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, L. INTRODUCTION - .

A About the Tnside/(ut Program C

=

z

“The Inside/Out pngTam-(Naticnal Ihstructional Television, .1973)

is a sériégeﬁF health education films bhased on ‘the central idea that'

. affective education--training in dealing with interpersonal and situa- -
SR ‘ N SO ' ! -

tional problems--is important to children's devélapmgnt. Emotional

R

wgllsbeiﬁg is considered by the authors to be as impbrtant to gne's {
xgéﬁeréi health as personal hygiene. 1In all, there are thirty films,

dealing with various life problenms that are com%only faced by today's

“children, ,
- . The program was designed for. use primarily,with children aged
. , . f . ‘7 ) )
L "y cight to ten years. The films were intended, to be highly interesting
’ to youngsters and werc left."dpen-ended', without a conclusion. These

L =
|l

B

-y

eatures are intended to jtimulate viewer discussion about the problems ;
- . ) - ’
- ) .-'*";

s

~encountered by the zhildrg% in the films. /The teacher functions as a,

discussion 1éaq§r'in exploring the chii%?en's,feelings ahgut the problems i
presented in.the films and afdiﬁg their students to arrive at their own

-

solutions to these prDhlcmgg The, stated goals DE\the program are to
: ; . ’ ) ) ) .
hel%hchfldrgn to understand and thus cope with prgblems of Iiﬁingg‘ta '

4
5 . -

develop a pérsénally cffective life-style, and to more effectively

- B é
s communicate with others. *
o b :

EY

‘B. Purpose of the Evaluation = o

gt

i

N H

- . “While these program gbjectives are worthy, Ehey pose' difficulty for

-

: . , . . s : i -
evaluatjon because of the;r,§eneraﬁLty and . vagueness. . The effectiveness

i

o ~ of theseries, its outcome, is based both on the film and the teacher's

. skill in conducting discussions and in developing complementary activities.
i . ) . = ' [ :

In order to isolate, the program's specific effects on children it would

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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. . ¢ have hccnwi cee

- with those who did not. As the major purposc of the evaluation was to
provide information about the program.as used in the Bavrtholomew Courity.
School System and-duc to the fact that most teachers voluntarily elected:

: : “ ' et : 7 ' .
. to use the films, there was no opportunity to colleet such information.
. 0 ) N P
. For this reason we restricted the study to determining .the use and
‘impact of the ‘Inside/Out scrics as a part of the total currieculum. We
, reasoned that ‘students' attitudes towards school, towards themselves,
. and others in classrooms where teachers volunteered to use the films
.7 and to participate in the cvaluation ‘should remain stable or impr%vg
& : Co . . - )
over the course of the schdol. year. Further, we decided to collect .

Ll * %.‘l %
data‘on the immediate QFfEitS QF*fhE film series on téachcr and pupil
behavior-and to contrast these EffCLtS with behaviofs in GtHéI suhoDI

: . ) , [ :
: dCthltlEb. Finullgi we felt that the value of the pragram should be
" = . -
assessed by, people whose lives were affected By it. The objectives of
the gvalpatibn,,thénj wire:
s B K
B 4 F . ] . B -7‘! 7!- . .
(1Y to evaluate the attitudinai status~of the children in the
lebSTODms receiving thé p#ogram over the schaol yeafﬁ,
# - 2 : i
\ , , . B iz :
(2) to assess the immediate effects of BE Ins de/Dut films
- ' i s
‘ on teacher and pupil bchavior during the discu551ogg after,
. oA C s ) . o ar L . - *
@ . the film and as contrasted with hehavior in other ¢lassroom
' ‘ . § ’ ’
) ' activities; . : .
- . N ' i;
(3) tosdetermine the value of the program from information
. B : ) / ¥ .j? : KV /
‘supplied by the teachcrs,zstudentég and paréﬂt5!' .
: i th chlugtlon was Canducted durlng the 1974 1975 school yaar
. ollected 1nformatlon dszng parent qUE%tlonnalrés, studeng Httltudiﬂﬂl
%E‘Z L' - 4 -
i ‘ ;,; s .
Q . I '}\ xﬂ{ - .
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measures, student questionnaires, tcacher interviews and questionnaires,
Aand classroom dhservations. .
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IT. EVALUATION PROCEDURES®
A.  Population
We collected evaluation data primarily from 37 classrooms in

the Barthalgmeﬁ:Cnunty School System. Initially, 40 tcachers were

¢

randomly selected from a larger pool of -approximately 75 voluntecrs

to participate in the study. Information was taken “rom "open"
é I I
/ .

traditional, rural, and suburban classrooms. Eight fourth-grade,

E

cleven fifth-grade, and nine sixth-grade traditional clagsrooms .

were used in the study. One combined fourth and fifth-grade and

eight combined fifth and sixth-grade "open" classes were—at€s

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

included. The target classrooms were located in rural ‘and suburban =

©

schools. Among the male elementary students, 109 were in the fourth

grade, 165 were in grade five, and 119 were in the sixth, with 12 in
the comhined fourth and fifth-grade  classes and 124 in the comhined

fiﬁth and sixth-grade Qlassésk .One hundréd-fourteen girls were in

grade four, 171 in the fifth grade, and 93 in gradé six, with 12 in
. : ¥ .

the fourth/fifth "Dpeﬁ"%EIESSTDDmS and 118 in the fifth/sixth combined

classrooms. In all, 1056 children were included--548 boys and 508

girls, These students were predominately Caucasian and from middle-

class backgrounds.

B, Measures and Data Collection Procedures . ... . ..

(1) Parent Information

Five students within each of the participating classrooms were

random]ly selected and given parent questionnaires to be taken home for

completion. This four-item measure was developed as a means for parents
‘ ..,, . i < . s 5 € =

to rate the value of the program and the extent to which they had taken

1
i

_J



the opportunity to view the films made available by the schbol system.
One hundred, cighty-five such questionnaires were distributed, A copy
of this measure is included in Appendix A.

(2) Student Information

H

(a) Student attitude measurc. To assess possible changes+ in

student aﬁ¢ifhdes over the school year, we tested each student within

i

the volunteer classrooms both during the fall and spring of the 1974-75

school year. A general personality inventory, "About You and Your

lriends" (Agard § Kaufmarr, 1974), was administered by the teachers (see

Appendgx>81; The inventar? measures four distinct areaéraf children's
uttitudeé: isolati@n’aﬂd anxiéty,lmisbéhavior! academic Cémpétencé,
'and;éghédl enéhusiasmi

The is?}ati@nsanxiéty sgale’dénls witﬁ a child's feelings about
pereceived isalation\From his classmates and classroom activities. "The
second factor, misﬁéhaviqi, is compéged of étrgightf@rward questions

about a.child's behavior in schodl, i.e., the amount of conflict he

H

identifies between authority figures and classmates. Academic compe -
tence, the third scale, questioned the students about how well they
rated their academic ability in comparison to their peers. Finally, .

enthusiasm was measuréd by items asking the: children whgthe% they liked
- ’ :_} ' - : . ’ . ’ * )
school aﬁq if it was interesting and fun. The attitude survey was given

to all Stﬁaen;s in the .volunteer classrooms at the first of the year .,
i . - . =« - ) - j:: ) 7. N - )
(Dctoher) apd again in the next to last week of school, (May).
- .- (b) Student questionnaire. Students were asked to evaluate the,

+

program. They were given a six-item questionnaire concerning the pro-

L "

gramand to answer ''yes" or 'mo' to the items read to them by

J!likcd;the film series, and whether they perceived any changes in their

TR - | .
(¢ . ' ’ ) Vo i

ERIC ' ’ a f" - - \
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tneir teachers.” We used this measure to determine how well the students

-y



ahilitg to cope with their individual problems as a result of their
experiences. ~ A copy of this instrument may be reviewed in Appendix C.

=

{3)_'Tea§h§rfI§fpr@;tigﬂ ‘

~ (a) Filmﬁpsg,daﬁa‘vc;cri;= Participating tcachers were asked to

submit a record of film use each week, On this sheet the tcachers
S ~ rafed each film for its ability.to stimulate -student discussion_and

i = 3 3 ' s, = ik 3 : . / . 3 A =
then listed the activities that they used for edch of the films. This

7 T

form supplied us with both a record of the.Fré&uenqy offﬁgé of each

film and the tecacher's cvaluation of their effectiveness.

3

- (b) Teacher interviews. After the program was over, in the last
€ B i b . .
asked to_give-their perceptions regarding

. - N

: o~ B . 7
the program. Eight teachers, selected rundomly from among the voluntcers,

veek of school, teachers were

were interviewed. This activity was intended to elicit teathers'

observationg about the value of the program and its effects on children
and teachers. The specifié questions. asked may be reviewed ‘in Appendix
b I =<
D.

