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) ABSTRACT

) :

In the spring of 1977 a National Institute of Edu n supported
field testyevaluation study was conducted by Research tu. etter Schools
on an interpersonal skills instructional progrém known as The Keartsmart
Adventures. The goals of the field test were to conduct both formative
and summati&e evaluatién of the program.

The field test was conductad in 14 classrooms in seven schools in
or near Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. The sample consisted of 394 stu-
dents in 4th grade classes, and included: students of both sexes and
ﬁést ethnié groups. Half the classrooms recieved instruction in the

, Heartsmart program, and the other half served as comparison classes.

Two RBS developed criterion-referenced tests, the What Would You
. T .

Do? test and the What's H%Qpening? test, and one standardized measure,

the My Class Inventory, were used toe?@sess program outcomes in relation
to the program's instructional goals. Tﬁe childrgn's version of the
Fundamental Iﬁterpersonal Relations Orientation Scales (i.g., FIRO-BC) »
developed by William.Schutz, was used to explore pdssible z¥og%am};m—
pacts on students' iﬁterpersonal nee&s. Data obtained by pre- to post-
testing of the above measures we?e analyzed primarily by éepeated mea-
sures design m&ltivariate analysis of variance procedures. - Formative
evaluation was largely conducted by "consultant review," observational, .
and interview procedures. |

A summary of conclusions based on evaluation findings follows.

The field test version of Heartsmart may be perceived as relatively
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harmless, although certain situations, elements or concepts of tke pro-

gram were found to be potentially harmful, and directions to the teacher
al iowed td§ much latitude %or‘potentially harmful variations. While
social fairness in the materials may have been achieved.in quantitative
terms, a pervasive sex and racial/ethni: bias was present in the por-
;rayalrof femgle and non-white characters. The program was implemented
.as inténded at all sites, and was not distorted by variations or inno-
vations. The prograﬁ was found to be appealing to at least 75% of the
Jstudents, and teachérs ccnsideréd the program both appe;ling and educa-
tionally“wofthwhile. The evidence indicated that almost all Heartsmart
pupils grasped'the'main ideas presented in tape-led 1ee§ons, although
other factors besic=s Heart;mart iﬁstructionf;ay have accounted for
s:udént achievement results. <Conclusions were mixed with resﬁect to
educational effectiveness. The Heartsmart program was judged to be,_
s;ccessful ip achieving the objective of_teaching students several spe-
cific inferpérsohal skills, and possibly of facilitafiﬁg the applica—-
tion of these skills to out-of-ciass peer and adult interpersonal situ-
ations. No definitive conclusiop was reached with respect to-the pro-
gram's ability to-improve the percéived climate of the classrooﬁ. The
quality and quantity of evidence presented in reference to evaluating
the program's ability to préduce a better match between students' ex~

7 presseduand wanted inFefpersogallgeeds in the areas of inclusion and

affection behavior were insufficient to reach a definitive conclusion.

The Heartsmart program may have produced the deéi;ed effecté for girls

iii
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to a greater extent than for boys. Pre-existing social climake differ~ -

ences in the classrooms did not heasurably effect the nature or extent

[
o -

of program effects. Program outcomes did not appear to be related to
implementation variations.

The major strengths of the Heartsmart prbgram were judged to be
as follows: the Heartsmarﬁ program.is likély.to provide an appealing,
educationally relevant and worthwhile exp;rien;e to fourth grade chil-
dren regardless of ewnnic/racial or. socio-economic backgrounds;
the program as a whole can be easily administered by thé teacher, 51—
though certain spec:ific activities require special groﬁp-prgcess skills

to achieve maximug results; and the program will teach fourth grade stu-

&

dent. to be more proficient in identifying feelings and idferring feel-
ings from the behavior of others, identifying"wayé in which people be-
have when they have certain feelings, determining feelings in others by

asking, expressing needs and desires and taking appropriate actions to

accomplish them, and expressing feelings. Current weaknesses of the

p;ogram were found to be related to sex and racial/etiinic bias in the

B progr&m m;terials, and to the lack of sufficient and clearly presehtgd
direction to teachers about the program éoals and teacﬁing methods. _ -
Extensive reyisions of the program materials and teacher's manu&l were

documented in the report to suggest how two major weaknesses of the

program were remedied.
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LUPLEWSHLALLULL VAL Lat LOUS .«
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

This chapter presents backgrbund_information concerning previous
related evaluation work, delineat;s major audiences for this repcrt,
and describes the content ‘and organizétioﬁ of the report.

- Background .

Since 1974 Research for Better Schools (RBS), through support pro-
vided by the Nationﬁl Institute of Educaqion, haé begg;engaged in con-,
ceptualizing, designing and developing an interpersonal skills instruc-

. , ticnal course known as The Heartsmart Adventures. This program, initi-

ally labeled Testing Interpersonal Hypotheses (TIH), was designed to

enable them to participate more effectively in their interpersonal

o

" relationships.

&
" ¥\
Evaluation has played an eggential:and coptinuous r le in the

developmeng of this program. During 1974-75, prototype materiais of
individual program.éompdnents‘were tested and a tryout of the entire
program was conducted in a single, racially mixed fourth grade class-
room in Los Angeles (Berzon, et al., 1975)." This preliminary evalua-
tion-focuéed on students' ability to follow the storyline of the pro-
gram and comﬁ;ehend the basic concepts presented in the materials. The
extent to which the lesson materials were appealing and attention-—
holding was also a prim;ry question addressed in tﬁis early evaluation.

Evaluation results from initial tryouts of the program materials were

used to make revisions. The revised program was then subject to a

14




'pilot test during 1975f76 in which the major concerns were to ga;her
preliminary summative evaluation as well as additional formative evalu-
ation dafa; the pilot test sample included students in eight fourth
grade classrooms in Los Anéeles. Information about program appeal,
student learning, program effectiveness relative to instructional objeci
tives, teacher implementation, relevance and usefulness of the program |
for low SES, Black minérity children, and parerntal rgaction was gathered
during the pilot test. Baséd on eyaluation results (Berzon, et al.,
1976), a second set of major revisions was made in the program. To com-
plete the devglopment/evaluation cycle for the prog;am, a field test .
was csnducted during 1976-77 in the Philadelphia, Pa. metropolitan aréa
mainly for the purpose‘of assessing the program's effectiveness to de-
liver on its goals and objectives, but also for the purpose of complet~
ing materials revisions in anticipation of marketing the program for
commercial use in 1978. The content of this report relates principally
to the methods and results of -this field test.
Audiences

. The major éudience for this report is the National Institute of
Edﬁcation, as the sponsor for the development of the Heartsmart program.
It is worth noting that this report may be valuable to prospective
school system personnel interested in adoéting this program within .
their elemen&ary school curriculum. Another possible audience for this
report, or parts herein, is the Joint Office of Education/National

.

Institute of Education Dissemination Review Panel. The major responsi-
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CHAPTER TWO: PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

The description of the program presented here relates to that used

in the field test, and does not reflect or include revisions made as a

result of data collected during the field test.

_I. PROGRAM GOALS

The Heartsmart Adventures is a program for students, ages nine to

eleven, designed to enable them to develop constructive human relation-

ships.

-~

The program consists of thirty lessons divided into three Units.

- The twelve lessons of Unit I are designed to énable students to:

experience themselves in the world more fully through
increased awareness of their senses and feelings;
express their emotional needs more proficiently and
with increased versatility; '

respond more effectively to others thrcugh improved
understanding of the reciprocal relationship between
their own and others' feelings and behaviors;
cooperate more effectively with others; v
transfer interpersonal skills learned in one situation
to other situations. (Berzor, 1977).

c

fhe nine lessons of Unit II are designed o that

students — through peer group interaction — will be able
to identify and express their individual needs to establish
and maintain satisfactory relationships with others with

" respect to: .

interaction and inclusion;
power and control;
love and affection. (Berzon, 1977).

These three affective areas, inclusion, control and affection,

"constitute

a sufficient set of areas of interpersonal behavior for the

17



prediction and-explanation of interpersonal phenomena." (Schutz, 1966).

The nine lessons of Unit III are designed to
enable students to identify and express their individual
needs to feel that they are:
e significant and worthwhile human beings (inclusion),

e competent, responsible persons (control);
" @ lovable individuals (affection) (Berzon, 1977).

IT. CONTENT AND COMPONENTS

The program consists of thirty lessons, each designed to take
approximately half an hour. Twenty-four of the 1eséon$ are tape-led.

Six lessons are discussions, called Heart to Heart talké, led by the

U e e N

“teacher. In addition to these lessons there are optional enrichment

activities to be used at the teacher's discretion.

The ;apes.tell the dramatized story of a boy named Jac%; ffom the
Kingdom.of Hearts, who has many adventures as he finds his féelings
and learns to expressvthem. In the story Jack learns, among other
things, to understand himself and other people better.

The tapes also guide students in indinidual and small group acti-
vities for which they use gamepages and/or program accessories.

The six teacher-led Heart to Heart talks interspersed throughout
the program, are_designed‘to provide‘étudents with the opportunity to
discuss ways in which they relate program concepts fo their nﬁn personal
experiences.

The program is divi&ed into three unité. Unit I, in;roducing the
language,‘concepts, and storyline, requires that students work individu~

ally. 1In Units II and III students work in six-person groups.

18



Materials . : : a
Each class which partiéipated in the field test received the fol-
. lowing materials:

o e A téécher’s manual.cqntaining lesson notes, story and tape-led acti-
vity summaries, illustrations of student materials, suggestions and
masters of worksheets for optional activities, discussion questions
for the Heart to Heart talks, and guidelines and descriptions of
program concepts and cdmponents.

e Student Journgl pagés for each student for each lesson, consistingiof

"mlsg;ipjgartooq”Storypages.(to”be,colored while students-listenmtoftheA~fA»w———
story), Gamepages (to be éompleted fér the -tape-led égtivitie;), and

‘Reviewpages (consisfing of questions about the lesscns(s) reviewed on
the tape). )

® A song book of the 8 Heartsmart.songs for each student.

e A set of tape cassettes consisting of 24 lesson tapes, 2 song tapes,

“and a lea&ership tape. (The latter is designed to teach students elec-
ted as small group leaders’to manage group tasks effecti?ely.)

e Small accessories for each small group, consistiné of 1 cardboard
microphone, 2ITV screens, 6 yarn loops (cqqu coded), 6 picture pages,
and 2 host pages. '

e Large accessories for each small group, consisting of a Croup Journal
(a desk-top board 22" X 44"), 5 large picture to color, and a "slice”

of a paper 'ﬁie" to color.

All accessories were used for tape-lea ackivities.




~

In addition to these materials, each school was asked to prcvide

crayons and a tape cassette player.

[N

III. PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

The field test version of the teacher's manual suggested that at
~least 6ne lesson should be taught each week, the lessops td be supple-
mented by‘teacher-led optional enrichment activities at the teachef's

discretion,

N

Tape~led Lessons

e

..Each of the 24 ,tape,ﬁlie,d, _lessons, follows the same format. Materials
arévdistribdted and the teacher turns on the tape, ﬁlacing the player
VSo‘that_Studeﬁts can hear without difficulty. The teacher on the tape
introduces the lesson by stating th;‘leSSon objectives, reminding stu-
dents that they may color their Scorypgges, and‘telling them to yisten
carefully. Th; dramac&ed.story installméﬁt‘follcws.—rThe §¢ache§ cn thé
tape thén comments on the story, instr;;ts the students to tufn to their-
Gamepages and draw or write ;ccording to her direztions, and provides
feedba;k for their responses. Finally, students turn tqltheir Review-
pages fo which they respond bf checki&é "yes" or "no" to five questions
presented by ‘the teacher on tﬂe tape.v Students check their own reéponse;
according té feedback given by the teacher on the tape. When the taﬁe
finishes — having taken approximatel§N3O minutes — the classroom tégcher

collects thé materials and may conduct an optional activity as suggested

"in the manual if he or she wishes. ' ‘

.
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Students work'individually for the tape-led lessyns of Unit T.
In Units II_and III students work in small {six-person) groups. Al-
tliough the format 6f all.tape—led lessons is the same, in Units II and
III there is inghtly iess.tape feedback for the activifies since<stu—..

dents are directed to discuss their respenses within their groups.

i

Heart to Heart Talks

Each of the .6 Heart to Heart talks follows the same format. The
. classroom teacher explains the purpose of the discussion.
" This is a time to talk, heart to heart, about what
you've been hearing about on the tapes,-.and what
yoéu've been doing in the Heartsmart games here in
. class. This is a time to talk about how any of that
reminds you of things in your own life. Talk one
at a time; listen carefully to the person who is
talking; speak up as loudly and as clearly as you
can when you are talking. (Berzon, 1977).-
Referfing to the lesson notes given, the teacher reads or paraphrases r,
main point, a value judgement,based)on a concept presented in the storv,
and asks a gquestion, usually requiring students to give opinions, illus-
trative examples, or "real life" descriptions of situations related to
the main point. Suggestions are given in the teacher's manual for ways
in which the teacher can encourage all students to participate. An aver-
age of five main points, each with a related questions, is presented for
each Heart to Heart talk. No timelines are suggested for these talks; the
teacher's manual implies that all given main points and questions should
« 7 )
be cgbered.
In the\iifroductory guidelines of the manual, the teacher is advised

to: AN
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e repeat and reflect students' tresponses;
B e give support, possibly by referring to situations

encountered in the ‘everyday classroom, as told
from the point of view cf the teacher -and her/his
feelings;

e vary the questions to allow for both short and long
responses; :

e encourage students to discuss thzir personal experi—
ences only when they indicate they really want to do
so;

e focus the discussion on the given questions.(Berzon,
1977).

2

Teacher~led Activities

Suggestions for teacher-led activities are included in the teacher's

manual for each of the é4.tape—led“lessons.‘ A total of 154 activity

t

suggestions are given, all related to Heartsmart concepts, but also

désignéd to be integrated with other curricular subjecvs. The teacher

is advised to use any or all of thesé activities at his or her discre-

©

tion, combining them with studies in other subject matter areas, assign—

&

ing them for free time, or using them to illustrate a Heartsmart concept
brought up by students' behavior.

Small Group Actiyities

At the end of Unit I the te;cher is ipstructed to form six—persdn a
groups for the remainder of the program. ﬁéch'student is asked to list
5 studénts with whom he or she would like to wark; The teacher uses
these lists, and the criteria below to form six—pér§oq groups. The

criteria are:

e each group should contain a range of ability levels;

.0 each group should contair at least one independent,.

. task-oriented member; .

o students who tend to be .monopolizing and disruptive °
should be placed in groups with students not likelx

~ ~




to cooperate with them in efforts to resist or compete
with the tape; o ' S

e students who tend to be particularly passive should be
distributed throughout the groups. (Berzon, 1977).

M

The teacher is instructed to ?ﬁpoint a leader for each group.

- Subsequently, every four lessons, studeﬁts witﬁin each group hay elect
their own leaders. A leadership training tape is froyided; the teacher
is instructed to play .this tape to new group leaders before they assume
the leadership fole: The purpose of/tﬁe tape is to Vfaﬁiliarize the
leaders with’ lesson materials and p?ocedures...so that during the les-

LI L

. son‘they will not have questions about what they should be doing"

(Berzon, 1977).

10
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CHAPTER THREE: EVALUATION PLAN AND PR6CEDURES

This chapter delineates the major goals and questions of the'field

%
E

test, describes’ the field test procedures, and discusses limitations of
the study. ‘ . ‘ -
I. TFIELD TEST GOALS

‘The major goals of the field test were'go conduct both formative

and summative evaluation of the Heartsmart instructional program. With

respect to formative evaluation, the assumption was that revisions and ,

o

development work based on previous "tfyoutsﬂ-and pilot testing of the
‘program would not be undone by the field test; the role of the ﬁield-
test would beutheg of providing information fSr refining as many of.the
.basiciattfibutes of the program as needed to be effective in "real"
instructional settiegs.

Summative evaluation was primarily conceived ‘in terms of aséessing
‘program effectiverness. "Effectiveness"rwes interpreted as the extent
to which the program accomplished ité insﬁructioeal éoals ané‘objec—
tives. Althpugh formative evaluetioq‘constitu;ed an importaﬁt goal of
the field test, and considerable effort, resources, aund time'would
eventually be consumed in this task, the field test was designed to em~
phasize summative (i.e., goal-based) evaluation “4g priority of the
;ieid test.was decermined in part by the fact that 1976~77 would be

the final year in the development cycle of the program and the initial

stage of product dissemination. The OE/NIE Joint Dissemination Review

13
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Panel was considered as a possible cornerstone for initiating a possible

broad dissemination effort.
II. ' FIELD TEST QUESTIONS

According to the "conntenance" model of evaluation ﬁronosed By
.Stake (1;67), program evaluation involves taking into consideration
three things: (1) antecedents' (2) transactionsg and (3) outcomes..'In
evaluation work, Stake prcposes that each of these be described as
fuily as pousible, and that within each as well as between them there

< :

are important relationships to determine; in Stake's model, these are °

referred to as congruency or contingency relationships. A congruency

relationship inyolves a comparison Between program intentions and
observations in each%of the above three areas. To be fully congruent,
intended program antecedents, transactions, and outcomes would be
closely matched with»what_actually happens, A contingency.relationship

. denotes interdependence among these three areas. Educational outcomes,
for example, frequently come about as a result of’éiven program
antecedents and transactions. fhe purpose.of the field,stuny test is
to provide descriptive and evaluative information relevant to selectez
program congruencies and contingencies. Figure 1 shows the general

" model which guided the field test; represented in this modei are Stake's

three program evaluation categories, two evaluation tasks, and two

field test/evaluation goals,

i2
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Antecedents

According to Stake, antecedents are those conditions existirg
prior tc'teaching and learning which relate to program outcomes. .Fouf
ﬁajor antecedeccs are consieered and/or described_in this report: (1)
the field test.sites,‘cocsisting of students 2nd teachers who partici-
pated in the field test, and the commuﬁicy environments withinlwhich
the field test was conducted; (2) an ofientation sessioc conducted for

teachers as preparatlon to teach the course; (3) the - instructional é{g—

[

gram,~includipg ts goals, organizat%on and content,‘and (4) the social
environmect of Jthe claseroom.
Twodgf he principal field test questions: and cpncerns.which will'
. be discussed at length in thisvreport relate tokthe contents (i.e.,
intrinsic ‘quality) of the program. The Heartsmart’Adventuree:program
‘ was desigied to enhance interpersonal skil%s among 9-11 year old
. | childrec; One of’che ﬁrima;y means by which the program.attempts to
achieve‘interperGOnal skill objectives is through group interaction.
Host of‘this.interaction is carefully structured, and takes place
d,amo;g‘member;'of small groups of students Vithout interyentioa:from the
teacher.a_Some of the interaction,'structured to a certain degree,

i

- takes place among the members of the class and the teacher. Because 2
S

the obJectives of the program are primarily affective, and possibly

value-~laden, and the means of promoting them involves expression of

o

feelings and translation of feelimgs into actions or behaviors, there (‘

> is a potential possibility that the program could produce harmful

'

-
:
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educational and/or psychological effects. With this cdﬁtern in mind

the field test attempts to address the following major question:

QUESTION 1l: To what extent might the program
be harmful to learners with respect
to educational and psychological
effects?

This question was addressed by means of an extensive review of
gcourse materials and the teacher's manual by selected outside expe?ts.
The review procedures and results of the review are xeported in Section
3
I of Chapter Four.

The second major questiPn of the field test is related to social
fairness of the materials.; Research for Better Schools }ollows a
consistent policy wit.. respect to products it develops: instructional

. materials ought to be free from rgcial/ethnic and sex bias and that

racial/ethnic minorities should be equitably represented according to

RBS "affirmative action' standards. RBS'is committed to make appro-

& \

priate revisions in materials which are judged as falling below estab-
- lished standards. With this concern and objective in mind, the field

test attempts to answer the following two-part question:

QUESTION 2: Are racial/ethnic minorities and both
sexes fairly represented in the program
w ’ materials, and are those materials
‘ unbiased in their treatment of sex and
racial/ethnic differences?

Transacticns

'

The transactions of a program include all those Interactionc that



occur in the impiementation of a program which may affect educational
resulté. In terms of the Heartsmart program, transactions which

were deemed important to describe and evaluate relate to the way the
5eacber administered the program and to classroqm sociél interactions
involving students and teacher. The latter is espeqially important in °
that the program was designed to bring‘abou; increased interpersonal
effectiveness among pupils through reinforcing certain kinds of
communication agd behavioral interaction. An additional field test

question emerges from these considerations:

QUESTION 3: Were all essential parts of the program
implemented as intended?

®
These and related aspects of program implementation are dealt with in

Section III of Chapter Four. There, the program is described in terms
of how it should have been implemented according to the teacher's

manual, and how it was actually implemented; then an assessment of

. 2y
)

"cépgruency" is made between iiitended and actual implementation,
Out comes

| According to the "éountenance" model of evaluation, the category
of "outcomes'" refers to the consequences of educating — iﬁmediate and
long—range, intended and ;nintended, cognitivé, affective, and
behavioral. This field test report focuses on selected outcomes of the'
prograﬁ and attempts to relate them as far aé possible t§ specific

antecedent conditions and trapsacticns. Both congruency and contingency

evaluaticn questions are considered. ZCongruence questions ask whether -

16
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the educational outcomes of the program are consistent with intentions.

Questioas 4, 5, and 6 illustrate this type.

QUESTION 4: Was the progranf educationally appealing

and worthwhile' to teachers and pupils?

QUESTION 5: How well did students perform on

instructional tasks of the program,
which reflect achievement in understand-
‘ing and knowledge acquisition?

QUESTION 6¢ How effective was the program in terms

of accomplishing its major instructional
_goals and objectives?

In contrast, contingency questions are concerned with determining

the pfimary factors which produce or are related to obtained educational

results. Question 7 below is concerned with program contingencies:

\
What factors among antecedent conditions,
and program transactions relate to the

nature and extent of program effective- _
ness? .

QUESTION 7:

G

|

Y

Underlying these questioﬁs is the common concern for describing

program outcomes and/or evaluating some aspect of program effectiveness.
\ .

The dijferences among these qdést;pns are worth noting, however.. The
notion lof "effectiveness" as used in this report is referenced to the

instrucitional gdals and objectives ofvthe program, As previously
discuss%d, the goal of summative evaluation is to ﬁrovide information
1
about p#ogram effectiveness, as determined by how well the program has
acéomplished its stated goals and objectives. Questions 6 and 7 deal
specifidally with program effectiveness; :ésulté'bearing‘on these
l

.
|
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questions are reported in Section V1 of Chapter Four. Question 4,
which focuses on program appeal/acceptability, may relate to program
effectiveness but does not provide direct evidence of student learning;
therefore, Section IV of Chapter Four gives special attgngion to
results related to this question. Question 5 expresses interest in
measuring student achievement, which implies effectiﬁeness. . The major
: réasoh for treating this question apart from the question of program
_effectiveness is simply. that knowledge acquisition was not stipulated
by the developer as a generalléoal for thé program. Reéults on

student achievement are reported in S~ction V of Chapter Four.
IIT. FIELD TEST DESIGN AND SAMPLE

This section describes the methods and procedures which were

employed in the field test. Emphasis will be placed on describing the

methods and procedures used ;0 assesgs program effectiveness (i.e.,
summative evaluatién). Thisksection concludes with'a general synthesis
of the major goals and questions of the fiela test and the field test
prdcedures.

