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"~ Interactive closed circuit classroom television systems were in-,

stalled in two special education classrooms to ‘evaluate their impact

on learning experiences of severely visually impaired studeants. Dur-

fing\a three-year experimental period data-were colledtéd from apprbxi— :

mately 14 elementary students meaéuring achievement, visual-motor

integration, visual memory, and_rélﬁVang social psychologicai dimen- R

sions. Outcomes'were examired in within-subjects analyses assessing

extent and pattern of change over time. Results indicated‘éignificant,

improvements across measurement areas. Achievement scores approximated B
. i} . k *

grade normal by the final year,-éuggesting that the experimental syé—

tem provided educational opportunities comparable to those experienced

| by the fully sighted.
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IILEQACLIVE CLOSED CIRCUIT TELEVISIOV EDUCATIONAL TMPLICATIONS.
FOR THE SEVERELl'VISUALLY IMPAIRED o o

" Tora K. Bikson and Thomas H. Bikson pd
, 4 The Rand Corporation
. e ~ April 1979
An Tnteracti\ie Classroom Teleyi sion System (lCTS)lis a way of
creating a visual classroom env1ronment for partially sighted stu—,
" dents: by making use of the. magnificacion, brightness and contrast
) ucapabilities'of telev1s1on‘camerasland monitors. More precisely, an
ICTS is'a mvlticamera, multimonitor closed circuit-telev151on,system
iinking a series of student desks, a teacher s desk and'a room-

-~ view1ng camera. Such a system permits teachers and their partially
s1ghted students to be in continuous two-way visual communication )
with cne another (See Fig. 1). Moreover, it allows partially sighted
students to function v1sually in -classroom situations that are closely
“akin to those experienced by their fully sighted peers; that is, they
can read ordinary printed matter, look at ‘pictures, write- with pen

Eor‘pencil do workbook problems, correct each others' papers, see

- the clock on the wall, draw or paint. Thus, an ICTS, constitutes a
complex visual aid that enables severely 1mpaired students to make
the fullest possible use of their residual vision. This paper pre~
serzs the results of a three—year demonstration project whose aim was-

- | ‘to evaluate the effects of an ICTS on the learning experiences of

partially sighted elementary school students in special education
programs in two Southern California school districts. The assumption'
underlying the research was that even. severely impaired students have -
residhal v1sual capabilities which, given an appropr1ate aid, can be
put to use to maximize learn1ng ‘and prov1de educational outcomes

*
compaLable to those of the fully sighted. ) X
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fThis research was’ supported by grants from the Bureau of Educa—
tion for the Handicapped, U.S. Office of Education (contract 300-75-
0123) 'and. from the Rehabilitation Services Administration (grant 1l4-
P-55846/9). : :
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SUBJECTS AND PROCEDURES | | . .

Students "in the two participating specint ~Iucation programs -

were eligible to take part in the ICTS pre st 2y if they-&ere par-
tially sighted, i.e., if acuity'in the beft.¢ - aven with correc-
_ tive lenses-did not exceed 20/70 but was Yii: s i%en light perceéption

yenis, nonvisual

or projection alone; b) if, given multiple .mjwi'¥

’Handicaps did not seriously interfere with use «: %¥ controls;. and

-

c¢) if they were n0m1nally assigned to grade levels .s1e through six

~ for enrollmeunt purposes, regardless of actual performance level. Ap-
proximately 14 students met these criteria and became subgerdé in the
three~year research project; more than 80 percen:, were legally bllnd
Teachers in the part1c1pat1ng speclar educatlon programs were
trained to operate the ICTS and were encOuraged to empioy ordinary !
grade—approprlate curricular materials (e g5, texts, work sheets,
paper—and—penc1l games) ; however actual choices of materlals and '
lesson plans were ent1*ely their own. Teachers were required to have
their students spend “two hours per day u81ng the ICTS for academ1c in-

structinn in group as well as 1nd1v1duallzed activities. In addltlon,

they could use the ICTS as much’ or as little ‘as they pleased in non-

'acadeclc activities such as music, art and drama. 1t was hypothe—

s1zed that such an ICTS program would s1gn1f1cantly improve the learn—

"~

ing experiences of the partially sighted subjects in the demonstratlon.

3

DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS -

Program outcomes for subjects were chceptuallzed in terms of

four areas. Of primary importance-was the impact “of the ICTS on\,

. dcademic achievement in basic, 2lementary si&?Ol skills. Basic skills,

for the purpose of th1s evaluation, -were’ restrlcted to readlng and
mathematlcs ach1evement as measured by appropr1ate subtests of the
Comprehens1ve Test of Bas1c Skrlls (CTBS). A second area of concern

was ‘the relatlonshlp of the ICTS to v1sually dependent perceptual—

motor processes such as visual motor 1ntegrat10n (assess%g Ry the
Development Test of V1sual Motor Intrgratlon, or VMI) and visual mem-
ory (assessed”by the v1sual sequential subtest .of the Illln01s ‘Test

of Psycholinguistic Abllltles, or ITEA). For the part1ally s1ghted

!
!

K
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'student making use'of residual Qision by means-of an ICTS,'these.
processes are fmporta nt med1ators of information encod1ng and decod—
?: ::1ng, and thus could have a-substantlal influence on learnlng

" Next the progect sought to determine what effect, if any,;/he._v

'ICTb had on self and social attltudcs (e.g., self esteem. and peer

aff111at10n) thought to be s1gn1f1cant in students' school ‘experiences.

.

For this purpose we employed both a verbal self -réport 1nstrument -

$

: (the Self Ohservatlon Scales, or SOS) and a symbol manipulation task
L2

Q

using geometrlc shapes and relatlonshlps to stand for self and socJal
constructs (the Self Soc1a1 uonstructs Test, or SSCT) The f1nal .
evaluatlon domain ¢ ssessed only dur1ng the thlrd project year, was

_facial affect decodlngfand encod1ng It was supposed that for par-

- tially sighted studentc soclal competence 'is in part v1sually medla—:
xted——that the ab111ty accurately to perceive and'respond to social
st1mu11 is an important part “of psychosoclal development which nost-
likely invo;Vesjsuccessful affect decoding and encodingq The former
"wa’s measured by the InterePersonhPerception Test (IPPY), while the
latter was medasured in terms of scores on a fac1al express1on produc--
tion ta sk dev1sed by. Ekman (v P. Ekman and W. Frlesen Unmasklng the’
gacel_Prentlce Hall, r9?5) )

v " - ’
Measures were administered primarily on a pre;post basis each .
'Hacademlc year. An exception was achleJement testlng because scores
are known to’ change little from sprlug to the follow11g fall post—.
. - measures collected 1n one year served as premeasures for the succeed-
1ng year unless the student changed test revels. .Where possible,
L scores were represen"ed in terms of age or grade level equlvalents _
and/or their.distance from an age or grade normal outcome. Because .
the' number of subJects enrolled in the prOJect during any g1ven year

was ‘small and because there was little reason to expect normally

L

dlstrlbufed data, evaluatlon outcomes w1th1n vears Were ;nvest1°ated
‘- prlmarlly by the use of nonparametrlc analyses rely1ng only on ord1nal
properties oi scores. Examlnlng pre—to—post changes was. of primary
interest. For this purpose, Wilcoxen matched-pairs s‘gned—ranks
tests (w1th3n subjects) were used. Between—subJects comparlsons ex= E
' plorlng outcome d1fferences as a functlon of such factors as site

or l”e group (grades ‘one through three versus grades four through s1x)
O ' o« el -. o . ' o . ) .
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were assessed with the Mann Whitney U statistic. ' )% . . .
In order to investigate changes'within subjects over 'time, longi- 3