(c) Teacher questionnairec. We asked all fourth, fifth and sixth- ! :

grade tedchers who: showed the films to complete a-post-program question-

‘ o - . : . ,
naire.  This instrument included fourteen Statements about the effects
of the films on teachers and students.. Teachers read each item and

‘selected the degree that théy agreed .or disagreed with it on a five-"
point scale. The remaindgr of the items questiomed the teachers about

- their use of post-film activities, rEquesiigfggsﬁfszzzgmmendatiDns for

1

cont inuing or discontinuing the program, and 'asked them to recommend

Q ' ’ R S

ERIC D B
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.¢lassrooms, the level of teacher control re

3

Finally, we asked them to rate the film series on a ih_si, ol opposite

adjectives. A copy of the entire guestionnaire is included in Appendi x

.(4) Classroom Interuction Inforgut ion ’ ’ J
P . E

The Florvida Climate and Control System (FLACCS) was used to collect
observational data in.the classromm (Soar § Sodx, 1973) . “Mhis dnstru-

ment yielded infoamation on rhe angective climge of the individual

- = . ’

quired in the c s sroom,

i
the quality of affective or gmotdonal expréwsibn of both techers and
pupils, and the:level of teacher comtrol of the subject matter. By

, \ x
. . L'_?ﬂ;,z

direct observation, raters determined how much teachers resorted to

restrictives behuayioral control s and theix pupils! TesorLse s t?o',themg

/
v a . . ) 7 ]
Inall, seven factors oh the FLACCS were used i (1) "Di sorder
- . , ' ‘
:md’l’upil Negat ive A ffect vs, Orderly Classrtoom;" (2) '"Gentle Control

in a Warm (1 ima tes" (3)  "Work with Teacker vs. Work Wit hout Teachoér ;"

ol

(4) "strong Control with Covexs Pupit Resistance vs. Orderly (lass-"

room;'" (5) "Pupil-Pupil Supporxrtivé Behavior;'' (6) '“Teacher Attention,

in a 'No Choica- Sctting; " and (7) "Task Related Movagnemt in a Posi-

tive Climate ."
Tactor one neasure s the degree of pupi 15"/5,d€ia1 ly dnappropriate

ind negat ive affect! Such student behavior gé speakiyg out of turn,

tea;ing, fault finding, and disobeying directions ave cocled by observers

as examples of disorder and negat ive affect . (his derfearor is contrasted
to that of anoxde rly ¢ Tnssroom with pupl-ls ubgingj ddrecti ons, show-
ing interest, and being agrecatrle and cooperit ive,

; 4
e H Pi gt = 3 B - N = L - N B
Factor tyo , "Gentle Control. in a Warn [Classromy CLimate", detects

the degrec of positive teacher and pupil interactions. Both teachers

7l

:
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¢ - .

N s o 3 = ) - = ‘!— - . ‘ﬁ
and children in this classrdom atmosphere show consideration, are cooper-
i : ®

k-l

L

ative, positive, and happy.
- 2 ' : - . LT .

Factor three measures the degree of teacher supervision present in
= . - ~ .t %

the clésszfﬂm.- "Work with the Teacher' refers to seat work’, groups, and

other cldssroom experiences with the teacher present, "Work -without the

£ 3

Teacher" refers to playing; having full groups, and seat work in which
. g 2

"the teacher is not directly involved.

Factor four gauges how much teachers must use strong CDHtTDlS]!SuEh
N ‘ ;

¥ [ -

as sharp tones, threats, LTLthl%P redirection of activities, and other
- \ i
negative behaviors, to cont 01 th21r student §. ”Strgng'Control w1th

Covert Pupil Resistance i Us. er]y Classroom' also relates to the pupllé‘
, ‘reactions to these ccntfals,’sgch as diSﬂbSdiéﬂEE; resistance, and
'attention-getting behaviors.

""Pupil-Pupil Supportive Behavior," factor five, is concerned with:the
P, [ PP e , ;

= . i ’ a0 5 - s < ! = =
amount various pupils cooperate with and help their classmates. Positive

. interpersonal verbal remarks are also considered as pupil;supportive.
i ) é:ﬁ;{h i L ., . [ A
Teacher attention to students whileg under a specific assignment

was scored as an example of Factor six, "Tgagher Attention in a 'No-

Ch@icg'*Sétting;"! Under 51tuat1gn~ in which student§ had free or 11m1 ted

Ehé}ie in.seiéctiﬂg their activities, teacher attentipn was not registered
by obseryers. Factor six, then, ‘measures the amount of support supplied
by teachers whey children Were given assigned tas s.xﬁss) L

-
Factor seven, '"Tas k Relited Movement in a Pas1t1ve Climate, " measures

the amount of work-related astivity that teachers and children display
in thefclassrocm! One pupil helping another, the teacher giving individ-

ual attention, and positive pupil nonverbal behavior are some behavioral

examples of this factor, -

- oo -
O . ' ,Lg) ot

ERIC T -
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IIT. RESULTS
The results from the present cvaluation arc summarized below.

While they represent a comprehensive analysis of information taken from

various sour¢es, it should be cautioned that the samples used weré .

biased. - Most of the data from parents, students, and obscrvation. were-
taken from ¢lassrooms in which the teachers had volunteered. Not all-
of the results -to follow, then, should be interpreted as those taken

from a representitive sampling of teachers.

A. Results from Parent Data . F ;

Of the 185 questionnaires sent to parents, 116 (63%) were returned .

Seventy-one percent of the parents returning the questionnaire had not

V. watched any of the films made available for viewing., Eighteen percent

saw one to five films while only seven percent saw five .or more films.

Thus only dhout 25 pergeﬁt of the parents safpled had firsthand.infor- -

‘mation to evaluate the films.

We asked parents to rate the value of the films on a five-point

scale based on their experience in viewing the films. While only a

minority actually admitted seeing the films, a majority of parents:
(55%) felt they were qualified to judge their value. The results

appear in Figure 1. - e

As can be seen in Figure 1, the Tesults_saggegt generally favorable,

parent attitudes toward the films. Thirty-five percent of the parents

gave the films positive ratings while 3 percent gave tﬁgm negative -ratings.

Based on their viewing experience, then, parents generally tended to

rate the films' value Favorably.

e
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The second item on the parent questionnaire dealt with the amount

of time spent between parents and their childrgiﬁ;n discussing the films,

=4

With 106 of lléxparents responding, most (64%) sampled had talked with

their children about the serieésw. More parents did not discuss the films

&

(15%) at all than those who talked '"a great deal' (11%) about the film%ﬁ
with their children. There was, thggefc%e, a majority of parents pre-

- » . ; ) ~ . )
sumedly qualified to give a fair-minded evaluation of the program's value.

.'.___oIn the- fipal item of the questionnaire we asked parents to rate the

[

y , o , \ T
overall value of the films', basing their judgments Gn\infﬂrmatian from
c - ’ - . R © . ,\!
the préceding questionnaire items. The results of thi§ item are shown

in Figure 2,

' - Only a little over five pgfceﬁt_of the parents sampled felt that. -

=

of ligtlémvaluéi While 1S-§étéeﬁt did not

ngéént were undecided as to the. program's

Fthe_fﬁside/Dut p;égram was

K respond to the question §ﬁa“37

value, it can be sééﬁ tﬁgt‘a.gizeggle perQEﬁtagggéés%g;feit that the

. program was of valuéﬂ, These fésul%g-ﬁﬂdicaté thé%jthe quidé/@ut program

was favorably appraised b?’pargits bagéd on their Qantaét;with the program.
Theging;rprgtstiﬁn of this infarﬁatigﬂushauld be appTQQFhéd with

x he N

s - caution. Although the sample size was éértiinly laTgé‘enaugh'and‘was

taken 5ys@ematica;;y, thergﬁwete‘Few pargﬁtg who were able to view enough

films to make a sound judgment regarding their quality. Despite this,

3 - . - s - = . "’ - »

many more parents rated the series than had actually viewed the films.

An estimated 26 percent of the parents who reportedly had not seen the '

| H . B = »'

films actually made judgments on théjr quality. Perhaps the best inter-
pretation of parents' attitudethDward the program is that they were
A o s ' -
neutral to favorable.
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. Figure 2

Parent evaluation of films based on viewing and talks with children. N=116,
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-y B. Results from Student Data - T L |

(1) Studgnf Questionnaires 7 . b

Within the 37\p§rticipating classrooms, 1005 students completed the

questionnaire. Almost 411 of the sfudents answered every question. The'

percentage of students answering ''yes" varied from about 80 to 95 péff
cent, suggéstiﬁg that most students were wéighing each question before

. answering, not simply responding rotely. The discussgion te follow des-

: 4 ¢ ! :
cribes the results according to each -item in the questionnaire. These

- 1y o . ; - ‘.,Ll’ SEE

results are summarized- in Table-1l.—- v o

L . } : )

s The first item asked the students whether or not they liked the

*

Inside/Out films. MOTt=TI7 5" answered Ygsjtivelyi Qﬁi} 5.9 percent
. . . . L i ‘ . q .
did not like the films. . These results indicate that,ramang the %tudents

sampled, the program was Qvéfwhe]mingly popular,

L)

Two questions dealt with student preferences for the post-filn

discussions -and activities. Eighty percent said they liked the dis-

2

cussions while 19.1 percent did not like them.- As for the activitiéé
which followed the digcussi@né, student. reaction was about the same:

-80.4 percent were positive about them while 18.5 percent expressed dislike.