Summative Evaluation Design

The design for the evaluation of program effectiveness was
'essentially a quasi-experimental design (Campbell & Stanley, 1963} in
which groups instructed in the program hould be compared with non- ‘

instructed groups. The significant features of this design are the

vge of comparison groups, (i.e., non-instructed ﬁupils), pre- and

-~
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posttest measurements, and ﬂon;random selection and assignment of
subjecfs to instructional andvnon-instruct;onal groﬁps. It is
generally acknowledged in the literature on research desiga that non-
random assignment éf subjects to treatment conditions'has important
implications for data analysis and fof'wﬁat types of conclusions can
be drawn from evaluation results. (These implications are discuésed
more fully in this chapter in Section IV: ;iimitat}ons.) Because ‘two
of the four primary measures used to assess program effectiveness were
administerei 0nI§'as posttests, ;he summative evaluation design might
be more accurately described as a modified quasi-experiment.

Sampling Procedures

A three-stage sampling procedure was necessary in selecting sample
groups for evaluatioﬁ study: (1) selection of school districts;
(2) selection 6f classes (teachgrs) within schools; and (B)vselec-
tion of pupils within classes.. Control by RBS over the selectioh
brocess was lim;ted af each stage. If was necessary and proper to seek

consent and cooperation from district and school personnel as well as

‘parents in order to implement the evaluation design.

A primary goal of sampling was to obtain heterogeneous samples

.

with respect to residentiafi(i.e., urban-suburban), racial/ethnic,. and
. }

socioeconomic éharactéristics¢ Without. sample diversipy, the ability

to generalize the findings of the field test to diverse target

19



populations with similar characteristics would.be,seve;ely_limited.
The sampling procedures attenpted to ensure that'pupils of varying
background characterietics would be included in the sample, altnough
would not neceesarily, simply by inciusion, be representative in a
siLiutistical sense of~the national or even regional population. -
Judgmentél (or purposive) rather than probability sampling methods
Qere employed in order tc obtain heterogeneous samples on the above
dimensions. -
Another sampling consideration tor constraint) was related to the
.geographical proximief of field test sites to RBS. Beeause the field
test plen called for on-site observations of experimental classrooms,
.the location of school sites had to permit easy and economical access.
With these general sampling objectives in mine, the procedures used to
derive a sample for the field test at each successive stage will be

described.

Districts/Schools. The.starting point for school selection was
to identify school districts in the Philédelphia area whieh met tne
abnve,sampling criteria. Five school districts were identified; one
in Philadelphia, and four in suburban areas surrcunding Philadelphia.
An Assistant Superintendent in charge of curricuiun, or a Director of
Elementary Education was contacted by RBS. The Heartsmart program, RBS, -
énd the nature and purposes of the field study were described during
this initial contact. Two of thejfive suburbaa school districts were

not able tc accommodate the field test. The remaining school districts *




were sent a follow-up léttef and sample:program materials for review.
The Philadelphia School District department of evaluation requested,
énd‘was given, a description of the proposed field test and copies of
‘the measures to bg used. InAPhilﬁdelphia it was necessary to obtain
consent'from both the department of Curricu%um and the department of
evaluation. Sub;equently, district admiﬁistrators recommended elemen-
tary schools to serve“as field test sites. .As a result of a series of
contacts and meetings held between members of the RBS staff; school
principals, and two fourth grade teachers selected by the ﬁrincipals
within each school, commitments were éecured from seven schools to field_
test the program. fhree Qébooisfwere in Philadelphia; ﬁh}ee were in a
'district just outsidevPhiladelphia; and one in the urban fringe.
Classes. During the meétings held at the individual séhéol levei,
' tﬁe matter of which téacher or class would serve as the experimental
grohp and which the coméarison had to be decided. The decision rested
largely with the teéchers themselveé.' The best.policy to follow at the

| . .

time was to permif teachers the autono&& to decide which group to bé.in,
rather than for RBS to insist on assigning a partiéuiaf teacher to the
_treatment condition. It was hoped that this’procedure w;uld capitalize
on teacher motivation and interest and would, in effect, créate more
‘pogitive conditions forﬂthe field study. |

' The fieid:study sample consisted of fourteen-self-contéiﬁed class-
rcoms, two from each of séven schools, all of which were pfewexisting

-

at the time of introducing the Heartsinart program. It can be assumed
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that a socio-cultural climate had already been established in each
classroom before thevpretests were administered. This fact suggested
taking classroom climaté directly into account in a'contihgency analy-
sis of program effectiveﬁess.

Pupils. frequently pupils iﬁ classrooms seleé}ed fo%?educational'
"experimenﬁs" are -a captive audience; neither thenstudégts nor their
parents are offered a choice of participation.. In this gvaluation
study, a procedure.kqun as "pérental éonéent" was followed so that
parents of children ;n selected classrooms/schools would be frée to
‘éhoose whether or noé to.have\their children take #h% program. In
accordanéevwith policiés, guidelines, ﬁndxﬁrpcedures devéloped by RBS
to meet federal go%ernﬁent régulations oﬁ the Protection of Humanv
subjects, RBS designed a parentalggonsent form and prepared materials
(i:e.,»Information Pages) which described the course énd its potential.
benefits.and riéks to children. iThese materials were sent home to
parents who were requested to return the consent form to the school.

A signed form would ;hdiqate parental approval to have their éhildren
ﬁake the course. Many of the forms returned containéd.enthusiastic
comments ;bout the Heartsmart program; a sméll number of'parénts
expressed some reserQations abgut their child’'s participatioh, but
>nevefthe1ess, gave their consent. Only one pair of parents did not

agree to have their child involved in the course.

The parental consent procedure was successful in that it did not

- 22



result in large numbers of withdrawals that might either have jeépardized
the field test or, in a lesser way, have seriously biased the sample.

(Parental consent materials may be'fouﬁd in Appendix A).

- Sample Description
In the following discussion, schools, teachers, and pupils parti-
cipating in the field test are described.

Districts/Schools. A total of seven schools, from three districts,

sérved as field test sites. Three schools were located iﬁ Philadelﬁﬁia
suburb§, oné in the suburban fringe; and three in inﬁer—city ?biladel—
phia. Attempts were made to obtain specific demographic data (e.g.,
family-médién’income, éducational attainment, racial origin) on the
local communities in'wﬁich the_field test sites were located. Several
statistical and non-statistical sources were consulted, including the
following: Pennsylvania Departmeﬁt of Commerce M-5 Reports; Statist;cal
Abstract for Pennsylvania; U.St Department *0f Commerce &City—gounty“
Dét; Book), Statistical Abstract qf U.S.; U.S.gCensus Bursau‘Data of

1970;‘and City Planning Commission (Tract Grodp_frofiles): These
sources provided either'out—daﬁéd.information, or statistical break—
downs using'geogfaphiéal uﬁits,that were much too gross for%groviding
meaningful compariédns among field test sites. In view of;iﬁe diffi-

: S ’ |

culties in obfaining more preciséydgscriptive data on sqhool éommunities,
largely impressionistic (i.e.,.obéer;ég;onal) dat;.must suffice as the

f

basis for describing field test sites. A\;ough estimate of SES charac-

teristics was. made by observing things such\aé size of housing, yard

AN
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space, type of housing, model and year of automobiles in the neighbor- -~

hood, and general neighborhood condition.
The three suburban schools are located in predominantly White

-

neighborhoods of varying socio—economic'status:ﬂ lower-middle, middle,
and upper—middle income‘levels. The school in the_suburban fringe is
predominantly White, 'in a neighborhood of varying socio—economic status.
Two of the three Philadelphta schools are situated in virtually all-
Black neighborhoods and appear to be low in socio—economic status. The
third school is. predominantly Black with a significant concentration or
'White pupils. This school is located in integrated Black--White neigh-
borhoods of varying (i.e., upper-middle to low) socio-economic status.
Teachers. Fourteen teachers.participated in thebfield test: seven

experimental class teachers and se;en comparison (non—progran) teachers.
In the experimental classes, all teachers were female; two were Black
and five were White. Six of the seven comparison classes were taught

by four White and two Black teachers. Two comparison class teaﬂhers
vere male,_one Black and one White. 1In the remaining comparison class,

. a change from a Black female to a White female teacher occurred during

the field test; this shift caused no procedural problems and is assumed

to be. inconsequential. .

Noabackground data were'cpllected for comparison class teachers.

”,

" Experimental class teachers had a combined total of 73 ‘years of

~
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‘teaching experience, averaging slightly over 10 years each. No
experimental teacher had previously taught fewer than three or more

than 16 years.

g

Pupils. A total of 394 pupils were subjects in this field test.
Of this number, all but 10 wera}fourth"graders. It was discovered
after the field test began that one of the experimental classes

included 10 fifth.graders. In Table 1, a breakdown of the séx and

‘racial composition in each school by experimental vs. comparison

’

classes is given.
‘Class size figures are based on the initially selected subject
pool (i.e., class rosters provided by teachers) and do not reflect

~

sample attrition. Subjecf loss %rom original sample pool during
the field tést was minimal (i.e., estimated at 12) and therefore is
not likely to have a biasing influence on the evaluation results.
More importéntly, no subject droppe§ from the field test because of
lprogram—rélated problems. |

The sample is char;éterized by balahée and aiveréigb. Class size.
is nearly equal between experimental vs. Fomparison claéséé‘within'
each school. Distribution within sex and race c;tegories'is also
fairly‘evenl; matched_Eetweeﬁ groups .within schools.l The two possible
departures from balance we;e.found\in school E where the experiméhtal
class contaiﬁed roughly 15% more”Whité pupils than the comparison class,

and in school G where the éxperimehtal class included 12% more males

than temales compared with the comparison class. These class

K
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Table I

Description of Student Sample by Sex, Race, and
Treatment Condition

SEX (%) ) _RACE (%)
Séhool Class ‘N Male Female White Black Oriental
A _  Experimental %5 48.0 52.0 76.0 24.:0 0.0
Comparison 22 50.0 50.0 68.2 31.8 0.0
B Experimental 28 | 50.0  50.0 jk‘ 96.4 0.0 3.6
Comparison . 29 48.3 517 106.0 0.0 0.0
c Experimental 28 46.4 53.6 96.4 0.0 3.6
Comparison 27 55.6 44,4 96.3 0.0 3.
D Experimental 24 54.2  45.8 95.8 4.2 . 0.0
Comparison .25 60.0 40.0 92.0 8.0 0.0
E Experimental® 32 46.9 - 53.1 25.0 75.0 0.0
Comparison 32 50.0  50.0 9.4 87.5 3.1
F Experimental =~ 31 4502 54.8 0.0 100.0 0.0
' Comparison 31, 51.6 48.4 0.0 100.0 0.0
G Experimental 29 44.8  55.2 0.0  100.0 0.0
Comparison 31 32.2  67.8 0.0 100:0 0.0
Total , 394 48.8 51.2 54.0 45.0 . 1.0

* .
" This group includes tenr fifth grade pupils.

o
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differences, however, are not large in actual nuﬁbersﬁof pupils. The

balance obtained in class size,.sex, and racesdoes not, of course,

. imply initial statistical equivalence on measured program or even non-

measured program-related variables. e
Kl . M

The total sample is nearly equally divided hetwéen Black and White
pupils, and male and female pupils. However, this shouid not mask the

diversity which is found among tne seven schools with respect to race,

.

and related characteristics such as the urban/suburban split. Sample

pupils in schools B C, and D are over 90% White, whereas sample

.

prils in schools F and G are 100%' Black.',Schools A and E have. racially

4 - ‘

mixed sample classes. )

Althouéh systematic data were not‘gathered on ethnic backgiound

characteristics of the sample, it is worth not'ing that children from

'

Armenian, Po?ishﬁ and Spanish herit:age are also included. These ethnic
i ' ) | . °oe . i
groups were not concentrated "in any one school or treatment condition.

Upon requesk, téachers provided information on children with
special handicap% (e.g., hearing, sight,‘iahguage)_and serious behavior
problems which codld imiede their learning in the.program. A small

number of foreign—born pupils were 4dentified as having language

problems,’ but not serious enough t6 inval A;te their test scores OnL any.

evaluation measures, ‘Another small number of children® were judged by

w

j . ' .
their teachers as having social behavior progiems.--ieachérs felt,

however, that-these children might benefit most from the prograﬁa

o
8 - . N

‘There was noc educationallor pqychologicaf reason tc delete these pupils

3
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from the field test, especially after pavths gave their consent.

IV. TEACHER ORIENTATION

o

As a part of implementing the field test, teachers and school

principals were invited to RBS for a one day orientation session de-

éigned rimarily to describe the program in greater detail, demonstrate

.how to teach the program, and respond to questions and-discuss general

problems felated to the field test. Betty Berzon, the program Heveloper,

was present to conduct the teacher training.and to présent the philo-
) C : :

~sophical and theoretical background of the.programf The agénda of the

teacher orientation session can be found in. Appendix B. Following the

orientation, participants, including RBS program staff, completed an

evaluation form which was designed to assess the effectiﬁengss of the

[

~teacher orientation. A tabulated summary of these results /Aif presented

r - .
in Appendix B. The results generally indicate that the teécher orienr

>~

7

tation session was successful.

V. FIELD TEST MEASURES

The evaluation measures and data sources afe b7&efly described
in terms of the following categories: (1) Opinion/Surveys; (2) Obser-

vation Forms; (3) Interviews; (4).Procedural Formé/Guidelines; ?3)‘

Criterion-Refefenced'Teéts} and (6) Standardized/MeaSures. All data

collection devices are'included’in_Appendix C:;

Opinton Surveys

¢

Opinion survey forms were completed ty ‘teachers anaggtpdeuts.
. ! o DR

i S

s

28

.lsﬁjﬁ’ﬁﬂyg'. } 2;1



The majority of questions asked students about how much they liked or

Teacher Opinion Surveys. Four Teacher Opinion Surveys (TOS) were

designed ‘to obtain descriptive ané evalu;tive information from experi-
"mentai teachers about (a) individual lessons  (TOS Form #1), (b) Heart

to Heart f;lks (TOS Form'#2), (c) individual coufse units (TOS Form

#3), and (d) the course as a whole (TOS Form #4). The content of

survey questions primarily dealt withlpfogram implemenFation, program
worth, classgooq process, and course impacg. Moét survey questions‘
wefe of fhe fixed altefnafivg type;_é few'qﬁestions called upon teachérs
to.give short qnéwers. Most data gathered from these four surveys

. were intended primarily for formative evaluation purposes.

Student Opinion Surveys. These sufveys were developed to ascertain
the opinions of exbérimental students regarding Tape-led lessons
(Survey A), the Heart-to-Heart talks (Survey B), and;th:Sgall Groups

(Survey C). These surveys were designed to be answered in 1-3 mirutes.

didn't li;;\;;aéthing and/or what they liked or didn't like about that.

-

These survey data were also-é;thered:for formative evaluation purposes.

©

Observation® forms.

-~

. Selected tape-led lessons and Heart-to-Heart talks were observed
in each experimental classroom. Observation forms and question sheets
were constructed separately for lessons and Heart-to Heart talks, but

shared a cdmmon purpose: to describe and evaluate program implementa-

tion in the;aréas of teacher and student behaviors. Construction of

observation materials involved searching the teacher's manual for



directions the teacher was supposgd to follow in teaching the course,‘
and for'deSCriptions of expected student behavior. Based on this
search, a series of questions was writttn.to be answered_thrdugh
- classroom observation.k Observation data were intended to serve
formativé evalﬁation needs and to provide important information con-
cerning possible contingencies related to program effectiveness.
Interviews. . | e

Interviews were conducted with teachers and students.

Teacher Interview. At the end of the field test, experimental

teachers were interviewed about their opinions and observations con—

cerning varied aspeéts of the course. The interviews were designed
for 45-60 minutes. The following is a list of conte;t areas covered
by the intétview: (a) reactipn of parents and te#chers to the program;
(b) experiences with other instructional programslsimilar to The
Heartsmart Adventures; (c) student reactions to the program; and (d)
use of Heartsmart concepts and activities with experimental classes

\

and other classes taught. The results of the interview provided\
N

-

further information upon which to base program revisions.

Student Interview. A 10-15 minute interview was conducted with
three to five pupils selected from one of th%meall groups in :
each experiméntal classroom at the end of* the field test. This inter-

view selection-pr&éess was tantamcunt to being random in effect. The

interview was designed to assess the nature and extent of program

- impact (i.e., effectiveness) on students. The primary areas



investigated in the interview related to expression of feelings — what
feelings were expressed, how often, and in what situations. Interview
results were intended for summative evaluation purposes.

Procedural Forms/Guidélines.

: >
— Teachers were provided a Field Record Book‘which contained a

- Student Attendance Record, Course,Scheddle,‘and a Teach&f Information
Sheet. The first two forms were designed to maintain a record of
program implementation throughout the field fest. A small amount of

gteacher backgrourd data was gathered by the Teﬁcher Information Sheet
for general information and reporting purposes. |

- Guidelines were employed to facilitate the evaldation of intrinsic
quality (i.e., harmlessness, social fairness) of the program. qﬁtside
consultants who performed a review of the program were furnished with
a set of* questions/tasks to assist the review. Section I of Chapter

Four provides more detailed information concerning review guidelines.

Criterion-Referenced Tests.

Two tests were constructed by RBS staff to assess the extent to
which content objectives of the program were achieved by the end of the

field test. The two tests, used as posttest measures for e;perimental

atid comparison classes, are: What's Happening? and What Would You Do?

What's Happening? This test consists of eight cartoon illustra-

tions depicting-chhractera (e.g., friends, parents, grandparents) in
gituvations preqhmably familiar to the experience of fourth gfdda

elementary school childran. Each cartoon ie followed by a serias of
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short-answer, open-ended questions designed to assess student learning
in four areas: (1) identifying feelings; (2) identifying ways of
expressing feelings; (3) demonstrating how to find out another person's

feelings by asking that person; and (4) dgtermining the cause of

actions or feelings.' Like the What Would You Do? test, this measure

a

attempted to be free of program—specific language that could poésibly
bias evaluation results in favor of experimental pupils. Bésed on in-
house reviews, this measure was considered to have "face" validity. .,

»
.

. What Would You Do? The summative evaluation plan criginally

called for a measure of student achievement (i.e., "mastery test"), to.
consist of a selected sub-set cf items from "Reviewpages.'" Each
Reviewpage contained five items designed to assess‘inférmation recall
of program concépts taught by tape-led lessons. A p;eliminary set of
items was selected (and modified as needed) from Reviewpages to be
tested on students who were instructed in the Heartsmart pébgram.
during the 1976 Pilot Test, and on a comparable group of non-instructed
students atﬁending the same school. The results of the test revealed
that most items were too easy, consequently producing ceiling
effects, and that the power of items to differentiate the two groups
was(aegligible. ‘The decision was made toAdfbp ;he idea of a strictly
cognitive measure of pupil achievement'fo; purposes of'summative
evaluation.

A test called Wha; Should Be Done? was then considered as a

\
possible alternative criterion-referenced measure. This test was
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J- initially conceptualized and designed for the 1976 Pilét Iest by Dr.
Adrianne Bank from the‘Center for the Study of Evaluation (University
of C;ldfofnia at Los Angeles}). It was necessary, howevef,.tq modify
the content of test items substantially so that they better réflected

5 ;the‘instructignal goals of the field test version of the program. The

‘name of the test was also changed to What Would You Do? to remove the

implied dogm#tic and moralistic tone of the program.

The revised test consists of 18 multiple choice items. Each item
describes a problem—oriented situation-invélving,young-children and
other persons such as friénds, parents, and siblings. Most of these
situations were createﬁ from "real-life" experiences of children who

were involved in the 1976 Pilot Test. For eéch‘item children are

asked wﬁat ;hey would do in these situations. Threg response ogﬁions

representing diﬁferent‘kindé of actions are given: one option was in-

tended to reflect an bﬁjeqtive-referenced reéponse; eitﬁer or both of

- “the reméining options (i.e., distractors) either were not related to

-pfogfam objectives or were stafements of anti-objectives of the

program (e.g., hiding feelings, guessing instead‘of aéking Anqther
person's feelings, dependence on authority, physical aggression against
another persor). The course objectives presumably measured by this
test felate to: (1) expression of feeliﬁgs (e.g., anéer, loneliness,
fear); (2) translation of feélings into actionsy and (3) expressing

desires and requesting actions of another to accomplish desires.

A split-half reliability coefficient of intermal consistency was
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

calculated fornthis test by correlating odd numbered and even—numbered.
items. When the resﬁlflng corrélation'was corrected for test length
by the Spearman-Brown formula, the obtained reliability coefficient
was 0.795, The test was also factor analyzed in order to discover
any underlying program—relevant dimensions whiéh could possibly be

: -

developed into Separaté indices. Factor ‘analysis produced only one

psychogically meaningful factor which accounted for 937% of the vériance

'in the test items. Based on the above sets of results, it was appro-

priate, then, to rapresent a subject's score on the test by the total

number of correct ,answers.

The two neasures described above, What's Happening? and What Would

You Do?, were specifically constructed to assess selected aspects of

B §

-,

program effectiveness. No other measures come closer than these two
;o meeting tﬁe summative evaluation‘needs of the field test. It is
important to emphasize, howéver, that t .ese tests do not pﬁ;po;t to
measure pupil behaviﬁr in actugl iﬁterﬁersénal situations; they only

presume to measure tendencies (or predispositions) toward behavior at

least in the types of situations represemt i in both tests. The extent

, of any relationship between these behz. »ral tendencies and correspond—

ing behaviors in real situaticus is not known. Program effectiveness

must, therefore, be interpreted as thea extent to which experimental

- students show evidence of being able z¢ trausfer more of that which is

learned in the program than compariscn;studencs to a paper-and-pencil

representation of real-liife interpersonzl events.

W
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Standardized‘ﬁeasures;

Two.édditional'measures_were selected to describe and/or judge
the program's effectivenessf (1) the Fundamental Interpersonal
Relationé Orientation Behavior Scales (FIRO-BC, Children's'version);b

and (2) -the My Class Inventory. These two measures and tle criterion-
. \

referenced teéts desceribed above.éte primarily aistinguished'on'the
bﬁsis of content specificity.  .The latter two tests are mgre closeiy"
aligned wi;h the instructioﬁal content of the prograﬁ, “In contrast,
the stahdar#ized measures, used for bré-'and posttesting, are less
direct in their assessment of program fulfillments and, to some extent,
are used in the field te;t gslvehicles for exploring program-relevant

o
13

differences between experimental and comparison grbups.

FIRO~-BC. The FIRO-BC is a self—reﬁort,.paper-and;pencil measure,
of how one acts, or is disposed to act, and how one wishes others to
act in interpersonal situations.v It is the children's version of the
FIRO—B'scales'déed for adults. The same methodology was used to con?
struct these two measures; they both rely on the same theovretical
congsiderarions and measufe the same diménsions.