~tudinal- analyses were undertaken at .the end of the project. For this

- purpose, data were grouped on the bas1s of "partlclpatlon year' for

all subJects for whom at least two years éf _measures were available.-
Deflnlng pert1c1patlon years 1 and II .as a subJect s first and second.
year of enrollment in the progect (1ndependently of calendar year)
generated a suff1c1ently large sample for repeated measures analyses
‘of variance. Long1tud1nal analyses employ both time of measurement
(pre—to;post) and part1c1patlon year (I and II) as repeated 1ndepend—
ent factors, where' appropriate, such. analyses also include grade—or
age-group as crossed 1ndependent factors. T ’
" Results . .
Discus&ion of results is organized accordlng to the order in

which outcome areas: were descr1bed aoove.' Achievement evaluation
results over th° three years of the demonstratlon generated the -fol-
Llow1ng conclus1ons. Flrst, pre—post tomparisons showed "ICTS subjects
improving s1gn1f1cantly in both reading and mathematics “each year,

as expected Further; at the end of the first year.the following
pattern of gains was evident: older students wete significarntly far—
ther from grade normal in both readlng -and mathematlcs than were
younger sfudents, an outcome to be expected given the cumulatlve
‘nature of educational def1c1rs, and all students performed s1gn1f1-

. cantly better in mathematlcs (i.e., scored closer to grade normal)

- than in read1ng (see Table-1).  Werinferred that relatlve superlorlty -

of mathematics scores was attr1butable to the fact that d01ng compu—

tatlons requlres less scanning than does read1ng However, stucents
scores were systematlcallv 1nfer10r to grade normal in both skill

areas at the end »f the first year. The second year's data revealed

a contrasting galns pattern? substantJPlly greater 1mprovement

-

occurred in readlng than ln mathematics, SO that no stat1st callv sig-

n1f1cant d1fferences remalned between scores in the two skill areas;

apparently a second year of ILTS exper1ence enabled studentq to learn

Rt M L H
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average gain of 1 year 2 2 months in reading equivalents per year

tne Jisual scanning.skills requisite for‘advances in- reading achieve;
ment (see;Table 2). Finally,,by the end of the third year of the
deﬁonstration, students' achievement scores in both skill areas were -
not significantly different from grade normal (see Table 3.

Tables 4 and 5 present cell means (N = 17) and values of F withs

. related'significance levels for eXamined sources of variation in‘read-

ing -and- mathematics scores studied longitvdinaily. Table & treats

- reading results as obtained grade equivalent scores (upper half) and
as distances between obtained.and grade normal_scores (lower half); .~
Table 5 is organized simwiarly. ks the analysis summary indicates,

reading .scores in grade equivalents exhibit. a highly 51gn1f1cant main

’effect_for pre—post change, a result anticipated on the basis of

%within—year findings. The average gain was 4.7 months in participa-

- tion year Iand 1 year 6 months- in participation year II, or an f

,among two- year students.” While participation year 1tself yields no

main effeet, the change—by year ‘interaction terms is 51gn1f1cant, read—

\

ing gains are substantially greater in a student' s second year, a i

finding that corroborates w1th1n—year conclu51ons. The analysis of

distances between obtained and grade normal read1ng scores, in con-

.trast, finds ‘no source of variation to significantly 1nfluence Te- s

suits. It“is 1nterest1ng to note that while lower-level students’'
scores tend to Ee_less distant from grade nornal“(in part reflecting .
floor effects), it is higher level students whose scores, snow’a'net -
decrease in distance from grade normal over two participation years. -
Comparable findings come from'iongitudinal analyses of mathematics

scores. As Table 5 indicates, mathematics scores exhibit strong main .
effects for pre-to-post change acrosstwo participation years. Aver-

age gain in grade equivalents was 6.8'months in the first participa—i

tion year and 1 year 1 month in the.Second,.for an_average nine- . -
month gain per. 10-month school year. _Here3 howcver,“the change-by- -

year interaction'is not~statistically significant. The analysis of
distances between obtained and grade normal mathematics scores,

like that for reading-scores, shows no significant source of varia-

tion. It is-interesting;.nevertheless to note the similar pattern
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~of -mean discrepancies in relation'to grade level. That is, while

grade level does,not vield a main effect, the average discrepancy' . S

' tends to be smaller for younger bhan for older students, while' :

older students show more systematic* decreases in discrepancy during
the two years. ’ L. | . R . .
The investigation- of the two v1sually dependent peroeptual-
motor sklll areas yielded an 1nterest1ng and related pattern of re- .
sults. With respect ‘te visual-motor 1ntegration students scores -
showed ‘a’ s1gn1f1cant 1ncrease in the f1rst year although at post test
they rem31ned substantially behind developmental age norms. Visual- =~ | .-
sequential memory scores were higher, on average by the end’ of  the JH
first year -as well but not by a statmstlcally 81gn1f1cant margin
(see Table 6). In contrast, the second year's data manifested Just
“the 0ppos1te sorts of results VMI scores tended in general to 1ncrease
but not systematically, ITPA v1sual sequential memory scores, on the “
other hand, showed strong and s1gn1f1cant 1mprov€ments.' It seemed
likely that v1sual—motor coordination .increased as students learned
to use the ICTS during the f1rst year of the demonstratlon. But
scann1ng, as we have seen, was more difficult and apparently required
a longer learning period Thus, VlSUal sequent1al memory scores
(partly dependent on scanning skills) did not evidence s1gn1f1cant
pos1t1ve change until ‘the second year. during which reading: (also
scan-dependent) 1mproved as well (see fable 7). These conJectures
were supported by examining 1ntercorrelations among achievement and'
visually dependent skill scores. ile ITPA scotes’ were associated
with mathematics achievement they were much more closely correlated
with reading ach1evement. The third year sﬂoutcomes showed further
(and.significant) gains in*VMI scores, with subjects topping out on
the ITPA’ subtest (see Table 8). | ‘ I i
Longitudinal results are given in which tables 9 and 10 present
cell means and values of F with related s1gn1f1cance levels for in-
dependent factors expected to 1nfluence V1sual—motor integration.

and visual sequential memory (N = l7),'scores represent age ‘equiva-

lents in months. The analysis summary in Table 9 (upper half) indi-

“cates a highly significant main effect for overall rate of pre-post

e ..
i -

i
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change in visual~motor 1ntegratlon, an encourag1ng result»Since fall-

to- sprlng ‘gains reached stat1st1cal s1gn1f1cance dur1ng only two of
the three project yea’s.. The average ga1n 1n month equlvalents was

12.1 for par*1c1pation year L and 14 2 for partlclpatlon vear I1I, of”

~an average gain of 13.2 months in developmental equlvalents per year

“in visual-motor 1ntegratlon among twé-year students. Dependent
measures ‘in the lower half of Table 9 represent distance of obta1ned
scores “from age-normal scores in terms of months. Here.the rate of

" .change approaches s1gn1f1cance, suggest1ng that students were maklng

'strong, stable progress toward developmentally normal performance in

v1sual-motor 1ntegratlon. In addltlon age level significantly in-
fluenced scores, with older students beglnnlng and remalning much

further behind developmental norms than younger _students. Longltud—

~inmal analys1s of VMI scores, then, supported conclus1ons drawanrom'

.,w1th1n-year data while students showed 1mprovement across progect

years, measured both as ga1ns in developmental months and as “de-

creases in distance from a"e—nornal v1sual-motor functlonlng, they

- were unable to ellmlnate the discrepancy between obta1ned and develop-

mentally expected scores,-W1th older students being at the most severe .

disadvantage.