When we asked them whether they, thought other children 5h@ﬁ1d’vieﬁg

the Filmsg 95.3 percent of the students agreed while only 4.2 percent

diségriedfg In contrast, the percentage dropped when we asked the children

15.2 pericnt did not want to scé them another time. The students, then,iﬁmt

. only felt that the £ilms should he shown .to other children, but that

they themselves favored seeing the SE%EES again.

\I’ Wy
o

O
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Ttem, - .-

[}
Description §

H .
vt

"1, liked films?

S

E

1

®

- 2. liked discussions?

3. liked activities? -

80.4

j‘*

19.

=

al

i : : . .

= ‘ : - -

think others’should see the films?’ " 95.3

7 : ’ . i . R

Bl

. “would like to sce again?

a b ' ;

v

6. think of problem alternativés? W 85,0 13,8
J— — — — — e - — = ﬁ -
. ¥ . )
1 ) ‘A i s

Percent distribution of :espanses to post- pr@gram studant
v qucstignnalre N=1005 atudent: ‘ . ¥

3

]

il s . . . T“
. . f




7 = ; . . 4
Ld - ) L3

' . . - w'é
B = ] : = .
# * i s = :

* . . 4 i o=

A prime objective of thE!Iﬁgide/Dut'prquﬂm is;%p help a child to

. = i woF | B ‘. s
- deal with problem situations as they nfi§e{ e dsked %tudént; 1f'thc Lo ‘)

i

Vot prqgram madefthem think QF‘éthét ways*Dﬁlﬁunﬂiﬂg!probiemsg Agaimg a ;’

large majority (&S@] felt the progﬁfm d1d m;kg rhgm thlnk oF atber paths A
. - Ve
+  of action; However 13- 8 perccné did not feel the prbgram met thissgoal. : - .

In summary,,studénts cnthu51ast1caif? appr%ved of Fhékinsiée/aut Ly

program, including> the dlwcua ofis 'dﬁd activities.. A Substaﬁtial~m3jot= . .
= aaa R g, 5 .

i ; ityér co mménded fhc fllmH fnr othc1 ch1]d1gn aﬂd mﬁ%t Fclt they would

¥ . & " I " . . -
11%2 ‘to sce the fllm% agﬂln A ma]Qr;ty uléa falt thdt he pfcgrdm K P (i

"l : .

- hLlDEd ;f%m thlnkfef ¢]tcrnut1ve wTy% QF dEillﬂE w1th pT@hlcm Sltuatlﬁﬁsz ‘ st

'(23 Stuﬂent Aitipgggrgcglga !ﬁ LT ' AR R e

. = - S . Py Fa =

The results from the initial student attifude scales 'compared with

= gt

a3 - E s E - ) -

those. taken after éamﬁlctidQ!QF th@fnf@gfam reveal that there was. little

@ E

4 ‘ . = ¥ i ; ¥
Lhdﬂgc on 1ny DF the factors over thL ye;r *Dn.the Isolatjor

S

s =
“'c . i

. 110555 on the posttest? On the mlshchav1or fdctor, students E;odgge,

mean Dﬁa\ 35 dt the f1T§t oF the year dﬂd sbawed only a ;11ght dr@p at

c the Eﬂ;\DF the ygap to a meaﬁ of 7. ED" The Academ Cgmpeten§¢lfactor

: J1eldcd %1m1\ﬂ? resu1t§ the %tndcnta‘ average score at fhe Jfirst of’

: 1he year (1? ?9)€aa§ naf'%lgnzflcantly dlfferent from the’ flnal re:u]t% -
. ) i L

: ‘ : L

(12.22) - Nor was there inyidlffarenc? ngted between student s pre and

post average sccres on the Sehoal’EnthuSiasm,faitari Studentg initially
, e
produced a meanemf 6.15 LompaTed’W1th 6 20 on the flﬂal Dbserv1f1an
N 2 - Y . B
éThésé findingsmingicate that the sfudeﬁts, in geyeral,-Showed no

a X Y - L] . i . )
change in their feelings of isolation and: anxiety from the first of the
_— i . ' ) s s

o
¥

"year to the eﬁd;-JAlgo, their perccptian53@€ tHeir misbehavior showed no -
: ! , e

| = . . . -
R j 3 ) ) ) T - 3
| ’ = T . : 1
\ “ .
i M P N -
P : . i
- ¢ - : :
B2 ' . . - ¥
- ! . . ¥ -
‘ | ¢ oy . . .
L
: ) . . N | .
: . # s . B
\‘1 P D F . L. 8 : . ; . ) L .
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- the year.

;(1)' Teacher's Frequﬁt Film Use and Ratings R .

' ﬁiimdéméqg teachers but also thei? Dpiﬂiﬂnvﬁn thg Efféé%}VEﬂeSS of ‘each

i 3

¢ o : : ] , . 4 ' . o :
changes betwéen.pre- and posttests. Nor.were dny differences observed

L4 = =
x = a ! =

4 L . : . , ) - -
hetween feelings ®©f dcadenic :ampetencY’amQﬁg Srudgntg fromfthe g;rst

*

; S : pl
to the last test, Finally, aithougH there was a’ slight 1mprovement in-

& ]

\ .
schcol enthu51asm witnessed, thlé wa% not sjgnlf]:ant Fhe net effegt

of the total classrccm exper ce,” DF wh1ch the Tn51de/Dut DIGPTam was
. T )
B }, o -

a part, then, is that students' attitudes were 1a?gely uﬂchénged over,

]

- '\ %

Eath week.w; asked the vc]unteer thChEF% tc submlt a TECDTd‘Of
P i = . F

“film use andf;ﬁfrgle the films Dn their capathy fgr generating student

discussion. Tﬁl% providéd a gauge for not only the popu]ar1ty of EdEh

¢

indiﬁidualgfilm; These'results are éuﬁmafized in Table %i

% o B .o® . . +
The teachers rated the films on a- saale from one to five.' The
ﬁumbefgl Sn‘tﬁeﬁquesti@ﬁnaireiéorrezﬁgﬁded to the statement: ”stimu]ated
a gréét d&al‘@f‘discussigni"- The numberﬂs wis palred with the statement

"d1d not éflmulﬁte d15cu551aﬁ " Films with ratings under two, for examplei

are those with which the teachers observed a large degree of discussion
among their students. Films with ratings .over three were those regarded
by teachers as not stinulating student intéractioﬁgiiﬁy reviewirig Tibié

it is apparent thdt the tea;hers thought that almost all of the fllms

“alded pupil dlscu5510n, Three films stﬁnd out as hlghest in this quﬂllty

.
= Y

”Bully " ”Buy and Buy,”,and '"Can T Help!” On the Dther hand, the three

films Tdt&d 1Dwest by'aur teachgrs 1n Ea;;lltatlng pupll di SQ'Ssign were:

"A SER%E of J@y,” ”Yau Bélang,ﬂ'and "Tn My Memory.'" - .
; o _
e ) } o
& -
A

Hy

a



¥

' ": 17
. ¥
¥ L N %'
FILM 3 - Frequency of - Average
Co ’ “Film Use Rating
- = - — — ————
[ 1. .BecaudsfIt's -Fun 31 2.2 J
2. DBrothers and Sisters 24 2.7
3, Bully : 51 1.6
4. But Names Will Never Hurt? . 36 2.4 "
5. But They Might Laugh 2% 2.2 A e
6. Buy and Buy* 5. _1.6
7. Can Do/Can't Do 19° 2,2
8, Can.I llelp? | ' 3.2 1,3
-1 9. Donna (Learnlﬁg to be Yaurs 24 xﬂ%\ 1.9 -
10. . Getting Lven - : 23 ) 2,7
11. lome Sweet llome 21 T 2.3
12. How Do. You Show ° 26 2,6 )
13. I Dare You 25 2,2 .
14. I Want To T 21 2.5 . \
15, -Jeff's Company e 23 2.0
16. Just Joking 24 2.4
17. Just One Place™ 21 2.1
48.' Living With Love 22 2.5
19.  Lost is a Feéeling 20. 2.2 .
20.. Love Susan: . 20 2.5 )
21. Must I/May I 16 2.5 '
22, A Sense of Joy 20 2.7
|23, Someone Special 24 2.2
{24, Strong.Feelings' ) 19, 2.6
25. . Travelin' Shoes ° o 20 2.3
26. When is lelp - - 18 . 2.2
27. Yes, I Can 17 Z.6
28. You Belong 14 2.9
29, Breakup . 18 2.1 -
30, In‘My Memory =~ 7 3.1 -
® K i B L ]
Table.2., ~~ . .
Frequencyanf f;lm use and ‘teacher’ ratlngs of- capaﬁlty of films: to stlmulate
std?ent dlSCuSSlQﬂ 1L = "stimulated. a great deal of discussion"; 5 = 'did not
stimulate discussion".’ ,
p . v /
et I‘
§
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The teacliers msed most of the films in the series. The median <
- e _ - T h ' . : Y
number of films shown by ed¢ch teacher was ' 22 out of a possible thirty.