The FIR0-BC, like its paren; version, is comp;ised‘of six, nine-
item scales derived'from three ayeaéw(i.e., needs) of intérpé;sonal

relaticns, Tnolusion, Control, and Affection, and two dimensions,

Expressed and Wanted, as shown in Figure 2:

[
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DIMENSIONS

EXPRESSED WANTED
_ INCLUSION | - E - I W-1
. INTERPERSONAL ' :
. 2 CONTROL =~ E-C W-2¢C
. NEEDS ,
AFFECTION E - A . W-A

Figure 2. FIRO-BC Scales,
as derived from Interpersonal’ »
Needs and Behavioral Dimensions ‘ :

The fundamental interpersonal needs based on the FIRO theory

(Schutz, 1966) are as follows: b

1. .The interpersonal need for inclusion is the need to establish and
maintain a satisfactory relationship with people with respect to -
interaction and association. Some terms that connote various as~
pects of a relationship that is primarily positive inclusion are
"associate, interact, mingle, communicate, belong, companigg, com-
rade, attend to, member, togetherness, join, extravert, pay atten-
tion to, interested, encounter." Negative inclusion is connoted
by "exclude, isolate, outsider, outcast, lonely, detached, with-
drawn, abandon, ignore,"

2. The interpersonal need for control is the need to establish and
maintain a satisfactory relationship with people with respect to
control and power. Control behavior refers to the decision-making
process between people, -Some terms that connote aspects of primar-
ily positive control are, "power, authority, dominance, influence,
control, ruler, superior, officer, leader." Aspects of negative
control are connoted by "rebellion, resistance, follower, anarchy,
submissive, henpecked, milguetoast," - ' '

3. The interpersonal need for affection is the need to establish and
maintain a satisfactory relationship with others with respect to
love and affection. Some terms that: connote aspects of primarily
positive affection are "love, like, emotionally close, personal,

"intimate, friend, sweetheart." Aspects of negative affection are
connoted by "hate,cool, dislike, emotionally distant, rejecting,"

Two aspects of behavior are assessed by the measure: the behavior

36
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an individual expresses toward otheré and the behavior an individual
wants others to express-téﬁard him/her - hence, six scales: Expreséed
Incluéion, Wanted Inclusiog,'Expressgd Control, Wanted Control,
E#fressed Affection, and Wanted Affecticn.

The FiRO—BC scales weré developed using the Guttman technique for
"~ cumulative scale analyses. 'Reproducibiiity coefficients réther than
. split—half reliability coefficients were therefore used as estimates of
reliability. Réprodﬁcibility measures the extent to which a respond-
ept's scale score is a predictor of one's response pattern; A high re-
producibility coefficient féf a scale indicates the scalé is cumwlative
gnﬁ presumably unidimensional. The usual criterion for reproducibility
is. .90, meaning that 90% of all respoﬁses to a given sqale are repro-
ducibielfrom kno&ledge_of scale scores. Table 2 shows a comparison
between feproducibility.estimates as réforted by the FIRO-BC TSchnical
Manual (unpuplished), and those found cn pre;tests and post-tesﬁs in
the field test sample. Alpha coefficients 6f internal consistency for
each FIRO-BC scale are also given.

These data indicate ghat reproducibility scoreslbased ;n'the field
test sample are consisﬁently 1owér than those reﬁorted by the test
developer, and fall below the criterion of .90. The alpha coefficients
ltend to indicate that the FIRO-BC scales may not meaéure unidimensionai
tracts in this field test .sample. It is ﬁossible to improve repro-
ducibility, and as alresult, the alpha-coéfficient, bybre—scoring the

test. The decisicn was made, however, to maintain test integrity on



" Tab

le 2

Comparison Between FIRO-BC Test Manual and Field Tesf
Sample Reliabilities on FIRO-BC Scales

REPRODUCIBIiITY COEFFICIENTS

COEFFICIENT ALPHA
o Technical . Field Test Field Test

FIRO-BC SCALE Manual -, Pre~-Test Post-Test Pre-Test Post-Test

(N = 383) . (N = 383) (N = 378) (N = 382)
Expressed Inclusion 88 78 79 .63! .66
Wanted Iﬁclusicn - 88 75 77 .66 .72
Expressed Control 90 Ql:.83 86 .83 .84
w}u\mednc:m'trol 89 81 33 .76 .77
Expréfsed Affection &8 76 77 .61 .63
Wanted foection 38 77 80 .63 - .67
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the assumption that any generally reliable differences between experi-
mental and comparison groups could still be'detected by these scales.

My Class JInventory (MCI). This measure is the elementary school

version of the Learﬁingyﬁnvironment Inventory (LEI) designed for
secondary school use. The MCI is an'"iﬁsprument desigped“to measure
the”social climate of léarning Jf a class'astﬁeréeived by the pupils
withip it (Anderson, 1973, p.4)." Tﬁe-scales which comprise this
instrument were developed from theoretical and applied social-psycho=

' logical and educational research. Test construction invol&ed both
expert judgment iﬁ classifying items into con;truét categories and
empirical testing.

The MCI contaihs 45 items distributed over f;ve scales: Satis-
fgction (s), F?iction (r), Cohgsiveness (C, Comﬁetitiveness ), aﬁd»
Difficulty (D). The first three scales, S, F, and C, were selected to
be used as measures of program outcomes, referencéd_indirectly to
ﬁrogram objectives. The S scale apéears to be a measure of genergliied
satisfaction with the class as ;—;hole, The F scalé-was'designed to
méasure the extent to which a classfoom group is cﬁaracterized by lack
cf ﬁutual respect, bickering aﬁong class members, inﬁer—gréup tension,

“and lack of group cohesion. The C scale. is nearly the opposite of the
F scale; a classroom scoring high pn.fhe C sc#le is made ﬁp of pupils
who know and like 2ach other, and who help one another. i !

According to its developer, the MEI.is still undergoﬂng develop-

ment.. The reported reliabilities on theuS, F, anc ¢ scales pf the MCI
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range from .54 to ,77. Alpha coefficieﬂts calculated on the field test

sample are compared with those 1eported in the test manual in Table 3

)‘n
below: .
- Table 3 _§
Comparison between MCI.test manual.
and field test sample reliabilities
- on three MCI scales
kel
ALPHA COE FFICIFNT
My Class Inventory
Scale 'Technicalg Field Test
' (gzggii Pre-Test Post-Test
. ~(N=386) (N=383)
Satisfaction 77 .69 .76
Friction .70 .62 T .66
Cohesion .54° .;; .56

These results show that reliabllities of these scales are lower
4

in the rield test sample on the S and F scales and slightly higher on
the C s;ale. Appropriate caution should be taken in judging evaluation

R . 7 .
results using these scales due to relatively low scale reliabilities.
VI. DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS

This section'describes methods of collecting data, and describes

and discusses data analysis with distinction being made between

o

summative and formative evaluation,

4G
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Data Collection ¢

Table 4 contains information about (1) timing of data éollection;
(2) agent(s) responsible for éollecting da;aﬁ and (3) data.cdilection

procedures.. Most of this information is‘self—explanatory. There fs

need, however, to describe.classroom observation methods in more ‘detail.
2

Observation. A total of 48 opservations was made of Heartsmart
: : Voo -7 .

prqgram lessons: 36 of tape-led lessons and 12 of Heart to Heart talks.

On the average, each school wa3 visited for.observation purposes nearﬂy
. : !

|

7 times throughout the field test (i.e., 13-18 weeks). Although four
RBS staff members visited at least two schools zach, most observation

data were collected by one individuai, sinéé it was. thought that students

and teachers would be 1es§ disturbed if thay became accustomed to one

person. Observation procedurés were relgtively.simple: the observer

Iwohld‘typically si; in the back of the room{\and 1isten, waﬁch, ?nd .
1 Jrecbtd leepted verbal aﬁd non-verbal events occurring in thé classroomi‘
Observation cuz2s were ﬁrovided by.a serieg of directed quésgiohs. After
taking extensive nctes gf classrodm processes,‘the obseryeruwould pre-

/

pare z written responée to these questions based on the observation.
;

Observers' classroom notes and answers to questions would then be

collected and filed for subsequent use.

Data Analysis

It is here tRat the distinction betwecén formative and_éummative




z%

Description of the Field Test Data Collection Method

"\'  Table 4

Instrugent Test. Adninistration Test
LCategory Instrument(s) Before During After |Administrator Data Collection Procedu.e
Opinion Surveys | Teacher Opinion Surveys X - Self-Aduinistered by teacher
%tudent.Opinion Surveys X | Tchher For eacu class period five
‘ L. different subjects selected
from teacher's class list™
Observation Forms Leé%gn Observation ks X RBS Staff (Classroom observation
| v+ | ‘Heart-to-Heart Talk X RBS'Staff Classtoom observation
-|Interviev Teacher Questionnaire - X RBSaStaff - Face-to-Tace interviev
Schedul B v 1 - .
grecuses Student Questionnaire X RBS Staff Face-to-Face interview - .
) oo ’ . Y . , d" it
Procedural Forms/ | Teacher Data | X - Self-Administered by teacher
Guidelines g ' el ;
, ; Student Record Sheet. X -- Self-Administered by teacher
Course Schedule X - Self-Administered by teacher
Criterion- ' Nhat‘s Happening° X o RBS Staff Test items read aioud to pupils
Referenced Tests what Hould You Do ) X RBS Staff Test items read ‘aloud to pupils
Standardized. FIRO-BC . X X | KBS Staff Test itens read aloud to pupils
M?asures MyéClﬁss Inventory x X RBS Staff Test items read aloud to pupils

1Administered to both Experlmental and Comparison Group subJects

‘

$

/

Time- i Pterval between pre-post testing was approximately 13 to 18 weeks, depending on the field test site,

2Exceptﬂons. All subjects ‘completed last Heart-to-Heart and group opinion survey forns:




evaluation is convenient and necessary to draw, Formative evaluation

is priqérily concerned with utilizing data for.makiﬂé program
revisié%s. Summative evaluation is almost exclusively concerned

in this report with: (1) utiiizing data to describe and judge the
outcomes of the Heartsmart program in relation to'program goals and
objectives; and (2) utilizing data to describe and judge contingencies'
as they may relate to (l). In this report formative evgiuatioﬁ in-
volves eiperimental groups only, whereas summative evaluation involves
making comparisons hetween experimental and comparison groups. Data
analysis procedures which were employed to serve botﬂ formative and
.summafive evaluation goals of the field test were therefore quite

\

different'and'ﬁeed to be discussed separatéiy.

'Formatiye Evaluation. Data analyses for formative evaluation
purposés werékperformed by both logical and empirical procedures.
Content analysis was the principal lcgical proceduré and was used as
the basis for analyzing ihtrinsic qualitx\(i.e., social.fairness,
educatiénal/psychological harmlessness) og\the program materials. The
results from the Consultant Review and ‘Affirmative Action, reported

separately in Chapter Four, were based on content analysis procedures.

Consultant Review was guided by less formal, primari~y judgmental

procecures, whereas Affirmative Action followed a more’fdrgfl set of

~
~

guidelines and rules. _ o : \\\\\\\

Descriptive statistics were used in the ahalyses of student’ .

N
\\

achievement, progrém appeal/acceptability, and progrém implementation
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data. Varied analyses of the data provided most of the necessary

information to determine program revisions.

Summative Evaluation. Analyses of summative evaluation data were

performed principally by multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVA)
and multivariate analyses of covariaﬁce (MANCOVA).. In the case of
Pre— and post-test ﬁeasures,Aa repeated measures MANOVA/MANCOVA was
used. AThis type of statistical approach to summative evaluation has
important advantages over éther procedures (e.g., ;ﬁivariate gain-
score analysis, analysis of variance/covariange). First, it performs
the usual F~test for significanﬁ differences hetween groups on more
than one dependent variable simultaneously: In the.case of'multiple
dej.andent measures or indices on the same set‘of subjects, one is
likely to find significant intercorrelations. 1In an "experimental“
situation, finding a reliable.differeﬁce on one depehdent variable

’ \
increases the chances of finding a similar difference_on related
variables. MANOVA, however, effectiiel& partials out dependent
variable:interco:reiations anq provides a more accurate asseésmen; of

group differences. In Appendix D scale intercorrelations among the

FIRO-BC test and the MCI, and the correlation between the What's

Happening? and What Would You Do? tests are given. The large number of
highly significant cor;elatioﬁs amply justifies the use of MANOVA. A
further, related advantage of MANOVA, in combination with uﬁivariate
statistical aﬁalysés, is'thatfit maintains a consistent, moderately

conservative experiment-wise error rate regaidless of the magnitude of
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dependent variable correlations (Hummel and Sligo, 1971). The Alpha
for determining the statistical significance of multivariate results
nas set at the .10‘1eve1; the relatively small group sample sizes
involved in the statistical comparisons between experimental and
comparison classes within eacn.school permit a relativély non-conser-
vativg Typg I error rate. The Alpha level for univariate results was
set at .05 to take into consideration inflation of.the error rate

per comparison in perfo;ming multiple statistical. tests.

Multivariate statistical results presented in this report were

provided by the Statistical Analysis System fBarr et al., 1976) and

Multivariance Version VI (Finn, 1977) computer program packages.
.

VII. LIMITATIONS/DELIMITATIONS

This section is motivated by the neéd to place the findings of
this field test in a proper cautionary perspective. The purpose of
this section is to provine a faithful accounting of limitations/delimi-
tations of the field test stu@y. Limiting/delimiting factors are con-
.sidered in each of the folldwing areas: field test goals, program
goals, summative evaluation design, and instrumentation.

Field Test Goals

The major goals of the field test were :to conduct both formative
. : \ :
and summative evaluation. The question is whether field test results

would be equally appliéable to the final program version which includes

data based-revisions. The credibility of summative evaluation must,
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therefore, be dependent, in pért, on the nature and éx;ent of these
revisions. Actuai program refisions, as will be documented in Chapter
‘ .

Six of this report, were extensive and necessary, but do no; greatly.
alter the basic structure, organization, content, or implementation
strategy conceptualized for the original design of the program. It is
“therefore assumed that if this field test were replicated on the final
revised version of the program, it is probéble that similar findings

- would be obtained.

Goals of the Program

A significant and continuous challenge to RBS evaluation staff
was to be able to identify and comprehend the goals statéd for the f

Heartsmart prograﬁ. The prgblem of identifying the program goalé was /
evident i; the lack of complete'correspondence between the content of f
the instructional materials and the goals for the program. The overa%i
program goal is to enable student§ to éonduct their interpersﬁnal rela-
tionships in a moré open, aware, and -effective manner; this goal may be
perceived as.open to a variety of interpretations. As the field test
progressed, it became evident that the program goals and objectives

could not be adequately’understood apart from the FIRO theory (Schutz,
1966). The teacher's manual states that the program is designed Lo
teach-students, among other things, to "be able to eXpress‘(by werds or
actions) what they Qant or don't want (from other children and/or adults)

in the areas of affection, being included in acﬁivities, or being in

charge (Berzen, 1977, pp. 2-3)." Again taken from the teacker's manual,
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"goals of Units II and III involve legitimizing’aéceﬁtance of, and en-
abling expression of Inclusion..., Control..., and Affection" (Berzon,
1977, p. 85). The logical choice of an AssessmentAdevice to measure
program effectiveness was the FIRO-BC scales which were designed to
measure Inclusion, Control, and Affection. HdweverJ making speéifip
_predictioné from the FIRO fheory; or from the .content of the program,

-

turned out to be a complex task. vThis difficulty was not resolved in
consultation with the program developer and the originator of th;‘FIRO-
theory, both of whom expressed uncertainty about how the FfRO séaleél
would react to thg program treatmeﬁtf Both consuitants éuggested‘in—
dependehtly that the best use of the FIRD scales was as an explor&tory
device rather than as a measure ofvprbgram'effeétiveness. Why was it
so difficult to generate a set of testable evaluation hypotheées ﬁsing
the FIRO scaies when the rationale and content of the program w. L ased
on the FIRO theory? The actual relationship between the FIRO theory
and the inbtructionai content for the program is not as strong or direct :
as program staff initially thought. Thé‘program does not attempt to
teach students explicitly to express or want more or less "inclusion,"
Jccﬂtrol;"-or "affection," but does provide au opportunity for studerts
to experienge these facets of interpersonal phenomena, ﬁarticularly in
the small groups. ‘The influence of the fIRO theory on the Heartsmart
program is more evident in terms of its organization rathe; than in
terms of its instructional coﬁtent. It would appear that the FIRO'
scaléé do not provide a strong basis for summative evaluation, contrary

to RBS original understanding.




The poiht that is hopefully raised by this disgussion is that the
éummative evaluation was approached with certain upder;tandings of the
program goals and the prqg;am's underlying theory. These understandings
influenced the developﬁént and selection of evaluﬁtion measures, and
presumably the interpretation of the results‘obtaingd'in this study.

Had aqother party conducted ﬁhe,summative eval%atibq, it is conceivable
that its understanding of the program and its goals ﬁould différ from
this one, as would its selection of appropri;te eQalqation,meaédres,

and perhaps, even its evaluation findings.

Sumﬁative Evaluation Design

In thislfield test, Ehe assessmenﬁ of program effectivene§s was
q§termined.by the use of a quasi-experimental design. The chances of
incorrectly attributing expected differences in:performance between
experimental and comparison classes to the effects of a Erogram treat—
ment are greater for this type of design~than for true eéperimentai de-
signs. According to Campbgll and?Stanley (1963), there aﬁe twc possible
competing explanations: reérsssion and the interaction bétween selec-
tion and maturation. Sin;e samples were not selected on the'basis of
extreme séores on some measure, and since the sample selection proce-
dures minimized student self-selection as a-factor, regfessipn and
selection and‘maturation interacfiqn are pfobably not very piausible
alternative explanations. A more realistic concern'rélates tyu the
effects of possible selection differences on the two criterio&—referenced

tests. It will be recalled that these tests were'administered\only as

post-tests. If experimental and compariscn classes systematicélly dif-




"

fered initially in these variables or related-variables'measured.by
these two tests, then any posttest differences could be attributed to
those iqitial differences. Results from the criterion—refeyénced
measures, whetheg they significantly favor or do not favor the experi-
mental classeé, must be iﬁterprgtedvin light of possible selectiﬁn

/

d{fferences.'

Instrumentation

Reliability data were presented for the What Would You Do? test,

the My Class Inventory (MCI), and the FIRO-BC scalas in Section V.

Only the reliability coefficients obtained on the MCI scales were found
to be undesirably low and, therefore, appropriate caution should be
taken in intefpreting results on cthese scales.

Eariier the releyance of the.FIRO—BC scales as measﬁres of program
effectivenesé was questioned. The FIRO scales in general were gonstrhct-
ed rainly co do basic resear;h on interperscnal p%enomena (e.2., prediét/
explain social’ihteraction under vérying conditione) and to provide
clinical information to individuale conce:ning their own interpersonal
neéd;. These scalés are frequently used in clinicél—therapeutic ée;-
tings to assist groups or individuals to learn more about themselves and
their interpersonal behavior. (Occasionally the scales have been used
to assess outcomes cf intensive (e.g.,-encéunter) group experiences.)

The FIRO gcales were used in this field test for a differeht purpose,

which was as an evaluation -device for detecting any meaningful experi-

mental vs. comparison group differences as & function of an eduvcational
. p - . N :

”
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intervention. No aittempt is made to analyze or interpret evaluation
results from the FiR0-B( scales in terms of individual scores; all data
are aggregated across individuals and it would appear that a large degree

of psyohologicai meaqingfulness of the test results is lost as a result.
Furthermore, an educarional program, such as The. Heartsmart Adventures,
‘probably should not be expected to bring about deeper psycho-socfal
changes (i e., changes in 1nterpersona1 orientation) in children that
might be affected by longer term and more inténsive professional psycho—
logical services. “The FIRO-BC ecaleé may be inherentlﬁ'more sensitive
to these latter type experiehces.

Finally, the FIRO-BC scales for children have not been as widely
used as the FIRO-B sca}es for adults. This field test.is the only
known attempt to use the FIRO-BC to measure the effectiveness of a
school-directed instructional interventigh.v Its validity is therefore

a

not basad on much previous related research experience.




CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS

This chapter consists of six sections: Consultant Review; Affir-
mative Action Report;- Program ImplemcntaLion Program Appeal and Ac-

ceptability; Student Achievement; and Program Effectiveness.
I. CONSULTANT REVIEW

The procedures and results of consultant revizw are reportec in

this sectior.

Tasks and Procedures

In accordance with the requirements of the field test design, and
with a desire to obtain externzl review of the program, it was.deter—\x
mined that three to four consultants would be invited to review and
evaluate the program. It was further determined that each consultant
shquid be asked either to respond to specific.questions, or to evalu-
‘ate the program from a particular viewpoint so that no one consultant
should be overburdened by too time-consuming a task.

The following questions were posed: . A

1. 1Is this program suitable for students aged nine to eleven

years 0ld? Is it equally suitable for all students in this
age group regardless- of race, ethnic background or socio--
economic status? Would students benefit from the program,

or would they be harmed?

2. Would the program be ‘an acceptable part of an elemenfary
school curriculum? :

©

3. Could the average classroom teacher carry out the program
objectives -given the materials provided?

4. The FIRO.(Fundgmental Interpersonal Relationships Orientation)



thecry relates to the individual needs of inclusion, control,
and affection. (Schutz, 1966). Is that relationship, and ths
pregram's interpretation of the theory valid and appropriate?

Since Dr. William C. Schutz originated the FIRO theory, he was

invited to respond to ‘question four above.

Ms. Patricia Ramsdell, Director of Eleméntary Education for the,

Jpper Darby School District, was asked to respond to the first three

3

questions.

Dr. Yvonne Agazarin, a clinical psychologist, was asked to re-
spond to questions one and three.
The consultants were approached in February 1977. All three

consultants agreed to review the program. Each received a complete

set of tapes anan copy of the teacher's manual. Review questions

were posed, but no formal forms were used. All reports were re-

ceived by the end of July,'and\are on file at Researé. for Better

Schools.

4

———

Report from Dr. William Schﬁtz

The report begins, "My overall impression is one of overwhelming

enthusiasm ... the program ... is creative and meticulous, theoretical-
. . \ .
ly sound," and later states, "I would anticipate great success, es-

pecially with an aware teacher.”

Dr. Schutz makes three specific suggestions: - N
N
] Condense the lengthy lists of objectives.
] Revise the story for Lesson 19 so that it is oriented to power

competition, authority and influence, i.e., control, rather
“than to attention which is an aspect of inclusion.
v o '
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° Carry through or continue the series of lessons by teaching
students to take respon51billty for their own ch01ces.

Dr. Schutz concludes with praise for the program and states that
the presentation of the FIRO dimensions "is both accurate and. enter-

‘taining." . ) _ _ )

Report from Ms. Patricia Ramsdell

Y

In her report, Ms. Ramsdell states that she listened to all the

tapes, read the student materials and teacher's manual, observed two °

lessons conducted during the fieid test, and, interviewed some teachers
and students involved in the field tést,

Ms. Ramscdell states, "This is a.éreat program and for that reason

my suggestions are very minor." Her suggestions are quoted verbatim
below,

1. Eliminate the part in which candy is given as
it seems .to suggest that it is alright to take
candy from 2 stranger. Tape 1 and.lO.

2. Eliminate suggestions of running away from home
and running away to find self or’ recommend that
the teacher discuss this as make believe and
not an acceptable real life practice. Tapes 1
and 10. v

3. On the tape that refers to the fact that it is
0.k. to do things that are different add -- it
is o.k. if it doesn't harm other people. Tape
15. i ' .

4. Tone down the child telling parents how he feels.
In some of our homes a child would be puanhﬁd
for using that tone of voice. Tape 11.

5. Change suggested grade level to three/or four
to be determined by the. sophistication of the
students.’ /

s 6. In the beginning of the tape vary the approach —-
e.g. "Good morning," "Here we go again," "Hello
again," "Hi Eve;ybody'" I got so tifed of the
same opening phrase! All tapes. f ) /

7. Drop the term "speakeasy." It reminds me of
prohibition stories -~ the knocking/on the door

|
|
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intensifies this feeling. Tape 18.