Contrast1ng findings come from the analyses of v1sual sequentlal
memory scores. As. Table -10- (upper half) 1nd1cates, none of tne ex-
amlned sources  of var1atlon had a maJor effect on visual sequentlal -
memory. Part1c1patlon year is the strongest 1ndependent “factor. and

approaches statlstlcal s1gn1f1cance, suggesting that -the second year

: of ICTS experlence was 1mportant in promotlng visual sequentlal

i
.skills.~ Outcomes at the end of the second part1c1patlon year aver-

aged 15. l months higher than outcomes attained at post-test time 12 °

. months earlier, these f1nd1ngs tend to corroborate 1nterpretatlons

‘of w1th1n—year studies (where only the second proJect year producedF
s1gn1f1cant gains) and are strengthened by results of the longitud—‘

1nal\1nvest1gatlonhof read1ng and mathematics scores. The-examination
I . :
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.- 'of distances between obtained and age—normal scores is summarizedf ~.;.. .'b
in the lower half of Table 10 where only one main effect is evident: .
_ older students isual sequential memory performance was substan- .
o ‘tially .more di§%:epant with developmental norms than,was the performance .

of younger students: ‘The cell means suggest that gains on- age norms ,\\‘\\'
o are.found primarily among the younger students, with older students

rieither losing ground nor'advancing ConSequently,'the factnthat

by the end of the project no s1gnificant differences existed be-

-

tween/obtained and grade-normal scores wis primarily a function of
the scores of younger students. These res lts, together w1th tHe = . -
longitudinal analysis of VMI scores, suggest that it may be more
‘.ﬁ - difficult for students to overcome: deficits in perceptual motor skills -8
j,related to visual impairment than to overcome related achievement
»  .deficits. .If'so; it could be supposed that while perceptual motot
,v.skills surely facilitate transfer'of academic information and 'while
somé level of skill acquisi-ion is requisite for'reading-and mathe-
mat:cs achlevement, age-normal perceptual motor function is not ‘nec-
essary to grade-normal ?chievement _ .

The third evaluation area, .self and socisl attitudes,,seemed most

e

recalcitrant to change. Two different measurement methods Were
chosen to assess a set of-attitudes thought to be relevant to school
O success. " The experimentally developed ‘Self Social Constructs Test -
. (SSCT), a nonverbal instrument that makes use of spatial symbols and
" their arrangement to represent self and social schemata, was employed
'<to'assess four constructs: self esteem, social distance from'teachers
and peers, and scope of-peer’ attachment The second attitude‘instru-
ment employed the nationally normed Self ObservaLion Scales (SOS),
| is a set’.of verbal. ve§-no items - designed to assess self-acceptance,
sccial maturity,.school_affiliation, and self security. - Results for
the two instruments on a within-year basis are presented in. Tables \'
-ll;through 17: As is evident, schoolﬁrelevant self and social atti-
‘tudes did not'show positivezdifférence scores over the three yeags
generally commensurate with achievement and related Visual skill.
S ga1ns. Speclfirally, the first year s data yielded no overall sig-.

nificant gains on any psychosocial measure except for social maturity

) CRP . L . . ¢
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- were manifest in the seconﬁ year s data (Table 12)

-

. s1sten* changes appeared (Table 13)

. measured analyses essentially-cogroborate these conclUsions.,

socially-oriented measures.

~

and probably reflective of normal soc1al development with 1ncreas1ng

school experience (Table ll)

s1gn1f1cant poé;tive qhanges in self esteem and peer attachment or
affillation“scoreQ (SOS SSCT) generated by.two quite’ d1fferent meas- {

urement ‘methods.’ .However, by the third year, only small and 1ncon-

(SSCT)

(SOS) also yielded a s1gn1ficant decrease.

v

Somevhat more encougaging results

30c1al distance from peers'

which y1elded .

howed a significant decrease, but school’ affiliation score°

Longituﬁinal repeated

Re—‘

sults for the three self—oriented attitude measures appear in Tables

14 and 15 (upper .half).

source of Vaiiation in attitude toward self is grade level,

Here 1t is ev1dent that the strongest

-, -
older Som

students exh1b1t1ng more favorable self constructs acrpss fairly

different measurement methods.

fests a mdin effect for pre-post change in a positive dlrection, in’
the absence of.support from -measures of related constructs, however,
this outcome. is:not sfronglv~compelling.

through 17 present ‘simmary’ " tdbles for repeated measures analyses of

over. time as well .as grade level are generated'by the socdal- maturity

measure (again interpreted as reflecting maturation).

Only self acceprance (SOS) also mani—'“

As expected,

Tables a5 (lower half)_

~

(SOS), an outcomeanot~spec1f1cally assoc1ated w1th the demonstration S

strongest effects foruchangc

tive measures, in contrast, show the following results..

of peer contact tapping aspects of intimacy and extens1veness show

" School reflec—

SSCT measures

that while closeness to teachers is unaffected by any 1ndependent

factor, older students seem to have more extensive peer networks and

to feel closer to other students during the school year.'

other hand,

the S0S ‘measure of school affillation ev1dence a decrease

©

;'over the school year especially among younger students..

f1nd1ngs have led us to three conclusions.
able to locate or develop more sensitive and valid measures of self
and social att1tudes among handicapped studentsr

poss1ble that the history of often—tested severely. hand1capped students

First, it would be des1r—

‘Second,

On the,hw

These

it is

'

kS

o
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engenders rather invariant failure expectatlons-w1th attendant negat1ve
self images that are d1ff1cult to overcome; we were unable to-observe
pos1t¢ve changes in self and: soc1al constructs commensurate with strong
gains in ach1evement and related visual skills. Finally, it seems
particularly 1mportant to give special attentlon to the socioemotlonal
climate for lower—grade visually 1mpa1red elementary school students.
The last evaluation domain compr1sed affect decoding and encoding

Th1s assessment was 1ntroduced in-the -third year of the study.on the

Lo

hypothes1s that sogial perception and social communicatlon m1ght be
\/ .
v1sually based skills that mediate 1nterpersonal behayior for v1sually

jimpaired students in somewhat the same way ‘that visual symbolic capa-

blllty medlates academ1c activity. If(so, then &t would be worthwhile
to attempt to understand more about the self-social constructs of
subjects by assessing, hypothet1cally underlying skills. Table.l8
preéents within year results for the Inter—Person Perception Test.

As is evident, at pretest subJects performed poorly on the fac1al
'affect recogn1t10n task (IPPT), and no stat1st1cally s1gn1f1cant
overall-gains in affect decoding were atta1ned. In part the absence’
of recognltion gains seemed due to the task st1mu11. -Although every
effort had been made to 1mprove -the contrast in the standard st1mulus_

photographs for the IPPT subJects still had d1ff1culty d1scr1m1nat1ng

lfacial details. While novel test development lay beyond the scope of

;. the progect results from the affect encoding task led us to belleve

that a better stimulus set would have produced ‘better results. With

i'”respect to affect encoding ("making a face" conventionally representa—

tive of/a spec1f1ed affect), ICTS subjects scored profoundly worse than

matched. fully s1ghted~controls (Table 19). However, within a year,

- subjects had made significant advances 5o that post test-scores com*

pared favorably with the pretest scores of the controls° no sign1f1cantf
d1fferences remained between ‘them (Figures 2-6). Because reproduction
is usually ‘regarded as more difficalt than recogn1tion, we suspect that
recognition scores are depressed due to an 1nadequate measurement

method. We believe that affect decoding and encoding among part1ally ",

~

s1ghted students is an area’ well worth further® exploration particularly

’

-

re



.

in relatlon to development of soc1al competence among the v1sually

hand1capped

In summary, three years of evafuatlon data suggest that the ICTS

Y

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

'of partlally s1ghted elementary school students.

closed the gap between the1r oW and grade normal outcomes.

v

had™a strong and stable" positive—impact—on-the-learning-experiences.— "

"Effects are most

v1s1b1e 1n read1ng and mathematics ach1evement where students have

The -

greatest”ﬁeed is for develop1ng methods to enhance self and soc1al
constructs, perhaps by using the ICTIS to facllltate 1nterpersona1 '
competence. Overall 1t was our conclus1on that the ICTS can be used o ’.:_

to. max1m12e ‘the learning opportun1t1es of severely v1sually impaired

students and to prov1de educatlonal experlences comparable to those

bf the fully s1ghted ' - . A ’ . '

.