As can be scen in Table 2z, some films, "Bully," "Buy and Buy," '"Can\

H
=

T Help," and "In My Memafy,” were.shown much less than others. Two

films, 'Because It'$ Fun' and "But Names Will Never Hﬁrt;”,wefe much

more popular among teachers than others. As there is no information . ;y*

bearing .on the reason for their selecting certain films. for showing,
v : L 'R ' B o
or the availability of them, an explanation cannot he’ offered as to

5
=

why some films werc.shown much less frequently than others. Inter-
estingly, ong oéﬁFhe films, ”Breék=up,” which was not included on the )

regularly. scheduled list was shéwn 18 times. Films may have been

" sclected by teachers on a 'word of mouth' hasis or by recomnendations

from other teachers, but there is no way of verifying this.

(2) Teacher Structured Interviews' e

Eight randomly selected teachers were interviewed at the end of

the series to tap their views about the various aspects of the series.

; v . - : C oA
We will summarize their reaction below under cach of the interview

questions. : .

(1) “How successful do you feel the program was in meeting

'

its objectives of involvement of the learner, commun-

ication skills and interactions with others and in

= .

teaching mental health.™
In answer to this question, five teachers felt~that it was fairly

successful while three thought it was highly successful. Most said

V'A 5 . = . . N 3
,the, films stimulated dlgcu551onéaméﬁgvstudénts and enabled them to )

explore alternative ways of behavior. One teacher, however, felt that

some films may have provided negative models for some children to

;

.mc,‘“"f



C .follow. Several teachers thought the films were most appropriately

0 ¥

used for graded three, four, and five, but werce inappropriatce for more

mature fifth and sixth-graders.

? T(2) "Were there any benefits to you and your students from

using the program?" o

"'If so, what were -they?"

" !'If not, what were the drawbacks?"

Most of the teachers said that the program was heneficial in allow-
with .their students.

& .
< |

ing them to communicate on a.more personal level

As a result df watching the program and participating in the djscussioﬁé,
they thought the'students were able to relate the film incidents to
real life experiencés and td{éisédgé them., As to the negative effects

of the films, some tea&hgrs_éncauﬁtered dig¥igu1ty getting discussion

géiﬁgﬂénd Ei;jlitatiﬂg the aﬁtivi%ies. Some¢ helieved that the film

'

Six of the teaﬁhéfsgﬁnterviéwed Tesﬁonded,that tthe were no

P il
‘negative effects of the program. One mentioned that she felt the series

was inuppropriate for sixth-grade students. But only one teacher men-

tioned negative side effects¥ This ¥eachér,§ai¢réhe observers may,havé
disrupted the childrén hy ﬁheir presence, As it turned out, this proh-
lem was not observed by any of thé other téacgéré iﬁterviéwed, nor was
it listed as a prahlem on any of the teacher questiénnaires,' In g§neral,
thén, ﬁast teﬁcheﬁg interviewed did not observe any degatiVe effects of

* the films themselves on the students,

2 .
F

k]
oo
[

O

e, . - -
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(4) !'"Did thc seriecs coﬂtr1hute to your undcjstJden; of yuur
’ - £

?tudentf?

]
A1l teachers Tésp@ﬂdcd positively to this question. Teachers
o < 3
“indicated that by using the program they were better able to understand

their students! behavior. The teachers said'their students hecame

more ‘open and expressed themselves more veadily. TIn this respect, then,

the program may have facilitated a closer rclationship between teacher

“'and ;ﬁildg-

) (5) ﬁpj@ﬁ}hgjpfagram éguéergnllghéngcs in the way you deal with
your studentsfh |
. Most teachers 5té¥&d that the p}ggfém did not cause significa
chaﬁges in’tﬁe way they dealt with their students. Some said the pro-

gram enahled them to 1dcnt1fy the shyer chlldren dﬂd aid thElT progress.

One thought that the Inalde/Dut prﬁgram F32111tatad her dgvr1ap1ng a

more accept1ng classroom :dtmo ”plérc{

(6) ”Q;dé£p§7932g3g2;35£§§t;ygg;zgﬁngpigj attltudes towards

themselves, their classmates, yourself, or school in

general?"

Four of the teachers interviewed did not feél they could determine
what effects the films had on their pupiis. However, four teachers

thought that the F]]mq p651t1V€1y nffected %tudents"1nterrélat10n;hlpq

~and ¢ tt1tudes *Fhs program Was‘seen as promotlng group prahlem solving

“and interpersonal EDDFET?tiOﬂi In addition, the tESChETS said the”

- 3

individual prahl ems more efficiently.
! ]
i
. ' * ] ' '
: 7 S

I



(7) '"Did the prcgrgp affect your student's abilities to handld

1

problem social situations?'

This questicn was very similar to question six. n general, the
teachers thought -that the Inside/Out pr@gfamhmay have helped students
handleiﬁr@blgm social situations, but‘it was difficult for them to
cite specific iﬁstances in 'which this was confirmed.

3

(8) !'Did you find the activities in the teacher's manual to

be helpful?"
All of the teachers interviewed felt that the activities were
hélpful. But two said they were too constraining and time consuming.
Three teachers said the activities were very helpf{ul both in promoting
and reinforcing the objectives Dfrthe Seriesland in mctivé}ing their
students. | o o

In summary, the interviews revealed that the teachers were positive

about the program. Apparently, ae¢ films acted to facilitate inter-

- ¥

personal communication between teachers and students. Teachers felt,
that by using fhe program, tRey were better aple to understand their
students' hehéviéf, and the children were ohserved ﬁo become more self-
expressive. Although some teachers thought that there were positive
effects, these effects of the program on childrén[g attitudes toward
their tea;heréi other children, and school in general wererdifFicult

to determine. Teachers also had difficulty telling if the prcgraﬁ ﬁad
positive effects -on student hehaviDrEZ'They concluded that thd positive
henefits Df:thé program ou@&eighéd any, negative side effects.

e

(3) Teachcr Questionnaires

Eighty-three percent of the teachers returned the post-program

% = . -

questionnaire. Results from 96 teacher questionnaires were analyzed.

The tcachers’ responses to the questionnaire are summarized in Figures

0o

)
Q wd 3
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- minority (15.6%) did not agree. : N

Bl
J

~3 through 16, They will be discussed item by item in the following
tText,

When asked if the Inside/Out program helped them to bhetter under-

_stand their students, a little over nine percent of the teachers strongly

apreed tsee Figure 3) and slightlyvaver sixty percent agreed., On this
gu&%tioni about 17 percent of the téuchefs were undecided and only 12.5
percgﬁtbdisagrccd (9.4 percent disagreed somewhat while about three
percent strongly disuérc@d), Ft can be concluded, then, that the large
‘majority (69%) of the teachers felt that the prégrum did help them to
hetter understand their stuﬁéntﬁf

L] . 'g:v-
In a closely related. question) teachers were asked to what extent

they ngrcéd that the program developed more positive attitudes in them
toward their students. These data appear in Figure 4gi Over 7 percent

of the teachers strongly felt that the program contributed to developing
more pgsitive attitudes in them foward their pupils while about 48 percéﬁt
agreed with the statcment to some extent. Ahau%,lS.S percent disagreed

with somc 2 percent strongly di;ngrceiﬁg that the progran developed
positive teacher attitudcsstawnrdﬁ pupiagi Kn@fher 27.1 ﬁercént were
undecided on this i%sue. Again, the haﬁ@rity of the teachers (55.2%)
Felt the program did imgr@ve fheir attitudes toward students while a
. . : ) ¥

. Figure 5 displays tan;hgr responses to the statement: ' '''"The Inside/
Out program helped, me to communicate more effectively with my Students."
tThe teachers again favored the é%ugram. Over 60 pergénﬁ of thé teachers
agreed with the statement while. only 13!5 percent rejected it. Although
25 parceng Gf the teachers were undcecided, é? ﬂppéars that a majority
felt the prcgfam did aid %ea:herspupil intéracticnsi

iy
At L
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s A majority of’ the tcachers answering the questionnaire said the i

program éléolgoﬂtributcd to their individual growth. Most CGZ,S%)
- S

answered this questian\positively while..only 10.4 percent disagreed.

Twenty-six percent of theé teachers wergﬁiﬂdecid@c on this issue.

These teacher responses appear in Figure 6.

To investigaﬁﬁfﬁhe pragram's capacity for developing téacher skills, -
steachers were asked to what: extent they, agreed that tha program lmpTDVEd
thEiT sk111-1n1E0ﬂducting classranm discu551an5, Ab@ut half ( 9%) of

5
.,

{
- the tgacher% agreed that it, dld improve the1r d1sgu551gn Skllls.