8. In giving directions drop some of the ' you
shoulds", s All tapes.

9. Change the ,review quiz to true and false rather
than yes or no or remove quiz altogether. All"

. tapes.
10. Design a follow throygh gulde for teachers.
1I'. Add a lesson on responsibility to others -- e.g.,

sharing, carrying, caring, etc. o
12. Design parent lessons so all ‘of the family learns
: to express feelings.

Report from Dr. Yvonne Agazarin

Dr. Agazarin listened to all the tgpes and read the téacher's

- 1

manual,

She states: -

In my opinion the program is generally and specifically -.
-valid in meeting the overall gonals stated and defined in the
introductlon of the teacher's manual. - .

I:found the program to be age appropriate as determined
by the Fry readability scale ... in my opinion, the impact .of
the prcgram would have a strong, positive influence on the
psvcho—3001al growth of the children who také it. ‘

I want to emphas;ze that my overall evaluation of this '
program is positive ... Because inner-city children are most°®
subject to social deprivation and sensory deprivation’ and the
concomitant impairment of the self-mastery that comes from' -
this, I would consider it particularly important that this/
program be given to ‘inner-city school children. !

Dr. Agazarin makes many highly specific comments and suggestions,"

v

some of which are organizational or editorial. For the sake of brevi-

. ) :
ty, only her major suggestions are summarized her=z.

.

. Teacher's Manual. In general fbéﬁe is tod much repetition, and

[}

the orgenization, for, reference purposes, is poor. The style is ir:zon—

. . A N
sistent; all copy should be written directly to the téacher.

~
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insufficien;-tréining and/or direction is proﬁided for the teacher

on how to conduct Heart-to-Heart talks.

A-warning“to the teacher that students may experience difficulty
e
with a given tape-led activiiy is inadequate. The nature of the dif-
- 5 ) o . . .
. fdculty should be identified and resolution strategies suggested. N

‘'Tape-led Lessons. Lesson 1: It is not accurate to teach children

that a fast heartbeat means y.u're scared. Rewrite truthfully.

Lesson 5: Gamepagés and tape-led activity are particularly good.

A

Lesson 7: The sfﬁdent cOmpetifors in the tap.-led gamé do not
‘need to be revarded by applause.

Lesson 8: The OOPSER, a computerized robot, should not e:xperience
a nervous brgakdown, neither should\}t.experiencc'feelings. "Children
should not be encouraged to anthropoﬁzrphizg machines." l

Lesson 18: '"Speak Easy is an unfortunate vocabulary phrase, and
may even be an unfortunate conce?t."

Lesson l9: The characters known as the Hurts run away, and essen-
tially_praéiice'blackmail in order to receive‘aftention. "I'm uncom—
fortaBle with rewardinglthe bl;ckﬁéil'... t%e point needs to be
achizved iﬁ some different way."

Lesson 21: \In this Heart-to-Heart talk the following point should

be included:

It is important to tell people what you want, and to risk not
getting it, rather than not tell, and make sure of not getting
it. .
. p
Lesson 28: It would be preferable i»r the character Marsha Mellow




to learn seif—respect_and self-esty m, rather than to relylon.other
people giving her "kisse.. and hugs" when she's feeling upset.‘

\- Lesson 30: "I like very ndbh the 'hello—goodbye' teaching in
this lessonf. : | | ‘

Groups. "Randowm formation of groups- would be less tronble for
) ! / '

tne teacher, and less risky in tefms of idiosyncratlc 1eactions to
sociometric choice." If the method for forming groups is not changed,
an exercise other than the ' spaceship captain' should be used so that

botl: task g:ouphand groupr maintenance are .suggested, and the exercise

i
1

topic relates mgive closely to Heartsmart lessons,

[

More explicit guidance isf;equired for gronp leadership training
in order to.avoid'"the imitat#on of benevolent antocretic behavior."
Students should be allowed mole opportunity to be gfoLp leaders.

The small groups cquld.be structured functionally with rotating
rolas in the area- of inclusiin, control, and affection. In a six-.

person group three poirs of students would take behavior roles re-

i

'1ating to each area. Gencrally syeaking, the inclusion roles would re-

late to maintenance through moni{orlng aspects of cooperation and com-
parative communication input." 'The control roles would relate to

task and admiristration. The affectioa roles would relate to maia-

' : . . ] . T
tenance being ''supportive of the grloup members, "™

Feelingsé Six pairs of "feelings" characters are presented in the
‘ \ v
story: sad, mgd, glad, hurt, lonely, scared. Add "love." Optional
activities should be included relating\to shyness, selfishness, and

showing-off. ‘ ' \
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General. Include a set of information pages which may be dupli-
cated and given to parents or'non—program teachers as and when neces-
'sary.
Revise the directions to the substitute teacher to allow for more
input and involvement of the students.
(See the chapter titled Summary.and Conclusions for further dis-

" cussion.)

II. AFFIRMATIVE ACTION REPORT

" This report describes procedures, considerations and data‘re¥atéd
to portrayal of characters in The Heartsmart Adventures (field test
&grsion, spring 1977). This analysis of characﬁerization, in terms of
sex, race or efhnicity, positive-negative depicﬁion, and superordinate-
subordinate social relationships was conducted-in accordcnce with the
RBS guidelines for affirmative action to determine what revisions (if
any)‘should be made in order to achieve social fairness in portrayal
of characters.

Task
——— —

The decument, Guidelines for Affirmative Action in RBS Products

and Services (RBS, 1976) states:

& .
pData will be gathered on both narrative and graphic
aspects of a product wherever individuals are idea~
tified in a product.- The characterization and
group membership will be recorded according to the
following categories:

i. by sex
ii. by race/ethnicity
iii. by disability/handicap.
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Percent of each group to be represented are suggested as follows:

y

i. by sex: 50% male, 50% female T 10% +
\ - L] L/
ii. by race/ethnicity: Black - 18% ¢ 5% .
White 75% F 10%
Oriental ‘ 2% I 1%
Hispanic-American 2% I 1%

'~ Native-American 27
Other 1%

1%

Balance in characterization is to be deﬁermined by considering the

following:

i. by positive-negative depicéiod '

ii. by superordinate-subordinate social relation—
ship

iii. by work, play or other activity engagements
iv. by abilities, interests, or other personal
traits

Once data has been collected and analyzed, it is suggested that...
...where the comparison indicates that certain groups

- were underutilized, the product units should be re-

_vised to comply with the standards for group repre—
sentation,

Procedures -
'An affirmative action.plan for The Heartsmart Adventures

program, based'on“the RBS Guidelines, was written iﬁ July 1976.
During the spring of 1977, the first stage of the plan was carried

out: data relevant to affimative action were tabulated, analyzed,

and reported on.

An independent evaluator employed on'a-different'RBS project re-
viewed the report resulting from stage 1, examined gamples of the pro-

gram materials, and wrote a brief report.

Minority members of RBS were asked to review the program anq/



attehd a meeting to discuss their impressions of program concepts and
materials. . -

~All findings were reviewed by the project coordiﬁatér for accuracy
and/or appropriaténéss in grder to determine what révisions could and
should be made.
Only a certain level of objectivity is possible in individual
.evazluation of social fairness characterization. In order
to reduce the possibility of biased subjective judgments, the first
three stages of the analytical review process as“éescribed above were

independent of the others, and both white and non-white persons were

_involved.

Limitations and~ConsideraFions

Analyéis of group membership of Heartsmért characters is less ex-
tensive than suggested by the RBS Guidelines because no physical dis-
abilities are portfayed and cthnic identity cannot be specified beyond
. skin color.

The dark skin and black hair that are given to some of the people
illustrated are undoubtedly méant to suggest Afro-American, Asian, His-
panic, and/or Native Americ&n background, but it is impossible to deter-
nine the deyeloper's‘%ﬁtentions; Tﬁerefore,'the:analysis by category
relates only to sex and white/ﬁdn—white characterization (the term
"non-white" being used to indicate all dark-skinned portrayals).

»in the tables that follow, group membership is tgbﬁlated for main

| _ .
characters of the story, supporting characters of the story, and
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

characters portrayed in Heartsmart activities,

Main character. A main character is defined as one who is illus-
trated in at least twc story pages, and/or who has a speaking part

totaling a minimum of twenty written lines.

Supporting character. A supﬁorting character is defiﬂed as one
who 1s illustrated in only one story page and/&r who has a speaking
part totaling less than twenty written lines.

Non-human characters. There is a total qf twenty non—ﬁﬁman

o .~

characters portrayed in Heartsmart, of whom nineteen have speaking"

-

parts. Four of the'non—human charactérs ére animals; sixteen are
fantgsy creatures. Since all non-human characters have human charac-
teristics, and are portrayed by humans in the dramatized tapes, they
are included in this analysis.

Activities characters. Characters in the activities portions

are portrayed on tape and/or by way of illustrations on the gamep:zzs.

L.

Only the children, who comprise over 99% of the :otal number of ‘inse
portrayals,lére tabulated ﬁere. (The Feelings, Bessie Bluechip, ..nd
the Altogether Alligator have beén considered in other tabulations
relating to main nonr—human charactersl) Two white hands, and repre-
sentational human figures which ar= dentified neither by sex nor by
ethnic backgrourﬁ; Qe;e considered to be of insufficient importance
for considératicn iﬁ this study.

Sex. For séveral of the ron~human characters, only the voice

provides a clue for the identif'caticn of sex. In some instances, the

. | . Vo '7:j




voice could be'considered either male or fémalei therefdre, the cate-

gory "indeterminate sex" 'is included.

Ethnic identity. Illustrations provide the only means for estab-
lishing the ethnic identity of human characters. Because illustrai‘ons
are not aiways provided for.supporting characters, it was necessa~: to

add the category "indeterminate."

Representation of.Chargcters by Sex
" | f the 202 characters in the program,'56.4%'arevmalé, 42.1% are
female, and .SZ‘are indeterminate (Sge Table 5). These figures suggast
- fulfillment of RBS Guidelines calling for 50% male, 50% femala I 0Z.
However, the figures alone do not adequately describe the bélance - or
imbalance - betwein tie sexes. It ié necessary to consider the excert
5 . of participaticn of the characférs, and to separate huﬁan from nonehu-
man characters. -

Characters in the activities are least important in z: much as
egch ciraracter zppears only once, has little depth'of_character, and is
rarely identified'by name. Of the 92 activities charanters,.65.22 are
méle and 34.8% are female, indicating a émall imBalanﬂe i favor of
males. |
. Four of the supppfting chizracters in-the.story are‘nOc-human;

.eighty are human. Of the non-human supporting characters, 3,(752) are
male, and 1 {(25%) is of indpterm;nate sex. There are 38 (47.5%) male

human supporting characters, and 42 (52.5%) female human supporting

characters, indicating an acceptable balance by sex.
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Table 5

.4

- .Breakdown of all.Characters by Sex and Ethnicity

: .Séx Ethnicity
Total '
No. Male Female | ?* | Non-White | White 7%
Main Cﬁaracters, 9 6. 3 1 1. ' 8
Human .
'66772 33.3% 11.1% 88.9%
Main Characters, 17 | 77 10 ’ ' 17
Non-Human : \
41.27% | 58.8% ' ) 100%
Supporting Characters, 80 | 38 42 : 19 42 19
Human .
47 .5% | 52.5% 23,8% 52.5% 23.8%
’ ) Supporting Characters, 4 3 - 1 ' 4
Non-Human : .
"75% 25% "1 100%
Activities uharacters, | 92 | 60 32 ' 17 1 30 45
Human : - )
65427%| 34,89 | 18.5% | 32.6%| 48.9%
Total - 202 | 114 87 ‘ 1 37 80 1 85
Total (%) _ 100 | 56.4%| 43.1% | .5% 18.3% 39.6%) 42%
*#? = indeterminate
5




Thé main characters in the story afe most important. Excluding
the teacher and the:nafrator, who have no'depth df cHaracterization,
there are 26 main characters, of whom 9 are human. Six (66.7%) of the
hum;n main characters are male; 3 (33.3%) are female, indicating an
imbalance iﬁ favor of males. Main non—humaﬁ characters include 7
(41.2%) malé and 10 (58.8%5 female, indicating an imbalénce in favor
of females. |

It is necessary to consider representation of each group of
characters in terms of their roles and character .traits. Such con-

siderations are discussed in the following paragraphs.

Activities characters. 1In general, many of those characters have

traditional stéreoﬁypéd characteristics. Girls frequently hﬁve gushy,
simpering voices; boys have deeper voices (even théugh none are meant
to be more than eleven years of age). In one activity, two inactive
‘girls are fearfﬁl.of thunder; in the same activity; two active béys
express anger in relationship ﬁo mathematical ability, Both boys and
girls fight.' The girls do not'resolvévthe conflict and get into
trouble with an adult? .the bqys resolve their conflict oh their own.
In a pair of similar activities, there are 3 boys ana 3 girls. Three
boys are illusgrated as strongly masculine, while ail three girls have
curly hair, and one of them, holdihg a baseball baﬁ incorrectly, 1is
wearing a frilly ‘dress.

Supporting noo-human characters. (See Table 6) The three male

non-human characters are portrayed on the audio-tapes by deep-voiced
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. P : Table 6

Tabulation of Supporting Characters in the Story
by Sex, Ethnicity, and Extent of Participation

Sex g Ethnicity* N
- . Number of
Supporting Characters | M |'F | ?2* | Non-White | White e Episodes
Human | |
Announcers (2) o " 0(2)_ 2
Barker ® : : ° 1
S -ﬂéraid ) o ° ) e 1
Driver ] , : . e Ai.
Guards (2) | e ‘ . o(2) 1
Nameless Bg§s (19) o. : e(7) e(10) e(2) 1
Nameless Girls (28) 'Y e(8) | o(13) o(7) 1
Named Boys (9) | e o4) | e(5) 1
‘Named Girls (7) 'y e(5) - a(2) 1
Nameless WSmen (7). o 5 e (5) e(2) 1
: Nameless Men ‘(3) ° . e(2) o(1) 1
Non-Human '
Far Out Fish - 1o ' . 1.
Calvin Coolcat ° : ° 1
Dragon ' { . - . 1
Piano Player " o o ] 1

* ? = indeterminate

%% The figures in parenthesis in the body of the table indicata the number of
characters in a given group categorlzed by ethnicity.

¢
o
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actors. One of the three (Dragon) has very low visibility. Calvin
Coolcat is a character who is compleﬁely self-contained and cares

. . . . v
nothing about feelings. The Far Out Fish is an abrupt advisor.

i

- Supporting human characters. (See Table 6.) Of the 80 supporting

human characters% 63 are children, ofvwhom'47 (19 boys and 28 girls)

are nameless. T&ese nameless children have low visibility. Those who
~ are named are frequently sterotypic. For example, Vera the Voice

appears to be a totally empty-headed person who is in love with her
frivolous, caricatured "female" voice, and Susie Softshell is giggly,
néive, and shy.. Examples of named boys are Me;vin Muscleman, a well-
meaning bumbling character who tries tﬁ create a tough~guy image of
himself, and Freddy the Face, "with a smile from ear to ear and ‘
brightly shining eyes." Boys discuss baseball; girls talk about par-
ties: Boys get dirty;iand are active, strong, solemm and frequéntly
leaders. Girls are graceful,“iikg'to'ﬁe admired for their appearance
and hurt one anotherfs'feelings for petty or spiteful reasons. |

The nameless adults have very low visibility.

There are 7'supporting characters with titles (announcers, etc.,

as listed in Table 6), of whom 5 havé-speaking”?affs.' All 7 of these

- characters are males in occupations traditionally held by males.

Main non-human characters. (Seé'Table 7.) Of the 17 main non-
human characteg;; 12 aré Feelings. There are six pairs of Feelifgs, a
large one and a small one for eaci: i the following: glad, mad, sad,

.1onely, scared, and hurt. All Feelipgs have almost equal visibility.
. : ]
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i Table 7
\ Tabulation of Main Characters in the’ Story
- by Sex, Ethnicity, and Extent of Participation K
~
\ ) . Sex : Ethnicity _
\ ‘ ' ‘? = - : Number of
Main Characters M |F Non~White White 7% Episodes
| - '
;\ Human
3 Jack ° ° . 20
King of Hearts ) ] 8
Fast-Talking Howard | e ° 2
Daringly Different ° ° 2
- Queen of Hearts o | @ 5
s Marsha Mellow o | ® 4
\ Zookeeper , e ' ° 1
. Freddy Finkletter ° ] 1
- Doctor ‘ ° ® 1
*%Teacher ’ e |- : ' ® 24
P *ﬁNarrator ° ' ' \ ) 24
No;—Human :
— o s i
Mighty Glad | e ‘ .15 0
A\ Little Glad e 15
Hopping Mad ° _ . 15
A Little Mad o ‘ 15
' ~ So' Very Sad | e ' : 15
A little Sad o : 15
Lonely A Lot ® , 15
A Little Lonely ° : : 15
Scared To Death ‘ © ; 15
A Liittle Scared ° , 15
' ‘Horribly Hurt [ | : 17.
? A Little Hurt e 17
Asterisk ° ‘ 9
\ Oopser . ¢ f{ 3
£2 Droop ° ; 2
ﬁ% A. Alligator ° 5
ﬁ Bessie Bluechip ] 2

*? = indeterminate

** Characters are "outside" the story, and are not illustrated.-

7.
)
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J - N - :
) Each is characterized by the given name‘(feeling). Only four Feelings

are male: Mighty Glad; A Little Lonely; Hoppy Mad and A Little Mad. /

0f the 5 remaining main non-human characters, only one - Bessie- /

: ; -/ '
Bluechip, with the characteristics of a hight—club singer lacking self- /

confidence - is female. The Droop, a lonely, despondent creature, is //

“the least visible of ‘the 4 male main non-human characters. The OOPSEK,

. . N 2 1
a robot whose initials s;and,foéﬂbnly Original Person Scanner, appears \

in three story installments, and has the.characteristics of logical
L f , = ¢ .

intelligence, assuraﬁcé and empathy, although this-.last trait causes.
him to break down and cry when he beginf to experience feeiings. The

', .
Asterisk, a professorial character, is &ise, calm and sensible. The
o - .

Altogether Alligator, is a self-assured, friendly, and cheerful extro-

P

vert. ' . . 1

e

b g \ Main human characters. (See Table.7.) Three of the 9 main
| characters in the sto}y'a;e femald. The Queen is self—éffaé?ﬁg and
although she is included in fivefinstallmeufs, har visibiiity ié ven§
low. The Doctor, appearing in oné story insrallment, is.depenAent
upon the OOPSER. Marsha.Mellow,\first appearing under the pseudo-"
nym of_Thisfle E. Thorn, is initi;ily domineering and very sélf;aon—
fident, but later breaks down,.cries; aﬁd'%s depéndent'upon otﬁers?for
moral support. Marsha Meilo&, appearing in foﬁr installﬁ;hts,‘is the
most highly visible female in the program.

 The most highly visible male is Jack, a bdy of about eleven, who,

: o > .
as the story develops, learns to identify ‘and express his feelings,




.

and demonstrates characteristics réiated to leadership, indépendence,
T and “empathy.. "Jack's father, the King, appearing in.eight installments,
) 4 -

/is a’ste;eotypic middle-class professional. Daringly Differenﬁ,
e afpearing in only two irstallments, has fairly ﬁigh visibility, and
’ ~—
is independent and adventurous. Fact Talking Howard is a self-confident ’
v ' extfovert‘ Freddy Fink_etter is a slightly paler image of Howard The
zookeeper has li*t e depth of caaracter until he begins to cry because

he thinks that othérs ignore him. -

e Representation of Characters bv Race or Etin Lcity

As stated earlier,. it is impossible to determine specific racial

, .or ethnic characters beyohd the differentiation between whites and non- . -
; whites. . _ ' . _ . \\\

Of the 202 characters, 37 (18.3Z)Fare non-white, /80 (39.6%) ‘are

white, and 85 (;3%) are of.indeterminate.race. Of the 117 deter-

/
'

minates, 31.6% are non-white, and 68.4% are white, which indicates

- —

~

vcompliance with the guidelinés. (See Table 5.) Of the 85 of indeter-

minate race, 23 are non-human. This breakdown is based on illustra-
L . : .

tions: 111 of the voices on the audioc cassettes sound white.

3

Accivities characters. Of the 92 activities characters, 17 are -
non-white, 30 are white, and 45 are indeterminate. Characteristics
and roles are represented fairly equally across the three groups.

.

Supporting human characters. Of the 80 supporting human charac-

ters, 19. (23.8%Z) are indeterminate. Among the 61 identifiable sup-

porting human characters, 31.1% are non-white and 68.9% are white.

68
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(See Table 5.) Of these 80 characters, 63 are childrer, of whom 19 are

non-white, 33 are white, and 13 are indeterminate. Of these childrer.

14 éféwiagﬁﬁifiéa”by“name,;10 of.whem are white, and 4 are non-white.

The portrayals of two of the named non-white childrer may be perceived o
as unfortunate: Hi Ho Silvertongue is awarded a prize for oral expres-

sion, yet his acceptance speech is flowery, verbose, and repetitive;

Donny ~ in a game - pretends to be a/hippopatamus and is described as
lazy, dirty and fat, the description being stated by cther characters
on the tape and reinforced by the illustration. Named white children

are referred to in the earlier discussion related to representation

N
by sex.

Although all 10 of the nameless adults are white, the absence of

non-whites may be perceived as of little importance, since all 10 have

very low visibility.
Of the 7 titled supporting characters, 2 are white and 5 are in-
determinate. None have high Visibility.

" Main human characterél Only 1 of the 9 main characters is non-

white, the zookeeper. This character has his title but no name. He
is illustrated as over-weight, bsld, round-faced, with a curly handle-
bar mousgache, and wears a uniform. He is somewhat of a nonentity un-
tii he breaks down ahd géginé to cry because he feels himself ignored.

A . ‘ .
The white characters are described in the earlier discussion related to

representacion by sex.

Independent Review

Since- the first stage of the affirmative action plan for this pro-

)
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) gram was carried out by a white female, and since ghe findings - especi-
ally those related to representation by race;or eth;;city seemed to
irdicate unfairness in represéntation, two iédependeg@ reviews were

v _conducted, \

! ' 4
Individual Review. The following revielv report was written by a

. )
female black evaluator, a professional staff employee ofRRBS. Since

it is relatively short and certainly relevaqt, it is inciuded here in

its entirety.

The following procedures were used in review&ng
the Heartsmart Adventures. I first read the affir-
mative action plan and the report based on the field
test materials to determine if they matched. I then

. read the incroduction in the Manual, listened to two
tipes and skimmed the student materials. :

In reviewing the affirmative action plan and the
report based on the field test materials, I examined
the general conventions listed on page 3 of the former
to see if they were congruent with the latter and the

’ ) : student materials. I found that, in general, phrasing
! of directions were gender- -free and that the 111ustraj
! tive examples of concepts, except when noted in the !
) field report, were not sexually biased in terms of
number, role or character trait. The activities seem
to be gender-free and should appeal to a fourth—grade‘
student populatlon.

The 111ustrat10ns of human beings, although in- :

- cluding persons of both sexes and racial groups, were
' : monotcnous. Black characters had the same facial ;
features and expressions as their white counterparts.g
In fact, except for the color pigmentation given to |
the Blacks, they could be viewed as white! \

~

In addition, only on: female (who just happened |
to be Black) was found illustrated with short hair.
The rest of the females illustrated, both Black and
white had long hair. This may reinforce the notion
that only long and flowing hair is acceptable in our
society. '

.The role of the zookeeper is offensive. He re-
presents, along with the Happy Hippo, all the negative
stereotypes about Black people. He has no name, just |

1
- = e )
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’ a title; he is callous and cold, ignoring the little
feelings (portrayed in the cartoon as little white
beings). He is illustrated as meek and souads white
on the tape. I would not change-the zookeeper to a

.——Black female, it is already bad enough that this
character is jillustrated as a Black male.

