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The affectfve-socifl education program offered by the expanded guidance
3 .
serv1ces of Stuttgart School District No 22 (Arkansas) has been ‘available to .

. " :
students, teachers and parents for two full academic years. Four d1str1ct A

- groyps of chlldren (105 boys and 116 girls) have been ident1fied fox this -

aluation: Group I involved in program for two full years, Group II,
participated in program only during 1976—1977 Group III, 12—week pre -

program pilot only, and, Group IV, no program. The primary asséssment

» $
LA . t

technique was the Barclay Classroom Climate Inventory (BCCI) . Data from .

- J - .
self-report, peer nominations, and teacher ratings were analyzed by gender /
e \

and by group. Gender differences were noted The children in Group I made /

¢ Ae 1

numeroﬁs significant gains in comparlson with Groups II, III and Iv. Groups

II and 111 chlldren made about the same number of gains but in different |
BCCI areas. ' ' , ¢ - —_ ' oo T" /‘
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‘_ the Stuttgart School Distrlct No.»22 This reporttis one of a serl%s -

’ tegrated with DUSO and with Focus on Self—Developmeht;

" . Affective education’s' time has arrived! In its many var127 forms
teachers,, counselors, principals,, parernts and studente are be'oming in-

vplved in programs whichvare_designed to bring about changes in their

affective-social skills.

~

While many of these programs are uncoordinated, :

the' affectlve-social education program in Stuttgart érkansas, stands as

an exampre or model prOJect (Stilwell 1977). The program development
Ve

and }ts 1mp1ementations are.worthy of emulation,by schbol districts who

14

desire to bring pos1tive changes to their elementary and middle schools

5 .- N [ t [y

The purpose of th1s report is to descr1be the effects of the affective

~ -

educatlon program prov1ded by the extended elementary guidance Services of *

»

+ < Y
prepared for the' District s ESEA Iltle 111 Program Director (Stilwell &
. s , .
Barclay{ 1977a, 1977b) ;(.‘n , - Lo

- . - *
The format of° the report réflects the evaluation design for the.

‘program. "Por about 12 weeks beginning in Fébruary 1975 students and teachers -

L4
at Buerkle school part1c1pated in a training program" RogerxAubrey brought

.,

the "Magic Circle" model to Stuttgart and demonstrated how it could be in—

LEdmund Barnett
o b
trained the K-4 teachers at Buerkle in human relations skills during this 12—
N .t A ~
An assessmeft in May 1975 revealed that the. Buerkle children

-

weekfpérlod.

had gained sufficiently gn . the Barclay Classrood Climate Inventory (BCCI) to

havé a new parity with "
- \
»

’ Barclay, lé??b).‘“' - . ‘;

The

analys1s of tiat schoo year s program results showed that maJo;?and de~

o

Lerms of. self—compétences, group support,‘teacher
. . . v {

sireable d1fferences

ontrol"” children from Julia éﬁ%nnow (Stilwell.& T,




Buerkle moved on, to Holman for t ix fifth.grade level, Teachers from ‘
»Buerkle were \\Volved in the in~serv1ce training af teachers at the re-

o ceiving school This horiz ntal spreading of affective, social education,

. skllls is precisély an

. : . 4' Vs e -
as.an implementa lon of a peer-tutoring model.

The pregént report’ attempts to evaluate the effects of the expanded -
I . L3 -~ /

guidance rvices over‘the period from February 1975 to May 1977 In sd

doing % wiIl look at data obtained from four groups of students and

- -

~ - . LN P ' . 0‘ ’ ) {
sultant team model (Stilwell & Santoro, 1976). Indeed, it can be viewed ./

\

d.\b “teaghers. This data widl allow us to contrast grOups of boys and girLs A
. % :

s . - g . three occasions and to compare’ the’ four groups for differented gains
o - . / . . / > oo ’!u" -
i

. - v ~
Py

over time, ' ' ‘ ‘///' T A ,

. N . , 4 v PR

. ) . . - [N - . ./ A T ~.« {
N e e e 7, . The- Students : Tl £
¢ { . : . coe v
Earlier we described the'assessment schédulés. From thls schedule the

< [ .

Program Director was aBle to define fbur distinct groups of boys and girls.

-" - ’ -

N These four’ groups became our subJects for this report,

2y / )

.. - Group I: This ‘group of children has*participated in the affective-

Social education program from February 1975 to the present (May,’ 1971)
. ’ / ’l‘
) : Presently these boys and g1rls are finishing their fifth grade level at

v A L

Pl Holman' School Thus after the: 12~week pilot program and one full academic .

N ,v

year (1975-1976) as, Buerkle they transfersﬁd on to Holman. Selected BUerkle

/. e, Vs ey

. teachers conducted the in-service trainin%;in "The Circle" > an amalgam of

Magic Circle, - DUSO and Focus on Self;Development A total of.28 bbys and,

15 girls participated in Group I, RPN

&

- . *
° . - J - - N

~l R




+

. This group of 32 hoys and 27'girls enjoyed only opie-year

7

(1976—1977) in thé‘affective 50cial education program. After compIeting'

1975~1976 enrolléd at the fcontroI schooI", Jnlia %?annon,-the students
entered Holman for ‘their fifth grade. ‘Thus, these stndents participated-in
the affective social educatibn‘program for ‘one year'in a new school, Again

tgffBuerkle teachers provided the in-service trathing for the Holman teachers

+*

involved with this gr0up of children.
e ¢ & :
Group I1I: The pilot program (February to May 1973) was the only

affective education program éxperlence for these 20 boys and 29 girls.

£

After completihg their fourth grade at Bue?kle they went on .to the Mlddle

School. ‘In this sense the girls and Boys of Group III bétame_the secOnd

(U
4

active—control‘grOup (Group II is the. first) : .

~ Group IV: This grOup of 25 boys and 45 girls did.not havé any ex7/ /
periences,in the affective-education program of the D1str1ct s expandéd

bguidance services. These children's data provided the control info
. i ) \ ]

for .the complete program evaluation,’
* * ,The Design of the Study
’ : '
BN ¥ v’#‘&. N . .

The Program D1rector effectively managed the program SO h:'following"'

evalnation design was used (Figure 1) .The data collected ffo . these four
v -

assessments with the BCCI provided the essest:l,_al informati or th?study.

L4
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- toos - /Data Analysges Lre e :

oy

evegy »
°©
E
®
.

.The data analyses fdr this report was completed in’severaL*stages." .

’ Ffrst we examined the differences among the fbur groups on the three May

t
~

assessments. The resultg;are presented in Tahle l:for boys and 1n Table 2
for girls. These data were suitable fOr graphing which we did in figures 2
through 7, Second.hwe used an analyses of coyariance fixed effects model
with a multiplénclassification analysis to examine differences between the

‘~four groups on the May 1975 to Hay 1977 BCCI assessments. ‘Thesesresults are

’ Arkansas, and across the country.

%

.

preSented in Table 3. These.results suggested further analyses among the’

AJ - :

four groups which are reportéd in Tables 4 through 9. Next, we looked at

differenoes between children who had been involved continuously in thé

program (Group I) and children who\had been in an affective-social ed-" -.

ucation_program.for only one year (Group I). The.results axe ‘presented ®

in Table 10. Lastly we compared the two groups of children who had par—. . :'

. L
ticipated in the original pilot program (Gg?up I and Group 3), but who

had had different educational programs (Table 11). A ‘summary of - these
results is presented in Table 12. The findings from this evaluation -

prOJect do have implications fOr affective education in Stuttgart in

L

' ' . . ) . . S L
e 0T Results ’

’
) -

' The ,results obtained from the series of analyses of covariance provide

~

information which can be helpful in educational decision-making. In addition

. e

“to the major imparisons among the four groups over\the two year, period, we

have completed additional comparisons between pairs of the four groups.- s

Thesée refined analyses will' help develop information which can have budget

ce
:




and program implications. On the one hand we can expect to find .

- ” -

differences between boys and girls on many of the BECI scale scores. Our

'~expectation is. based upon: the long term development of "boy and girl be-

$ . !
e

havior ‘and 1nterest patterns" which are difficult to change, even in today s
'climate. On the other‘hand, we‘will lock with interest at the comparisons

" between the groups in tetms of«changes in BCCI'scores: The direction of

L 4

N

these changes will be extermely, important since low scores are desireable

. . \. N : o .
ih some scales (e.g., TR-) and high scores are desirable on some other
scales (CCI). Of course, the ahsence of a significant.difference between
. . . s , .
groups. must be cautiously interpreted; positive éains might have equally
t

occurred for all children; reducedsscores might~have occurred also_at the

’

"same" rate; shifts within the four grodps' might'occur, but not in such a

v

degree that the_difference was significant:statistically. lastly, the

v - - - - . '

significant groups differences on a single BCCI Bcale must be carefully
interpreted to grasp the "best" meaning.