. =

’ Ncarlg 21 @ercent disagrEéd that the program was effective in this o
1:drzié5pect whllé 28 1 parcént were . undec1dad Thé EVidEﬂCE which appears
in Ilgufe 7 %uggeat% fhat‘the program was somewhat helpFul in improving
teauhars grcgp dlSCUS%lOQisgillga : iy

Figures 8 and Qisummérizeftthresults from items induced to evaluate'

rs toward the program--whether they

¥ . L\ . N,
: the general impressions of the teathe

thought'it worthwhile andiwhethqr they ‘like it. _An Sverwhélming majority
’ ' . % ¥ . - . . Ve
(69.8%) thought the program was worthwhiie. Twenty-six percent of the

fteachers strongly end@récd the ﬁrogram- ‘Less than ten percent of the

tEﬂEhETS (9 3%) did not Feel thc program was worthwhile. Dniy 1 percent
strongly diSagfeed while @%é=fifth could not evaluate the worth of the

program. Twenty-five percent of the tgachéfs highly enjoyed tae program

while another 56.3 petcent agreed that the program was“enjayabie. A
portion of the teachers, 9.3 percent, did not enjoy the program.’ Only

. r : Co.
o 1 percent of the teachers found the program hlghiy unenJoyabie o

a

The next series of items onithc ;gacherrquestionﬂiire'explored
- . ) 3 " ! v .
the PCTCLIVEd efFe;ts of the program on student attitudes toward each
- = B .

X

fy ‘ : -
VW
Q L . , o v -
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Figire 7, Teacher response to the
| - discussion skills."
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other, toward the'échoolj and toward their teachers. The degree of
-agreemgnt with the statement: "The Irside/Out.program developed more

positive attitudes in my students toward each other," is ‘shown in

. ’ ) \ © ! . )
- Figure 10. The majority of the teachers (46.9%) were uncertain whether
‘they agreed with this statement. However, more agreed-with';ﬁe state-
ment (39.6%) than disagreed (10.4%).. This suggesiéafhat the teachers

tended to perceive positive changes in students toward each other as a

"result of exposure to the program.

A second question sought teacher opinion about tie effects of
the program on the students' scho6l attitude. Again, the majority of - o
the teachers (50%) hdd difficulty answering this question (see Figure

. 11). Slightly over 30 percent of thé'téachers_agreed that the progranm
deyeloped more positive schoélugftitudes among the students, almost
twice as many as those who disagreed (16-6%)'that;the program did not

improve students' school attitudes. There is, therefore, some data.
indicating ,that students' attitudes toward school may have improved

= =1

as 4 régult QF’exposure_t@ﬁihe>prcgram, )
~Over 52 percent of the teachers aldo were uncertain of the effects

of the pragram\in%studénts' attitudes towards them, While slightly .
over 30 percent| of the teachers felt that the program had deteloped

A
more pasitive student attitudes toward them, 12.5 percent disagreed..
Thus, teachers tended to sense improved student attitudes tdward -them

with exposure to the program. These results are summarized in Figure, 12,

1]

i

Figure 13 shows the teachers' responses to the questionnaire item
asking them if they agreed that students' behavior had improved as a

result of partiéipatiﬂg in the program. Again, many of the téachers
/ ' ,

Ed
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were uncertain. Exactly half of them could not respond tg this questlon

lMore teachers disagreed (32.3%) than agreed w1th the item (14. 6%]
Acz@rd1ng#¥a these data, then, the teachers dzd not feel that the program
1mproved studénts' behavior. o - |
"+ The rESulti cf an allied ques;ién to tﬁg one above is summarized
in Figure 14, Teachers,Weré agked héw much they agreed that the Inside/
Out program helped their pupils deal W1th their emotions and feellngs
Over Ssxper:eﬁt thought that. the program spec1f1cally aided the students .
'1n thlS way. Onlv a small number nF teacherq (4. %) did not feel the- -
pngTam cantrlbuted to helplﬁg their gtudents deal with their emotions

d

- and fegllngs. None of the teacheTs strongly dlSBETEEd with this qu 5~
tionnaire item, o , . . _ , |
Dne UEvthP chief, objectivis af the Inside/Out film series. is to
aid ch11dren in developing behavioral alternatlves To establish the
program's efficiency at ‘achieving thi5,=the teachers were asged how
'%uth’théy agreéd that the program helped their students ﬁo'thihk of
SltéfnatiVEaSGlutiGAS to problem situaticﬁs.’ As'can be seen in Figure
ISg almost 67 percent . of the tEaChers agreed that the prcgram dld make
th21r étudents think of pr@blem alternatlves While 28.1 percent Df
i
ther were uncertain about this, only 3.1 perﬁent of the teachers dld, fﬁsf%ﬁﬁ’
not feel the program helped . children to think of behavioral alternatives.: |
ingwc of the teacher questlcnnalre jtems ‘asked teacher 5 about the.

'1v1t125 descr1bed in the teacher%'!panual-awhether they were clearly

3

»
k

NG

%tated and the frequency W1th which they selectéd them for use. Seventy-

-_31ght-per¢ent agreed that the activities were clearly described and

generally useful. Only 9 pefgent felt they were not useful. About

2 percenf repértcdﬂy did not use the activities at all, In summéry,
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teachers not only félt the activitiés in the Inside/Out manual‘were clear .

and useful;lbut used them with most films. |

A convincing 84.4 percent of responding teéehers felt that the pro-
K ‘gram should be cantiﬂued neﬁt yaér Qﬁly 9.4 percent did not think the
prcgram should be caﬁtlnued while over six percenz abstained or were
uadeclded Thus, the majority of-the teachers advocated ééntlnulng thé
pragram.fnr next year;. These reéﬁits are shown in Figure 16.

We also asked teéchers_at which grade-levels they felt the program
was mast.appqapriately used. Déspite;the.géﬁtAthat the program was':
designed for :bildren éighﬁ to téneyearg cld, most teachers édvacated
usiﬁg the films for foérthi fifth,-and sixth-graders. A survey of the
96 tea:heré grade level recémmendatlgns 1ﬂd1cated -that only slght selec-
tions were made far gfade thfeé while there were 66, 64, and 68 nomina-
tions for*gr&deéjfaur,‘five, and six, respectively. Only seven teachers
suggested that theuseventh gfade m{ght beraééropriate. Apparently
Vteaéhers agreedeifﬁ the distiibutian of the films to fourth, fifth,
and sixth grades. Théy_felt that tﬁe films were poessibly too advénced'
«for third gradefg and ﬁ@@ immature for seventh.graders. | n

Teachers &ere alsa-aSEed to-list what they liked and Qh§§ they dis- .
liked about the program. $ixty;eight teachers gg&é both positive and
‘negative comments. Nine gave only pcsitivé comments while two gave
. solely negatiﬁe iomments SEVEﬂtEEﬂ teachers did not respand to the;er

items. Alt@gether teachers produced 95 positive camments gempared with
78 negative comments about the films. The commenfsvwere processed by
callectlﬂg and tabulating similar statements. Only th@se;which were

shared by five or more teachérs are reported here.

-
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Régafdiﬁg the qualities aﬁd,féatufes éf;thé;?iims themsel&es, eight
teachers stated tgat they likéd the open-ended aépegt of the films:
fﬁis quaiity appafently served to stimulate discussions. &ine positive
comments were addrésseduto the technical quaiity of the films: the
éctiﬁg; music, and production. But’ﬁast of all, teachers liked the
‘realism of the films and felt they were wcl]-ﬁgitéd to the,ége of the
children in their classroom. ;; !
Teachérslélso gave mény positivé coﬁméﬁts_abaut the effects of
the filmsv@n the children In fact tnlftéﬁnrtEEQthS stated that they

felt the f11ms led Ehlld?éﬁrtD a better undérstanding of the feellng:!

emot1on5 and thlVES of cthers

J
An equal numbér of teachers were pn51t1ve about the 1nterest their
‘children showaﬂ in the fllms Children were.said to look forward to

T

seeing the films éa ich week and en;ayed Mierﬂé then.

The 'most positive comments, however, were concerned with the ability
- 1 . =

of the films to stimulate discussion. Twenty teachers commented that

they liked the films because they gave‘tﬁé éhildrenicammén problem

P

situations to discuss among themselves.

Teachers were not impressed only with the qualiiy, realism, and

relevance of the films, They felt that the children were interested in

“the films, that the films stimilated d15cu;5;aﬁ§ﬂ?&cnmmaﬂ prablems and

. 3
. that thc fllms allowed exploration of 1nd1v1dual€' emotional and mothﬂ=x

‘,

: - Y ’?

tlQH%l characteristics. .
Teachers were also requested to state what they disliked about ‘the

film series. These comments were clasgified according to the effects
of the films on students, their frequency af use} their technical quality,

%

and their relevance for use with the local school population. -
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ﬂwjﬁ \Seven teachers stated that some -of the” films may have provided

'}madels of socially unacceptable behavior. It was noted that some stu-

‘dents mimicked the undesirvable film models after, viewing the films,

One film; '"“Just Joking," was mentioned by two bf the ‘teachers as pre-
) g, 4 P ]

senting a particular problem in this vespect. There were no other

comments regarding possible direct negative effects on students in the
data collected. .

A number of teachers, however, commented on the motivating and

]

technical qualities of the series. Six stated that some’ of the films

did not $timulate discussion. Nine stated thut the films were some-

times over dramatized and too untealistic.for their children to relate

to, while ten pointed out that the sound quality on several of the

films was helow par.