I find the statement regarding Hi Ho Silvertongue
on page 9 of the TIH report* unfortunate. Why is it
assumed that "t*i: child with such flowery verbosity
is a foreiguer to most children, and particularly to
inner-city Blacis.' 1Is ‘the assumption accepted by the
authors of the weport that inner-city Blacks are not
exposed to flowery language? Is the assumption made
that such: children are not verbose or are not used to
hearing such flowery verbosity? Or is it that the
authors of the report have never heard Black children_
playing the dozens, or doing hand-jive or jumping ropé‘
to oral rhythms, which is flowery verbosity from a

. different cultural orientation. I recommend that the
language of the report be changed.

The general purpose of this program, emphasizing
as it does that people are rewarded for expressing
their feelings, offers potential conflict for children
from nonmainstream communities, especially when the
expressions of those feelings are made to outsiders

’ (the school commurity of orientatior as.represented by
the program and its teachers.) This expression of
feelings is fraught with danger because it can be seen
as threatening to the child's functioning within his
home and community if the teacher is not overly sensi-
tive to the God-like role he or she is imple@enting.
By not allowing parents to observe the process being
taught, an image is created of the program intervening
in a.relationship established since early -childhood
(hetween parent and child) which may not be understood
or appreciated by the mainstream culture.

My basic objection to the program does not lie
with the inadequacy of the illustrations or the stereo-
tvéd roles portrayed by minority group members but
wi:th the underlying value orientation of the program

that in -order for children to become functioning
-man beings they must learn how .to communicate their
‘rnermost¢feelings and thoughts 6 others. This
could be quite detrimental to young Blacks growing up-
in a hostile racist country such as ours. -

*Refers to an early draft of the preceding pages of this section.
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Group Review. The third stage of the affirmative action plan
called for the assisﬁance oﬁ pon-white persons. Seven Black empl.ynes
of RBS ;— 3 ma}e and 4 female — one of whom was professional stati, 3
executive level support staff, and 3 general support staff, agreed to
participate in an informal review.

Each participant reéd the Information Pages (Appehdix A) before
attending a meeting. The meetiﬁg”was chaired by the person who con-

ducted the first stage of the affirmative action pian, but she did not

v

state .opinions nor share hérﬁfindings. Partiéipants examined Heartsmart

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

materiaié and listened to excerpts.frum three aydio tapes. Su'sequent
/
discussion was ghided by a series of questions.
Participants were interpsted in the program and generally suppor-
tive of its goals. However, they expre-sed concern with possible value
o . .
conflict and suggested Fhat children be taught that the expression of

Y
feelings is natural and not wronr~, but that i. is pot always. rewarded,

and one must be sensitive to the situation in which such behavior is

‘appropriate and >ven possible.

There were alro criticisms of black characterization but partici-

o N

pants of. the meeting unanimously agreed that adequate revisions of black
characterization could be made within the existing format of the program.

A summary of their recommendations follows:

2

General: K

K

e Give blacks and females greater visibility.

e Give members of these two groups stronger characterization,
and eliminate stereotyped roles. ) a

RN
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¢ . .

(3 Cive“identity to at least one black female.
d

® Re~do art work so that blacks look black.

® Include black actors to play black roles.

‘e Include other ethnic group members.

Main Characters:

° Have one more black - perhaps one of the TV or rad . ~3:rsons.

® Give one female some spirit - -perhaps Daringly Diffe~=vw~ could ,
be female.

® Do not have the zookeeper bhlack; this character is not
or -admirable. ‘

Supporting Characters:

° Make more of the identified characters black and female.

° Get rid of gushy female voices.

® Change images within the animal ;zrame. Have both boys and girls
choose animals with "fenminine' and "masculine" characteristics.

e Take out the girls' disgust with dirt.

" Change -the Happy Hippo - he should not-be biack.
. ° Change Hi Ho's speech and name: Hir speech should be evpres-—
B sive but realistic; a black persc-. »hould record it.

@ Use more female voices.

£ Sumtmary and Recommendations

¢

The quantitative data and opinions presented indicate that repre-

sentation of characters by sex, race or ethnicity, and behavicral

o .

characteristics is-socially unfair in some cases, and affirmative ac-

tion should‘be taken to ensure & better balance.
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illustratiqns of non-white characters should be redrawn or ﬁewly cre-
ated; some characters should change sex or ethnicity; scue characters
should be concéptually revised by chanéing dominant‘behay.;rél chnr;c-
teri;;ics;‘and'all stereotypic characters should be carefully evaluated
in order to determine if their representation is contrary to the intent
of the affirmative actioﬁ_éﬁfagiines.

9 Most of the recommendations made by individual and group reviewers

should be implemented. .

(Revisions made are described in Chapter Six.)

\
i L.

III. PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION
Information pertaining to program implementation refers to the er-
:en£ io which suggested implementation procedures wére followed ét each
of the individgal sites. Teachers were inétructed on these desired -
.implemenfation procedures by the teacher's manuéftﬁand also during the
teacher training session and at informal talks during sire visits: In~
formatioan for this section.wés derived primarily_froh observationaL

o

data and to a lesser extent from teacher and student éelf-repor; mainri-
“ls. | o

Tn Chapter Two of this report program i&plemenﬁation is descrihed
as presented in thé teacher's manual. stever, for the field test, it
was necessary to modify er clarify some of the directions giyen in the

manual. For example, although the manual allows for program participa-

tion by substitute teachers, it was agre«ed that substitute teachers

.

should not partiéipate in the field test. Another change related to

.
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scheduling: field tert teachers were asked to complete two to three
Hégrtsmart ressouns and not one per week as suggested in the manual.

In corder to clarify the %ontents of this sectionAit is necessary
to consider a variety of factors and variabl;s. The following assump-
tion is made:

] Giveg thé program materials and written andvoral directions as to ho&
those materia}s should be used; the teacher interprets the dirégtions
and develops dispositions wvhich lead to-covert or overt aecisions re-

lating t= the nature and extent of deletions and/or additions the

teacher makes and the degree of emphasis the teacher puts upon each

direction. Thus the teacher influences student achievement and program

effectiveness on several variables, including: time spent on tasks;

cognitive and affective understanding of and disposition toward the

7

nature and extent of interaction between and among the teacher, the

progeam and parts of the program; disposition toward the&students; and

students, and partsAor elements of ;he program.
Although this assumﬁtion is highly relev;nﬁ in attempting to deter-
mine the impacts of diffefences in program implementation among classes,
it must be treatearcauciously, because the field test was not designed

to evaluate teachers, and because observational data of classroom acti-

vities are somewhat subjective. However, the assumption may be used as

a conceptual framework for this section, and every effort is made to

be as objective as possible in interpreting observational data, most of

o

which are supported by ¢teachers' self-reports.

£
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All teachers received identical program materials within the same
two week pericd approXimafely 10 days before the teacher training ses-
"sion, And 4 weeks before the program was used in the classrooms. With
_the exception of the teacher's manual, all materials were used as in-
tended. The administrative burden on the teaci.er to check and distri-
bute the loose student journal pages for each lesson was considerable,
but did not cause major %roblems.

Thehexceptioﬁ referred to above, the teacher's manual, involves
directions, discussed below.-

Directions

All teacheré were given identical-initial directions from two
sources; the teacher's manual and the teacher training session. During
the latter, cer:ain points given in the manual were clarifiea so that
teachers understood that field test diréctions over~ruled some manual
directions, such as ﬁhose described earlier in this'éectioﬁ.

There were three Eategories of-diréction;.
¢ Imperative directions related to scheduling;.sequeﬁce and comoiete~

ness of implementation of structured tapr-led lessons and Heart to

Heart talks. . . o

t
¢

© Guiding directions related to the teacher's role during all lessons,
especially the Heart to Heart talks, and to general administrative

tasks..

e Discretionary directions related to the use of optional teacher-led

o -

activities and songs.

ERIC
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Supposedly, the teacher's manual and training session provided
sufficient imperative, guiding, dnd/or dis:refionary directives so‘that
the program would bé implemehted as intended. To a large extent ‘this
was so. However, there were variations in interpretation by'tﬁe.teach~

ers, and in the ways in which the teachers’ dispositions (toward the’

' program, the directions, and the students) affected program implementa-

tion.

Table 8 summarizes the directions given and .the implementation of

o

these directions for each site. In general, all sites followed the
suggested implementation procedures very closély. All sites adhinis-'

tered .the program at lcast twice a week, presenting all lessons com-

‘pletely and in the given sequence, used a fair to large number of op-

£ional activities to suppiement instruction, and played’ the Heartsmart

songs at appropriate times.

\

Teachers from all but one site (E) had relatively little-difﬁicult&

finding an acoustically optimal, or at least satiéfactory, location for

.

the tape recorder in their classrooms. The classroom at site E did not

lend itself well to a taped presentation, and, consaquently, the ﬁeacher

0y

" reported that most students could not hear the contents of the tape as

clearly as possible. No sites reported having had Sutstahding mechani-
cal oroperational difficulties with the tape recorders.
_ s .

For the most part, teachers from all sites ensured that there was

a minimum number of distractions during the tape presentations. The

distractions that did occur were relatively minor (e.g., fire drills,

[



/ o Table §

4

Suggested and Actual Iuplementation of Program During Field Test

Suggested Implementation . Actual Implementation At Site

GENERAL A B ¢ D £ F 6
2 to 3 lessons are completed per week, 1 || 3 per week | 2 per week | 2 per week | 2 per week | 2 per week | 2 per week 2 per week
‘ 8 -9 b 1 ) § - §
Optional activities are used at . 3 ] 3 -3 0 ¥y 0
teacher's discretion.* . D y - | 7| 2 5 0 o 4
Heartsmart songs are used at : ALL sites used feartsmart songs to some degree. Sites A,'B,'D, F and G used the songs
teacher's discretion, D || extensively, '

TAPED LESSONS

Teacher positions tape recorder in Site E was the only site to have repeated problens with acoustics, «
roon for best acoustic result, -G 7 J
Teacher allows for minimum dis- | ‘ o
tractions while tape is being No outstanding distractions were reported or observed for any sites, Minor distractions
played. . G || included fire drills, voices over the intercom and-distuptions by s tudents,
Teacher acts as a "facilitator" Teachers from all sites vere responsive to student needs and offered clarification of tape
during tape-led lessons. G || directions, stopping the tape when necessary, [Interferences were kept to a minimum,
BEART-TO-HEART TALKS - " ~ | @
Talks take approximately 25 ninutes 35 min. 35 min. 0 min, | 3 min. 35 min, 40 min, 40 min,
to complete, % n G : :
All main poin‘ts and questdons covered, 1 Yes} | Yes Yes . Yes , | Yes Yes Yes
' ' ~
. \ , ' .
> Yo, Ss sat in. No, 58 = | No, 55 Yes, at times,
Students sit in a circular formation, I ||usual class | Yes Yes clustered | clustered | othervise clust-|  {es
‘ arrangement.+ around T, | arbnd T. ered z_iround T,
Teacher relates rules for talks at Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes o Yl g Yes
beginning of discussion, ) I
“Nleacher acts as a discussion Leader 1 over-extended L
and facilitator during the talk, G role of Yes, Yes Yes Yes Yes overly
, facilitator ' - {cognitive
L ' ‘ ‘ . : , role’
| 1= imperaltive directions : . *Fipures reported are the number of optional activities -
0 = guiding directions used for Units I, I, and III, starting with Unit I in
. D =discretionary directions - the upper left<hand corner.
. ) #Pigures reported are averages.
! - ' : +Deska were in rovs or in groups of three and four, ¢

n
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S voices over the interéom, and brief disruptions by studeﬁ;s). Teachers
also followed the suggested guidelines and acted as facilitators. during
the presentation of the tapes. _Whééher they circulétgd around the room,
or sat at~their'desks or at empty pupils' desks, the teachers were very
attentive of the tape énﬁ, aé recommended, were réspénsive to student

. . /
needs with respect to direction clarification.

The Heart to Heart talks were compléted as scheduled, with teach-

ers covering the given content and using more time than had been
/

!

pianned. Although not: all sites conformed to the suggested circular

formation, adll but one site used some kind of informal "group-oriented" /
. ' . . / ’
‘arrangement. All teachers were conscientious about relating and/orf S

/
_ R v . / ' ‘ 5
‘eliciting the rdles of the Heart to Heart talks before the beginning of

the discussions. The time spent on these rules, as well as the for-

mality of the presentdation, waned a littleyas the program progressed
- f . N
and students became more familiar with the format of the talks. ]
' ’ /
. Interpretation and Disposition - , v - ' ' -/

The preceding dis-u3ision indicates that all teach2rs understcod

the directions given, and/followed'those dir~ctions fairly closely.

5 Fae . il .
.  However, since there were "open'" areas for »hich no directions were
- given, variation among classes became apparent to observers. It was

decided that no additional directions shouid be given -to teachers unless

1 ) ' i ’ - o
. avariation was considered harmful. WNo variation was so considered.
In some instances teachers asked program staff if such variations as

n . . . : .
théf had introduced were acceptable. The standard answer glven was that

Q : ‘ o o, ; o géi ':&'.
[ERJ!:( . . A :
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if the teacher considered the variation desirable, and if it did not

contradict given directions, it was acceptable.
. N . ;

" “For the most part variations seemed to be dependeﬁt'upon the

teachers' dispositions toward the program, and occurred immediately

.

after a tape-led 1essbn, during Heart to Heart talks, and in the option-\',

al.teachér-led activities.

Tape-led Lessons. As stated before, all teachers implemerited the
. _ - -

tape-led lessons as directed. Some variation was observed during the

;

i C Iy ‘
part of the lesson in which the teacher on the tape directed students

in a pencil ard paper*aétivity. In some classes the students did not
i ' - . . .

hear or did not 'understand the taped directions-so that the clazsrcom

teacher’needed ‘to stop the tape and explain the directions. In most
. " - 5

classes such,pccurrepces were rare, but in on¢ class the occurrknces

i
were more frehuent.
}

The majo%, unanticipated variation to tape-led .lessons occurred
after the tapé had ended. The only (discretionary) direction given to
teachers statéd that optional activities could be conducted immediately

.- i - N .

aiter a tape—@ed lesson. Sometimes teachers did conduct an optional
F i A ’ l
o . : ) -
activit;. Mo%e frequently, .teachers chose to summarize the lesson and

o T 1 < . , .
‘ : : ! o ’ . PP /
conduct a discussion. These conclusionary aectivities wvere known infor-
mally as ”wré&—ups." . ' iJ ; , ;
- S
) ; .
' for each site in terms/of

Table 9 Tummarizes the average '"wrap-up
time spent, fF

equency, and content. In examiningfthis table it is im-
- . v ; -

{
| . /o

" . ' . .
! ) . ) i
4 7 - . .
& K .
| . .

portant to remember th?t no directions were given for "wrap-ups," énd

ERIC R - 85
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"Wrap-ups' E%lid&iﬁg“Taﬁé;iéa-iéssbﬁs B ;

g Table 9

N

. : o
. AVERAGE .
SITE .4 TIME SPENT FREGUENCY' USUAL CONTENT 5

! f . - *

A’fq: 130 minutes Always Compreherisive: summary;

G discussion; optional

activities
B 5-10 minutes Almost Limited: ﬁsummary;
' Always discussion
.. ) PN /' .
C Varied, usually Varied Varied: /| summary;

’ . less than 15 discussfcn; occasional
minutes. Some- optional activities.
times none at -
all. -

D ° Varied,'usually Always Compféhengive: suﬁmary;
15-30 minutes discussion; optionzi
R ; 7 activities
E No9e, ' None None
F fVarE;_,' . -30 tlways Varied: summary;
, minute= ' discussion; occasional
opticnal activities
G ' ﬁ5:iO minutes Infruequent Limited: summary;
! ! - discussion
2 n
vl a -
l ey, / )
> i
G
[4
A
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!

that some teachers conducted optional teacher-led activities separately

from the structured lessons.

2

In general, "“wrap-ups" conéisted of summaries which were similar
to the tape-led reviews, and brief discussions which were often based
on giscugsion points‘given in tl.e thionai activities suggestions.

 Since’ these "wrap-ups" were unanticipatcd by program staff and

therefore were ﬁot'dealé with by directives, i. could have beep possible

for: teachers to influence the desired program.imp:~t negatively by in-
troducing conflicting ﬁoncepts. Initially this was a real concern, re-
lated ;rimafily to ﬁotential harm to the students. However, since

teaéhefs ﬁnderstood the con;epts-of the program and seemed disposed to

agree with the goals and objectives, they did not introduce conflicting

g

concepts. Observational data indicate that some form of "wrap-up" was
beneficial, both in terms of allowing for active participation of the
teacher and students (in an otherwise somewhat passive ‘learning situa-

A .
tion), and in allowing for clarification and pracdtice of program con-

Y

cepts. : - q

j B
Heart to Heart talks. As explained in Chapter Two, there were six

teécher—led.Heart to Heart talks interspersed among the twenty-four

tape—led lessons. - Imperative directions included discussion rules for
the students, seatiﬁg afréngements, content in the form of main‘points
and questions, and a strong implication that all main points and ques-

tions should be covered. Guiding directions included time (20-25 min-

utes), and "rules" for the teacher: repeat and reflect students' state-
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meﬁts; give support; vary questions;‘and kéep discussion focused. Dis-
cretionary directions suggested that angef could be discussed, fdcusing
on generation of ideas of acceptable ways of expressing anger. Also,
in the "trouble-shooting" section of the manual, some suggestions were
given for ;hortening or lengthening tbe”talks, for increasing student‘
participatioy, or for dealing with discipline‘problems;

It beca&é apparent at the teacher traiﬁing session, after T:a 'ers
had read the manual and discussed the Heart to Heart talks with the
develoner, that some teacﬁers were not confident in thgir comprehension
of what was to be accomplished in the talks; and were disposed to be
wary of anEicipéted student reactions and/or nature of participatjion @n
the talks.v e

As the f;eid test was intended as a "hands-off" evaiﬁation situ#-
tidn, itiwas,decided that observers would offer further-guidance only if
a teacher.asked.direCtly for assistance and/or if :the observer judged‘
that students were being harmed.by the.content or implementation of the
" talks. Almost no such guidance was found to be necessany.l

As shown ip T;ble 8, two imperative'directioné, followed by all
teachers, relating to Heart to Heart ﬁalkg.were thosg relating to the stu-
dents' discu;sion rules, a;d to coveriné all main points and questions.
The guiding direction relating to time was probabliy unreasonable if all
content was to be covered and all studqnts =ncouraged to pa*ticip;te.
The guiding and discretionary directions relating to, the teaqher's role

were the most problematic.
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During the Heart to Heart talks teachers were or felt free to
develop their own rgles around the "skeleton" mo?el offered in the
guidelines. A wide range of teacher roles was thus;possible,'albeit
not.necessarily intenﬁed. Most teachers dealt with the Heart to Heart
talks appropriately, acting as discussion leaders and facilitators,
articulating and also elaborating upon the main points of the Heart to
Heart talks, and allowing for personalizgtioh of the concepts. One
teacher, however, followed the Heart to Heart "script" very cloéely,
elaborated.very little, and made ;he talkq}assume thé form of éognitive
exercises, in which the students practiced Heart;mart—related:concepts,

yet did not extensively relate these concepts to their own lives. In

o

contrast, a teacher at another sité greatly exﬁénded the role of farili-
tator and func;ioned in some ways as a "therapist," focusing on-solving
the children's personal problems in addition to providing opportunities
in which éhe studeants' feelings - as they'related to their.pfoblems —
could be aired and discussed. Many teachers conducted additional Heart
to Heart talks Whereinvétudenés discusses classroom problems. Private
Heart to Hegrt_ta;kS'were also requested by studepts at-several sites.

: Observational data indicated that all teachers ﬁook the Heart to
Heart talks seriously, but each teachex w%s“disposea to create a differ-~
ent atmosphere frém ;he others. For'instance,"altho;gh all teachers
were receptive tow;rd students' contributions tc the discus;ion, some

teachers'enCOutaged informality, while others maintained a traditional,

sr.nwhat cognitive approach to the lesson concepts. All teachers
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woulq ask a question to clarify the point made or to lead the student
closer to tﬁé focal point. Occasionally a teaéhér»wopld tend to ser-
¢onize. These, ;nd other differences are subtle and seemiﬁgly minor.
However, the way in which a teacher conducted a Héart to Heart talk

clearly affected the nature of the interaction among studenté during

the talks, and possibly had an impact upon the overall effect of thé

program.
Because of the lack of definitive directives to the teachers about
the Heart to Heart talks, the possibility of potential harm to the stu-

-

dénts ZFS fairly high. For instance, a teacher (without training in
clinical psychology) playing the role of diagnostician or therapist
4could have manipulated students' feelings, possibly causing psychologi-
5
cal herm. Also;-a teacher with strong views on social desirabilityb
of certain behaviors c&qu have caused psyéhological‘harm by
4advisigg students that certain related feelings and behaviors were

RS

{3
"wrong." However, although program staff obsprvers were concerned

«

" about sdch possibilitie§, data indicate that most teéEhers did not mani-
puiate or judge their students in»these potentially harmful ways.
Teacﬁers did take it upon themselves to "loéalize" the contents of the.l
Heart to Heart talks, by emphasizing some poiﬁts and skimmingiopheré.
For instance, at least one teaéher responded to a student;é direct
question by stating that the cﬁild should, "Do what's best for you.
Something that works for Jack in the story might not work for you at

home." Such a statement was not in conflict with the program, but was
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an example’ of the ways in which teachers judged thg;boncepts as they
applied to their students.

Optional activities. The discretionary directive encouraged

teachers to use optional activities, but teachers were free to choose
to use none at all. ‘ o ‘
As shown in Table 8 ail'teachers used some optionai activities,
either as part of the 'wrap-up" or at another time. Several teachers
ﬁade up’their own activities in whiéb Yeartsmart concepts were linked
with other curricula. Some of the teachers~m6dified or expanded acti-
vities suggested in the manual.- éome activities were used as given.
In general, the‘sFrongest factoé influencing the selection-and-use ~———
of optional activigies appeared ﬁé be the teachers' dispositions toward
the students. Thus, a teacher disposed to believe that her students

"

needed "active" learning would choose or generate activifies.involving

students in improﬁised drématization. Anothef teaé%ep dispdsed to be-
lieve that her studen:ts heeded practice in written expreséion would
assign s;me fofm of written wurk.. These two examples serve as illustFa—
tiohs only, and are not comprehensive.

In referring to the optional activities sectioq'of Table 8, if is
important to note that the figures given ﬁor each site for each unit of
tﬁe progiam relatg'to frequency, not quantity. Thus, for instance, at
site A inuUnit.I the teacher reported using dﬁtionél activities after

8 of the 12 lessons in that unit. This means that at least 8 activities

were used; it could mean that more than 8 were used.
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Teache;s were esked to. identify ard to record optional activities
used. _However, oply three such schedules are available.

At scheol B the teacher reported_using a total of.63 optional
activities, all of which were suggested in the manual. Time taken for.
each activity ranged feom 10 to 30 minu;es. when'diseussion eoints
were;suggested in the manual, the teacher nearly always used them. Most
other activities seiected'required students to write ur draw.