: . \ ;
Differences Among the .Four Groups.'at Three Times
‘ ' ’ \ Y.

-

The 221 chlldren were assessed in February 1975 May l975 May l976

4 ~

: and May 1977. Earlier we said that the pilot program facilitated Gromp I

(3
(Buerkle) students' »reaching an affective parity with ‘th& Shannon (control)

¢ . s,

students (Stilwell & Barclay, 1977a) In Table 1 we present the boys' mean

Y

" scores for each group at the three'May assessments, Table 2 presents the

. . . \ .
sany“kinds of information for girls. The resultsgére dnteresting and

N _' ; e v - ,'
‘suggest -an ebb and flow of, change which might be developmental or pro- -

gfammatic‘in natnre. .The means for selected groups have been plotted in

dlsblayed'in Figures 2 through 7. In Figure 2 we.show the ebb and flow of

~

self-competency (STOT) as it develops under differing Enyironments. The
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pattern for boys suggests that she greatest differences’occurred in May 1976
[N . . . L )
but’ that by-May 1977 the differepces had been reduced. In other data sets

Bartlay (1974) has reported that'self-competency declines over time. It .." e

. - . ]

“is encouraging that these children were able to hold their own. In Figure 3’

we display the interaction which has been analyzed in Table 3 through 9..

. The display of means shows that Group III boys became more amrd mére realistic -

. L4 ° ”

i 'l-daSCuline over time.‘ The cross—over of the lines connecting the- neans-for .

. N both bdys, :;d girls display the interaction. Probably ‘the best interpretation. .
of’these;means is that we ére seeing developmental differences among boys ' ‘
and\among g1rls. The fact that these'children entered different schools *

and different teachirs, classmates and overall env1ronnents probably con-
. tributed greatly to these patterns. Figure 4_shows diamaticall that fewer : .

-v’ 1\ . 2, 4 -

i ! and fewer girls are viewed by .their peers as ‘shy and reticent. The char~ . v
e /acteribf~these reticent children and how they have;succeeded in Stuttgart" | X 5:
' has been discussed elsewhere (Stilwell & Barclay 1977b). In‘contrast the
Group I boys'appea%egigolhave become more reticent.\ The district staff can ‘;

B S

-

. provide some insngts into this pattern. In Figure 5 we can see the be?efit

9
-t J»--;—g«-r’“""‘

of teacher inyolvement’in the affective-education program: °Group IV4c
L ﬁ.’ "‘/
J;yeceived”almost consistently fewe; positive teacher ratings while the Group,_;
z’.,-’ ~

’ i children appeared to benefit from extensive teacher support. Ih s patt ID.;

is exciting and should be continued as~much as_possible! In Figure 6 a highly .
“ 7 ¥ .

desireable overall pattern has developed.' usually~the children received
e .

o fever and fewer negative teacher ratings. We can seg again the benefit of" ' y

; v

' teacher involvement in "The Circle".; Lastly in Figure 7 we find an unuaual
. . pattern. children appear to~maintain a positive attitude toward school In
. \ 2 - ]

other data sets Barclay, (1974), has found that school becomes les’s and less ,
.. . N -, . . .

|
. ’ |
-
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accordingly all the Stuttgart teachers should feel a sense - of

popular: .o\
.« 4 ¢ g
;  pride. PR S
* . ¢ 8. « & - -" 4
' L . -~ . o7 : ) . ¢
¢ -7 Dpifferences Among Four.Groups Over Two Years .
- ' - . x . <

'Qartistie.or intellectual (GAI) and -moxre Social (GSC) than the boys.

. L T . o2
Ny ¢ ‘é_; - . . &,

- -’ ’ . . N

‘thisaanalys1s lOS boys and 116" girls prov1ded complete "data for the

TR
‘Eourvgéoups. An analysis of covariance with fixed effects and a multi%le
classification analysis of main effects was used The significant results

. /

i from the overall four grodps analysis in,which May 1975 scoxes COVary wid%

- - -
) v S

the May 1977 scores are displayed in Table 3.

4

4- The differences betwe g Q ys and girls reveal two fairly distinct

. * e
patterns. Boys were found to be more realistic—masculine (GRM) in thp eyes
ud

of theii classmates than girls in the four groups.- Similairly boys had more

—

interests in realistic—outdoors career activities (REAL) than - gir}é in the .

For some reasqn, the 105 boys in the study were‘more often assigned
e «

negative teacher ratings (TR-)! Meanwhile, the girls were judged to be more:

groups

v

N

)
&

'Also v

the girls had greater interesigin people-oriented careetrs (SQC) and iﬂ careers,

»

The girls ‘seemed to be

Jin generah,(VTOT) than did their male classmates.

an

P

-

.

valued“mbre‘highly by their teachers (TR+) and to have a more positive‘

*.

‘

attitude toward school {CCI) than were their male counterparts.

+

¥

This

patﬂern is similar to the gender differences reported earlien>(Stilwell~&

°
»

a Barclay, l977b) ' R

»

14

N

[

-

" The differences among the four groups reveal pat‘térns wh,_ich are im-

B

‘ portant and which must be ﬁurther explained by Diﬁ&rict personnel. First

the four groups were significantly different on the peer nominations of

artistic—-intellectual -differences (GAI).

‘V'A

N

The students in Grdup I were

>

A

i

ag more interesﬁed and more - faseile in artistic and

viewed'by their péers

'

i

\

v

-

— A m aen

i6
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.. 4
'only one year\appeared to receive the most positive teatQ:itratings. ,Tben

intellectual skills than the:other'three groups.f”Subsequent analyses (See

~

Tables 4 through 9) reveal the oharacter of the differenca. That‘is varoup
¥

I children seemed to score higher than did Group I or*group IV children on

-

this scale. Second the chil@ren in the. four grbups appeared to be different

statistically in terms of their realistic-masculine (GRM) behaviors and in~-

" terests, In this comparison the boys 'and girls who participated in only the

\lZ-yeek‘pilot program and no other affective-social educational eiperiences

hildren in the study. Again the more precise

)

scored higher than the othe

e

pattern of differences is demon trated in Tables 4 through 9f.\(This pattern

L)
is very mixed such that several significani gender by group inderactions

f

. were obtaineda Unigue interpretations, rather than a single summary state-

) - . 3

megt, are more appropriate for this pattern of results. ) Third the children )

who participated in the affective social-education program at Holman for ,

L/

I

subsequent,series of analyses (Tahles 4 through.97_suggest hat the program

was better ‘than no program (Table 6) and, that Holman's children’receive more

[ ST X S

,positive ratings.than did either the Group IIL (pilot) or .the Group IV

(control) children. Lastly, thte children who had been involved in the § pro-

4 e
1
-

- gram throUghout the pilot ard the two program years gppeared to have a moré

-

positive attitude toward school (CCI) than did theit fellow‘students in the
other groups.thhe patte;n obtained from the subsequent analysesv(Table;Tz -
through 9) show that'proupkl.children consistently scored higher than diif
Groups II, III or IV children. lndeed'even'thedgroup II (Holman fifth °

ograders) scored higher than did the‘Gfoup III studénts.(Table 8). An in;

teresting pattern frequently appears: something good" was happening at

holman, The exact nature of this "goodness" can be revealed by the District

A}

persomnel: it could be the teacher-to—teacher in-service training program

~ 17 -

/

7
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] P . 16“ . -
. * S 4 < ~‘>/ ° ) . .-
_ provided by the Buerkle teachers. - - ' .j J
T 1o thiﬁ point we. can say that the differences between the boys and ) te .

Y -

- girls were antlcipated. The ,degree or hreadth (nine BCCI scale scores) is
greater than that which was reported earlier (Stilwell & Barélay, 1977b)

This breadth might be a guestion of maturatism or of the accumulated effects
’ ;z
{7 of schooling both in and out ‘of the program. The answer is difficult to - v

pin-point. Also we can recogﬁizenthat sdme differences were obtained in

terms of the classxroom teachqrs positive Judgements of the f£&ll Rrogram
te

and of the one year program étudents and that these children did appear to
¢

;‘l "have a more poéltive attitude;toward school. Let's look Further at

‘ . - N ce . »

.f‘ _ differences between spe&iﬁic.grgupsgﬁyring the Beriod’May 1975 to May 1977.
: ' . ‘“‘v — .. [} . ﬂ

.
2 N -. e -
. . o , Py

\
v .’ Y. - " , N
: : “Differences Over Two Years for Groups Iand II~ ’ ’ ‘}///'
g N e ,
Ah analysis of_covarianc o Groups T and IT over the two year period o
. Q .