The largest number of teacher c:iticismg were djreéted at the
relevaﬁce of the film series to the local school popul%tjan; Tweh{v
teachers, about one-fifth of those resﬁcndiﬂg to the teacher question-
nairve, felt that ﬁamc‘d%4theif children had‘difFiéulty relat%ng their
problems %a those dealt with in the Filmsf They observed thaﬁ many

of the films dealt with "inner-city" problems, problems ithat they

to their students. In a related commentary,

i

considered irrelgvanyg
some teachers-observéd that there were too many black children used

in some of the films, that a racial balance similar to that of the
local community would have been more appropriate.
* N N 5 N = n
The final twelve items on the teacher questionnaire asked the

.tcachers to choose their degree of agreement with a list of opposite

-

g ; N _
adjectives. A profile of these results are shown ip Figure 17. As

#
"

can be goen, most tcachers generally regayl

'ogram positively.
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D. RésultsffomtheDbservatggn Data.

Classroom observations were taken in the fall and again in the
. spring both during the after-film discussions and during regular
classroom activities. JInformation from cighteen classrooms was analyzed

for each of the seven obscrvation factors. This was done to detect

%

relationships over the school year. {Such interactions were uged t@g;fs*f*

']>nssess classroom climate on the FLACCS.) Following the factor-by-

v

factor analysis of the data, we broke down varie combinations of

positive and negative, verbal and nonverbal behaviors that were shown
= s, - . F’\

iﬁ‘thé élaserDm by both teachers andrstudéntg. We thenﬁgefféfmed: ‘
sepératevanalysié for pre- a@d pDEt—abservation;peri@as and for the
discussion and contrast activities.

There were no pré/pégn changes aggcrved on any of the FiACCS

factors on either the films, discussion, or the contrast activities,
The only significant findings were between discussion period observa-

3

tions and contrast activities. Only two of the factors revéﬂied
significant results, which will be discussed below.

There was significantly more negative pupil*behav@ar and affect

(factor one) observed:in the discussion groups than in the contrast

activities during the fall observation period (p < .02). While nega-

tive pupil a%ée:t'remained about thé same between the pre- and post-
bservations on contrast activitieszcz;:sigé compared to zgiz.gzjj
there was less.student misbehavior and negative -affect in the fall

film discussion pé%igds than in the spring CE;,sliéé,cDmpared to \

E;.sl.déjz This accounted fayifhe lack of \significant differences

found in the spring datai:
: 2o

Ea

between discussion and contrast activities

s

O
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As the year went by, because of less negative misbehavior in the dis-

_Cussicn pérind, the reduction of negative pupil behavior was enough to

void %1gn1flgant differences between discussion and contrast activitics
T S
during the post-observation period.

Factor four on the FLACCS identified the amount of tcachers' use
of strong controls and'pupils' resistance compared to an orderly class-.

room. Teachers were found to rely on the use DF”StfangEf:cgntrols and

&

encountered more passive pupil resistance in the discussjon-than in
the contrast activities--but this was true for the spring only (p <..01).
This. appears to be thé result of the teachers using leS$fstrcﬁger

controls in the spring contrast activities than their increased use of

strong controls in the discission periods. While ‘teachers decreased
. Y ’ N - ) . L )

the use of strong controlés in regular classroom-activities- from-pre-

to péstspériods, they st about the same on their use of-strong con-

trols in thefdiscussicﬂ periods.- . ' 3

Alth@ugh teachars did not 51gn1ficant1y increase thglt UHS uf strong

controls from pre- to %ﬁst oh%erVqt1an perlods i.there :%s a reductlon

A
in pupilsnegativeibéhaviars that, while nat §1gn1fjgantf Lsngeligd the

.significant dlffETEﬂEES between discussion and CDﬁtTaSt Db%grvat1cns

B

spen during the first obseryati@n perigdu Cbildreﬂ appear tq have in-

proved in their behavior without a changé in strength  of teacher control
L E ‘ . = : }{’*:..l- v -

methods. , - tt- .

S1gn1f1c4nt results were also Dbtdlﬂed when we lgoked at. combrnat1on%

. Gf_pos;tgyé/negativei teacherﬁpupll sand verhal/ngnvarhal sub Eact&rs of

- 5
= a

the FLACCS. This data Jwas analyzed to sce if 1ﬁd1V1au315 ‘in the class-

H -

room changgd in their 1ntéfpér5§nal behaviors -We f@uﬁd that in the ‘
falli at the start of-: the In41de/0ut pragram,‘the teachers used signifi--
antly more positive Verbal and pas1t1ve naﬂverbal behaV1Qr in the /f
. . . ) ‘r:"i: a% N ﬁ. R S
h; '\;ib.— = : + F : .
:T?_gi . \ e ] : Er~' . E-; ’ B‘" o ! = A
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discussions than in the contrast aﬁrivities (p 2 .00l; p = .0008). The
* . P .
mean for teacher positive verbal behavior was 3.82 compared to a mean

of 2.32 for contrast dbservations. For positive nonverbal teacher i

behavior, the-pre-program wis 1.8% compared to .9850 for the rogular

l

classroom activities. ) '
. . ., 7'_ L gv\ - 7 ) )
Quite possibly the po&itive ‘teacher demeanor seen by observers in
. /-

the ‘fall observations were mirro.ed in the pupils' behavior. They also -
showed significantly more positive verbal behavior (p < .03) in dis-

cussion periods than in regular class situations during the pr -program

ob;ervatloﬁs (K,ﬁzz 95 ccmpared w1th ..=1.94). Unl4ke tééchersi
 however, the pr11 did ‘D display sigﬂifizaﬂtly more positive non- "

4 . =
verbal bhehavior, - ,
Tt‘lb p0551ble thdt tQaLhFT ”cxpegtang1 15" for t%e program may,
hlvc heen high at the start of the progfam becaugek pérﬁips, of thc T
.. - 4y x :

4
newness of 1t, or pussih]y because it was alithﬂ h&glﬂﬂlﬂg of the

school yeari As the ygan&pr@gfcgﬁed thE leFETEﬂCL between . teachers'
= w” . =1 T, ",,= )

hehavior in the discussions became lésh d:qtlngulshnble from that of

i W

their generalfclassrgam\rclesi Accordlngly puplla' bchdvlar may have
Lpnrdllgled fhat of the, teachers over the yea* .
Crd o ¢
g . & . L
: ‘ - o
;gs%**"\a 4

e



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

w1th 1nterict1an5 in regulaT clas;raum activities; dﬂd (3) to CDTIEEF

IV.  EVALUATION SUMMARY

There were three primary ob1éct1ves of this evaluatlan Cl) to

dacumcnt p@551ble changé; in student attitudes during the school year

f
that m1ght have been influenced by the Inalde/Dut'prégram CE) to assess

 'EhE quallty of ‘the teacharepupll and pupil- pupll interactions that took

plﬂCE during the Imside/Out discussion Ré%li’ﬂ and to thtfaSt “these

- B \ E]

and analyze opinions felating to the value of the program from parents,”

studgntsr:aﬂd teazhET: . ﬂhage objectives were met by admlﬂleET]ﬂg

prs/past student attltude surveys, by callectlng first- hsnd classroon

%

observat ion before and aftET the Ing1de/@ut series was- shawn and by

us1ng paTent student, -and teacher quEStlDﬂﬂaLTES and 't eacher 1ﬂterv1ews,

The student att;tude measure was used to décumgnt any changes that

might have occurred in five affective areas:. p§r§31ved 13@11t1@n
=t ¥ -

perceived anxiety, m15hehaV1oI academlf Ccmpetsnge,,gnd schacl enthu-

sizasm. A final total of IDDS’sTudents were assessed, Gateg@rlcally,

there’ were no change% in studént attitudes from pretest to’ pcsttezt

on any of the factors. As a gr@up, studEﬂts d;d not repoTt any more or

few;r fEEllﬂgE of 15@1%tian and anxiety fronm pre- to posttest., They
did not TEEISEET‘E chaﬂge in their reported mlst13v1gr As regards
acgdemiﬂ ccmpetgﬁca; student s felt no m@retcgmpetent academically at
the end of the year than the'first, bThe school entﬁusiasﬁ'éf students
wa: not ﬂiff&féﬂt from pre- to pDStt est Tt was :Dﬂcluded that the
;S«S;Tuﬂm eﬁvlrmnmEﬁt._ln which the Inside/ vt program played a minor

did not Significantly alter student attitudes during the sch@gl

i
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

‘period and, second, the filmsswere not sPegificélly_designed to alter

‘These results do not necessarily indict the classroom progrems or

the film series themselves. 'Student attltUdEb are very cgﬁplcx and may

be influenced_by a number of factars. It would have been too much to
expect the film series to influence stédénf attitudes directly hecause
first, the discussion sessions were held once a week for a short time
students on any of the above actions.  The attitude measure was intended
as an instrumental “guidgpgét” to document any changes on vital student

opinions that might have resulted from using the film series in the

1

.¢lassroom. Our information suggests that student attitudes, while

generally not improved over the year:'wefe ét least undisturbed by
introducing the In51de/Dut progrdm to the clsssraams

Pre- and past program nbservatlans were tﬂken 1n 37 classréams both

during ﬁftéfifilm discussion periods and during regular classraﬂm situ-

ations, ‘Although there were no differences between the pre< and post

observation on-any of the seven factors of the observation instrument,

there ‘were statistically significant differenc2s found between discussion

sessions and the regular school activities

H

For example, there was more negative pupil oehavior witnessed at

the first of the year in the discussion groups than seen in the régular

f

classroom situations. Fhis lefErence was not 51gﬂ1f1cﬁnt at the end @f

the yéif} Students were less d]SGbEdlEﬂt and negative in thé 5pr1ng

it was énauéh that, by the end of thég}eaf. there were ﬂavdifferénées

in negative student behavigf betwee{,fibm'and contrast periods. .
Teachers did not use StrﬂﬂgEngﬁnffDls in the diECﬁSEiGﬂvPETiGdS

ﬁhan in their usual classr@am routines fTam pre - tGﬁPDSt=§bS§£ﬁatiDﬂ!