Table R o)

. CTBS SCORES, .1975- 1976 s

_ Reading Mathematics RN
. - Distance . Distance :
Al Post-  from  Pre- Pre- | Post- from Pre- Pre- | Post-test: .
Grade | test  Grade test® - Post | test  Grade test Post Reading -
Subject ormal Score: MNormal Score Change Score Normal Score Changé | Mathematics
site 1| ' o S _ . R
- 10k 6.9 5.4 -1.5 4.6 "+0.8 | 4.9 -2.0- ‘5,2 - .-0.3 +0.5
102 5.9 1.8 4.4 1.5 +0.3 | - 3.7 -2.2 279 +0.8 -1.9
103 | 3.9 3.3 -0.6 3.6 -0.3 | 4.0 +0.1 3.8 4+0.2 -0.7
04 | 4.9 5.2 +0.3 5.8 -0.6 .| 5.9 41,0 . 4.4 +1.5 -0.7
105 1.9 _L.5 -0.4 0.6 +0.9° | 2.1 +0.2 0.5 +1.6 -0.6"
Site II \ o © .
201 3.9 3.0 -0.9 2.3 +0.7 || 2.5 -1.4 2.5 +0- +0.5
—203_.].6.9 3.1 -3.8 - . 2.3 +0.8 |~ 3.3 - -3.6 3.2 +0.1 -0.2
205 1.9 1.8 . -0.1 _'""ITOa TH0.87 T 207 40787 2:0% - 41,7 -0.9 T
210 6.9 2.3 - -4.6 2.3 10 3.6 . -3.3 1.6 +2.0 =1.3
' Means 1.8~ Cos0.n | - _1.24 +0.8 20.6.

Theonetical beginning first grade 'score} thls student
bottomed out on the fall CTBS. :

<

&



Table 2 '
CTBS- SCORES, 1976-1977
Reading Yy Mathematics
Distance L Distance ; . i =
_ Post- from Pre- Pre- | Post- from Pre-  Pre- Pogt-~tesgt:
. Grade | test Grade test - Post | test  Grade . test  Post ‘Reading -~
Subject |Normal | Score Normal = Score Change| Score Normal  Score Change.|Mathematics.
Site I- E ! . _ Do
102 |- 6.9 2.1 -4.8 1.8 +0.3 4,0 . --2.9 3.7 +0.3 | -=1.9
103 4.9 5.1 +0.2 3.3 +1.8 5.8. - 40.9 4.0 . +1.8 -0.7
104 5.9 651 +0.4 5.2 ' #1.1 |. 6.7 +0.8 5.9 ° +0.8 . =0.4
site II| ° : o S . . :
201 . 4.9 5.1 +0.2 © 3.0 +2.1.{ 3.4 - -1.5 2.5 +0.9 +1.7
. 203 ' 7.9 | 4.8 -3.1 3.1 +1.7| "3.0 . -4.9 - 3.3 -0.3 . 1.8,
- 210 7.9 |+ 3.5 4.4 2.3 +1.2 4.4 . -3.5 3.6 +0.8 -0.9 = -
211 1.9 . 1.7 -~-0.2 . 0.1 +1.6 1.3 -0.6 0.1 ° +1.2. +0.4
-->213..| . 4.,9._f -5.7.._.40.8 5.5 _+40.2} 5.1  +40.2- - 4.0 +1.1 " +0.6
214 2.9 1.9 -1.0 1.2. +0.7 1.8 . ~-1.1 0.1 +1.7 QYL
215 | 6.9 4.9 - -2.0 - 2.2 +2.7 3.3 -3.6° - 3.6 -0.3 - +1.6
Means | 7 . -L.39 C 4Ll -1.62 $0.8°|  +0.2.
“\- '
. .
. 13 ,




:{able §

CTBS SCORES, 1977-1978

_Reading Mathematics
, Distance _ ) ~ Distarnce R
Post—.. from ‘Pre- Pre- Post--  from Pre- Pre- Post~tests:
Grade +} test Grade ; test Post | teést Grade test Post: Reading -
Subject | Normal | Score Normal  Score ‘Change | Score - Normal Score Change Mathematics.
Site T o o . ‘ - 1. )
103 5.9 5.4 -0.5 ~5.1  +0.3 | 7.1 +1.2° 528 +1.3 -1.7
104 6.9 7.8 . +0.9 6.3 +1.5 | 6.5 -0.4 6.7 +0.9 , +1.3
Site II . . . S
- 201 5.9 6.9 +0.11 5.1 +1.8 5.7 -0.3 3.4 . +2.3 +1.2
204 3.9 0.3 -3.7 . 0.2 +0.1 0.6 -3.4 0.1 +0.5 -0.3 -
207 2.9 1.9 -1.1 1.7~ +0.2 | 4.5 +1.7 3.2 +1.3 -2.6
7208 2.9 1.6 -1.4°  .0.1 +1.5 1.6 -1.4 1.2 +0.4 | +0.0
0210 8.9 5.0 -3.10 3.5  +1.5 5.0 -3.1 4.4  +0.6 . +0.0" -
212 | 2.9 . 1.9 ~1l.1 1.7 . +0.2 2.9 -0.1 1.5 +1.4 -1.0
=213 5.9 |10.0  +4.2 ° 5.7 _+4.5 | 7.0 +1.2 5.1 - +1.11 +3.0
215 7.9 6.3 -1.7 . 4.9 41,6 | 5.6 . -2047 3.3 TU42.300 057
216 409 1. 7.1 -2.3 4.3 42,10 | 6.3 +1.7 - 5.2 . +1.3 | + +Qu6-
217 4.9 7.1 -2.3 3.4 . 3.9 +| 5.7 " +0.9 . 2.8 +2.11 +1.4 %,
Means -0.2 +1.6 -0.4 +1.3" +0.2




Table 4

°

LONGI?QDINAL READING SCORE ANALYSIS

CTBS READING SCORES (grade equivalents)

.. Participation Year

Rate of Change I 5 5 S '
. ' Pre 3.2 3.4 .
o Post -.3.7,-" 5.0
_ Source - T P ‘
¢ Participation-Yeaf -.9;‘ n.s.
Rate of Change 14.26 - .002
Year X Rate - . 4,05 .06 v
o .

1

-~ . !

Participation Year

| DISTANCE BETWEEN OBTAINED AND GRADE NOKMAL READING SCORES:

.- . N . .
] I - IT
~ “Rate of ° : — — — :
Change Grade Level Grade Level
_ _Lower Higher ‘Lower ‘Hicher
Pre -0.2 - -2.0 -}y -n.4 -2.1.°
Post - -0.8 2.2 -1.0 - -1,1
. Source F ‘P
Particiﬁntidn‘Year h .01 i Y;~~¢7wwﬂ:nﬁé.}
. Rate of Change . .12 .ni.s.
Grade Level | .64 n.s. 5
~ Year X Rate © .61 n.s. B
Year X Grade - 7,06 n.s.
Rate X Crade ) - 1.62 1™ nis. ‘




. Table 5 -
£
v LONGlTUDlNAL MATHE \IAL‘T(‘S S(,ORL ANALYSIS
-
- ot e AR
CTBS MATHEMATICS SCORES (gcade equivalents) .
! -
- = ParticipaC1on Year
Rate-of Change 1 II
T ’ . \ T -
Pre ) . 302 4 3-?
) - " Post 3.9 . 4.8
A ’ '
' Source ° - o F - P .
"Participation Year - 1.15 7 n.s. Vo
'Rate of Change *.- 19.87 < .001 _\‘“
" Year X Rate S PO U n.s. =\
! - U e . R H . ]
DIQ»TAI\CE BEI‘\\'EE\I 0BT [\I‘ £D AND CRAT‘E NORX lAL ‘U\'lHLMATICS S\,ORES
‘- S ' ' Part1c1pat10n Ycar R
. ." - ‘ .. . I . . e . .. . -' 3 . . . ’ . .\_
KA L . R II. A\ .
o Rate of - _ 1s ki
: Change : . . . Grade Level L : Grade Level
S ' _.%- ~ Lower - - - Higher . _ . Lower Hlpher
3 o : - . - . . . : R
i . Pre =~ | =0.05 -2.0 -0.6 - -1.8.
! R . . . - . . . o X -
) " Post’ .- =0.6 1.9 .0 b —1-5.-1f
. .
% : “ o, x - "
i .. Source. F P
!.Participation Year . .01 . ness
| Rate of Change LooLos : o .S o
. Grade Level o .o 1.0 . © . n.s. FIR
i ! Ycar X Rate L : 1.79 ; B . “N.S. ' o
| Year X Grade : 01 T - n.s. -

Rate X QFadc A A5 . n.s.