(May 75 " to May 77) was pefformed—(?ableﬂﬁ) Tbe pattern~of\;ifferences bet—-
s

NI
ween ‘60 boys and 42 girls closely resembled the difference orvthe full

sample of 221 children. This patterd was therefore, anticipated from the . S

previous'an%lydiEi* Girls seem to get the more praise and fewer negatixmr““””

- ratings ‘from teachers, bo*have a more positive attitude toward school, and

/. LK - /
Boys are also

to enjoy the "typical" girl interestSfand peer suppert.,

. ¢ f— .
“; )l ypical. The District Can consider whether it wants to maintaiq or to change :z

ﬁ“kis patte{n. ' o ) /fi// 3 i
. s ' ‘ ) T ~ . ,
, The two significant comparisons between the groups showed that the full’ .
\ / .
-/ program-children (Group. 1) were judged by their peers to be more artistid* “ .
' A
~and intellectuaﬁ (GAI) and to enjoy ‘school more (CCI). The GAI comparison
\ 5

is interesting. possibly ‘the Group 1 ehildren are benefig:ing from an //. .

-

accumulated effe t of the affectiye education program. As we stated earlier ;

| 3 . 7 | i
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~ in this report ‘the differences hetween Group i children andlgiher children,

» L] .

v / )
" A4n CCI usually favored the Group I children. Thus, this difference was not

'unanticipatedﬁ.

Differences Over Two Years fo Groups I/ and III
. [* / )

.

Again the pattern of differences betweeL bOys aéd ‘girls’ is very similar
to the results obtained frou;the overall program ahysis (Table 3).
b In Table 5 the new BCCI variable with a s1gnif17ent difference was STOT,
- in the differences .between groups the data“show/that Group T ‘children

appeared to have better developed self-compeﬁency and a moreé positive

a. L4
nnanticipated find%ng was - that the Groun II children seemed to have more

peer support in the area of realistic—masculine br outdoor ihterests and

Ls -

skills than did their counterpails in éroup I.i A specdlation is that the
e _new school environment (printipal tfacher or lbcale) supported the develop-

ment of these interests and behaviors. Again th% District personnel can
. ) ’,/ \,
. amplify on this intérp;etation, 7 , :
R CRLEVS, RO

R T A R L
. . ) :
' - ' ‘; \., ' * \ . < [
- Differences Over Two Years for Groups I and IV .« ’\
g , v + . - v . ’ .
B N ;
G P4 ‘ “\

-~
\

In this comparison of -the full prégram childre‘ with the no-program

€ 12

children we wou}d anticipate £ nd;ng the greatest num er of significant and -
y B

meaningful contrasts. Indee lf such differences were dbtained (five between

[

boys and girls and six betwee
.+ girls were. similar)to the mo;e e tended differench report\d for the overall:®
°V.‘comparison of four groups (Table . In Table 6 the between stx differences

appear to be gccentuated (e.g., GAIL, REAL, SOC, TR+, TR~) The differences,

/ * - -

roups). The differences\between boys and :j

" between groups are more, dramatic~hnd“more important for the childre involved




3o .' ‘ . .

‘. s ;) 3 « (, ~ . ) 18
. »> v
'g . ‘ S o

ce

v

" and attitude toward school meaningful and significant dlfferences vere found:
i

seﬂf-Competencyv(STOT) peer support for artistic-intellectual (GAL),

’

realistic—masculine (GRM) and overall activities (GTOT), teacher positive

4 [

Judgments (TRH and attitude toward school (CCL) dramatically favored thel

full program effort undertaken by.Group I students. This pattern: of

] o }

\;\\\\J’ findings emphasizes ‘that a full program does produce measureable and desire-

—< able changes by the~ students and teachers who are participating in affective

P

|

i

in. this\model program. In self--competencyg peer support; teacher Judgment
|

|

|

|

\

|

. education. o - T -
* P

.

Differences Ovar Two Years .for Groups IT and- ITI

™

-

. A . N * ) . . a
fhe results for this comparison are: presented in Table 7.' The pattern

-

of differences for boys and gi¥ls continues to reveal that boys will be boys

and girls will be girls. The contrast ‘Between one full program year'(Grqup

AY / ’
II) and 12-week pilot (Group III) is somewhat surprising. only one differ—

-

©

) ence.(TR+) was obtained. It seems that what happened tes produce the climate

- . L] B
¢ _ and enthusiasm during the pilot program,was captured again for those who

were involved in the preparatlon of Holman teachers. Thus, the twelve—week

LN o,

R program'and the one year ‘program appeared to have comparable results. of
- . ?
course, we must keep in mind that differences between groups did occur, but

A 4

that these differences failed to reach conventional lévels of significance.. .y

‘o . Further, and this must be emphasized, the effect of the\pfﬁgram appears to be °

accumulative so it should bd continued- -over several scliool years (Table 6

results) to have its fullest effect.-.

h ]

« . N .

Differences Over Two Years for Groups II and’IV

4

»

s ‘ A}

Tae -

\ . : _ -
4 E) . ¢ o v

o .In this comparison the one year program at Holman was contragted with

at

-
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3
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*
S
3
L
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no-program.  The results are displayed in Table 8. Again thg differences

{ e ) R ' ‘ - ‘
between boys and girls were found., The contrasts between gréups revealed . A

two important differences: Group II children obtained'more peer support
. . .
‘for realisticnmasculine activities (GRM) andlmore teacher support (TR+)

v

than d¢id children who had not been in bhe program. The group enterprising (GE)

gender by-group interaction showed”"hat the girls and boys obtained differ- v
t‘ ).‘- ._*

/
“ént’ scores‘oyer the two year period in sueh a manner that their means -

-

“y

~

crossed (Table 1 and 2). ' In some group-mented program WE\have ‘observed
GE scores increasing for girls, but not‘for boys; such was not the case

.among these 221 children (Tables 1 and 2).

B ‘- s N3
e - 3 S

8 \’ —‘jg - " 0 . . », . - . - ] * 'l
A (G N ; - Differences Over Two Years for Groups III &nd- IV

” ’ . R .1 n » ’ ] " . d 1
\ o %r» «k Do . | ‘ \ N
T, Tﬁﬁ f&%ults from this analysis of covariance are pres/nted in Table 9, -

H

The new BCCI shaia~score tqepe identified as significantly different was
. -
peer nominations of disruptiveness @ny.” ,Boys were viewed by their peers as

v

T more disruptive than’ girls, Otherwise the pattern of differences between

boys and girls 4is similar to the ones which we, have obtained throughout this -

-

_~

- . geport. In this comparison %"‘found that the pilét—only children (Group III) -

a”
-~

' obtained more peer support 'for realistic-masculine and for social-conventional -

. - . s
(GSC) activitles than did their friends in Group IV. This difference, and

0

. the difference favoring the realistic-outdoor career interests (REAL) of, the

‘control group can be best 1nterpreted by District personnel This pattern

-

of difEerences betWeen groups seems to suggést that the pilot program dld‘ , e
/ * *
[ 4 4 ¢
bring about a few changeé in contrast.with the cpntrol but .that this pattern
. P
was not ds solid nor as dramatic as the differences obtained ‘from the full /
» . ) v .
Program children' s soores. - A = ’ -
A i ‘ . ~‘ : ~ [N [ 3 ::
- ‘ ] - 4 ¢
e . o ° P -‘ - 3 . i t/
- - d j. ] Y v / -
“ .
1
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L R C aDifference‘s'Bétween Groups for One' Year

e ey B

S S S . 2
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. >
< . .
-~ . . . .-

The only available contrast between _groups was “for the differences

-

between Group X and Group Il in théix May 1976 BC&I assessment . (Table 10%,. « .
By now thc pattern’ of results is familiar such,.khat sex. differences Mere s A

-«.-.. st )
° - ”

again observed. The.only between group. difference §howed that the -Group II . T

.
-
. v o

children seemed to develop a stx'pnger peer support system for artistic and BN

intellectual behaviors and interests than did their friends from Buerkle e

(Group I.). In the analysis of the 1975 to, 1977.period the pattern was re’-.

versed so that Group I children had the gréater pe€er support in this area' N N @

- s R |
(Table 4) Possibly in this area. the teaciher-—to—teacher in-service pre- N .