At schcHl C the teacher reported using a total of 15 optional
activities, allowing from 5 to 50 minutee'for eech activity. The
teacher used all the handout pages:given iJ)thc manual,.some of the

“—"‘given discussion. points, the songs; ind a few pencil and paper activities.

At.school G the teacher reported using e total of 22 optional
activities, ‘allowing 10 to 45 minutes for each ectivity. Most of the
.selected activities requiredvstudents to write or drae.

Obéervationa1 data ind%catediéhat at schoole A and D many optional

factivities had been used since a great deal of program~related e;udent
. work was on display. At school F the teacher init;ated several‘program—
related activities of her own in addition to some suggested in the mend;

al. At school E students were involved in very few optional activities.’

Impact Upon Achievement and Effectiveness

As stated in the assumption presented near the beginning of this

éection, the teachers' interpretaticn of directions and disposition to-

2

ward the;gfbgféh\fzf:ﬁkr students influence implementation which in

turn,i fluygﬁé;:égp €nt) achievement and overall program effectiveness.
(’a. ' ‘-—/_ . - A i
‘/..
s
g
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Data are not §vailable on all variables for all .ites. However,
some generalizétions may be made.

o Time cn yagk: School A‘§pent the most time on the program, followed
ir. ranked order by schools D, B, F/G, C and E. |

o Cognitive comprehension: All teachers demonstrated complete, accurateA
comprehension‘of the progrém and the tasks to be performed by teachers
and students. .

o Disposition: Teachers demonstrated very little differences in their
dispositions toward the program (see Section IV of this chapter).
Dispositional -behaviors were more apparent in.teaching styles, parti-
cularly during.tgﬁ Heart to Heart talks, anq ranged frqm an open )
warmth showing génuiné interest in the studénts to a somewhaf closed
coolness close to boredom.

® Interaction: In'the Heart to Heart talks the traditional student to
teacher interaction was common in all schools although one teachef

o

encouraged student to student interaction. In the tape—-led lessons of

i

Units II and III students were required to interact within their

small groups. This interaction-was appropriate and-positive in all
. schools. Howé&er; when a group leadgr was over-bearing or inéffect;ve,
.the behavior of members was influenced, resulting either in quarrels or
in lack of gask orientation. In all schools, the teachers intervened
in gro;p interaction only Jhén it was apparent that sych intervention

was necessary. . - "

Without reference to other data it would seem that the way in

n
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which éaéh teacher implemented the prograa had somé influence on the
impagt of‘;he program. In_as ﬁuch as all imperative directions were
followed reiatively closely, all g;iding directions we;é interpreted
fairly accurately,.énd all discretionary directions were duly considered,
it can bé séid that all essentia} parts of the program wére implemente& .

as intended and the varjations in implementation should have no negative—— -

effects on achievement and effectiveness.
~IV. PROGRAM APPEAL AND ACCEPTABILITY

. :  Results relating to appeal and acceptability reflect the reactions
of the students and teachers to the program materials and cpurse of

instruction. Reactions are reported iu terms of;the following cate-

: %4
gories: student reactions to the program; and .teacher reactions to

the program. -

.Student Reaction§ to tﬁe Program

Following each lesson_five students in each cla;s compieted appro-
priate opinipn surveys;. All students in—each class completed the last
opinion survey relating to Heart to Heart talks, and all students com-

pleted the survey relating to groups.

.Tape-led Lessons.’ The results of the analysis of responses given
by students to iteﬁs asking them to rate the taped séorieg and games
according to appeal aré presented in Figu?é 3.‘ Students could select
responses from four alternatives: (1) a lot, (25 some, (3)?a little,
and (4)bnot at alll ,Ohly_the percents of stuﬂen;s who reported having

liked the stories and games either "a dot" or "some" (the two most positive

4
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dimensions of the scalel'are reported. Presentation of these positive
reactions was considered to be a good indication of program apceptabii—

ity. .
Student reactioné to the storiés and games were very similar. The
.mean percentagé of ;tddents hgving liked the éto{ies éither "allot"’or
"some' for all three unifs wés 80. 4 with,a'range‘of 61.7% to 96.67%.
Anélyzed by unit, the means were 86:8%, 74.5%, and 76.97% for Unit§ I,%
II and III, respectively. The mean percent.of students having liked

the tdped games for all three units was 77.2 with a range of 58.8% to -
96.1%Z. Means for each-unit were 82.5%, 71.7%, and 54.5%, respectively.
Positivg reaction to'thé stories and games as reflected in the percent-
ages were,’thué, initially very high (their highest), gradually declined
until reaching -their lowest levels toward the middle and end oflUnit II,
and then increased again in the later lessons of the course.

. Figure.4 presents the results of the analysis of student ratings

of the taped games with respect to difficulty. Students could select

from two alternatives: (1) easy and (2) hard. The mean pércent of stu-

P

dents. finding the games to be easy was 94.7 with a range of 78.7% to

100%.?“The individu;l"uﬁit means were 94.5%,‘92.8% and 97.5%, respec-

o ti'\}el'y.'
| Analysis of the comments to an open-ended question asking the stu-

dents to write in_anything\fhey wanted to say about the game of the day

3
-

yielded three;hategdries or characteristic pagterhs of responses. Stu-

dents expressed:

-

-
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1. an adamant liking.for the ‘games;

2. an appreciation of the- fact that the games offered them

opportunities in which to. learn to express their feelings,
and

3. a desire for the games to have been more. exciting and chal—
‘ lenging (less easy). %

n
,

Samples of students' responses from these three categories are
P P A .

presented.below. Samples are repgesentative'of all sites.

Representative Sample of Student Réspdnses to: "Write in .
anything you want to say about»the game today."

Likihg for the games: .

I i
They were really easy, fun and neat. _
> I°liked it a lot. : L
I 1ike the game and the work pages because it's 1lots of fun
and I like coloring and drawing. :

D

The ~game’ was fih,

It was fun. It really made me happy and I m glad about the
whole thing. .

a .

It was fun and different

I think it was great.

I like it a lot.' It is fun. 'I_am'glad we take the program.

Appreciation for the’ opportunity to learn how”to‘e#press their feelings.

I liked when we talked about our feelings.
- It was a fun thing to think about your feelings.
- It told a lot about people and feelings. It was fun.
-1 think Lt will help express ‘your- ‘feelings.

- It was'teaching me  more feeliqgs than I thought, and thank you
- forﬁgiving us the Heartsmart Adventures.

- 1 1like it very mach and it is fun and helps"‘me.e

- I want to thank the people who invented Heartsmart. It's a
good way to- fiud your feelings. s

- It was fun and helpful to some problems.

< ) d

.
: : . . 5.
s Py .
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Desire for the games to be more exciting and challenging.

- It was a 1ittlé boring. It could be more iﬁteresting.
.o ' - It could be improved by making it more exciting.
..~ I think that the games were easy but still fun.
.— It was a little too easy but still fun.
- Thé game was alfight. 'It was a little boring but it was fun.
"~ The games are too easy. X
\

- Can't you make it harder? \

“

Heart -to Heart Talks. The results of. the analysis of responses

- given by students to an: item asking them to rate the Heart to Heart

-

talks with respect to appeél are preseqted in Figure © Studgnt; could
select responses from four alternatives: (1) a lot, (2) some, (3) a
viittle, ané (4) not ;t all. Again, only the percentages of students who
* . reported havinguliked);hé Heart to H;arg talks either "a lot" or "some"
(the:two most posi;}ve dimens%qps of the scale) are presenéed. The mean
percent of stuéents whoAlikea the talks either "a lét" or “spme" was
82.3 with'a range: of 63.6% to 97.0%. I
, The resglts of anal&sis of a second item asking the students to
rate the individuaiaﬁeaft to ﬁeart discussions with respect to "how
interesting"” they were are presentéd in Figure 6. Stu'ents could select
. responses fFoﬁ four alternatives: (1) very interésting, (2) ;,little
interesting, (3) not too interesting, ;nd (4)Vnot at all interesting.
The mean pé?cent sf students ;atipg éhe conteth within the two qutl
positive diflensions (very intéresting and‘a liFtle intér;sting) was:

85.1 with a range of 62.67% to 90.6%. The appeél of the Heart to Heart

talks for the studerits with respect:to both '"liking" and:"intefest" was

-
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th&s initiélly very high, dropped off considerably until reaching the
lowest point in Lesson 21, and tﬁen inéreased‘father sharply for Lessons
25 and 29. It should be noted, howevef, that figures for“Leéson 21
never fell below 60% for‘"liking" and 70% for "intergét."

Students were also ésked tonr;port their "strongést" féeling‘dufi;g
the Heart to Heart talks. The results of the anélysis of these responses ~
are presented in Tablg‘lO. Students could select from six responses:

"I was‘happy," "] was mad,"” "I was sad," "I was shy," "I felt embarrass-

ed," and "I felt like laughing." Students could élso write in their

- own responses. Thé mean percent of students having‘felq.happy during/
the Heart to Heart talks was 52.3, which is by far the ﬁost frequently
reported feeling. The mean perceits of students having felt mad, sad,
shy, embérrassed, and "like laughing" were 7.5, 2.4, 6.9, 5.8 and 15.2,

¢

respectively. Students also wrote in a number of responses. Thgse were
categorized if they appeared for more than one talk. (The computed per-
cent figures took all responses — given and offered — into account.)
On an average, 3.2% of the students wrote in that they felt "bored" dur-
ing the Heart to Heart talks, 1.3% felt "interested," .73% felt "weird;"
and .73% felt "glad." Responses given for only one of the Heart to
Heart talks are listed in the’ right hand column of Table ll. These
included such féelings as "normal," "scared," "surprised,” "bad,"
"sleepy,"'"hurt," "like notlpaying attenfion,"_aﬁd "like helpfng a per-
son.”" Lessons 21 and 25 haé the least number of happy feelings reported.

In addition, students were asked if they wanted to talk more during
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Table 10

Students' Strongest Feelings During Individual Heart to Heart Talks in Percent.

r STODENTS ™S TRONGEST FEELINS
o / Responses Given " Responses Offered
l 4 .
L / w
5
g/ g
@/ 35
a1 g
FJN ‘
, Nog
3 I
T - B BN Ol A 5
O A B
| Sl 9ol 8|8
0 ol L O v
1] 0) 0) 0 0 GJ h ‘SJ .h ,,0
, A 3 g/ A 5[ o gl 7 | 9
| N YO R B B S
Heart to Heart Talk Nofew [N % © QOther
P
b 32 (59,41 3,610.01 6,3(9.6[12,710,0(0.0{3.,0 {0.0 |normal (3.0)
| | scared (3.0)
12 37 56,7 | 0,0 5.4_ 0,012.,7]29.8 .2.7‘ 2,710.0 10,0 e
17 26 {61,6°1.7,710,0 RN 0.017.7(0.0{0,0 |0.0 |surprised (3.8)
‘ * not pay att, (3.8)
21 33136.5 |15.2 (3.0 6,016,024.3}6,0[0.0/0,0 {0.0 |"felt like helping
that person" (3.0)
25 31 (41,9 [12.9 /3.2 | 9.8 (6.4 9.8]3,213.2/0,0 |3.0 |bad (3.2)
sleepy (3.2)
29 7 (57,7 ] 5.62,8 11,2 2.8 {1604 0.0 |16 | L& |14 |hurt (2.8)
T 230 52,3 | 7.5 | 2.4 | 6,9 15.8(15.203.2 13|13 .13 .3
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the Heart to Heart talks. The results. of the analysis of the responses
given to this icem are presented in Table 11. On the average, 66.3% of.
the students had wanted to talk more during the talks, with 24% having
wanted to talk a lot more and 42.3% haviné wancen to talk "a little
‘more." |

- The responses given by the students to an open-ended question ask-
ing them to write in anything they wanted to say about the particular
day's Heart to Heart calk were‘rathei honggeneous. For the most part,
students expressee a liking for the talks:\comnenting that they were’

\
fun and allgwed them to express and listen to feelings.

A sample of student comments is offered below.

- It was very nice to hear ochefnueople's\feelings.
- It was fun, and interesting. \
- I like it and it is fun.

- I really got a load off my chest,.

- Well, I like Heartsmart because I think people should know my
feelings.

— I like the Heart to Heart talks because they say a lot of good
questions.

- I like sharing my feelings with other people.

- It gave me the impression of what different disagreements
people have. :

I thought this lesson helped me with friendship.

I really like it because it is interesting.

I really like to say my feelings to everyone in the classroom.
Group Work. The results of the}analysis of responses given by
students at the end of the progran to items.measuring feelings with

respect to the group experiences offered by the course are presented in |
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Table 11 ‘ .

Percent of Students Wanting to Talk More
During Individual Heart to Heart Talks.

/ Students' Desire to Talk
I S
g
; : >
] 8 g o
9 5o
~ -y Y o
~ o g
N v 5y
& o 53‘§
= ol 59
Heart to Heart Talk
6 30 ©30.0 40.0 70.0
12 33 45,0 27,0 72.0
17 27 44.0 25.0 69.0
21 33 | 45.0 21.0 || 66.0
25 .30 43,0 13.0 56.0
29 72 47,0 18.0 65.0
Mean . 225 - 42.3 . 24.0 66.3
\
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Table 12. Eaéh of thehquadrants of the table presents slighély dif fer-
‘ent information. Part I presents the perceqts éf studénts who Qere
leédérs at some time during the program; Part II shows stgdeqt prefer-
ences for_béing either a léader or a regular grouﬁ lboper (member) ; and
Parts III and IV present student.feelings with respect to individual
apd group work, respectively.

Sixty-eight percent of all sgudents responding to this gréup ques—
tioqnaire wererleaders at one time o; another‘during the course.* Var—
iation among sites was apparent. At Site E;~for instance, 92% of the
students .in the_class.were leaders, whereas at Site D, only 45% of the
students in.thg class were leaders, and at Site F, only 51% were lead-
ers. Looking at the,pércents in Part II, of the students who’gere
leaders, a”majori;yr(56.8%) responded that having been leader was better
qfhan having been a rqguié;xlﬁéyef._,Thgrlgaders of ail sites‘igsyéd

this preference for leade%ship,\qith the studéde”from.Si;gs A and E

—_—

repoftiﬁg:the greatest preference\ a
: Looking‘at the total figures for Parts III and IV, no clear prefer-
ence for individual or group work was evi&ent.' Students seemed to like
.working in groups and by themselves equally well. Soﬁe variation among

sites was apparent, however, especially with respect to the appeal of

the group work.. The students at Site D seemed to enjoy group work a

;

*The -teacher's manual informed teachers that there were opportunities
for four people to be leaders for each group. The first leader was
to be selected by the teacher, and the others elected within groups
by students. Students were allowed to reelect leaders. There were
5 or 6 groups in each class. :
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Table 12

Student Reactions to Group Work in Percent by School

111

36.0
56,0

33.0

20.0

44,0
43.0

)

55.0

33.0°

46.0
80.0
26.0

36.0 | 0.

35,0

139.0

46.0

1.3

1 = Percent of Ss having been leaders,

II = Preference for being a leader or a looper,
I1I = Appeal of Individual Work.
IV = Appeal of Group Work.

+No group survey forms werecreturned from this site.
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great deal, 80% reporting to have liked working in a group "a lot." In
contrast, the students from Site E showed the least preference for

group work, dhly.26z reporting to have liked working in groups "a_lot."

’

Relatively'small percents (approximately 157 for thh group and individ-
ual) of students fepor;gd having not liked working in groups or by
themselves "at all." It is unclear, however, whether these two groups

) o N ° -
were different sets of students or the same sets of students expressing

- . . \
a dissatisfaction with the entire course.
. . >

'

Samples of the résponses given by students to two open—ended items
asking them.to write in what they liked best and least abgutbtheir
groups are presented in the following pages. Responses for,the '"liked

best" item fell into three categories. Students expressed a liking for

- ©

the grouﬁs for the‘feagons presented below.
1. Théif friends or people they liked w;fe in them:
2. They liked having the chance to be ie;der.
» 3. Thej liked being togéthgr, cooperating,.and sharing.

Representative Sample of Student Responses to: '"What was
- the thing you liked best about your looper group?"

1. Having friends in the group.

Y

i like the people best.

.- We had people that were funhy;\g
- I had friends in it.

- I met nice people. '

- I was with my friends.

- I had my friend jio my group.

-.I got to work.with my friends.

102

L | © 118



- The group was my best friends.

- They were funny and nicé.

. 2. Beiﬁg'a leader in the group.

Being leader in the grdup.

- Being a leader.

- To be the leader. - - ' . G
-1 like when I was the leader.

- - Being leader so I could say, "be cooperative."
s
3. Being together, ‘cooperating and sharing. o

‘f— You could ask things without yelling out.
—_Wq could share things. .

- Being together.

—~ The cooperation and people.'l ¢

— When..people felt good.

- Everyone cooperated. N

- I liked épeaking out about my feélings to hy group..

- We were all good natured and didn't fight.

- I°liked the troubles we helped. ’ )

- We told our feelings. g s ’ 4 '

— The things we did together.

- Everyone was_nice.

- You got to know people better.

Responses for the "liked least' item also. fell into three cate—

gories. Students commented that the things they did not like about

their groups were: : ’ . 5 \
- < . - S

1. having one or more persons in the group they did not like,
2. too much general noisemaking and disruption within the group,

3.  Dbelildg exposéd to some mildly negative situations.
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k.

2.

3.

Having disliked people in the group. ' ’

Representative ‘Sample of Student Responses to: '"What was

the thing vou liked least about your looper group?'

Sone»of the peopie.

I didn't like someone in my group.

‘Being without some of my friends. ‘ e

.I d{siiked such and such a person.

I didn't like a person.
The people who were in it.

Too much noise and general disruption. . <

Being exposed to negative situations.

-Some people didn't follow directions.and messed around and

I did not like when everyone started to be bad.

Some people didn't like it and dldn t do anything.

When you | teacher on the tape were talking my friends were
talking too.

4

talked.

S <

Named person] fdoling around.

Sometimes everyone fooled arpund
Everybody yelllng and shouting

That everyone was not cooperating.

'I did not like when we were loud. K

They didn't cooperate.

People would fuss over any little thing.

When you say your feelings out loud.

"The fags called me names, didn't let me be leader, and said they

hate me.

When the boys teésed me.

I was yelled at. :

When other people were the leader, they were bossing-me around.
When everyone would talk about my friend.

o -
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Teacher Reactions
Teachers reported their reactions on a series of -survey forms.

Teachers' perceptions of program appeal to studédnts. Responses

given by teachers to an item asking them to rate the four couponents of

the program — story installments, tape—led games, Heart to Heart talks,

and optional activities — with respect to student enjoyment are pre-

0y

sented in Table 13. Teachers could select from 5 alternatives: '"a
great deal;" "quite a lo* " "some," "a little;" and "very little."
None of the teachers rated any component in the'ewo lowest categories.
: Data were available for enly four s}tee, C, b, E ande.* On the
whole, teachers felt that their students enjoyed;theecoqrse components
either ";ome" or "quite a lot," The teacher from Site;D‘reported that,
in hef opinion, her students'enjoyed the Heart~to ﬁeart‘tﬁlks, and the
optidnal activities "; great deal," It is intereseing to note that)
comparatively, the teachers frem the two inner cityﬁéftes for which
" data were available (E and F) gave the'least'favorableAfatings td the

components. All but one of their ratings fell into the '"some" category.

Tape-led Lessons. Teachers were asked to rate the taped lessons

according to the fcllowing six dimensions (1) volume; (2) space, (3)
appeal of characters; (4) appeal of storyline, (5) conceptual clarity;
‘and (6) overall quality. Responses could be selected from five alternaf
tives: very poor, So—so, gedd,'and very. good.

B

*Only 4 teachers~pomp1eted the questiofinaire in which the relevant jitem
was found.

. : ' 105

:



*

. Table 13

i [

_Teachers' Ratings of Prdgrdm Components
With Respect to the Enjoyment of Their Students.

[

§" - / ~ Degree of\Enjoyment

§
5
-~ . R .
Program Companents
Story Installments E, F | C, D~ -
Tape~led Games F C, D, E ' -_— R
~/
Heart to Hear{ Talks | / E, F ¢ D
Optional Activities E - C, F : D

L

- »

Q

(%2
"



Figuré 7 presents the teacher reactions to the taped lessons with
respect to the first.two dimensions, volume and paée; On an average,
.83.3% of the teachers; with a range of 57% to 100%, rated the voluﬁe of
the taped lessons as being eirher good or Qery good. The mean percent'
of teachers rating the lessons as eiﬁﬂér good or very good with respect
tdfggce was 88.6%; with a range of 71% to 100%.
. Figure 8 presents the results of the analysis of ratings given by
teacﬁers to the tape& lessons.with respect to appeal of characters and
appeal of storyline. The mean percent of teachers rating the leséons
as éithér good or very good with’respect to appeal of chéracters was
87.7, with.a.range of 667% to 100%. .The ﬁean percent of teachers ratipg
the lessons as either good or very good with respect to appeal -of
storyline was 89.7; with a range of 50% to 100%.'. A
Figure 9 presents teachepfreactions°to the taped lessons with res-
pect to conceptual clérity and overall quality. On an average, 85.1% of
téachers, with a range of 57% to 100%, rated the lessons as being either
good or very good with respect to conceptual clarity. The mean percent
of teache;s rating the lessons with respect to overall quality as being

either good or very good was 91.8, with a range of 50% to 100%.

Heart to Heart talks. Teachers were asked to réport whethetr they
were enthusiastic or unenthusiastic about the concepts presented in |
each Heart to ﬁeart talk. The resuiés of thé‘analysis of the fespdnses
given by teachers are‘presented in Figure 10. Thedméan peréent of

teachers_having felt enthusiastic about the concepts'presented in the.
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Heart to Heart talks was 91, with a range of 667 to 100%. Tgachers were
also asked to rate the Talks according to how "wcrthwhile" they were for
their studénts. Teachers could select responses from three alternatives:
not worthwhile, fairly worthwhile, and very worthwhile. The results of
the analysis of the responses given byvfeachers to this item are pré-
sented in Figure 11. The mean percent of teachers having felt that the
Heart to Heart talks were "véry worthwhile" was 75, with a range of 33%
to 106%. Heart to Heart talks #12 and #25 received the highesf:ratings
in teérms of both enthusiasm and value. Teachers questioned'the val;e

of the lést Heart to Heart talk.

Optional Activities. The frequency of optional activity use during
the field test by each site is presented in Table 14. The figures re-
ported represent thé number of times téachers reported using activities
following-the‘taped lessons, and should not be misinterpreted as repfe—
‘'senting the numBer of actual activities used by individual .teachers
after lessons or at other times. Data on the actual number of activities
used were available for only thrée'siteg (B, C, and-G) and h#ve aIso
geen fepotted ;n Table 14.% )

For Unit I, teache;s cotild have used optional activitiesbafter each
of 16 taped lessons. None of the teachers reported using optional

activities after every lesson (100% of the time), but the teacher from

site B used activities after 9 lessons (90%), teachers from sites A, F,

*The repoft form which required teachers to fill in the name of all
activities used for a certain lesson was not submitted by the other
sites.



Table 14

Frequency of Optional Activity Use
For Each Site by Unit -

%
-
!

. ' TOTAL NUMBER
SITES - | UNIT - | COURSE |OF ACTIVITIES
' ' - USED
I II I1I

*8 3 3 1%

A 80 42 | ~"s8 +
9 7 7 23

B 90 . 100 100 | ~"95 63
. 4 3 2 9

1

40 42 28 37 >
7 3 5 15

D 70 42 71 62 +
5 0 0 15

E ~"50 0 0 20 +
3 T 3 0 11

F 80 42 0 45 +
8 6 1% 18

G 80 85 “57 75 32

Unit | 49 75 21 95 -
l Frequencies 70 51 42 56

+ = No data were available for these sites.