' Table 6 - '
-\ L VISUALLY DEPERC&NT SKILLS, 1975-1976 e
‘WML - © o = aareA®
’ : _f‘.-. ' . . - . ' ! " . . Po.st_
. |- Age__| Post-~ Distance- Pre-  -Pre- |Post- Distance Pre-  Pre- ; test:
. (Years— | test’ from Age; test - Post | test from Age test Post | VMI-
Subject | months) | Score ‘vNormal Score . Change | Score  Normal'. Score Change ITPA -
site I.| ' S
101 | 11=7 .}.8-8 35 7-2  +18 S5-4 =75 N L
102 | 11-3 | 6-10-  -53 6-10 . 40 .| 5-7,. . -68. R - +15
S 103, 9-2 . 7-10 - =16 . 6-5 7 +17 | 10-5-  +15 ; =310
104+ 9-10 10-11- +13 = 7-10 +37 | 10-5 +7 - « + 6
- 105 6-8 -5-7 -13 .50 . +7 | 610 +2 . |15
site T | . | ~ o DR B
201 | 8-% 6-10 .. -20 = :5-10 +12 6-6- =24 . 8=4 =22 |+ 4
203 | T12-4 9-6 . % -34 7 5-6 +8 | 6-6 -70.. 7-10  =16- ; +36-
204 S 9-10 4-1 , =33 4-9 . - 8 -5-7 . =15 &-4  "#15° | -18
1205 - |- 6-7 " 7-4 +9 .. -6-5° 411 | 6-2 -5 . ,6-2 + 0 +l4
206 7 6-1 C4-9 7 -16. 4-6 +3 7] 10-5¢  452- . 4-10 | +67 | +68
207 | '5-5 | 5-3 -2, bety o 411 5-77  +2 . 62 -7 | -4
- 208 | 5-8 . | "4-9 -11 bty +5 4-10  -10 3-1 +21 | -1
24210 11-9- . | 7210 -« =47 T4 67| 5710 -.71 5-7 , +3 .| +24°
" Means " |- - B T L s = T D . T s
aITPA was not' aciministgar‘ed to Madison- subjects in. fall 19_76_; - . R
| chiiing scores. ° A " Co |




- . ' . . Table 7- )
. - VISUALLY DEPENDENT SKILLS, 1976-1977
VML ITPA
) ',Age | Post—= Distance Pre-- - Pre-- -'Po':r,jt—'—~»Dis't:ance_ Pre-- Pre~
‘. - (Years— | test ~ from Age. test ~Post | test _from Age test = -Post
Subject months) | Score  Normal Score Change | Score ) Normal Score Change
- Site I : - : - | S )
102 12-3 8-7 -44 6-10 421 | -5-10.- =77 5-7  +3
103 10-2 6-5 45 7-10° -17 | 10=5 = +3 10-5+ + 9 -
104 10-10 |11-9  +11 710-11 +10 | 10-5+ +0 10-5+ + 0
‘Site II o | | .
201 -9-6 9-6" +0° 6-7,  +35 -9-6 +3 7-3 7 430
203 13-4 7-11 . =65 7-4°. + 1 6-10 - -66 7-10- -12
. 204 7-10 4-9 =27 bt 45 6-2 -20 - 5-7 T+ 7
©207 6-5 .| 5-3  ,-14 - 5-3 -+ 0 | 10-5 - +48 6=2 - +51°
. 208 6-8 6-10 +2 w5-7 %15 | 6-2 " -6 4=l 422 -
- 210 12-9 9-4 . -41 6:5 435, | 7-10° <47 . . 7-3 o+ 7
To11 | 72 5-0. . =26 - 4=b.  + 8 5-10  -16. 4-7 - 415
7212 T|~.6-10" | 5-0 -22 4-9.  + 3. 6-6 - -4 527 - 411 .
213 9=10._ | 9-6 -4 6-7  +35 | 10-5+ - 47771 6-10  +43 7
Ctea14 | 8-3 ['s-0 o -39 5-7 -7 | :5-10 =29 6-6 ~ —8.
" 915 -1i-8 6-10""--.-58  "8-7 21 | 10-5¢+". *0 . _9-9 = +8
Means | =27 IR ] ' 15 0 +13
' TCeiling score. : . : Tt .
d g B



,5'.-.; ] i - \ \
B . Table 8 . T
_ .+ ¢ VISUALLY DEPENDENT SKILLS, 1977-1978
wroo | ITPA
4Agé' Postﬁ“—ﬁistanéé——Pré——;~_Prea———Posf=“*—Distanceﬁ—Pre— Pre—'
(Years | test ~from Age- test. Post [ test  from Age . test’ Post. -
Subject | months)| Score Normal Score Change Score Normal - 'S¢ére  Change
.‘.Site I. " : i R " a Lo L ’ _ -
103 11-2 - 9-4 =22 - 6-5 435 10—5+a- +0 10-5 a- +
104 -11-10 12-8." - +10 - 11-9- +11 .| 10-5+ +0 10-5+" - + .
107 61 4-9 - =16 4-1 -+ 8 3-4 -33 - 3-7 =3
. Site II | - L :', . T , B . s »
© 201 | 10-6 11-1 o+ 7 .9-6 419 10-5+ + 0 .9-9 . +8
204 |  8-10- 1 5-7 -39 4-9. +10 | 5-10. =36 6-2 -4
< 907 - 7-5 5-7 -22 S-3 - +4 | 9-9 429 10-5. ' - 8
208 | 7-8 7-6 - -4 6-10 +.6 | °9-9 T - 425 6-2 - H43
210 -1 13-9 6-10° . ~83 9-4 - -30 " | 6-10° -83. 7-10 . -12
. 212 7-10—|" 6-0 . =22 520 412 | 6-6 =16 66, 0, °
. 213 '10-10 | - 9-6 =16 9-6, + 0 |10-5 -+ 0 lO—Sd IR
915 | v12-8 | 9-4 40 6-10 ¥30 .| 7-3.i =65 10:5% ~ .-38
o216 | .0 9-11 6=7: =40 7-2. -1 [10-5° " +6 10-5 4
0217 - 9-10° 7-11 =23 9-6 - -19 10-5 + 7 10-57 " + :
Means |- | o w2t e k6 | W B

a'Ceilijng s'cq_re.-» . . o

bThe fféqugﬁcf'bf positive.nohscoreable changes (i{é.; changes ‘beyond ceiiing)
 renders mean change infeasible”tofcalculate’for the final project year.’

c } . B ‘ . . H— Coee

* . - N L




Table 9
LONGITUFIVAL VISUAL MOTOR lVFIGhAFIOV JTJDY ' : =

'r—*f'\'\%ﬁ5:

L

VMI SCOREq (age equivalents in monLns)

R e e S . . Py

Participatlon Year

|

0, .7 Rate of Change 1 B SR .
l
l

S . o Pre e 130l 8204 '
- : : ’ . . :
. » i B !
| Post 85.2-. | = 96.6
| _2‘ : " Source’ :  . F . “: h
Participation Year 1.46 n.s.
> Rate of Change : 14.67 . < .001
.. ' . .-Year X Rate- . 1 .09 - . n.s.
. DISTANCE BETQE;uiOB'AI“ED AND AGE HORMAL Vil SCORES

- ) r

o ‘ o Par;ic1patlon Year

e R e :_  %;' Lowcr  Hiqﬁcr - I. -Lower - -Higher
! “Pre ' -17.0, |--41.0 || -20.6 07} =39.6 ..
| ' B ‘ . .

Post | =17.3 -30.5 - -14.2 .} -31.9

T b A . Source, - . F- . : P
/.- . H B — - - ) . o
{32 i N [

s .;'Participatlon Year - . : .00 L " n.S.