- . ¥
- g_- -

je=t e

. Y
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discussion sessions. While, this change-was not statistically significant,
; nang L ,

3
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But significant differences appeared between these two factors in'the

spring observation period, mainly because teachers used less stringent
] 1 , :

=i

student controls in. regular activities in the spring than they did in o

~ the fall.

At the beginning of the program, teachers used more positive verbal
and nonverbal actions in discussions than in regular school situations.

But tﬂ;afd the end-of ghe year;-théy we?e.DBEETved to use no more ﬁggis
tive behavi@is in discussions thén!fhey:did under cant535§ canditiénsa»
lPupllg may hdug modelled th31r teacher's verbal gEhSVlQr,VfDT at the

first of thE'yga? tﬁey shewed move positive verbal behavior then'at the

~end. *

A, Pgrunt QuastloﬂnaLléxa

Sixtyéthfee pgrcgntkof {he’ISS questionnaires sent to parents were
returhed amd analyzed, Over seventy-percent of the parents.had not seen

any'cf the films, but a majority (64%}-bad talked with their children
- about the Eilms: Based on the information gathered by seeing the films

£

First-hand éﬂd b} talkiné ;p their children about the program, 38 per-
) éEEﬂt of the parents judged the program as h31ng Ualueicss The majorlty
Df parenta, 55 ﬁerceﬂt, vere either undec1ded about the program or
avoided ;udgmenti Thus, of the number of parents wha;ﬁalt_thgydweré
-EﬂpahiE'ﬁf 5udging ‘the Ingidé/aut program, a majority fg&cred it,
. \ _‘Aé

B Student QUEStlDﬂﬂdJI ( : ! I

n \m

Almost all of the 1005 students (95%) said they liked. the films
and thought they would be good to shew to other children, Eighty percent

1liked the discuss.ons and activities. And most (84%) stated that they




would 1ike t& see the films again. But the results réyéa}éd”mcre-than
just the pp?u}arit}.;f the program. Eighty) five percent of the students
agreed that the program helped them thiﬂ% of cther‘w§ys to deal with =
prohlem situatians; Not Qﬂlj was the program overwhelmingly popular

among students, they also felf that it was hslpful to then.

C; ]EdEhET Quest1annalre
" Eighty-three per:ent of the fourth, fifth, and sixthzgfade tedachers

returned thEﬂpostsprgTamiquestiDﬂﬁaire. The majority of the teachers
felt that the érégram.botﬁ helped them to undefstéﬁd their students inid

nroved their'attifudg§itayard them, | |

Most teachers alié Eelfithat the program aided cammunizatign’bEs
:twéen them and their studéats. . The teachers indicated that the program
facilitated not gnly thézr own individual grawth but thelr professional

growth aslwell as it éervgd to ShaTEEﬂ their d15§u551ﬂn skills.™ Over
é§¥d the program and cohsidered

70 percent both enjp; it w@rthwhilé,

HDWQVET, tE}Qthh were ﬁDt s0 pDSlthE in eval 't1ng the effects
of the In51d5296t program on studcnts In gEﬂefal teachers. felt that

“the program déveloped pusltlve stiudent dttitudES tcward each other,

toward schogl, and toward the teachers themselves One thlng d 1arge
: ma3Df1ty of teachers dld secen ta be certain about was tha% the pragram
Lantf1bu ed to hElplhg Chl]dTEﬂ to hettEf dea’ with th21? em@tlans and
?&Ellngb.g Only a hindFul, alittle ovér four: percent, did nrot: thlnk
the program was sucgessfulrin this way. But the t.achers reversed
themselves when they were asked {f they Eélt the program iﬁpfaved
: stuﬂe;tsbehaviar; The méjority of teachers did not think the program
'impfaved student behaviaf. Another very positive tégcher_npp?aisal of

the Inside/Out program came when they were asked if it helped students to

-3
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. think gf alterﬁativeé to probleﬁ situations. Again, a ma;nrlty thnght
the program was very SULCESSfUI in this respect whlle a g@a?l minority
disagreed. x

:Fiﬂally; teachers were asked to dézide whether to CGﬁtiﬁué>OT dis-

‘continue the Inside/Out program for the cnmlng year, A large magarlty

(84 ) advocated continuing the pragram whlle nine percent did nat favor

continuing the pragrdm.
There is little substantive evidence in this report to indicate’

that the Inside/Out fllm series was effective in Lhanglng students'

L v =

attitudes or impraving the quality of 1nterper5qnal relationships in a
classroom over a. year, even in the hands of teachers who accept the

value éf the program. However, the GpinlDﬂ datqrccllected fiom parentg,

- i

%tudents, and tea:hérs 1ﬂd1tdt§ that the program is accepted by parents

.

and is quite popular’amang students and teachers. The Inside/Our prec-
gram was perceived by teachers as developing better undersﬁandiﬁg;
more positive attitudesg communication skills, and caﬁ;ributiﬁg;to
their growth as individuals. Teachers weré un;ertain about the program's
effécﬁs on students' behavior and attztudés As a general conclusion, g
' /

then, the pf@gram'is perceived by teachérs as meeting 1ts ‘intended

objectives, but there 15-11ttle EVldenCE 1nd1cat1ﬁg that .he prégfém

=

-3
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Parent Questionnaire
0f the tb1rty INSIDE/OUT f11m§ %hﬂWﬂ in grades 4, 5, and 6,
. how many have you seen? :
___none _E__il-s ___6-15 __16-25 . .26-30"
.Based on. my seeing the films, 1t is my Dp1n1an that they are:
___of no value S . r;f dittle value _____no apinmn
____of some value N 77:13{-" great \)*a]'.m7
My child and I have talked about the series at home:
___never - _some ' ___a great deal
Based on the talks between my c¢hild and my ei, k%d upcn my;
experlences in viewing the Fllms ) fgel they are»i_:- : \1‘{
. %
?;____of no value _@gﬂaf little value _____ho.opinion
_____of some value _____of great value
y j iy =
; .
% § °
AR
- e
a x| e

§ R
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.7 ABOUT YOU AND YOUR FRIENDS

(Test Administrator's Instrugtions)

To be administered in two parts: TItems 1 through 25, items
26 th}Dugh 52. Allow a shgf% break between the two parts.

a

Note to Test Administrator

Before passing out the pupil answer sheet, you must write .

your two digit identification number and each student's twn
~digit. identification number in the boxes in the upper right

, o' . ' T /

hand corner of the pupil answer sheet in ink. Write the E

Child'S name llghtly in pencil on the answer sheet. FEach
N .
Chlld must r6251ve the answer sheet with hls/her lightly

written name and his/her and yagr unique two digit identi-
-fication numbers. Have thé childrén erase their names, or

you may erasé them later.
. Be sure to precede each question with its appropriate num- .
| . : L

{ ber. The pupil's answer sheet is designed such that every

1" Five questions arc enclosed in a sequentlally lettered set
af boxes. Take Qvery prEautlcn to assure that the pupils ;
i | i : ' *

are answeving in the appropriately numbered space.