N .
- e
S > ¢

¢+ paration on the Holman climate (principal, teachers , ‘pa-rents and J.ocale) o ¢

[

/ the emphases up‘on academics rather than social development producegl this leind , : I
. b4 LY ' hd -‘ :
of a difference, Agam the District personnel will pe moye ablk to i?x’t"er— et L i
! ) ~ 7 ’ i
ret this difference betweeh the two groups on this BCCI sc"ale score. 9 ';" L, e |
. w} L.

\ Al Lo afﬁ ', ‘*“w. e » 4 f - " b - -i
. - . Differences Over Two and One-HaXf Years for Gro_ups I and IIT ~, .. . i
. Vo8 > PR
‘ . : , : ko e
v . . s ;" . :{ h I

“ .In February 1975 the twelve-week pilot program to prepare teach‘ers and ;

- < ,u L
t " * Students’ for, {"The Cirele" was started. These children were assessed with the- ~ . = .»

R ’ . . .
, +# - BCCI in ¥ebruary aid in May l975. Earllgvr we distussed, their gains dui'ing oo -\

. "- the 12-week progr:nn'- (Stilwell & Barclay, l‘,\77a)‘_'and the)r progress \ove’r the- . F

@
‘
°8 - . v, . ¢

s - two year (May l975-to'May 1977) period (Table 5). ~In this section we will.

“ A
. present the I‘ebruary 1975 & May 1977 reSults (Table 11). As far Qs the e ’
;’ differences between bjs‘\\ld girls.is oncerned we obtained our typical :4 “:a
) \’ P pattern (e.g., GAI (RM REAL, SOC, é TR~ and CCI). The differented - M
- kffects bet.ween the two groups. revealed differences for TR+ and CCI which o ve .
. . favored the full-ﬁ:erm program (Group I). over the, lZ-—week pilot (Group III) ::3%" .
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Che m

h significant differehce“whichfstands as an gxception in the sense that

.

As
! usual differences favored Group I.children shpwed.that the Group III child-

ren had-more peer support for realisticwmascullne—outdoor 1nterests and’ be-

¥ .
- haviors (GRM) than did Group I boys and girls. ¢

s -
Summary )
,I . S W N N [N
f , .

The full two and one’ half year affective education pfogram of the ex-

4 " P

N

panded»guidance services in the Stuttgart School District produced changes ¢

.

which are’ displayed in Table 12, 1In this table we have attempted to put

t

a number of summary .

(34

together all of the srgnificant differences so that

~ <

] .

¥ .

.boys and girls were found in every analysis.

. statementS’can be made.

First, differences be tween

The. children were different on as mady as nine BCCL scales (Table 4) or om

as few as five scales (Table 10).

. PR
»

Essentially, the boys seemed to have ‘more

[y

peer support for realistic masculine interests and,ﬁeh viors, to be viewed
by their. peers as more'disruptive (Table 9 only), to have more outdoor~mas-
. i ) ) A

culine career interests and to receive more negative teacher' ratings than -

their female cla§smates. The girls, on the obher hand,, enJoyed more peefg- '

4 \

. support for artistic and intellectual behaviors and interests and for social

‘7“'\: ,,,,, N T . \ . ) ¢

and conventional'zclerical)’activities, to have more, Lareer’ awareness overall

°

and for*socially—oriented activ1t1es,

5

and to have a more- positive attitude toward school than did their male class~

L3N A -

. . - |
3 . y [ ¥
B R . . .
- 2 l\ .
. 1

Second, differences between grOups were obtained in every analysis.

‘ﬂmtes.

3

N

The groups were dif{erent in as few as one BCCI Scale Score (Tables 7 and lO)

L -

or on as many as six scales (Table 6). In simplicity it would be desireable

for Gr0up I to be consistently superior to each ‘of ‘the other groups III ‘and

to receive more positive teaches ratings,

\\\
\

g

™ 3

Rk |
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22

v a‘nd“for G'roup 'IIT to be more power.éul than Group 1v. Unfor_tunately, the

di'splay on Table 12 shows the directions of differences between groups th,at \\ ’

did not lend itself to th:Ls shnpie*orde:r! Indeed differences between groups o
. v:e;e more apparent on some “BCCIL scales (e.g., GAL and GRM) than on®some-other '«

-

) . : )
» scald (i.e., GRiand GE). Indeed the absence of differences between groups - °

N

" might be viewed by the District as a highly desireable outcome. ' In any case,

ot Y

the question must be asked: What is to be c0nsidered by the ordering (e. Bey

changes in self-—competences, changes in peer support systems, changed’ in

>

teachers, changes in cgreer awareness. or changes in attitude toward school)?

In some of these purposes, ‘e.g., attitude toward school and positive teacher
J .

judgments the orderi.ng is straight forward., However for ‘the peer suppoxt

measures the issue i$*not so ¢lear. Thus the ordering of the four groups is’

* téuly.a difficult undertaking. vt

sceres on the self-—competency measures 'of' the BCCIL

i

Third, the s tudents '

. broduced only one significant difference, i,e., between Groups I and III
&

An interpretatlon of this result mjght be that the Group II1 children bene-— ' R
fit\ted from the -pilot program but subséquently 16* ground in comparison with

theif¥ Friends who remained id the affective education program. Th

difﬁer—-

- v

’_en_c_'e_emp_hasizes tHe need‘(for,.a continued"pro ra )

.terminated; ot " . o o ‘ . : . c LRREE
Fgurth, the BCCI, peer supporf scores have‘ produced a variety of differ-

* ent pitems. For four peer support measures (GAI,! GRM, Gsc: and GTOT) it” - -
appeazxs appropriate to say that either Group I, %roup II or Group III child-— '
ren scored higher than their Group, IV friends on at least one of these ’ . ) "
‘m*eas'ﬁres. On GAL the data appro!éh an ordering, i, e.‘, 1> II > IV of the h =

@ .

four g‘r?ups,' However for GRM we did not obtain such a ‘simple sequence, On

this measure each alternative fom'of\:he affective education program (full,

i «
Ve




A ‘ . ~
) . .-

\one year or’12~ yeeks) was superior to no program. In terms of peer support
" for social .and clerica} interests and 'Behaviors we ohtained only ode set of .
» s '

differences (IIT > IV) The most salient peer supportescore (GTOT) con~'
4
siders the full range of support. On this score we found that the peer
- IS S
b support in Group I was stronger than in the no-program group. We view this

~

-

_, result as~shOW1ng the affective education program promoted social—interactlon -

-

4

L - gkills and a respect for. each’ student by each.student . ‘ ' 4

[ ‘.
- -

»
/

Fifth, the teachers and students involved in the full S&o year plus 12- .

« ¢ \

wéek program seemed to have something "special" going for _them! These chlld—

ren earned more p031tivefteacher satings than d1d their friends in Group IV.

N

In some way an 1nterAction between students*and teachers deveioped §0 nhe

. )
-

,Group I geachers were’ able to communicate an enthusiasm to the Group II

teaehers and children. This enthusiasm is captured in the signiFicant

Vo -

g differenee between Groups II and III, The evaluation data supports the .

flavor of the teacher—student and teacher-tQacher interaétion' it remains‘ L

. - N * . /
" for the District per$onnel to press forward wi@h this enthusiasm. )

.
’

' » a <

-
“

Sixth,*in the attitude toward school measure we' found that Group I

children enjoyed schooi more than did either their friends in Group II,

hEY

~+Group III or.Group IV. The_studengs in. this group appeared to enjoy.a-.

” .

" maximum benefit of the affettive education_program - they liked school!