, E; Rate of -Change - -~ . . 2.98 < ,-.10
1 Grade- Level ' - -5.27 - .J’.‘ 0$
. Year X Rate ©.006 e n.s.
; Year X Age T .00 A nis.

o . ey, s X -
M Rate X Age L “?‘7»5—--.»:-"‘ . ‘ Ne.Se.
'. . \: - . B * .
" L2557 .
2 < -

- 4y
w



Table 10

LONGITUDINAL V1SUAL MEMORY STUDY

-

[ S

ITPA SCORES (age equi'valeri%s in months)
S - Participation Year

Rate of Change S | I1 “
S Pre 76.67 . 92.17

e . Post 1. 82.89 98.0
.L‘
. b
Source F P -
' St Participat'i'o'n'.\’e_ar 2.36 .14
;i * 'Rate of Change 1.69 - n.s. . -
', .~ Year X Rate .002 . n.s.
" DISTANCE BETWEEN OBTAINED AND AGE NORMAL ITPA SCORES
e _ ) Participation Year _ R
i : . .
- i ‘ I L I1°
| .+ Rateof" ' —
" ‘Change Age Level Age Level
! ' S Lower " Hizhérl- - Lower -~ Higher
-Pre 6.8 ~39.8 -13.2 8.1 |
Post " -10.2- -37.3 -1.8 .. =40.9 )
‘ .. Source f _p_ .

R iy - “ . ' 3
‘Participation Year .08 n.s. ’
Rate of Change " .01 ©N.S. ° '
_Crade Level ,; 6.31 ; .02 L

| ‘Year X Rate o7 "1.67 n.s. . .
* Year X Age . = * .00~ N n.s. ‘.
. Rate X Age “1.67 - 5 ‘Mes. )
T [ I e n e e e S i 4 8 A i e S S S Atk b —r—— —-\\.... sene i — e o b =
. B N v . . ' ‘ o
23 : :
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11
PSYCHOSOCIAL OUTC?).\H:JS, 1975-1976

" SELF SOCIAL CONSTRUCTS u...L -
g
Self-Accepcance Social Maturity School Affiliation |  Self-Securiry
.Post:— Pre- ) .Pre-"| Post- Pre.— Pre- | Post— Pre- P::-e- Post- Pre- , Pre-.
test test _ Post _test.___test—..Post.- —test—- test-—-Pult--{ test~—test— —Post "
— —-Sibject | Score Score Cba" gel Score. Score Change| Score Store Change | Score Score Change
EY N -
Site I - : : o : .-
. 101 65 . 61 + 1. 53 54 -1 59 58 +1 67 61 +6
: ©o 102 54 - 60 -6 54 50 + 4 59 56 ' +5 46 | 55 -9
103 56 63 -7.0 55 56. =~ 1~ 35 ° 8 -3 65 66 -1
104 - 65. 64 + 1 ©.57 56 + 1 - 59 58 +1 67" _6&6... +1
105 - 64 48 +16 ~56 53° +3 57 33 +24 67 . 67 +0
. . . e . . -
site IT- : ’ » . - . '
. 201, 57 .52 - 45 - 56 5i, ~1 31 44 =13 63 59 + 4
203 - 60 59 +1 38 - 60 -2 _ 61 39 + 2 57 57 +0 -
o . 204 55 56 - 1. 26 . 24 + 2 52 58 -4 25 22 + 3
~ 205 55 38 +17 55 - 49 + 6 43 52 -9 , 58 46 +12
206 43 - 4] + 2 . 0 24 + 6 55 43 +12 34 37 -3
207 40 42 -12 - 30 29"+ 1 ‘28 il -13 46 S0 -4
208 |> S3 53 + 0. 39 . 37 +2 46 - 60 -14 45 48 -3
-210° - 51 3  +38 51 4 410 46 51 =5 52; , 45 -+ 7
- Means. | -55 52, +2.7] 48 %5 +2.3) 50 s1 -1.2] 53 52 +1.0
a’l‘-’-scofgs: stalesare scandardized with x = 50 and s.d. = 10. L, )
3 ; . . . - ———
> - . " - i e a B
* SELF-OBSERVATION SCALES- .
. . Sl ~
; S Social Distance Social Distance R
- Self-Estegn -. fron Students’ from Teachers’ ' Attachment to Peers
Post- Pre- Pre- Post—-.Pre- *° Pre- " Pos\;- Pre- . Pre- Post— "Pre— Pfe-
test test ‘ Post | test test .~ Post test test - Post g1 test test * Post
Subject | Score Score Chan'_“ Score Score Change Score Score -Change Score ' Score Change
Csite 1 | . - . L :
101 ). 39 _ 38 . + 1 2 7 o =5 2 2 +0 24 24 +0
.12 24 34 -10- 7 10 e 6. -3 +3 23 18 +5
103 . 26 27 - -1 9 7 +2 12 4 T+ 8 18 21 ~3
104 29 . - 28 +1 2 5 -3. 2 4 +2 24 24 + 0
1105 20~ 234 -3 8 6 42 1 10 + 1 21 237 -2,
¢ _ SiceII : N T B .
- 201 | ;.28 20 7 T+ 8 10 4 +6 . 7 9 -2 21 14 + 7
. 203 . 39 27 +12 2 5 -3 2 - 8 -6 19 5 +14
.204 23 33 -10 .| - 6- -2 +4 5 2 . +3 2 13 -11
205 - 34, 24, 410 7 2 +5 - 2, .2 +0 23 T3 20
206, 27 37 =10 7 9 & =2 6 .7 -1 7 15 -8
. 207 34 32 +2 3 4 v -1 12° 2 +10 15° . 14 -« +1
208 22, 23 -1 | "2 6 -4 2 -5 ~3 16 12 + 4
210 45 29 416 2 9 - +7 . 12 10, ] 19 1?s,£ 1.
o : e . . ) . erd .
" Heans 3029 412 s, 6 40.4 6 "5 +1.3] .18 16 +2.2
- S - - . o . :
Rarge _(8%43) (2-12) AN ¢35 1)) (0-24)
aﬂegacive cha'vges are reprcsentaci\e of, d..cn,:xsua sacial °
discance (L.e., favorable ci 'mge_). . ‘
. ‘ .l
N - 4 .:3 4 -1
o ‘ B -

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




PSYCHOSOCTAL OUTCOMES,

" Table 12 .

