ctives,
56 Staff mObilitYo

6. Financial costs,

7. Side effects of the program on nonparticipating pupils and staff.

Now, Glass continues to say "Anything that could conceivably be related to

the success of the program becom-s data for the evaluation®” and that the only
limitations under a systems model would be time and money (cf Scr ven,1967,

P 83). As Glass points up, Stakes model remains incomplete--there are a myriad
of seemingly crucial dimensiong ignored, y

A far more elaborate model, and Perhaps the most comprehensive put forth
yet, was suggested by Hammond (1972)., He attends to the anthropological and
sociological (Sindell, 1969; Warp and Richker, 1969) aspects of education
In much greater detail. Wis structure for evaluation (Hammond, p 232) is
highly reminiscent of Guilford's structure-of-intellect modeio, Hammond's
3-dimensional block includes an instructim al dimension, institutional dimen-

fon, and a brhavioral dimension. Each of these is further broken down, as
indicated below:

INSTRUCTIONAL DIMENSION

Crganization
Time

Space--Vertical organization s Horizontal organization
Content

Methodology
Teaching activities (16 categories)
Types of interaction
Learning theory (
Facilities
Space, equipment, etc
Cost

INSTITUTIONAL DIMENSION

Student (age, gradc, sex, family variables, socio-economic
input, physical hralth, mental health,achievement, ability,
Interests, relationship to innovation)

Teacher (age sex, personaltiy characteristics, physical health,
educational background and work experience, professional
affiliations, nonprofessional affiliations, sociorconomic
status of residence, degree of involvement in program, etc.)

Administrators (same as teacher)

Specialists (same as teacher)
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Psychomotor

Teacrer

Organization —
T~ Affective
Content --"““---.____ r’—_,aff—f”
[~ — 1] L Cognitive
" B ' L
Methods \\ |~
. \\ \\/ . L
Utilities ~ 1 //
\ \ 3
Costs ‘~\J~\\‘1-~\ "-.¢f”"’/’,//’
Student (///J

Administrator ) \Jt
Specialist
' Family

Figure®  Wammonds Structure for Evaluation
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Family (degree of involvement wi th innovation, degree of planning,
general characteristics, size of family, socioeconomic status,
pattern--nuclear or extended--income, residence, education

of parents, siblings, mobility, social and professional affilia-
tions,

Community (geographical setting, historical development, popu-
lation characteristics, populations size, density,change patterns,
growth patterns, economic characteristics, sources and rangcs
of individual incomes and tax bases, social characteristics,
power structure, socioeconomic stratification

BEHAVIORAL DIMENSION
Psychomotor
Affective

Cognitive

In addition to thkis structure, Wammond (p 235) goes on to elaborate a
Process, taking the necessary step of establisking that this structure is
only a means of permitting an analysis of the interaction of thke forces
and is independent of a Process of evaluating,

Hammond's model makes explicit some potentially significant factors
whick could affect any attempt at educational innovation amd wrich are
ignored {or unassumed unimportant) by otker strategies or models, I am
not suggesting, nor is Pammond, thkat ywe change one inappropriate model
for anotker; bot+ must be a part of any concerted effort to evaluate the
changes affecting and effected by an educational treatment or innovation,

There are some issues wrick are left implicit in the model of Hammond's
whick tavc been addressed by otrer aut*ors, For example, Barth (1971) cauti ons
against attempting to adopt an "open classroom" ori~ntation unless thre ideologies
of those involved in tre change are consistent with tre change, Tt is my
personal feeling that the failure of many att~mpts to innovate are a direct
function of a nonp~ilosophical or ap-ilosop~ical orientation on tte mrt of
those who initiate t-ose attempts, 1 haver witnessed several cases where
tke "open classroom" process was simply legislated on to unsuspecting and
often unwilling participants, Trig report jtself falls short on failing to
ackleve some index of prilosoprical orientations of tre different instructors,

From this on point (p~ilosophical belicfs of teachrrs) we could generate
an entire serics of additional factors and Interactions wkick could affect
the innovative process, For example :
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What *appens if trere is dissonnance brtween tre philosophies
of tre teacters and those of administrators, particularly the
principal?

What tappens if trere is dissonance between the philosophies of
practitioners (teachers and principals) and thos of tke school
board (and/or community)?

Is a teacrer's prilosophy as measured on Paper consistent with her
betavior?

These questions can be added to trose that are already present in the model
developed by Hammond,

Is change pessible in g kigkly transient community? If institut-d,
will it be maintained?

What is the relationship between the pPsychological environment of the
home and a student's cpacity to adapt in a particular school environment?