\

e

. In symmary we can develop an appreciationlfor the affective education

Gchd?l District No. 22. 'This appreication is an accumulation of infbrmation,

data _and comparisons. Essentially the interests ummarizeﬂ in Table 12 ;2

.,

reveal that Group I was the superior group in nlne comparisons, Groups II and
11T were the superior groyp in four comparisons, and Group IV excéﬁﬂed in one

comparison. Oie could develop an appreciation for mire results which says

program undertaken through the expanded guidance services o SQuttgart ‘ @

.‘D
A

vy
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fairly cieagly affective~social education for studenfg,
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parents has an accumulative eﬁfectiﬁg in several different
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| “ SR L. ' Table 1 ’ ‘ & .,
¥ :' Summary of Analysis of Variance for Selected ﬁCCI Scale Scorss, ‘
' Means and F,Ratio s for Males over three assessments (May 75, May 76 and May AN '
R e ) g '\ Variable Name ?. . \ I o
. Group J STOT | GAI - 'GRM ‘ .
N _".May 75 May +76 May 77 May 75 May 76 May 77 . May 75° May 76 _ May'77
1 ‘ 28 14,1429 161429  15.6429 2.7143 2.5754 3.6071. 5.6786 . 5.6071  5.2857
B S 33, 14,1563  13.5938 14,1875 2.2500 2.3125  2.2500 ' 4.8125 & 4.5625 ° | 5.9588'
C I 207 136000 . 143000 4.0500 3.000 . 6.4500 i 9.0500 ¢ .
] y | 35 16,7600 . 14.6800 | 21200 1,0400 " 5.2400 . 3,920
X . 105 - 14,7238 . 14.7833 . 14,7143 2.6857 2. 4333 2,4667  5,4571 - 5.0500 5.8857
sp* ' - 114.53,09' 3.6781 3 9363 3.3949 3 2800 3.2965  4.8279  4.4813 . 5.0580
) H. F - L.516 L s.027 © 780 "113,506 092 - 3.072 * . 501 .809 439
- P .. Las: T .'096:;' i,5078 ~  ,2175 ..'17632 }o.0312 . 6822 | ;3?22 ‘:()060 :

. . ’ - .
. o, 4
. ~ -
- o ' . . . M ‘ R 4

) . . ) {\

- lGroups were ide ied as .follows: Group I, participated in pilot and two years of the affective education
program, now at Holmady Group II, participafed in program for 1976-1977 at Holman; Groéup III, participated only
in theé 12-week pilot program at Buerkle, now at Middle School; Group IV, did not garticipate in. the affective

“education program, fow at Middle School, Groups T and IT are fifth graders' Groups III and IV are sixth graders. §
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Table 1 =~

dnce for Selected BCEI Scale Scores,

ver‘, three’ asses'_smeptg (May 75, May 76 and May 77)

- v ALY
; ! ) Variable Namé 7 "
. "y o ' N ° .
Growp | GsC < . CE - = R . } &)
' May 75 Moy 76'  May 77 May 75 May76 " "May 77 | May 75 . May 76 May 77 May 75 May 76
: . “ . ) . - ’ '
I -3571° 6.1786  6.1071  7.1070,  6.9643  7.6786 . (28214 L5714 03,1420 C 4.6429° . 35714
II 4.4375 4.0313 42188, 5.0938 ° 5.4688 6.7500 - 2.2188  2.4063  2.9063° 2.7188 2.5000
III - 6.0000 3.2500  8.4000 - 8.5500 -1 1.9000 1.8000 “ 4,3500
v 3.9200 03,0000  6.3200 ] 4.2000 * 1.7200 ; 2.4800  4.,2400 /
. . . - ORI .
X 4.8 5.0333  4.6286 *  6.5524 6.1667  6.7333  2.2000  2.0167  2.6571 . 3.9048 . 3.0000
DT 309697 6.5561 47338 6.7667 © 6.3196  7.9%30 19434 .. 2,6005  2.792  5.7755 40672 | -
F 1,295 1.619 2,162 %067 834 1349 T 1653 ‘1553 1,03 .633 1.037
. o ' . l ‘L“» ’ ) ’ L ‘
P’ . 2802 .2083 . ,0972 .3665 $3649-  .2629 . ,1820  .2176 ‘3820 . ,5764 3128
B & . : v ) ; . . , ] /
N P . g
- | ,
P X : ’, N 8 ,;\' K . .
. .: ; -
‘ -~
:
/ . . v : - 3 1 .
30 * s : - L4 )
, : : oL !
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.' » ' Summary of Analysis of Variance for Selected BCCI Scale Scores, % oy
' Means and F Rat:t.o s for Males over thrée assessments (May 75 May 76 and May 77) o
* / ' " . I o y - ’ - ,
Ag%/'?bﬁ&nk~ﬂwpm . . ;
e t ) Variable Name. AL ’
RO .
Group . |7 GTOT, . R REAL It .
May 77 May 7§ May 76 May 77 May 75 -May 76 May 77. May:75 Mdy 76" "May 77, May 75 i
. ' . v il ! . N , .
I 3.6786 - 20. 8571 ) ‘21.3214 22.6786 6.5714 6.4286 6.2857 50000 :4.8571  4,5357 5.1786
X . . L .’ . . ~ L , Toae
‘1T 2,7813. - 16 59ﬂ 16.3750 19.1875 5,500 4,8125 15,0938 #.5000° 4,3125 ° 4.000 5.000
I1T, 3.2500 . 24 93#0/ 25.8500 5.1000 4,4500 .3,1000' 4,0500 3.9500 1
v .3.1600 _ . 17.6008 12,1600 5.6090 - 6.6800  3.56000 . 5.0400 4.3200
R v i N * - £ \ ‘ . . . ‘
X . 3,2000 19.5524 18.6833 19.7143  5.7333 5.5667 5.6667 « 4,1524 4.5667 .*, 4.4000 4,6857
. N oL v " ) . ‘ ' - - ‘ ‘- Yo, ’
)] o 4,1007 l3.6g23 16.2600 16.8618  3.2114 .. "3,3210 2.-8299 2.7145 2.513‘8, . 3.0360 .
Fo~ +235 : ‘1.8310 1.391 3.021 .965 3.698 - 2133“ 597 . 966 +869
PT 18719 1500 L2430, 0 T.0332 4125 L0594 - .03 . .,0779 4428 ( 4120, 4597
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. ° Table 1 Q - 1
r~ k . R - : : N X . o Lol - ) 1
. . Summary” of Analysis of Varlance \for Selected BCCI™cale Scores, L
. Means and F Ratio's for Males over three assessments (May.75, May 76 and May 77y. ¢ > . \,
P ’ Q‘ ’ _; ’ . I \ ) L
' Variable Name ) .C E .
. s » . ‘ ! ] o ¢
Group  SOC ‘ o . VIOT - © TR+ . TR= . - i
. May 76 May 77 , May 75 May 76 May 77 *~ May 75 May 76 May 77 May 75 May 76- , May 77
T . 5.2143 4.0714 37,0714 36,0357 '33.14%9 19.1429 20,3214, 16.7500 _ 6.1071  7.3571. ° 6.3571
L ) . v . . .
‘11 4,1250 3.7500 33.5938  31.5938 30,7813 15,2813, 17,5938  15.4375 8.1871 . 9.0000 » 7.0313
) ] ' " ‘ kY - . . ' q.' i ® " ) ) )
ILI ‘ 4.5500 29.8500° 31.4500 ~ 19.3000 ' 18,0000  7.4500 '4.4000
‘v - 4,3600 327200 35,1600  7.3600- * Ut 7.7600 12,8400 . 7.6000
. s " 2 . . ¥ ‘ A ,
X 4.6333 4,1333 33.6000 = 33.6667 32,5810 15,1905 ' 18.8667. 14,4476 . 8,6000. 8,2333 - 64857 -
SD 3.1888 3.0321  11.0372 © 10,9771 9.9439 10,2686 10.2154, 10.7641 8.3420 | 7.6610 6.6044
. o . . . ’ ' , .
F l. 765' .340 ‘ ‘ 10‘785 2.508 10027 '8.976 10066 '4. 971 300 352 06,83 0978 )
. < e . . g e »
. P .1892 .7963 1547 L1187 . .3841 .0000 .3061 .0029  ,0220°  .4119 4064
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. .’. Xl i z\' ’5_ Table‘ q_ ‘ &‘ Co . ",, «{ ! \1 P N \,.k(
‘6'-\;::' l‘ .. ) '_- A . L} o , "\&;1‘ }l DI ! ) OQI.% -
: ) ’ < Summary of Analysis of Variance fox Selected BCCI ﬁ»S.ciéle’s,czéx)‘es, o . f
" ' . » . . - . . a .:" ° . - ‘
’ ' MeansTand'F Ratio's for Males over three assessments#May 75, May 76 and May 77) . - |
» o . s . 7 ° ‘
B . ’ K s S e
- . , . . Variable Name ] ) L | o
Group< - ceT . | " / N . i ° ‘ v
May 75 May 76 “May ™ N ) . SN
) . . ) ’ } \ Ne—" R ‘ AN . ; * . 5
< 7.8929 9.9286 9.3929 " .- ! o . ‘
. . v . ) . sz, g . .
IT > . 8,2813 6.9375 7.9375 ' L - VAR \& _5 o e
AN - 7 . . -
. N : . . . e s “
III '~ 8.000 4 <L 7.7500 - - ST ' . . R .
‘i o . b » ' ' ’ , ) - .
v’/ . 7.7200 . 8.1200 ' Y B . .
4 . . . - | s . L4
—_ . . ST N \ . . s \ * ;" p
X - 7.9905 8.3333 8.3333 s , ' - ‘ ..
SD . 3.0016 3.2189°  3.0213 \ | S SRS S )
Y M . .. \;/—/. . ‘: /l e o
F 173 . 16,220 1.651 , ‘ .. N A A _
. " " P °
P . L9141 .00027- . ,1823 ’ o V. - R g ,
x ' o - ' Y/ g
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I3 ‘? > :j( a . ¢ \ . . r/
K -, zvs R Y . - T&ble 2 /_' ‘ - . .
Y, . o, ‘ ) a .
. ‘ - Lo Summary of Analysis of Variance for Salected BCCI Scale Scores, . “' .
. | . i . -
. , Means and F Ratio s for Females over three assessments (May 75, May Y% arLd May 7)
. N ~ o . - -
f Ta ¥ . ! ' N ‘ . <. : - B
. ' EE Variable Name . PR
e d K Y L - & { - & .
CT L ) STOT S " GATY — -~ GRM . T
Group N May 75 May 76 . May 77 May 75 May 76 May 77 - - May 75 May 76 May 77 ﬁ
If" ‘15 15.4667 - 17.6667 ) 16.133.'; 6.4667 9.2000 8.9333 3.3333 2,7333 . 3,2000
< . II e 27 13,3704 . 15.6296 14_.592‘6 5.4444 6.1111 4,0370 2,8519 o 3,2963 72,3704
III .29 13.5172 1:318276 5.1379 - 6.379'3\' 1.5862 . ' 2.1034 . >
v 45 14,6000 13.5778  4,5111 . 5.,0444 2,1333 1 .\6‘889
- ' ) L. S
X 116  14.1552 16.3571 14,2069 5,1379 . 7.2143 . 5,6466 2,3190 3.0952 2.1466 - Lo
; ) R ) F’ , ,
SD . 4.4946 °  3,0107 3.7637 7.8118 .9.0730 . 7.4463 3.6322 4,4051 ‘})3.0567 .
i . : R ) - K ' - )
F. 1.043° - 4,827 1.93 $250 112 1612 107 . 154 980 o
P .3765 . ,0339 $1225 .86l L2961 - .1907 °7 L3881 . -.6966 - 4050 - R}
4 < \**. ' ‘ -
= " P
“a T
+ \ . ® *
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x " - . : Table 2 ’ : : ‘ .
- L . . Summary of Analy’sis-of Varlance for Selected BCCI Scale Scores,
) Means and F Ratio’s for Females over three assessments (May 75, May 76 and May 77)
: — . A . ‘ =
y - ° < A
S - Vgxigb}?\ Name o e '
SR E GSC ‘ e ~ oR .
Group N . .May 75 - May 76 May 77 May 75 May 76 = May 77 May 75 + May 76 ©*  May 77 ‘
. .‘ . ‘ . . . . . . ‘ ) ‘ ‘e i \/ . 'i
. 15¢ 9.0667‘g 8.6000 -  8.3333. 6.2667° 6.2667 8.2667 ~3.1333  "2.6000 2.2000
. IX 27 7.1481 = 9.1111 7.2222 - 6,2963 -'5,7407 4,5926 3.3333 2.,7407. 2.4815
III 29 . 5.9310 7.8276 3.8276 ‘ . '4’. 6897 4,0690 : ° 3,1379 =
1v 45 69333 . . 6.0000  -5,711L "t 6.3111 . 2.8667 : 2,5556
X 116 ‘7.008{)) ©8.9286  7.0431 5.4483 - 5.9286 5.7586  3.3103 2.6905 ° 2.6379
, M . . 3 “ -
SD .= 8.2224 10.2229 7.3205 "7.2031 6.3183 9.1401 3.4171 3.7252° 3.1743. .
. : "L - ' e ’ 3
Foo° 477 .024 .570 ,693 ,065 .705 ,738 #,013 361 /T
. . 2y . o ) N . “, , B ‘ . [N . )
P . . 6993 8789~ .6360 .5582 . .7996 ,5513 5315 = .9083 .7814 - .
¢ %‘x ‘ ) * ’ . o, ' . . '