v SELF SOCIAL COWSTRUCTS [:ST

1976-1977 . - -

‘Self-Acceptance Social Maturity School Affiliation | - Self-SecﬁriW _
‘ Post- Pre- Pre- |Post- Pre- Pre- |Post- Pre- Pre- | Post- Pre- Pre<
- ~ 7 -]-test—-test.. Post |test rest Post | test test Post | ctest  test Post
Subject | Score Score Changze | Score Score. Change | Score Score Change | Score . Score Change
Y O oy
- Site I - ) o < :
) . 102 - 60 54 + 6 " 59 57 +2- 60 56 +4 58 54 + 4
o 103 62 ° 43 +19 57 50 " +7 . 43 30 ¢ #13° 66 69 -3
104 6377 63 0 60 60 O 59 59 0 - 67 67 0
: Site ml : : - U B i-
201 |, 38 58 o 51 52 -1 24 *30 -6 7 . 711 -1
. 203 .. - 59 61 " -2 58 48 +10 39 60 ~21 55 . 50 . +5
v . 204 53 - 50 + 3 46 .24 +20 40 51 ~11 55 30 +25
. 207 61 49 +12 38 38 -0 32 45 -14 52 51 + 1
. 208 55 56 . -1 " 24 27 -3 51 47 O +4 - 36 34. + 2,
i 210 60 54 + 6 54 53 +1 43 . 27 +16 56 58 =72
- 211 55 8 +7 33 28 + 5 -36 36 0. 51 737 +14
212 58 49 + 9. 25 38 -13. 38 43 - <57 47 v 60 -13.
213 61 55 +6 56 54 +2 38 41 -3 63 54 +9
214 57 56 +1 - 42 27 +15° 50 56 -6 53 52 +1
215 62 57. + 5 59 49 +10 50 51 -1 65 56 +9
i Means | 59, 36 +5.] 47 a6 +3.9 43 7 45 . -21 ST . 54 +3.6
2 “r-scores: icaies are standardized with x = 50 and, s.d.™= 10, ° . '
’ . - A o :
- STLF-OBSERVATIO:! SCALES 5 ¢ N .
. N ~ . BN ’ .
N e T ‘,' R Social Distance "'Soz:ial‘ Distance . - b
- Self-Esteen ° from Students - from Tzachers: Agtackmenc to Peers °
R " Post- Pre- Pre- |Post- Pré- Pre- Post- Pre‘f Pre- Post-i- Pre- Pre-
. . | test test Post | test  test Post _[test Test™ Post test  test Post. .|
Subject | Score Score Change | Score _Score Change™ | Score Score Change” | Score Score Change -
Site I . . . ' . ' 5
102 29 T 26 + 3 2 & -2 6 5 T4 1 .17 19 -2
103 K 24 +9 4 7 <473 16 7 -1 . 5 12 -.7.
104 "31. - 16, 415 9 2 [+ 2 2 +0 -24 24 ]
Site 1t . . - .o ' o "
) .201 44 32 +12 2 © 6 -4 © 2 12 -10 9 16 -7
- - 203, 29 30 -1 2 2, %0 <2 2t +0 26 . 21 + 3
C206 ) 2% 41, 0 -17 s .21 %3 .8 2 ¥ 6" 300 2 o+
© 207 "} 36 36 0 2 .2 w0 =3 2 +°1 19 =~ 22 -3
208 - 34 -, 26 ~8 1772 2 4+ 0 2. -2 +0 2. 24 )
. - 210 34 31 +3 12 12 .¥0 2 12 ~-10 22 19 +°3
~211 |, 36 8- +8& |, 2 » 2 +0 27 5 -3 ~ 24 6° +18
212 22 20 + 2 6 5 +1 5. 10 -5 3 - 4 -1
213 40 k) § +9 7 . 8 -"1 . 12 9 +.3 26 - 21 o+ 3
214 - | 48, 38 +10 2 20 #0442 12 =10 - [ . 19, 9 +10
215 42 27" 415 2 4 -2 .22 +0: - 24 24/ -0
Heans 360 29 +5.4] 4 & -o0.07| 4 6...72:071 17 16 +1.3
. = : ! : - - ‘
.- Range - i (8-48)" ( 12) (2-12) ) (0—24)
. aﬂegltive changes are repreqentative of c‘zﬂrcascd socia.l - . .-
) discwu:e (i.e., ta\'oraole change). 7 Yoo . 4 !
.\,', v e = S Noud V i
'1' . 0 J . b - ,“Lu
Q i L v : -
EMC N 1 L M . "
SN 4
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37 PSYCHOSOCIAL OUTCO}

SELF SOCIAL CONSTRUCTS TEST

- Table 12°

v L -

£S, 1977-1978

K4

~

w : : Social .Di’.'stance- Social Di: :ance - . S
) Self-Esteen from Students - from Teachers Attachment to Peers.
{ . , 5 o R T~ . N
o / Post~ Pre- . P.re- Post- _Pre- :Pre- Post-_ Pre- Pre- [Post- Pre- = Pre-
S test - test. Post test test , Post ' | test test Post test test Post
=. Su:% ject | Score Scb'r_'é"' Change | Score Stoxe Chdnge™ | Score Score - Change Score Score Change
o osite I |- . R .
CL 103 ) 2P0 = 3 5 -5 +0 8 - -3 +0 10 -19. =9
. 104 27 28 -1 2 2 +0 ‘2 2 '+ 0 22 ..12 | 419
i 107 31 13 +18 2 4 -2 2 -8 -6 15 12 +3
i L . : 2 - Z - e ) e v
~Site II i - . ' - e
: 201 .28, 43 -15 .3 . 2 "+ 1 7 6 +1 13 18 -5
204 . 250 .. 25 +90 4 7 -3 6 I “+3 ~ 3 R
207 Y43 T 48 - 5, 12 7 + 5 12 " 123y, +0. 24 24 +0
208 25 41 .  ~16 -2 2 +0 -2 27 +0 24 . 24 +0
. 210 32 28 - + 4 2 12 -10 12 ... 12 +0 26 - 24 + 0
| 212 - 23 33 -10 3 6, . =13 8. 12 -4 4 - 9 -5
© 213 30 -39 -9 2 & =2 ~1270 12 0+ 0 18 12 +6 .
215 - 22 3 -8 2 7 =5 2¢ .z . +0 21 0 -3
216 . 35 28 + 9 2 5 =3 9. 4 =+ 5 21 /21/" +0
217 .28 17 +11 |2 3 - .f 1 3 +4 . 12// 13 -1
<. . Means 0 -3 - -19) 3 5 -8 |7 0 37 +02- 16 .16 =03
Range. (0-48) ©(2-12) (2-12) (0-24) .
) ,‘aNégativé' chanées ‘are representative.of degregsed soc’ifa]-. :
distaace (i.e.,.favorable change). ’ e .
! : - + D ! '
. o . ' ‘ - i - .
|SELF-OBSERVATION SCALES™ - |
i " . — - “ - - - ’ — - - P .
) . ‘»'_qulf;Acceptance o Social Maturity Schor), Affiliacion - Self-Security T
. ’Post- Pra- = “Pre- l;os,ﬁ-_ Pre- Pre- |Post~ Pre- Pre-- | Post- Pre- Pfe-—
A test ‘test , Post |test - test ~ Post ,ftest test  Post |ctest . test ' Post
© - Subject -S_core Score Change } Score' Score, Change Score Score ~Change | Score Score ‘Change
T sitel | - . P 40 - - ‘
©. 103 59 .57 + 2 57 56 +3 7| .57 35 +22 68 68 +0
. 104 - 63 60 +3 62 60" + 2 © .53 53 +0 67 . 67 . 0
- 107 46 63 -17 21 44 =23 . 33, 49 . -16 £33 758 -25
: -site 11| .- S L -
S w201 61 60 +1 64 647 +0 57 57 +0 | |, 64 62 +2 .
. 204 S0 52 -2 40 © 30 410 55" .- 54  +1 48 497 -1
,-w - 207 61 60 + 1 54 54 . 0 52 55 -3 - 62 "6l 41
208 53 59 -6 52 °'s4 42 55 60. =5 61 .59 + 2
- 210 .99 - 53 + 6 61 : 63 -2 54 53 + 1 64 - 54 +10
. 212 54 "S53 + 1 33 27 +6 ' 31 41 =10 47 - 53 =6
Loy 58 61 -3 59 .59 %0 8 - 54 -16. 52 767 -15
- 215 59 62 -3 | '62 37  +5 54 - 60 -6 57 61 -4
’ 216 . 60 S5 + 57 . 54 49 + 5 40 28 +12 61 ° 56. + 35
217 52, 49 +3 58 59  -1- 56 .55 . +1 .36 46 - =10
Means s6 57 0.7 527 7 52 +0.5| 49 so - 2.3 55 58 - 3.1
®r-scores: scales are standardized with'x = 50 and s.d. = 10. . : 2

@ o s S

ERIC .
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» . _-;' ‘ , ) '..\.. . ' 2t o |
a Lot - ; " N b,. . . Tnbl(). 14 . ‘ . )
~ . -LONGITUDINAL STUDY OF SELF ATTITUDES ™ -
- SELF-ESTREM (SSCT) . .~ -~ . o .
I N SN Participation Year
e - 1 o CIL
w— = ""Rate of .- N — _
Change Gradc Level * '-l ? Grade Level ’
. - L ftower'_ Yicher | Lower Higher
‘ Pre 25.8 29.3 134.0 28.5
. e 1k . , o
f -+ TPost 25.8 36.5 | 29.2 ~ 31.5
: . . Source v y FIE ' T o U ,_of
: Participation‘Year Y .67 n.g.' ‘ ?
. Rate of Change - .52 . n.S. i
Crade Level - 92,40 13 E
- Year X -Rate , “1.4 ' n.s. :
© Year X Grade 6.15 .02 ‘
" ... . ' Rate X Grade 3.98 S .06 . -
{. ..} ) .; ] ) . ‘ 5 . " :.- = -“. - .
~ SELF-ACCEPTANCE (S0S) . -
’ .? ’ ' ) :?artiéipaﬁidn Year ; o
H _ e ' _ I . -‘%I
g b Rate of ——— -
L ~.Change ¢ Grade Level l : Grade Level
1 l ‘ - - ] T " ]
i Lover Hicher - l. Lover Higher
v - : R .
Bt Pre 52.5 |- 56.3 - 52,0 £ 57.0 .
B =
U _ ’ "
! Post © 53,2 58,8 55:8 . 59.9 )’
‘i  ' Source . - F, ° '-I: .;
' Participation Year - .23 0 n.s. :
_:-Rate of Change . e 3051 .08

“Gradé level
Year X Rate

~ Year X Grade

_‘kétc»X"Gfadp K -

-

Y

1S TR A A Y TR

AR

R ¢

I C Rt T e C e

. . .03
. M.s.,
f.S."
n.s8.