* The figures to ‘the left of the diagonal represent
the number of times teachers used optional activities,
The figures to the right of the slash are percentages
representing the number of times activities were used

divided by the number of possible times !
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and G used activities after 8 lessons (80%), and the teacher from sife
D used activities aftef 7 lessons (70%). Teachers from sites C anh E
reported‘using‘actiVities the least number of times, 4 (40%)-and 5 (50%)
times, respectively. Looking at Unit I as a whole, tha maximum number
of total times activities could have been used after lessons was 70 (7
sites multiplied by 10 lessons). Teachers, for Unit I, reported using
activities 49 out of thaﬁpossible fb times, or rather, 70% of tdtal “
times. . |

For Unit"II,'teaphers couid have uséd activities after each of
the 7 taped lessons. Only ane teacher (B) reported using activities
the maximum numbar of.times; siFes C, F, D, C, A, an& E used activities
6 (85%), 3 (42%), 3 (42%), 3 (42%), 3 (42%), and O (0%) times, res-
pectively. Out of a possible aaximum of 49, for the unit as a whole,
tea;hers reported using activities 21 times, or 427% of the'pbssible
total.

For Unit IiI, teachers, again, could have used activities after
each of 7 taped lessons. -The teacger.froﬁ site B reported using aéti—
vities the maximum number of times, with sites D,'G, A,.C, E, and F»using
activities 5 (71%), 4 (574), 3 (42%), 2 (28%), O (0%), and O (0%) times,
reSpgctiQely. Looking at the unit as a whole, teachers used activities
21 out of the 49 maximum total number of times possible (or, after 42%
of the lessons). .

The data available on the number .of activities used are reported in
. A

the right hand column of Table 14. The teacher from site B used a total

113 -
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of 63 activities and the teachers from sites C and G used a total

0?32 and 15 activities, respectively. Of the 63 activities used by

the teacner from site.B,“most were of a type involving discussion, and
drawing and/or writing. The teacher from site C primarily used the

ditto sheet activities provided in the manual. Most of the activities
used by the teacher from site G were of a M'paper and pencil nature;

¢ . When asked to indicate their reasons for using an optional activity,
teachers consistently noted all four of.the cffered response alterna-
tiVes:‘ (1) T liked it; (2) I thougHt students would like it; (3)uitl
reinforced 1esson objectives; and (4) it reinforced course objectives.
Other reasons for using an activity that teachers noted were‘ (1) it
‘motivated ‘the students' (2) it expanded language skills, (3) it increased
creativity; and'(4) it clarified concepts. Tne almost unanimous reason |
given for having decided not to use an-ontiona} actiyity was lack of
time. The teacher from-site E also_reported that her students were too
unccoperative, especially near the end of the program,“tc be able to
complete an activity.

u

Teacherssreported having fcund the cﬁtional activities.to‘be en—
joyable to their students (see Table 14) and eas; to administer (see
- Table 15); During their interviews, they commented that the activities
were very helpful and, in fact, necessary for clarifying and reinfdrc—‘
ing lesson and prcgram concepts. The most frequent suggestion made was
that the activities should involve the students more actively,_to con—,

trast with the sitting, listening and coloring required for the taped

lessons.
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Importance/Relevance of Program. Determining how important or
relevant the program iscwith respect to the students' personal develop-
ment and to_education in general was considered an important aspect-of
an evaluation pertaining to appeal and acceptability: Because of the
age'of the students, information relating to importance and reievance
was solicited from teachers.‘ '

‘Teachers were ashed to rate each taped lesson with respect to how
importantvthey felt the contents were to their students' lives on a five
point scale: not-important; a little important; fairly important;/very
important; and extremely important. The results of the ahalysis of
these responses are presented in Figure 12. On an average 72.9% of the -
teachers, with a range of éoztco'loo%, found the contents of the taped
lessons to be very important or extremely important to their students'

_ lives.

' Teachers were also asked to write in responses to qnestions con~-
cerning the importance of theiproéram goals to elementary education and
to their studentsf peréonal deveiopment. Only four of the'seven teachers
participating in the program (B, D, E, F) responded to the questionnaire
in which these two questions were found. The responses given by these

four teachers are presented below.

How important are the course goals to elementary education?

(B) '"Very important .and relevant to 4th grade
peer problems.,

~
.

(D) "In order for a. child to reach full poten-
tial academically, he must be aware of
himself and the world about him and be

'
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Figure 12: Percent of teachers finding the contents of
the taped lessons to be "extremely important”

or "very important" to their students' lives
shown as a function of lessons. -
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able to understand and cope with feelings
and problems that arise. He must develop a
good self concept and feel accepted by
peers: as well as the adult world. Heart-
smart takes this all into account and works
it out beautifully for the children. The
program guides them into a great deal of
'soul~searching and understanding of human
behaviors'."

(E) "Extremely/children must learn to be less
selfish."”

(F) "Good." | ' - :
6 . : N

How important are the course goals to students' personal development?

(B) "Very important. I think the children .
will remember a lot of what they learned."

(D) Answer included in aboveastatement.

e

(E)" "Very important — (children) must learn
to share and recognize others' feelings."

(F) "Very, helps to direct your thinking."
Ease of Administration. Teacher reactions towthe program with

respect to ease of administratiOn were, considered important to deter-

3

mining the overall acceptability of the prTgram, especially for educa-"

tors. ;

Teachers were asked to rate the four components of the program —
- story installments, tape—led games, Heart to Heart talks, and optional
activities — according to how easy or difficult they were to administer.
Responses could be selected from four alternatives:é very difficult,
difficult, easj;,and very easy. The ratings given b; the teachers are

presented in Table 15. Data were available for only%four sites: B, D,

"E, and .F. .All four of the teachers responding foundgthe story
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installmehts, the taped games, and the optional activities easy or very
easy to administer. Three of the four teagheré found ghé Heart to

Heart talks easy or very easy to administer and one teacher found the

talks difficult to administer. ’
- ‘ . Table 15 " ’ )

, Teachers' Ratings of Program Components
With Respect to Ease of Administration.

J//f Ease of Administration
' v Xy
>y > ’
A & v & Fals
o L ™ & A *
Program Components C o
Story. Installments . : E 1 B o, F
Taped Games . ' g ' . B, E ) b, F
- - - SR U U - Y TS S AU Y DR G
“|Heart to Heart Talks F .B,;E D
Optional Activities _ S B, E, F | .D

Schoois for which data were available:
B, D, E, F -

.
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preheosion of'individual lesson concepts.)

by

Résponses given by-these same teachers to other itemsArelating to
AN ‘ ~ i
administration also indicate that' the program was considered easy. to
: . ' \ \
implement. All four teachers found -the program materials easy or very.

easy to prepare, collect,.and store, and all reported having encounter--

<

“ed no procedural-difficulties When administering the program. Two of

the four teachers felt that the program required no more preparation
time_than_other subjects; one commented that in order to have a good
lesson, the materials needed to be thoroughly checked and ‘that this

required more preparation time than usual; and one offered no

o

response. /,/ia\\\'\\'
: : V.. STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT

o

.Student achievement refers to the performance of students on the

Game- and Reviewpages which followed and werc completed after the pre-
sentation’ of the,taped story. For evaluation purposes, a random-sampie‘

of f: ive s ts of student_ materials -was selected~from—each site--for each----

lesson. (Emphas1s has been placed on the Reviewpages, since these more

>

so than the Gamepages, wereuconsidered to be indicators of student com-

&

'Figure 13?presegts the results of the analysis'of answers giben by

students to the questiohs on the Reviewpages. On an average, only 4.47%

of all the.answers given for all“the review questions were ingorrect

iw

(w}th a range of .6% to 9.7%). Lesson 27 had the most number of in-

correct. responses given to its review questions. Lesson 28 had the
. . w

least number of incorrect responses'given.

v
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Students were conscientious in completing the Gamepages, and for,
2

r

. the most part were able to follow the instructions given by the tape
and complete assigned tasks satisfactoriiy. The few problems that were

apparent were due primarily to confusing page layouts and insufficient

clarification of the taped directions.
VI. PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS

Precedihg sections of thié chapter dealt primarily with formative
evaluation résults with respect to program antecedents, program trans-
actions, and, to some extent, program outcomes. However, the focus of
‘this section is on program.outcomes as rélated to the goals/objectives'
of the program. The first.part of this sectioﬁ takes the approach of a’
congruency analysis in which the question of how successful the progrém
was in achieving its stated gpals/objectives is addressed,__FéL; hypo-
theses are stated and results which provide evidence to support or ‘re-
ject these hypotheses are reported. Compéring dif ferences between
experimental and comparison groups on measures of program effectiveness,
and régortingbresults from interﬁiews conducted with experiméntal stu-
dents and teachers establish the bases for the congruency analysis.

.The second part of this section considers two antecedent factors, pupil
sex and classroom environment, ;nd several program implementation fac;
tors in relat%on to program outcomes in the manner of a coptingencf

N

analysis. The questions addressed in this part tend to be exploratory.

and suppositional in nature {rather than based upon avspecific a priori .

get'of goal-based evaluation hypotheses. The overall objective of this

|
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section is to report results bearing on the relationships among treat-
ment condition, contingency factors, and program outcomes.

Congruency Analysis

Hypothesis 1

The Heartsmart program students will demonstrate greater ability
and/or tendency than comparison group students to:

e Identify feellngs ‘and behaviors, and infer feelings from
. behaviors in ‘others;

e Identify ways in which people may behave when they have
certain feelings;

° Identify the cause and effect relationship between feellngs
and behavior;

e Determine feelings in others by asking;

e Express individual needs and desires and take (appropriate)
actions to accomplish them; and '

o Express feelings.

-

‘The multidimensional hypothesis reflects the, interest of the

Heartsmart progrem to improve interpersonal skills\P;imarily in attri-
. ‘\

butes related to the domain of "feelings." Each dimension corresponds

to a specific program objective. The hypothesis was tested by examin-

ing results from the.two criterion-referenced tests used in the field

test,.What's Happening? aﬁd What Would You Do? in terms of differences
befween experimeptal and comparisdn classes. -

Table 16 displays MANOVA statistical results of each field test
sife on the above two measures. The important parts of the table to

inspect are the'experimental and comparison group mean scores for each
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. Table 16 .
Multivariate and Univariate ANOVA Results
of Experimental vs, Comparison Group Differences
on the What's Happening? and What Would You Do? Tests,
Reported by Each School

Experimental Comparison
UNIVARIATE
SCHOOL N MEAN N MEAN; F-TEST
A What's Happening? 23 16.22 21 12,90 6.84%%
What Would You Do? 23 9,82 | 21 6.42 12,10%%
= %k
MANOVA" F ) 59y = 7035
B What's Happening? 28 13.43 28 13,21 0.05
What Would You Do? 28 11.36 |28 7.86 12, 36%*
= k%
MANOVA F , 5y = 6.12
c What's Happening? 28 | 14.42 | 23 | 12.04 6.01%%
What Would You Do? 28 6,67 23 7.34 2.01
MANO 5 F(2,46) = 4,61%
5 What's Happening? 24 | 15.33 | 24 | 14.63 || -0.68
What Would You Do? 24 12.88 24 9.62 7.86%%
MANOVA F(2?43)\= 4.07%
: What's Happening? || .28 | 12.71 | 24 | 10.87 4,15%
What Would You Do? 28 9.42 24 6,16 .10'04**
' = *%
MANOVA F , 47y = 5.77
. F What's Happenifig? 30 | 14,03 | 31 | 10.32 21.66%*
What Would You Do? 30 9,20 31 7.38 4357%
OVA F =
MAN (2,56) ~ ll.46%%
o ‘What's Happening? 23 | 12.43 | 23 | 11.04 1.53
What Would You Do? 24 8.54 23 6.69 7.74%%
VA F, = *
MANOVA - Fia,41) = 3-99

* significant at the p {.05 level
** significant at the p<.0l level
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measure and the ﬁuitivariate and univariate F-test resﬁlts: The

MANOVA F values, signifying the results pf testing diffgrences between
two centroids between experimental and ;omparison groups on both mea-
sures, are statistically significént (p ¢.05) at all field test sites.
Treatment differenceé are statistically significant‘at the p£ .01 level
in four schgols and at the p<.05 level in the remaining three schools.
The univafiate F-test results show.that éxperimenﬁal classes score sig-
nificantly higher on'the averﬁge'than comparison'élas;és on either or
both tests in all seven schools. At school A the mean score differences
on eagh test are highly significant (p {.0l). The results 52 ;chools

B, D, E, and G indicate very strong differences (p € .01) between groups

on the What Would You Do? test; and at school F, group differences

turned out to be significant at the p £.05 level. In schools C and F,
univariate tests indicate highly significant differences (p<1.61) on

the What's Happening? test. All univariate test results differentiate

experimental and comparison grcups consistently in favor of experimental
groups. - The univariate results found in school E may be questioned on
the grounds that the ASsumption of homogeneityv of variances between

‘igroups was not met (Hartley's F-max = 2.40, p< .05). The largest

(2, 29)
variance was found in the experimental class; it is also the class
which contains approximately one-third fifth grade pupils.

It is instructive to examine Hypothesis 1 in terms of its separate

dimensions. Table 17 presents the mean peréents of experimental and

comparison group subjects giving correct answers to seven clusters of
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Table 17 ,
Mean Percentage of Experimental and Comparison Group Subjects

Giving Correct Responses to Selected Item Clusters on

the What's Happening? and What Would You Do? Tests

** p.01

142

Ttems=Item Cluster Mean Percentage (%) of Subjects Giving Correct
on Responses to Item Cluster (Program Objective)
4] , : “ M
What's | What Would||g School Average
Progranm Objective Happening? | YouDo? |15/ A [B [C |D [E |F |G | Total |z-Test
1, Identify (infer) feelings || Al, BI, B {717 {57.0 51,6 | 66,4 |70,2 54,5 {56.8 | 61,2
and behaviors and infer % cl \ 2. 2%
feelings from behavior fn || “! C[53.6 [53.6 {56.0 [65.1 [44.2 |51.7 |47.9 | 53.1
others., D2, Hl ‘
2 Idenfify‘ways in vhich c2, D3, 68,2 54,5 {71,1 |56,5 |49,1.{62.4 |52,9 | 59.2
people may behave when EZ+ Gl+ , , : 3.81%
they have certain feelings » C{52.8 |4l.1 |52.9 |53.2 |42.1 [36.7 139.2 | 45.4 .|
3, Identify cause and effect | | 42,83,C3, ‘B[ 73.3 | 58.4 {64.7 61,0 |58,5 61,9 [53.0] 61.5°
relationship between feel=|| D1,F1,F2, 1,33
ings and behavior, - H2,H3 - C|54.8 64,0 150.9 | 67,1 |54,9 54,2 |51.4 | 56.7 |
4, Deternine feelings in B2, C4, 2, 7; 10 ||E 66,1 |65.5 [55.2 75.3 60.4 | 62,7 160.7| 63.6
others by asking (not Ela, ‘ o 2,60
by guessing), Elc C[70.6 64,5 49,1 62,5 [42.2 [47.5 [43.7 | 54,3
5. Express needs and desires 3, 4, 6, ||E|60.9169.6 [38.0]77.0(53.3 51,5 |50.4] 5.2 | .
and take actions to ac- 8, 14, 16, N © ] AR
‘complish them, 17, 18 C)36.3|40.8 |38,9 59,8 | 37,6 39,3 39,0 4L.6°
6. Express feelings. L, 5, 9, [|E]39.1]68.2 (29.6]56.8|38.6{40.5 [39.1] 41.4
11, 12, 192
13, 15 . || C|28.5 36,8 |40,8 37,9 134,5 36,8 |27,0| 34.6
TOTAL Experimental Groﬁp 57.3
| . 1 2,67k
Comparison Group .~ | 47,6 |
X P<;05 +ana1yzed as percentage of subjects giving at least one correct response,



items, each corresponding presumébly‘to one of the diménsions'(i.e., pro-
'gram ijectiyes).‘ Item clusters were formed 6n a logical basis by con~
tent aﬁalysis. i—tests were pérformed to testlfor.differences between
proportions of correct résponses given by experimental and ' comparison
pupils for pach item cluster. The results indicate that a significantly
higher percgnt (r <.025, one-tailed test) of experimental subjects across
all-éeven schools géve correct responses to four of seven item clusters
than did comparison group subjects. Experimental students pérfo:med
better on Objectives 3 and 6, bﬁt differences were not statistically
significant. When, all program objectives were considered in é’singlg
oﬁerall analysis, a sign;ficantlf higher percent of experimental students
gave correct responses to the fests' item clusters than the compérison
'studeﬁts (p<.ol).
The results from the above two sets of statistical anélyses appear
to provide substanti#l support for Hypothesis 1. For the mosf parf, the
resulté are both‘highly significant in a statistical sense and consisteﬁt

across field test sites. To the degree that the two measures used in

~

the analyses can be taken as valid measures of program obiect.v.s,
Hypothesis 1 can be judged as having been strongly supported by Zhe
evidence. However, since thé tést.of Hypothesis I'Qas performed on
’tpbsttest measurements only, the possibiiity of pre-existing group
differences in favor of ex?erimental classes cannot be completeiy ruled

out as an alternative explanation for the obtained results.
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Hypgthesis 1A

Heartsmart program students will report they have learned inter-

| personal skills consonant with the objectives of the progfam.

Hypothesisll was stated as a comparétive prediction that éxpérimen—
tal classes would score highef than comparisén group ciasées 6n progrém
éffectivenéss assessment measures. Hypothesis 14 is a co?dllary to the
fifst hypothesis\in that it relates to the identical suBstance_(i.e.;
interpersonal skills in the "feelings" domain),lbut.it does not make a
comparative prediétion. Data -gathered at the end‘of the course byb
interviews with approximately a 207% sub—éample (N = 38) of experimental
subjects, preéumably representative of all Heartsmart-instructed stu-
denﬁs in the field test, provided valuable infqrmation about‘étuﬁents'
perceptions of what they learned from the ‘program. Tﬁe.above hypotheéis

was tested by analyzing the responses to Question 1 of the student inter-

- ~

view according to the same "objectives' categories used-in the statement
of Hypothesis 1. The queétion was: "Think about Jaék andﬂhié adven-
tures, and the things he learned. What did you learn from Heartsmart?"
The question is a very opeq—epded one; a2 lzgitimate evaluation concern

3 g, e e e

might be raised about the validity of studeat interview results'in‘that

children mav have learned inte.pevsonal skills taught by the program T

but could not articulat: them in a free-response manner. One might
assert that the open-ended question method used in this instance pro-
baBly provides a rather stern test of the hypothesis.

Tabie 18 éhows the results obtained from analyzing student re-
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Table 18

Analysis of Student Responses to the Question:
"What did you learn from Heartsmart?"

Number of Percent of Total Percent of Students
Program Objective Responses | Number of Responses’ Giving Response -
1. Identify feelings and behaviors, and 9 19.5 98.1
infer feelings from behaviors in
others., :
2, Identify ways in which people may 1 2.2 3.1
behave when they have certain feelings. o
3. Identify the cause and effect 2 4.3 - 6.3
relationship between feelings and
behavior.
-4, Determine feelings in others by 5 10.9 15.6
asking,
5. Express individual needs and desires 0 0.0 .0
and take (appropriate) actions to
accemplish them,
6. Express feelings. 16 34.8 50.0
7. Other (i.e., non-classifiable re- 13 - 28.3 -
sponses in above 6 categories) '
TOTAL 46 100.0 100.0

NOTE: Above results are based on usable.data from 32 experimental subjects.
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fesponses to Quesﬁion 1 of the interview ("What did you learn from Heart-
smart?"). Of/38 subjects interviewed, 32 gave interpretable responses.
A total of 46 responses (i.e., different ideas/thoughts) were'claséifiaﬂle
“into 6 "objectives" categqries, and one "other" category. The "other"
category contained fesponses that were:relevan; to program objectives
outside of 'the "feelings" dqmain being examined here. The secqnd'column
of numbers indicates tﬁe piycent of all responses that were-cléssified
in each of the seven categories. The final (right hand) column shows
the percent of: students giving responses classified into the 6 "objec—
_tives" categories. Attention is focused primarily on this set of results.
Fifty percent of the students responded with objective 6: expressing -~
feelings; students reported learning that it was "good" or "0.K." to tell
and/or show their feelings, to share feelings with others, and to express
negative feelings (e.g., anger). Objective 1, identifyvfeelings and‘
behavior and infer feelings from beh;viors in others, was expressed by
more than one-fourth of the students (i.e., 28.1%). Objective 4, deter-
mine feelings in others by asking,.wés expressed by 15.6%Z of the students.
Very few students responded in w;ys relating to objectives 2 and.3, and.
none of the students expressed objective S.U

‘These findings would appear to support Hypothesis 1A to the extent
that most stuaents interviewed.(32 out of 38) reported in a free-response
mannet lea;ning interpersonai skills from Heartsmart Adventures that

were consonant with 5 of the 6 program objectives in the "feelings"
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domain. The evidence to support this hypothesis must be qualified in

this respect: a very small number of .subjects reported having
learned interpe;sonél skills related to three program objectives, 2;-3,'
and 5.

"

Hypothesis 2

Heartsmart program students will transfer interp;Esonal skills

learned from the program to other situations.

An objectivelstated for the program was to iﬁcreése the likelihood
that.pupils would apply intﬁrpefsonal skills they learned from the |
program to situations outside the classrbom. This hypothesis was exam-
.ined by an analysis of éupils'lrequhses to Questioné 2, 3 and 5 of the
_student interview. 'The results are reported below.

. of 3é interviewees, 33.reported that they shpw their feelinés.more
nbw than tﬁéy did before taking the program. Five subjects said_that
they ao not show their feelings morelnoQ than before. .Three 65 thése
fiveYstudenfs reported they show their feelings ;g§§/ﬁgw than they did

; —.-before. When asked what kind of feelingé fhey show now, 17 subjects

‘ responded with some combination of the feelings taught in the course

(e.g., mad, sad, glad, hurt, happy). Ten fespoﬁded with é catgh—all
-phrase."all feelings," and six subjects deséfibed situations in which
they expreséed or acted'outlfeqlings rather than naming the feelings.
When asked where, or in what situations; théy show thei; feelings now,

. o . . :
nine subjects reported ones occurring mostly at home (with parents and.

.siblings), 7 responded with "everywhere," six students reported showing

o
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feelings more only with their.friends, one subject answered "just at

school," and ten reported showing féelingé at home and at school.

The interview asked students to relate a sing;tion in which th?y
expressed their feelings; Thirty-one subjectstrespdﬁded to this ques-
tion by portrayiég a variety o? si;uatigns in which they expressed a
variety of feelings. Sixteen studehts reportéd éituations invoiFed
with giblings and friends, and 14 of thése i6 ye}e‘situatioﬁs.in which

éiblings/friedds were t6ld to stop an sunoying behavior. ~Seven stu-

L4

dents related situations in which feelings were expressed to paren%s,
. o o . N

-

such as mad, sad, and scared feelings. Four studen*s related situations

in which they expressed feelihgs to adults outside the classroom. Four
students told of'situations in which they wanted to express their feel-
ings, but didn't.

o
s

Earlier it was réported that three students said they showed their

feelings less often now than before the program. One of these could not

. ﬁ-
give a reason why, and the other two seé - med to show an understanding of

r

when it was best (for them) to hide feelings (e.g., when telling feel—_

ings might cause others .to have hurt feelings, and when expressing Teel-

ings might bring on further trouble for themselves).
Question 5 asked pupils if showing feelings,heiped them.in their _
. interpersqnal'relationships. Thirty subjects answered'"yes," 2 answered

a

"no," 'sometimes.” The 35 "positive'" respoudents were asked

no," and 5 said '

to explain how showing feelings helped them; 17 subjects stated that
expreséingvtheir feelings "made them féel better," and 15 students said
that some desired end was accomplished (e.g., getting a friend to stop

>

131

1439

1



' .