A

Iy

. - ) *i i %{f”;‘
S Table 2 st
I ’ Summary of Analysis of Variance .'for Selec‘ :B.CCI' Scalé Scores, )
f *Means and F Ratios f6r Females over three assessments (May 75, May 76 a;:xd May 77) .
: e ‘. . r . 4 :
! A ® &
- e Variable Name g -~
& - »
{ ‘ : St
GD GTOT . REAL _
Group N May 75 May 76 May 77. May .75 May 76 May 77 May 75 May 76 May 77
0 . B N ~
I 15 1.2000  1.8667__  2.4000 , 25,1333  26.8000  28.7333 1.8667 2.6000 205333 .
. .2.4074  2.8889 2.9630 ' 21.7407 -24.2592  18.2222 3.7037 3.4074 3.2963 .
111 29 1.72641 1.6207  16.4828 21.0000 2.1724 2.7241 - ’
v 45 1.9778 '1.6222°  19.2889 19.0444 4.0444 3.5148° .
¢ e ‘o
X 116 ©1.9138 7 2,5238._  2.0345  19.9138  25.1667 20,5948 3.2155 ¢ 3.1190 °  3,1638
- . v 4 ~ ¥ . 4
SD. . 2.1971  3.3078  2.1827  24.5327 )}6;3466 23.4016  2.8217  2.,0025 = 2,4099
F 1.069 919, - 2.774 468/ 088 .761 4.383  1.590 1.138.
P .3654 .3434 L0447 7049 © 7687 15182 .0059 2146 .3370
; , N )
‘ - ] : : ?» o
TN !
X ‘ a ) \ - //
;/. . . -~ W 4
\/ Y » ! - . , ° @
) . | ,
44 . 43




. . Table2 . e 5
o . oL L LA .. ) ’
" Summary of Analysis of Varianae 'for Selected BCCI Scale Scores, . . ,
f N . Y : ’ \ ) . » “
» - . Means and- F Ratio’s{ for Females over three assessments .(May 75,.May 76 and,May 77)
~ | c . . . , Variable Name X : ° .
, T T - ~soc ' .. VIoT —
Group - N May 75 ° . May 76 May . 77. May 75 May“76 - - - May 77 May 75 ‘ May 76 -May 77
¢ . < . . * . ‘ ' ;,. . f Co.
I 15 2,9333 . "%,2667 4,2667 7.5333 8.2667 8.4000 33.8Q00 °* 38.6667 36.4000
e ? 4 - . . ¢ 5 E : 7
.27 ,}’4.@96» . 4.9259 4.7778 | 6.7407 7.6296 °  8.0741  .34.2963  37.5185  37.8515 - \
I N 29 28621 - ",’é 1 4.4828.  €.7241 v -s 6.9655 33,3448 36.2828
<. , . . ’ . e ’ R ’ .
v » 85 . 5,1333 . , 5.0000 8.4444 ! 7.7333 40,3778 38,1778

‘

46905 4.7241  -7.5000 78571 7.7069  36.3534  37.9286  37.4483

N LR 116 4 1638

~J. ! . ]
s \ 12,6668 6456 z.spa,z};a;‘:}\ 3.3479 311897 3.1124  17.3530 . 8.8439 %o.2017 - .
AR , T6.420 693 436 0 3.247. g Jo21 3.299 159 e 2727 k
Lo £.0005  .duso 77274 0868 T 5417 4333 . 023 6920 ~8454
- ) ‘ ° . . ‘
- v ¢ b " .
. M ) * .
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‘ . . L : . ) Table 2 % _ S . T
U . Summary of halysis of Variance' for Selected BCCI Scale Scbres, . o ‘, . |
- o Means and F Ratio's for .Females over ‘three asseésmen}:s (May 75, May 76 ‘and May 77)
’ . o « 2
) ' Variable Name ,
. : R e
. , TR¥  TR- ) ccI .
Group N May 75 May 7 May 77 _ May.75 May 76 May 77 * May 75 - May 76 May 77
I 15 21.4667 25.9333 . 24.9333..  3.4000  2.3333 , 2.2000 8,8667 ".1’0.4667 10.6000
I 27 16.9630  18.0000  23.0741 ., 6.2963  5.8148 3.0000 7.7407 8.7037 9.6667
111 29 15.2069 %4.6897 ., 8.6552 3.3793 9.2759 9.4483
. “ . ' ‘ . o ’
"IV . 45 14.'1556 15.5111 9.2000 4,4889 8. W11 ., » 8.5556
_ ) .r & )‘. . . 4 . w R o
T X 116 16.0172 . 20.8333 18.2845 | -7.6379 4,5715 3.5690 8.4138 9.3333 © . 9.3017 '
. . ' ‘e . N M . ¥ L0 . v ' <]
o . 10.0158  10.4226  10.9994  7.6345 5.1140 4,3743 ' 2.8317 2.6748 274574 >
? ’ . , : .o ’~eﬂ . * H
F 2,142 6.310 6.280 ., 2.737 4,893 1.335 1.736 . . 4,552 . 3.183
~ P .0989 .0161 .0006 .0469 .0327 . 7666 .1636 _ .039r > 0267 ;
o . , & . . N s : . s o « ‘
1 N hd :
| ./ :
[ . .
. -
3 . N .
. . / | » . ‘ o - ega )
_ , / - ' : 47
¢ i ( ’ L] v