/
——— e

e

O : [1

s i




* 70 BE READ TO CHILDREN 1 R

Listen carefully while I read you some questiaﬁS— .After 1 read -

a questlang thlnk about ‘the things that thE happened to you 1n/
sshoal and dec1de whether you wauld answer YES or NO. If your /

answer is YES write the "YES" on your answer sheet If your /

s

aﬁ%WET is ND write the ward MNO™,

i

IF A CHILD HAS GREAT DIFFILUITY IN WRITING YES OR 'NO, SUGGEST/
/

A" FDR YES AND A "0" FOR NO. : ‘ _ i sy

e - s - S

. . N
- For example, "Do you like to play football?" Write your answér
‘on your answer sheet. If your answer is YES write the. word

"YES" beside number 1. If your answgr is NO, write the\waﬁé

“_'_ !
3 L i

I

"NO" beside number 1. . o F
Let's try one more question: '"Are you good at gé@kiﬂg?"’ If §§u

' . - ' 3
arc good at cooking, your answer is YES. Write "YES” b351de

number 2. If you are not gggd at ?DDklﬂF, wrlte "NG” bESJdE
number 2. ! i
i \‘-,_,"'} "
WORDS, TN PARENTHTSLS MAY BE USED IF GRDUP MEMBERS DO NFT;
 UNDERSTAND THE PRECEEDING WORD, J 4
i
1y I
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ABOUT YOU AND muR FRIECNDS
(;\manaTRA roOR's QLJL g% PEACIR R
L Do you like o play Jfootiall? : ' A
2. Ar‘e you i}um! at :xmkmg | , 7:

Jﬁ Do childecn usually ask \/(u to .play with them? - _ )

n,

(%)

Do you cjo your work quickly? _

D(;) yﬁu thml\ ynu are one c:l’ thfhdrdL%t wnriurs ln yuur‘ f_ldn!-

Nuw [I l“: M(NE C)N TL) IIIE rm‘v: u:r’ll Rl l) "ri"

6. Arc yuu‘ well behaved in Scl?cm!?i
7 Do -ynu read well?
8.0 Do you thini. up :(;j()()(j iiltsa;;;?
9. Do you like m_ihc;;v with other children?
H‘) [JD ynu gtl Vi ry wurmcd WhL‘ﬁDVLF you have to ml\c' a I T
N()W LL 1t MOVL ON TO THE VBC)){- LE'Y’TLI\‘,U) e 77 |
H Du yuur mml”“'n': linuc:h; T Q‘:
I? Are you daing wéi! 'ir‘; your schonl w!ﬁrk?
3. DD you gu:n\itn Lruubfc in school?
lu; Are you Al impmi‘l:ml- [3erson i!ﬁryé’ur clpss? | o
15, Do-you taln o new children at school? ' - [/
4+ ""s..z\
ANy

i



NOW LET's MOVE ON TO “IME ‘BOX, LLTTERED "o,

%

Do most of your classmates like vou? | -
. _ & . _ : ——

a : L

Do you tike math -(arithmctic)?ﬁ\_ e o ’ AN
. L) . ',. £ :

Do you gel a ot of scolding at school? o e

Is school iuteresting lDi;ifé_u? e ) D g

Y

Dogyou havi: tun at school? - S 1

CNOW LIS MAYE ON TO THE BOX LETTERE( L

20
22,
27,

20,

Do you like 1h help other children? - o E
Does your teacher have to tell you to do your worlk?
Do you think you know as much as the other children in your class?

Are you mcan lo,other children? . ' /
to be.picked for games?

i

NOW LET 'S MOVE ON TO THE BOX LETTERLD Yo

26,
27.
20,
Do yuu‘r. T!‘it_:n_ti:% like tlo filc;\llp you?

30,

Do you laugh when others make mistakes !

-

%f
Are you snmart?

Do you have anly a few friends? *

- NOW LET'S M()VEVDN TO THE BOX LETTERLD "gr »

o classmate calls you a bad name, do you fight?
s . — —— S ,,} ,,,‘7'77 - .

32,

33.

Do .ynu like school?

————— =

Do other children pick on you?” ) : : G
Do you gel glong well with your teachers?

Do you write good stories and reports?,

Do you usually do well on tests?




NC)W Ll T M()VE ON TD IH[_ Bf?)f LL FT[R[I) "H" - //

36. Do,,yc)ur classmates make fun of ynu?' : H
37. Do you gel nervous (worried) when the teachér c:allsﬁr)/,uu?
& oo T - o . g
.38, Do most al your friends think you're.smart? ’ j
H Lo . - . = . . _ . 5

39, Do you foul around too much in’ class?

ho,  Are yuu h.xppf in school? : S ' “
NDW U TS MC)VE ON TO THE BDX L_L“l ILRI’[J "I“ .
ot Can you give a gmd report in ffcmt of the class? H
42. Do yo:xu'rlikgz r.;izu.l,ingZ
#3. Do you feel left out of things (aclivities) in your class?
. > Are you alraid you'll do” something wrong at school?
5, Do ynu Ullul‘, yﬂu nLed more frlend; ) :
: NDW Li l'*s MDVE C)N TD HIE BC)}( LFTTFRLD "J“
L46. Are you qouud at math (Bﬁlhl‘nélif‘;)? . - . ,_j
o7, s it hard 1ur you to make friends?
08. Would you dy something wrong because youf friends ask .you to?
49. s the Stihm)l work so hard that you are afraid you will fail?
- ' W,
50. f\r‘f\ y(‘)u nhum ln try new things? B w T
N()W L I';. M()Vl CJN ’i() TIlF H(’)}{ IFTH I\FD "K"
'Zl; !H ll )mr(l ln l.snllf with H\E Dlher c:hi!fircﬁ in ynur f’ld‘a : : lg -
| " _ o LA TP
52. Do’you otlen clisng;rvc with what the teacher tells you to do?

8

-
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ABOUT YOU AND YOUR FRIENDS

PUPIL ANSWER.SHEET

61

A D
1 ) ! 16. B
T
2. o ) _ 17. _
3. L 18, n
4, ] 19. o
5, o o _ 0.
B
6. ) i ~ 21._ ) ]
7. ) ) - 22, s
) ! k
8. = o 23, ) ) _
10. o ) S
e
11. _ ) — _
12. - B ) 7. _
13, o 28 ) .
14. i 29. _ _
15. _ ) 30. _ _
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INSIDE/OUT EVALUATTON
STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

I liked the INSIDE/OUT films.

I liked the discussions we had after the films.

Yes ___No

I 1ik -+ the things we'did.afEEE ToLorrims,

I think other kids should seec these

Yes No N -

I would like to see the films again.

64
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. If so, in what ways? : -

INSIDE/OUT EVALUATION
STRUCTURED INTERVIEW

/

How successful do you feel the INSIDE/OUT scrics was in meeting
its objectives of involvement of the lcarner, communication skills
and interaction with otliers, and teaching of mental health?

Why?

- Were there any benefits to you and/or your students from using the

program?

If so, what werc they?

If not, what were its drawbacks?

Were there any problems or negative effects from using the program?

What?

Did the series contribute to your understunding of your students?

How or how not?
3

Did the program cause any chéﬁges in the way you decal with your
students? . .

) . ’ :
Did the prcgrégfaffect your students’ attitudes toward themselves,
their classmates, yourself, or school in general? :

How?

Did the program affect your students' abilities to handle probiem
social sitvitions? . :
Did you find the activities in the teachers' manual to be he}pfﬁl?

2

(Sl

Q0
el
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INSTRUCTTIONS:

INSTIDE/OUT PROGRAM EVALUATION
TEAGHER QUESTIONNATRI:

t

Please respond to the statements below by circling your

opinion on the right. SA = Strongly Agrec; A = Agree;

U = Undecided; D = Disagrec; SD = Strongly Disagree.

JTHE TNSTDE"OUT PROGRAM.

Heljed .me to better understand my students. SA A U D sD

Helped me communicate nore effectively SA A U D 8D
with my students.

Contributed to my own individual® growth. SA A U D 8D

Iﬁﬁ?ﬂ¥edﬁmy skill in conducting classroom SA A U D 8D

discussions with my students.
Was really worthwhile. . SA A

Was enjoyable for me. ' SA A U D 8D

ot
wo
[y
=

N

Developed more pesitive attitudes in SA\ A U D 8D
me towards my students. . i ’

Improved étudent discussion skigMs. SA A U D sD

Helped my students communicatc more S\ A U D sSD |
effectively with cach other. '

Developed more positive attitudes in SA A U D 8D
my students towards themsel-es,

Developrd more positive . i *iules in - SA A

=
=

S

‘my students toward schooi:.

Developed more positive attitudes in SA
my students toward me,

U D sD

=

Improved my students classroom hehavior. SA SA U D °SD

Helped my students in dealing with SA A U _D 8D
their emotions and feelings. '

Helped my students think ,of alternative @ SA A U D  SD
ways of dealing with proitlem situations.

The activities deScTibgd in the teachers! SA A U D 2D

manual were clearly described and
generally useful.



Did you select an activity in the ‘teachers' manual with:

_all films most films some films  few films no films

. What did you like -about the INSIDE/OUT Serics? -

What did you dislike ahout the Series? &:

&

e

’ i

I recommend IZat the INSIDE/OUT program be: . continued discontinued.
. — —_

For which grade levels are the films most appropriately used?
K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 L11 12

Please rate the IN%TDF/OUT program Iy C]lelng the appropriate number on
.cach item listed below:

practical 1 2 3 % 5 6 impractical
interesting =~ = 1 M 273 4 5 6 boring
appropriate 1 2 z 4 5 6 inappropriate
useful : ’1 . 2 3 4 5 6 useless |
effective | -1 2 3 4. 5 6 ineffecéivé
efficient . 1 2 i 4 5 6 jnéfficieﬁt
' Eeneficiai 1 2 3 4: 5 6 not beﬂeFiciai
valuahle 1 2 3 4 5 6 valueless
f1§x151§ | 12 O 56 inflexible
stimilating 1 2 5 4 5 6 dull
relevant | 1 2 3 i 5 6 irrelevant