(S

o

o T

.

o



R - Table 15
g LONGITUDINAL $TUDY OF SELF-SOCTAL ORLENTATION
.. *SELF-SECURITY (SOS)~ Tty
: o= 1._ ' Participation Year ' R
& —— . JIT - -
i . . - o . . R . .
Lo Rate of . ' - - - -
. 7 Change “Grade Level ! - Grade Level -
' ) Lower . Yicher Lower “Hioher
. ) ] . . : N ’ ) . .
- Pre " 50.8 55.5 - 42.0 .62.1

~ % . Post 48.5 - 58.3 47.5 60.1

3 - .Source . , F L ) e

Participaticn Year ) .008 _ n.s.

- ' Rate of Change Co-. .36 : 0 . n.S. .
<~ " Grade Leyel 8.90 ' .008

" Year X Rate

{ Year X Grade

] Rate X Grade

- 1.33 S T.s.
_.12 . . . n.s.

"7 SOCIAL MATURITY ($08) - : . | -

. s Participation Year: '

— e - .- .. -

.__.20 . t. . . ) ’ n's. ¢ ' : :

AT i S f It

i . Rate of . [ :
Change Grade Level | Grade Level
N 1 Tower Higher Lower Hicher. = -
. Pre. ©40.2 51.7 29.0 54.5
X - Post 38.5° | -55.8 “34.8 |- s7.5
! | | . ,
i

" "Source

“

Rate of Change

‘Grade Level

Yecar X Rate
Year X Grade

Rate X Grade

F-Participation Year

1w
-

".64
5.07
35.23
1.56
2.24

,:38 E

o
Re

n.S.

o a04.

- 001
n.s. .

W15 -
n.s.

'
v
[N



kD

} _ nB]eIIG _
. LO“&GITUDT‘JA.L QTUDY OI" A'ITILUD“S TOWARD "PEERS _
SOCIAL DISTANCE FROM STUDLNLS (SSCT) ) ) ,_%_
.b. o Partic1patlon Year _
} .i “ —— . T -
j_Rate of ; : i - -
, . Change . Grade Level : Grade Le\el
1. lower Higher . - Lower . | Hicher.
| ) | y - T | :
. | Pre | 47 6.8 || 3.0. | 5.5
- rest | 60 |37 " 3.0 4.
i . .
\- . Source - F - wem =, = AP e .
. Participaticn Year . 1.70 : nis.
i Rate c of Change ', o 1.24 ) . T m.s..
! Grade"Level - . .84 : : v MNaSs
: iYear X Rate - .07 - - n.s.
- | Year X Grade, . o .99 T n.S.
i Rate X Grade o 4.49 .o .05
SCOPE OF PEER ATTACHMENT (SSCT) s
' ?articipation.Year' . e
‘ I . ) . - IX
i . Rate of - - - . -
I Change Crade Level | o GradL Lével
£ e .
; o - Lowcr Hioher ‘ Lcuer chﬁer
pre | 13.0 | 18.3" 14.2 18.4
' : ’ C .
. Post” - |- 12.5 22.2 12.5 17:5
Source F p
lParticipaéion Year . 10 LT Jn;s; et f
¢ Rate 'of Change . - .03 o o n.s. '
. Grade Level o L4946 : . .04 :
Year X Rate . ¢ - - "1.93 n.s. o0
. Yecar X Grade -~ . .29 - n.s. S
- Rate X Grade . - =~ 1.47 n.s.. ¥
. e . ——— 4 . : 29 e i

X



Table 17

‘

11~

LONCITUDINAL STUD‘L or GLHOOL OFTL\ITATIO‘I _
.\ scHooL AFFILIATIO“ (so8) - L . .
i"\ Participation Year -
S ‘ I II
. Rate of — AR |
Change Grade Level -Grade Level
T T Lower - Higher Lower | Hicher
; “Pre 50.3 52.3 . 46.2 47.0
1 » . . ' ; . .
! 3
: Post ~ 41,7 52.2 138.5" 45.0
L So'urce S . P »
. - .'.7 .
K. Participation Year 1.46 n.s.
Rate ‘of Change ' 6.22 .02
: Grade Level 1.46 n.s.
© Year X Rate .02 . n.s.
" Year X Crade .10 . m.s.,
. Rate X Grade = 3.65 .07
SOCIAL DISTANCE FROW TEACHERS (bSCT) -, )
Part1C1pation Year N S

Grade Lchl

;CradeﬁLevgl

i Rate of Change .’
ijradc"evol'\
i Year X Rdte-&

| Year X|Crade
j Rate X |Grade

a.Participdtiob Year o

wacf Hieher Lééer . Hicher
6.3 - 5.0 4.5 6.8
5.7 6.0 5.3 4.3
F P
.23 " n.s.
. .16 - . “n.S
.00 . n.s.
.12 n.s.
.23 , ' n.s.
.19 '~ ' : ’
‘ 30 o L Mg



: . Table 18 .- 1 ol
= - EE A . N . o -
INTERPERSON PERCEPTION TEST, 1977-1978 .
¢t Pre- ‘Post- Pre-
B R -+ test test Post
[ Subject . Score Score Change .
| site I o )
.. .. 103 5. . ) 3 . ' _.9'2 .
S R . 104 7 “10 . 10 .0 L
L o107 7 3 4 :
Z Site I1 ) _
; 201 17 - 9 . . -8
204 3 b6 +3
© 207 5 7 . 42
Vo 208 9. 9 . F0 T
1 v 0210 i 8 8 - 30
T 212 7. 10 3 _ A
5 B S & 10 10 .. U =
o A 215 ‘14 11 =3 : T
yd 2%5 o 8 9 - +1 .
217 7 16 10 -4 |
. Means 9.2 8.1 ~0.9 “%
Range (0-20)
A __,.\__. P : e e . -
_ Table 19 _
{ FACIAL AFFECT PRODUCTION, 1977-1978
>~ . - Matched Pre-test Post-test - Pre-
Subject  Control Pre- Post- Distance" Distance Post -
(Site Ii?‘quorea test test . from'Control from Control Change
201 5.7 .. 2.6 10.6 .7 3.1 +4.9 +8.0
204 5.4 1.4 7.8 ~4.0 +2.4 +6.4
207 9.7 4.3 6.4 =5.4 +3.3 +2.1
208" 8.9 - 3.0 10.5 -5.9° +1.6 - +7.5
210 5.6 2.8 8.4 -2.8 . +2.8 +5.6
.212 9.1 2.5 10.0 -6.6 +0.9 47.5
213 5.1 + 1.5 1.0 3.6 +5.9 “49.5
214 6.3 2.9 8.4 3.4 +2.1 +5.5
215 7.4 . 3.3 8.8 4.1 CH1.4 +5.5
216 8.1. 3.1 9.3 -5.0- +1.2 +6.2.
217 9.2 2.7- 11.5 -6.5 - +2.3 +8.8
L2 9.8 4.4 9.9 ~5.4 40.1 45.5
- o 2yy 6.4 5.4 10.2 -1.0 +3.8 +4.8
' Means 7.5. 4.0 2.4 7 =h .4 +2.0 +6.4

.'Rengem;‘O—lﬁ

Control suthcts were admlnlstered the test only once.

bPartially 51ghted students An Site II not selected as

wvexperimental subjects.
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