Is continuing effrctive change dependent upon a "strong man"?"

What are the relationships among trackers' personalities, administra-
tors' personalities and ffective continved ctange?

What kind of psyctological environm-nt are the teacrer's working in"
_Were trey instrumental in Planning tre change? Were ttey given tre
freedom (eact and every one of trem) to design treir onw programs?
Do they all feel trat the principal and/or superintendent supports

them regardeless of whether *e agrees wit» trem or wot?

There is one far-reacring implication to all of this and to the question
of an effective model for educational "valuatlon and research, Muck of what
was done in tke past may, in fact, be .'valid, — useful, but invalid, Still
anotter, and one of far greater import ~.ncerns the future, Specifically,
the cost of adrering to suck a mocdel, On that issue, I can only echko Scriven

—

(1967, p 83):

" ¢« s + The educational profes!-n i. wvifering from a completely
inappropriate conception of tre goe- . ~-le Fop educational researck,
To drvelop a new rocket or aut em ! . vory expensive piece of
business, despite the extreme o " uf the properties of physical
materials. When we are dealiag vodcking instrument, such as

a new curriculum or classrocm Procedure, +ith 1ts exireme dependence
upon extremely variable operators and res terts, we must expect

considerably morc expense, The social pa’. “f 15 enormously more im-
portant . o . The educutionai profession a a whole has a primary
obligation to recognize ite d.ificulty of ;scd curriculum development
with its essential concomitart, ovaluation, aind to brgin a unified
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attack on tke problem of financing tke kind of improvement that may
help us towards tke goal of a few million enlightened citizens on tke
earth's surface, ¢van at thke expense ot one on the surface of Mars,

In addition to tke financial implications, Wammond's model kas tremendous
implications for methodologies., The simplistic, alleged objective type of
evaluation utilizing paper and pencil only, is gone., Suck a model demands a
multimet*od approack, Particularly one whick utilizes naturalistic and systematic

observation and otker clinical teckniques.,

(93
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CHAPTER VII

What we essentially set out to do was evaluate one program initiated
at a junior »igh school, covering a period of one academic year; additionally,
it was hoped trat tre Inadequacy of existing approactes to evaluation would
be demonstrated by this tectnique. Trere are several key points concerning
educational evaluation w-ick must be addressed; some ot these we have touchked

on briefly in tke Preceding pages, otkers will be mentioned for tke first
time, ’

a. If it is at all possible, it is reasonable to attempt to ackieve ttre
same degree of control ag Psyctological experiments via random assign-
ment, etc, If tke groups are already establisked, then tke "™best"
that we can possibly do is attempt to demonstrate trkat--as best as
our tests (observations, etc) ean Mmeasure--tke groups are equal along
certain dimensbns, Tris is whrat tappened in this particular research,
However, if the groups differ significantly in any respect, tkis must
be included, For example, in tkig research, all of the Small House
students *ad parents who were willing to volunteer; there is no way
of equating for tkis "home climate" in any reasonghble control group,

be Evaluation studies should cover a period longer than one year, It
is impossible to rely on a determination based on one-year trial
simply because it virtually takes one year to establish» a program,
iron out tre bugs, and get rid of the halo effects,

Co There are at least two units of analysis in educational studies--
the class, and the individuals., To ignore eitker one is to jeopardize
the value of the study, Particular attention should be paid to
aptitude-treatment interactions (wrere aptitude is broadly defined)
(Messick,1972; Brackt, 1969),

d. The kind of data gathrred and the data-gattering processes must
both be expanded far from what they have been in the past,

€. Perkaps tre greatest task confronting educational rescarch and evaluation
is to detrrmine wkick variables are irrelevant to the educational

process anl wkick are relevant and what interactions exist among,

the relevant ones,

fo Evaluation studies may require combining criteriajjudgments, and costs
in a complex faskion. For example, the distinction was mads in this
paper between estimation of goal ackirvement and evaluation, tke former
being merely one part of the latter, Or, suppose thkat thke students
tad demonstrated a significantly more positive attitude but t%air gains
in reading and mat* *ad becn significantly less than tk¢ control group?
Trese are tke kinds of issues whick must be integrated into evaluation
researchk,
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Medicine as a science was capable of developing only after it had broken
free of the influence of Galen, While ke admittedly did much te advance the
cause of medicine, Galen eventually became a stumbling block to its cont inued
progress.  Educational rescarch and ewva luation is in a position similar to
that of Medicine; the benefits that have accrued from the Psyckological model
have wedded that model to education and precluded further development. Unless
there is a brerak with that simplistic model, educational research and evaluatio n
will become fruitless excercises and bypertrophied ritualism,
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