P ! s 'J\ B ' - - ! . ) ’ - ,_\‘.
- . . ! * F ‘r L t ‘
P . - + R *.
s LT -~ ‘ R ° .
! . . ! - o,
AV */ ’ ‘ T bl 3 - A Ce . e .
Lo . . &
e ' Ana{ysis' of Covariance Results (Main Effects) Over Two Program Years - .7
s ' By Gender and By Group for Selected © - >’
e - D May 1977 BCCI Variablesl - .
.’ BCCI Scale Gender .,  Group? . ' © ’
Ut - » ) . . -
N Score . Male t Female . I I1 y 111 v . ,lf’ Ratio ‘P< .
N 105 116 43 59 49 70 3 i
. b
GAT 2.81 5.3 , 11,326 .001 v
- -t - . . * * - oy
5.90 3.34 4,57 3.44 2,458 .064 8
R ’ b *~. o —— A |
- GR3 ,, 5.18 2,78 . . 20,455 +000 * g ;o
. R 3.70 4,11 5.19 3.00 ° 3.618 .014
» R . "y ’ ‘ . ¥ Y
¢ 6sC ©.75.03 6,65 ; . 7 4575 T 4034 Ll
. REAL 5.3% . 3.7 . 23,611 % 2000
> ! : e o - ’ . T P
R ‘SoC . 4.67 7.22 B, 35,515 .'.ooo/ o o
' " Y ” ' n o .
' VIOT. * * ' 4 33,10 . 36,99 ‘ ’ .. 9.37 .002~" ;
‘ o ' ' . ‘o, * .
. ©o LTRE, 14,32 - 18.39 y . ) 11,524 001 o ;T
. . . . Lt s [}
s, \ L. ’ T . 17,75 18,95 5 15402 15,57 3.285 2022 '4%—
' - ot ) 7 - < .
TR=-» .. . 6,34 . « *'3.69 ' 13,145 " .000 -
; e F"“\W v o . *{ [ . s .
> . cer © 8,24, 9.39 ‘ : ﬁ . 9,734 L0002, N 1?
: Z’ 10101 8.84 8,57 . 3,768 012 AN
- ¢ A. ¥
A - i’J.'he -Covariate for each analysis wae 9'1e appropriate May 1975: BCCI>Scale Score (e g-, STOT May 7% covaried .
. «'e y with May 1_97]) T . . S / , & Y
-, oy ZGW were identified as follows' Group-I, partic‘ipated in pilot: and two years of the affective education . < T
s prograd, now ‘at Holman; Group LI, participated in program for 1976~1977 at Holman; Group III, participated’ only .
_ _in the l2-week’pilot program at Buerkle now at Middle Schoolj :Group 'IV, did not participate in -the affective .
N educa;ion proéram, now at Middle School. :8foups I and II' are.fifth gz‘aders' Groups -III and IV are sixth graders. '
4 © . e - ' ‘ » et
3a significant gender x group interaction %as found, ® ! . . \ W
‘ , . D ! L - - \ )
i, " Lo " M ’ 3 ‘4‘» B
N L C e o - 2 W - N, 28




v Table 4 [~ :
Ana:lyses of Covariance Results (Main Effeéts)
- Over Two ProgramgYears for Groups 1 and II ' -

By Gender and By -Group for selected

« May 1977 BCCI Variables;  _ Y . )
- ' ) , ‘ . * - ' . —
ﬁQCI Scale Gender’ . __(.;_1;_6;113 . ) i
Score Male Female I o <+ F Ratio, P |
N. 60 42 43 sy - '
‘GAT 3.36 5.11 3.564 .062
’ 5.50  3.05 7.775 006
GR;L.»Q. 56 3L . '6..§46 010 o |
REAL 5.3 347, ) 9.371 003 .
s‘o}: "‘ 415 7.84 R 37.525  .000
*VTQ'I‘ " 31.76 37,51 - o 8.749 L0064 L,
“TR+ ' 16.51 23.10 ' 3.079 .000
" TR~ . 6.51 3.02 n\%\w . 003« -
cer - ‘ 8.57 10.08 | \ L 7.0 .008 '
[ | S ‘ © 9:89  8.68 476" . .03 S

N .

n

-

Jw«oﬂlg Covarlate for each analyses was the appropriate May 1975 BCCI Scale Score
(eg., STO’I‘ May 1975 fcovaried with May 19?7)

-
™ i

|

i
R
; N
\
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) Table 5 - o -
.Analyses.o.f;Covariance Results (Main E¥fects) !

e '~ Over Two Program Years for Groups I and III

By Gender and By' Group for Selected

~ May 1977 Bech Variables;

» o
AL I ’
BCCI §tale . Gender “ ~ Group )
« ‘} . ¢ . s
Score Male ~ Female I IIT - _F Ratio . P
N “8 4 . Q
stor. o . . 15.82 14,02 4,791 ©,031
.7 : _ . ~ : .
, ﬁcnﬁ . 3.60 6.99 - , 8.781 004
GRM, . 5,10 3.30 ’ , 10887 oo
S ~ ST © . 3.8 . 557 - 4.813 )(;031
5 i . Tt R ) ) . . /
REAL . 41 3.48 \ .- 3,920 .051
soc . 4.76 1 6.91. a - B 11,384 ;001
< - . o . : /A
. VIoT 32,40 . 36.48 . 4,591 .035
TR- GO 105 PR Y5 T P o 5.107 .026
€ s 8.60 9.95 ; . 5.786 . .018 _ .
L P *10.02 8,57 6.828 011
. ‘ L
)} e '

1. The Covariate for ‘each a'#élyses was the appropriate’M’ay 1975 BCCI- scale s‘z:o‘re.

2,2 significant’ ggndérﬂx'group interaction was found.

' .. T g i
. < - ‘>
i . o e N . ‘ . . -
. i . ‘o . .
C A, 5« . s .
.
N 0
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< w o 3
4 ~ " ’ - .
) i \;/ - - 39
F- , N
d ~ Y §
' 4
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,Table 6 ] X .
~§ . N
Analysis of Covariance Reaults (Main Effects) R
. . . ‘: . . \
- Over Iwo Year Period for Groups I and IV C
{ I ~ ’'By Gender and By Group. for Selected .
- " May 1977 BCCI Variables, ° e |
' , R | a .
BCCI Stale . Gender .~ . Group - N
. ‘ M ! . A ° P
Score Male -  Female ’ I Iv F Ratio P
N - 53 60 .. 43 70
_ostor . ‘ 15.74 14,01 - 5.570) .020°
\ s
GAT - 2.70 5.75 , ' 6.220 (~ .014
, T s 3.3 4379 03 &
GRM : - 3.84 + 2,76 | 5.254 .007
- © . : . ‘; ‘ ~,
R : ' 3.97 ° 2.8  3.726 .056
GToT g ., 24,58 16.72  3.869 .052
~— \ PR - W~ ! [ i . :
REAL - = ° 6.17 3.59 L. -22.929 .000
. ' - J
soc . 467 7.50 19,475 ..000
e TRE 12.54 17.84 - I 8860 004
. B - 17.96° 13.75 - 4.418 .038
TR~ ; 6.98 3.89 - 7.565 T .007
‘cer ' .. 7 7 9:89 8.3  4.382 .015
. .
.o . i . LT Y )
* 1, The Covariate for each analysis was the apprOpriatg,May‘l%S BCCI Scale Score. v
* - Y 5 . ,‘:’ . ) \ . .- P . , 4 . 3
- : \( "* \,‘ [N - P .
* A“, oy , ! ? - : - ‘
v ' . ~”
‘ . - © B i




< . L
i ; ' " 40 ]
¥
Tableﬁ\ o : re W
IAnalyses of Cdvariance Results (Main Effects) T -
’ L T
- - £ Over Two Prograg},,»_Xears for Groups,II and III - ] i
= - N e ” . . - -
By Gender and By Group for Selected ’
_ " May 1977 BCCI Variables; )
o » . < y
BCCI Scale " Gender Grdup ~ |
4 3 N L - *
Score Male Female 11 III F Ratio P
° . - . ) ?
T sy T 56 59 49
GAI . 3.30 4.71 7 1 4.688 *..033
GRM 6.51 2.83 515640, © ©.000 Vv
GsC 5.13 7.06 - % 4674 . 033
N - -m\N ‘v( - ' i *
- 4
REAL ° - 4.49 3.33 \ 4:523 -~ 036
soc, 4.56 7.03 ‘ 18,162 .000
vIoT 31.31 36.89. . 9.078 ' .003 .z ,
TR+, 15.89 19.23 4R~ 0k2 ¢
( 19.38  15.50 5.707 Co.019 s, )
TR~ 5.86 3.36 O * ) " 7.320 - .008™
ccI 7.88 C9,54 N 9.959 002
) ; ) Ll \ o :
! < " )
1. The Covariate for each analyses was the appropriate May 1975 BCCI Scale Score
- (i.e., same scale). . .
. s VE
'2. A significant gendet Xk group Intéraktion was found, ' ‘ e °
- . | o IR »”’r ‘ “ ’ \‘;‘:{ -
. N R - ~
r’ [ ‘ . | h “e B
. I3 ~ eﬁ" " 53 ) . :’;
' ¢ o & ot .
N N 7 e T ¢ »‘ * '
. . X b 0 b




Exs

_ BCCI Scale

v
ox

Score

GAI

GRM

soc’
VIOT

TR+

TR~

ccI

’

B
"o
{
Ad

i

~

‘Table 8

T
,

Aﬁalysts of Covariance Results (Main~Effects) ’

4

.. Ovet Two'Program Yeais\for Groups II and/IV

<

By Gender and By Groups for Selected

-

““May 1977 BCCI Variables

-

- Gender
Male 'Female‘
57 72 b
2.8 7 422
4.52 2,39
: 5o
' 4.26 6.00
_gi;;
" 5.67 3.57
, 4.56 7.43
3345 37.47.
T 18.06
'7.06 4.10
~ 7.95 9.02

- . 1 : . :
. .
iGroup
II IV F Ratio
.'59 70
3.689,
- ; 9.829
) 4.00 2,76 - 3.726
, 515?9}
. “ * 8 o
o 19.285
24602
4 5.548
N
: 12.420
18.39 | 15.20 10.408
to. 8.259°
A 952
% T

I

A significant gender X grogg_interaction was. found.

The Covariate for each analyses was the appropriate May 1975 BCCI Scale Score ‘
(i.e., same sbale) - ' .

e




. | Table 9" <
., - °Analys;s of [Covariance Kesults (Main Effects) .
Over Two Program fea;:sa for Groups' III 'éqd IV . . N
.‘ ‘ . | By Gender andv:;;y.'Grou; f&?; Selected o " . .-"'
oL mayiem BC(}I"Va';'iablesl e L ) -

o

. ' . ®
\\/ , Y o~ . - '
< .

. BCCI Scale

—J .
* Gender . - Grou
P

» ) o ! ’ " F
Score . Male < Female ¢ 111 v F Ratio P
N . 45 . T4 49 <70 - oL
' GAI 2,25 5.35 7,227 * ,008
. N . . -
GRM; 5.06 2.55 RS 14.147 .000. /
-, . . ., ' -
B © L e i - ih,787 22,60 - 13,077 000 - -
esc 452 6uaQ . 3.768 055 - -
. T 7 6.80 ° 4.81 7 3,981 . .048 -«
e . { "3.03 1.73 .- Tsan .005 ¥
4 * & .. _ I
REAL; [ T 5.32 **»':'3".47*‘%. T e T T T I ke .000 -
’ . 3.60 4,57 4.449 . | ,037., 4 .
- so¢ © 5.487 6.80 ° . 4.659 > .033
[ER sl ’ - . . C . :
TR’- r 6.04 - ' 4.14 =~ o 4.103 \ .0045
t\b F " ~
. ‘w : _ :. °' . ’ * . i . ot . - - . .

1. ‘The Covariate for each analyses was the appropriate May 1975 BCCI Scale Score
(i.e., same scale). . . .

-
. -

2. A significant gender x group Interaction was ob}:ained; ) S



! o 3 . i f 3 o ¥ i
] o ‘ o s ;
- y F‘\ ‘t & - ’4
_ . : - 43
5o v S
s . ‘ , , ) .t
- S - TééieJIOT - o . - « ,/?'
Analysis of Covariance Results (ﬁain_Effects). )
: | Over One ?rqgiam &ear B& Gendéf an& BX'Groﬁps b =
By Se_le'c‘ted ﬁay 1977 BCCT Varia%Ies;_' o ’
RS , T ‘e :
S SR
§CCI Scale ", Gender , . . GFOuph - . ,
Scb;e ] . Male Female IR S 1 i F".Ratio' © p< _
SN 60 42 © 43 59
GAI : : R W 472 6.496 .02
GRM . 5.28 3,18 | T g4 008 i
weaL” © © 5.05 - 3.8 . 5.370- - 0230 .
soc o 475 « . 6.99 - L 18.468 .000 :
TR 16.30  23.40 o ‘lo.6127 . .002
TR~ P P 3',22 - R "6/4681‘ ;oﬁ"’ ’
/ B - Syt cr T e e T
. § K

‘1. The Covariate for each analysis was the apprdpriate May 1976 BCCI Scale Score ’
(e.g., G6AI May 1976 Covaried with GAI May 1977).: - . ’
J .
. T Sy . . . ‘
2, Grgups were identified as follows: Group I, participated in pilot and two years
. of the affective education program, now at- Holman; Group II, participated in pro-.
. gram.for 1976-1977 at Holman. L S s
) 1‘ : *
- t . £
g R | S T
B RN 4 |
L e ) h ! e i
N \ e 1’ b J . e I ‘}1
/“;— 10 . :
-, IR i "\ e ! ! 3
- s ‘ - .f ' H !
g a2 3 e

e
4

b A SRty
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Table 11

L% I

-

44

e 2 ,
Analysis of Covariance Results (MainsEffects)

Over Full Pilot and Program Period By~ Gender and By Groups

r

2. Groups were identified as follows'
.- of the affective education program,

1. The'Covariate for ead
Score (e.g., GRM4February,

~ @

CN

-
’ By Selected May 1977 BCCI Variablesl ’, o
. : _‘ 5
. v/, N\ » v ) t
BCCI Scale Gender { Group?
Score V ‘ Male’ Female I III F Ratio P«
N 48 44 43 49 .
GAI . 3.69 6.89 | ) 8.389 _ .005 .,
.. GR3 5.90 . 352 b e eie 9.1;15 ".003
- 3.92 5.50 4,768 032
REAL £.90 '3.33 . 6.790 .011 .
soc’ 5.12 6.52 \ 3.99?4 | .049
. TR - T Ti0.65 ool 3.202 "o77
" IR~ ‘! '5.28. 3.27 “ 3.851 .053
‘ccr . ‘8.45" 9.94 ° 9.91 8.67 7.125 .009
. ' ‘ ~ !
~\ 4 ) ) % !

nalysis was the- appropriate February 1975 BCCI Scale
1925 covaried with GRM May 1977). .

Groupf, participated in pilot and twe years
now‘at Holmanj Gf%up

III, participated only -
| in the 12-week pilot program at Buerkle, now aﬁ Middle School

. . - " M v M . o

3. A significant gender X group interaction,yas founds ' P .

| . P
4 , B
1 , . . . _ OG ; <. 2
. s . R .. . . . . e
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§ Table 12 .
/ Direction of Differenges in Selécted
. BCCI Measures By Gender and iiy Group v
BCCI Scale: Gender Groups .
Score . Males Females I IT .. 111 Iv
', STOT I>IIL ! :
GAI . M<F I 11> vy III > IV; II' > I+
- GRM . M>F I>1IV;, 11> 1IV; IIT > IV; III > I
GSC M<F III > 1V
GD M >F g
GTOT 1> 1V )
N ‘ ~ R -
REAL - M>F IV > III ° _ .
soc CM<F .
. ' g ' - - ' ¢ !
VIOT - "M <F '
'3 § . 4
TR+ M<F I>1V; 11> III;
. TR- . ¥ >F
' B4 - - . "’ ,
. ccI . . M<F I>I; T>100; 1> ..., .
T ' ’ '
% Direction of Difference over May 1976 to May 1977 period
: | ' ' ,
» . o
¢ ) < .
’ ! * 14
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