L o 7

2 &
£ .

-

[y

an annoying behavior, getting friends to be nicer to them). The re-

.+ maining three .subjects did not give interpretaBle fesponses.

= . ’ s
Also worth.noting with respect to Hypothesis 2 are several res- .

ponses to\Questions 14 and 17 of the Teacher Interview indicaﬁing that

- : students had become more confiding, and that they applied intefpersonél

Y .
'

skills outside the classraom.
Iﬁ sSummary,. dath gatheg€f<from éxperihental subjects by~interview
at the end of the program provide support for Hypothesis 2. Since the

interviews primarily dealt with only dne program objective, "expressing-

] -

-

feelings," it is difficult to assess hbw much transfer of learning from
\ . h
\

the program occurred in other objectivégﬁ~ Data supporting Hypothesis 2
are directed to a relatively narrow ra&ge of - program obhjectives; it
- 'cannot be definitively stated, thereforé, that intgrpersonal skills re-

lated to other program objectives haye been‘applied in out~of~class

interpersonal situations. = L Y

Hypothesis 3

The social climate of Heartsmart program classrooms will become

- . s

- /, . N R L . 3
increagingly more cooperative and satisfyipg than that of comparison

group’ classrooms.

n

Th.s hyputhesis was tested by comparing experimental vs. comparison

i

group classes on three scales of the My Ciass'Inventg;X,(MCI), using a
. . - 2
repeated measurés design MANOVA techniqug. Student and teacher inter- -

views also provided relevant data for examining this hypothesisﬁ‘v?he
. . / s .
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rted first.

\ .

My Class Inventory ' ‘ . .

results frem the MCI are repo

The goal stated for the program was that students will be able to

cooperate nore effeCtiveiy with_others by tne end of the program. It is'
necessary to point out tnat the MCI scales are not measures of coo;era—
tive behavior,cbut-rather measures of the 1eve1°ef cooperatior which stu-'
dents.perceine (or report)ﬂin their classroom. As nsed here, the con-
cept of cooperation is de}ined in perceptual rather than benavioral
terms.and is a characteristic of the environment and ndt individuals.

The test of Hypothesls 3 is based on the reasoning that if students In
Heartsmart classes exh1b1ted more, cooperative behavior as a result of

the program, then one would expect students to characterize the social
climate of the classroom in terns of .greater cohesion, friendliness,
decreased hostllity, .and the like. The meaning of cooperation is best
.captured by the Frictlon(F) and Cohesion (C) scales of the MCI. These
scales are negatively correlated with each other. The Satlsfaction (s)
-Scaie is negatively correlated with the Friction (F) Scale and positively
correlated with the Cohesion (C) Scale. These relationships suggest

that the S ‘Scale may also be considered as an index of cooperation.
Hypothesis 3 thus'translates»into the prediction that the mean scores
from pref to posttestashould increase on the S and C Scales and decreese

v , .
on the F Scale for experimental classes, and that the pre— post mean

Bl

differences_shbuld be significantly larger for experimental than for

comparison classes.

=
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) Among experimental classes, only.the onne at school D showed tlis
pre- to posttest pattern of change, i e., an increase ia Satisfaction
and Cohesio;:ﬁ?nd a decrease- iu Frict“on.

. Table 19 presents MAMOVA ard univériate F-test results comparing
axperimental/ vs. _omparison group classes in each school on - ~an pre- to
posttest change scores for thres MCI Scales: S, F, and C.

The resilts revealed that multivariate F's were significe 't at two
of the séven schools: school B at the p<4 .05 lével, and school E a; the
p£~.01>ieve1. At school B the Friction Scalé discriminated most between
experimental and comparison classes; in sghooi E, Satisfaction and Cn?
hesionJScales exhibited the most discriminéting power. Contrary to
expectation, at séhool B the mean'score on the F Scale increased in the
experimental class, decre;sed in the comparison class, and the diffe:ence"
) ; bethen the mean changés between experimental and comparison. classes

(interaction effect) was highly sigﬁificant (p< .01). Only one school,
y C, with noﬁ—significan: multivariate F, showed significant univariate
'F—&atios. At school C,'the Cohesion Scale was involved with the'hean
score decreasing in the experimental class for pre- to‘posttest ana in-
\creasing in ﬁhe comparison‘class. |

\ ;

Student and Teacher Interviews \\\\
0 ,

| Quéestion 4, -on the student interview form, and its sub-questions

\
\

S \, .
wéye analyzed to assess student perceptions of the class-oom'environment. .
b E .

When asked if the children in their class had changed since taking

Heartsmart, 20 subjects out of 38 answered "yes," 10 responded with a
. ’ ’ N

i S
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Table 19’
Multivariate and Univariate ANOVA Results on the
Satisfaction, Friction, and Cohesion Scales
of the My Class Inventory

f Experimental Comparison
j
|
UNIVARIATE|
SCHOOL SCALE N PRE POST - CHANGE N PRE POST CHANGE - F-TEST
Satisfaction 23 7.23 4.92 -2.30 21 5.39 4.00 ~1.39 2.57
A Friction 23 5.84 6.63 +0.79 21 6.51 7.91 +1.40 0.94
Cohesion 23 6.03 5.39 -0.64 21 5.82 5.13 -0.69 .00
MANOVA F (5 3g, = 1.99
Satisfaction 28 5.96 4.82 -1.14 : 28 5.99  4.74  -1.24 0.02
B Friction 28 5.89 6.53 +0.64 28 5.85 4.99 -0.85 . 8.16%*
Cohesion ‘ 28 6.28 6.10 ~0.18 . 28 5.25 5.53 +0.28 1.02
- *
MANOVA F(3'50) 3.00
Satisfaction 28 5.64 3.71 -1.85 23 3.65 2,04 -~1.61 0.12
c Friction 28 6.50 7.07 +0.57 23 7.39 7.34 -0.05 1.31
Cohesion 28 5.64 5.07 ~-0.57 23 5.3u 5.78 0.48 5.57*
' MANOVA F(3,AS) 1 1.85
Satisfaction .24 5.69 6.52 +0.83 246 6.16 6.25 +0.09 1.28
D Friction 24 6.78 5.30 -1.47 24 5.25 5.16 -0.09 3.50
Cohesion 24 5.82 6.57 +0.75 24 6.10 5.91 -0.19 . 3.03
: MANOVA F(3,62) = 1,80
Satisfaction 28 4.06 3.0 -0.46 125 5.56  3.12  -2.44 10.14%*
'E Friction 28 7.24 8.03 +0.79 25 5.94 7.30 +1.36 1.28
Cohesion 28 5.24  4.99 -0.24 25 6.98 5.52 =1.45 . 5.02%
A = 4.85%*
.\ MANOVA F(3,A7) ‘ 5
Satisfaction 31 4.19 \\3.68 -0.71 31' 3.87 3.05 -0.82 0.02
F Friction ' 31 7.58 8.19 +0.61 31 5.73 6.31 +0.58 0.00
Cohesion 31 5.22 a)qg -0.39 31 5.74 5.83 +40.09 1.13
\QQTOVA F(3,56) = 0.48
Satisfaction 24 4.70 3.95 -0.95 23 5.99 5.43 -0.56 0.09
G . Friction 24 6.62 7.41 +0,.7 23 6.93 7.05 +0.12 1.29
Cohesion 24 5.79 6.08 +0.29 N 23 6.87 6.55 -0.32 1.16
N\
" AN
. MANOVA F(3‘“\)\< 0.32

* significant at the p<£.05 level,
** significant at the p< .0l level. ™.
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qualified "yes," (e.g., 'yes, some'"), and 8 said "no." Students were
asked to give an example of how the class had changed. Thirteen sub-
jects stated that children in the class were "easier to get along with."
Ten studenté responded that children were "friendlier and nicer" and
that they talked their difficulties sut more; 2 said that class mefibers
were more understanding of each other; 2 said class members had. more
feelings now. Three subjec;é (from the same school) reported that:the
class was different because the cﬂildren fought more.

When.asked if they "liked" the class better now than before Heart-
smart, 22 subjects reported the class was better now, 3 said it was
bettef before, 2 said neirhér, 3 said it was the same, and 8 gave no
answer. 1in giving examples of‘how the class was better now, students
unanimously reported with such answers as: the chiidren were easier
to get along with; were kinder, nicer; more friendly and helpful, and
more caring sf others;Aand were more willing to do more sharing with .
each other. X

Interviewchonducted with teachers were not specifically directed
to questions abéut changes in the classroom envi:onmeht. Nevertheless,
to open—endequuégtions concerning éhanges in student behavior (Questidn
14) and benefits accrued from the program (Question 17), at least three
teachers reported that they thought students had become.more cooperafive

and accepting of each other.

In summary, the results obtained from the MCI and student and
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teacher interviews give partial support tolthe hypothesis tha; the
social climate of Heartsmart program classrooms should become more
cooperative and satisfying by the end of the program, and that compared
with non-program iﬁstructed claésrooms, such changes would occur to a
greater degree{ Multivariate results from the S, F and C Scales of thé
MCI indicate that at five-of the seven schools in the field test no
significant treatment group diffefences were found. At one of the two
schools which did show significant group differences on thel ulzivariate
test, ﬁhe hypothesis prediction was supported; at the remain ng school,
in the Heartsmaft program class, scores declined on the S ani é Scales
and increased on the F Scale from pfe— to posttest, but in thé compari-
son group, this same trend was'eVen more dramatic. \

The studeﬁt and teacher interview data, on the other hand, do not
always support the fihdings obtained on fhe MCI. Both students and
.teachers'reported higher levels of cooperatiQe behavior and less fric-
tion among students. These somewhat inconsistent resglts are‘not easily

reconcilable. Chapter Five of this evaluation feport will delve further

into an explanation of or speculation about these results.
FIRO-BC

No'hypothesis is étated that reiates to the FIRO-BC. 1In Section V
of Chapter Three, the measuré\is briefly described in terms of content
and purpose; Section VII of tﬁézsame chapter discusses perceived limita-

tions and difficulties related to the use of this instrument as a mea-

sure of program effectiveness. In view of these considerations it was
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decided that it might well be presumptuous to generaté'hypotheses; the
alternative of presenting a discussion of results seemed more abpro—
priate. |

Before presenting the results, it is neceséary to define thé
terms used in the FIRO theory, and to describe the scales and their re-
lationships. Thrée affective areas are measured, each on two dimen-
sions. - fhe_afeas are described below.

e Inclusion: the degree’of relationship with others with reépect £o
interaction and association.

e Control: the degree of relationship with others with réspect to con—;
trol and power. 4 /

] Affection: the degrée of relationship with others with;&espect to
lové'and affection. |

The two dimensions are: _ !

e Expressed - the way in which the person‘perceives himself or
herself as behaving ﬁoward others;

e Wanted — the way in which the person wants others to behayg toward
hih or her.

An interpretation of scdres on the Expressed (E) and Wanted (W)
dimensions in relﬁtiou to each of the areas of incihsion, Contrél, and
Affection, based on Schutz (1966), is summafized in Table 20.

The scores on each of the six FIRO-BC scales (each of the 3 areas

X the 2 dimensions) range from 0-9. Thus, mid-point scores fall at 4

or 5; very low scores range from 0-2; and very high scores range from
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Table 20

Interpretation of High and Low Scores
on the FIRO-BC

AREA SCALE | DIMENSION |
Expressed ‘  Wanted
High I initiate interaction I want to be included,
with others. paid attention to by
. others.
‘Inclu51on - ) .
Low I exclude others from I want others to leave
my activities. me alone.
High | I make decisions, try I want others to control
to control others. me.
Control ‘ .
Low I am a follower, tend .| I want others to submit
to submit to others. to my authority.
High | I act close and I want others to be
personal toward close ,and peresonal
. others. . toward me.’
Affection v : .
Low I act cold and dis-~ I want others to remain
’ tant toward others. ar an emotional distance
: : from me. o
<
: {
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7-9. Since the FIRO-BC is not an achievement test, %q positive or
negative connotation ig attached to any score on oﬁegdimension; a high
score on a singlé dimension is no better_or worse t&;n a low score.

As maf be seen frém an examination of Table ZQi high scores on both
dimensions in the areas of Inclusion apd/or Affecﬁion are complementary,
as are low scores ;n both dimensions for #hose é&o areas. When E and
W scores are complementary,.or close, (for Inclusion and Affecti;n) an

-individual is likely to feel comfortablelas a peréon and in relation-
ship to others. Converselyy when an E score is higher or lower than a

W score, in either of the two areas, an ihdividﬁal is liRely to be dis-
;atisfied as a person anq frustrated in relationships with others._zThus,.

.- 'tI}_e- .r.elations'nip between dirr;ensional scores for each of ‘thc_ase two areas
is highly relevant. Co : _ ' R
| The area of Control is uélike the otheé two. "There is no neces-
sary relatipn between an ind;vidual's behavi%r ;owafd controlling others

L

and his behavior toward being controlled," (Sghutz, 1966, p. 23). The,
‘iilustrative example given by Schutz (1966) c;tes an army sergeant who’
11lingly wields authority over privates, and gléo willingly submits to
the authérity cf officers. Thus, according to}circumstances and situa-
tions; an individuzl could be equally comfortable with complementary or
with opposing scores. \
4s stated in Chapter Three, althougﬁ Heartswart is structured 0n.

: Lo
the FIRG theory, the program is not necessarily desf%ned to change an

individual's expressed or wanted behaviors in any\of the three areas;
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rather it hélﬁs the iﬁdi?idual (somewhat covertly) .to identify and de-
] fine intrapersonal ‘and interpersonal needs and to express the feeiingSA
6n which thdse needs are based in order to aécomplish that which the
individuél wanﬁs from others. Thus, if the pgogram accomplished ;his‘
objective;bit.is just possible, for instance, that an individuél scor-
ing low E Inclusioﬁ and high W Inclusion before the program would inl
crease the E Inclu;ion score after the program. The same might also be
true in the area of Affection.. However, in ;he‘area of Control it is

. < )
unlikely that pre- to-pisttest scores would change, since very few of
tﬁe program exercises or iessons deél with this area.

Al:hough thelHeartsmart field fest data were analyzed on an indi-
vidual Qasis, they(Qere reported as class means. Since this was the:
case, extreme high or low scores on eitﬁer dimension for any area are
"ironed out;" Although scores in the area of Control are reported (in
fable'23), tbey are not discussed since they appear to have liﬁtle rele-

.’\"‘ '

vance to program effectiveness.

<

Inclusion. Table 21 presents pre— and posttest mean scores on
egch of the two dimensdons for each class, experimentél and compari-
son groups, at each site.

Pretest Expressed mean scores for experimeﬁtél classes rangedlfgom
2.77 to 5.11, znd fof comparison classes ranged from 3.57 to 4.78. At
school G the two classes had identical meén scores of 3.74; no other

pair of classes had a "match." The greatest difference was found at

school B (5.11 for experimental vs. 3.68 compariSon).l The lowest
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Table 21

Pre- and Posttest kesults’for Experimental and Comparison Groups on Expressed
' and Wanted Dimensions for Inclusion in the FIRO-BC

te Experimental Comparison

N Pretest! Posttest N Pretest Posttest

E W |'E-W | E W E-W _E W E-W E | W E-W

23 |4.04 3.52 52| 4.3 ] 4.30 | -7 | 21 | 3.57 | 4.38 | -.81 | 3.62]4.19) -.57
28 |5.11 5.36 | -.25] 5.18 | 5.75 | -.57 28 | 3.68 | 4.07 ~.39 | 3.82|4.32| -.50
28 3.64 | 4.11 | -.66 | 3,89 | 5.18 |-1,29 | .23 4.78 4.74 .04 | 3.91(5.22}-1.30
24 |3.253.67 | -.42|3.63 | 4.25 -.63 24 | 3.88 | 5.00.|-1.13 | 3.67|4.08| ~.42
28 12.63 | 4.32 ;1939 3.82 3.93' -.11 24 | 4,21 4,33.\ -.13 | 4.21]4.25| -.04
30 |2.77 | 3.00 | ~.23 | 2.83 | 4.00 |-1.17 31 | 3.68 | 4.19 | -.52 | 3.77{4.96{-1.19
23 |3.74 | 3.74 o |3.91 4;70 -.78 23 ~3.74 4.30 | -.56 | 3.39/2.87| .52




scores‘for ail,l& ct8sses were those for experimental‘classes at schools
E (2.935 and F (2.77). Referring again to Table 20; it may be inferred
that such low E Inclusion scores for schools E and F indicate that those
experimental classes (but not necessarily all individuals) tended to
exclude others from their activities. Scores for all other classes for
pretest E Inclusion féll in the middle range.
Posttest -Expressed Inclgsién mean scores for experimental classes

ranged from 2.83 to.5.18, and fSr coﬁparison classes ranged from 3.39

to 4.21. Each of the experiméntél classes showed a slight gain from
pre—- to posttest, which the program developer believes to be a desirable
result. Three of the comparison classes also shqwgd a s}ight gain;”one
(school E) showed no change; and two comparison classes (schools C and
D) showed’a drop from pre- to pb;ttest. ‘The "match" noted on pretest
séores for the two classes at school G was not maintained onupo;ttest
scores:  tHé experimental class gained..17; the comparison class lost
.}5. The greatest gain from pre~ to posttest on Expréssed Inclusion
-was. found for the experimental class at school El(;89); the smallest
gain, for experimentgl classes, was‘foun& ét school B (.07).

Pretest Wgyted me;n scores for experimental classes ranged froﬁ:

3.00 to 5.36, and for coﬁﬁarison classes ranged from 4.07 to 5.00. fﬁe

closest "match'" was found at school E (experimental 4.32; compafison \
. . \‘
4.33). The greatest difference between .a pair of classes was‘found at

\
\

school B (experimental 5.36; comparison 4.07). All W Inclusion péetest 'R

means fell in the ‘middle range. _
,,»
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Posttest Wanted Inclusion mear scores fors experimental .classes
ranged from 3.93 to 5.75. and for comparison classes ranged from 2.87 to
5.22. With the exception of school E, all experimental ;laéses showed
a gain from pre; to posttest on this dimeasion. Ihrée comparison classes_
showed a gain from pre- fo post; fourcshowed a 1;ssc The cioée'pretest
match fo.nd at school E was not maintained; thé experiﬁental W score

dropped by .39, and the comparison W score increased by .08.

As stated earlier the relationship between that which is Expressed

and that which is Wanted indipétes the degree of intrapersonal and

interpersonal satisfaction. On Table 21, the columns headed E—W present
;he differenge-betweeﬁ Fhé/two dimensions. (The Wanted mean score is
subtracted from tﬁevExpfessed mean score.) The smaller the difference,
the greater is the satisfaction. Discrep;ngy scores are discussed
later in relationéhip to Table 23.

Affection. Table 22 presents pre- and posttest-mean scores, on -
each of the two diménsioné for each class, experimental and cqm;arison
groups, at each siée.

Pretest Expressed mean scores for experimental classes ranged from
\ . ©

3.68 to 4.93, and for comparison classes.raﬁged from 3.28 to 5.00. The

closest "match" between pairs of classes was found at school B (experi-
. . . - \\

mental 4.93;‘comparison 4,75), and the greatest difference’was found at
school A (experimental 4,22; comparison 3.28). All scores fell in the-

middle of the range.

. N ‘ B <
Posttest Expressed scores for experimental classes ranged from

-
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Table:22

_Pre- and Posttest Results for Experimental and Comparison Groups on Expressed
Posttesi

and Wanted Dimensions for Inclusion in the FIRO-BC
Comparison

N,

+

Pretest Posttest - N N ‘Pretest
' '——/ PN - i X .
W E-W /’ E W E | W | EW
-3\ 21 | 4.38 4.57 |-1.1
5,39 5.43|-1.0

Experimental

E - W
5.06

23| 4,22 | 4.78 | =.57 | 4.57
6,07 28 | 4.75
5.48| -.8

28 [4.93 | 5.04 | -.11 | 5.68
5.18 23 | 4.57 | 4.65
4.50(4.63| —.

3.61
5,71

24 | 5.00 '
\ T
927421 -.2

28 | 3.68 | 5.14 [-1.46

24 | 4,58 | 4.96 | ~.38 | 4.75 | 5.08
3.68 4,21 | 4,25
.42

28 13,75 | 4.43 | -.68 | 3.75
4.93 3.81 | 3.90 | -.09 | 4.16(4
4.5213.48]| 1.0

-.83 13,73

23 | 3.39 | 2.87 .52

30 | 4.07 | 4.90

.30 | 4.487| 4.09 :

4,04 | 3,74

23
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3.68 to 6.07, and for comparison classes ranged from 3.48 to 5.48. - With

the exception of school E, all experimental classes showed a gain from

-

pre- to posttest, with the greatest average gain‘(1;03)'found at school
B. Five of the comparison classes showed a pre- to posttest gain; one
(school E) showed no change; and one (school D) showed 2 loss.

The results presented in Tables 21 and 22, and the foregofng dis-
o . “ - -
cussion lead to no definitive or generalizable conclusions. Although :

the developer might argue that '"ideally" posttest séores for éxperimen—

tal classes should show a closer "match" than for pretest-scores between
R .

the two dimensions (Expressed and Wanted) for the areas of Inclusion and

Affection, generally speaking the results do not indicate that this is so.. .
Alsq, the {developer might argue thaf, for experimental, classes,

from pre- to posttest, Expressed scores are more likely to increase than.

Wanted scores. In the area of Inclusion, Expressed scores increased for
all experimental classes; Expressed scores for Affécpion increased for ° /

four éxperimentaljclasses. Expressed Inclusion scores increased for
. . r7 ’ !

three comparison classes; Expressed Affection scores increased for four-

comparison classes. ' - .
Theoretically,'Wanted'ééores are unlikely to change. iw such a_,
w5 - ]

short time period as was covered by the field test.. The fact that,;for

all experimentalvclasses, except the cne at ‘'school E, Wanted scores in

Inclusion znd Affection increased from pre- to posttest may be due to.

- 7 o

the fact that the prosrém'fat)litated students' ability to identify and

. N - . = ’ "
express their needs. Waniad scores from pre- to posttest increased in
: : -rom pres

-

-
P
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»

Inclusion for three comparison classes, and increased in Affection fép ‘

e

%
. < e “
five ceyparlson classes.
u}—\.—‘

Discrepancies. A psychologically meaningful-dis-repancy is con-
sidered to occur when, for example, a score of 2-3 onubne dimension is
compared with a score of perhaps 6 or above on the other dimension in

\

the samevareé of measurement (i.e., Inclusion, Affection). A very low

(i.e., 0-2) or very high (i.e., 7-9) score is presumed to indicate that

" the attribute measured is '"noticeably characteristic" of the person.

. ' . \

The critical element in' interpreting the E-W distrepancy is how dis-
crepant the scores actually are, If the scores are approximately equal,
"the probability is that the person behaves in ways which are compatible

with his (her) needs" (Ryan, 1971, p. 5). Conversely, "the greater the

~

discrepancy between the®two scores, the greater the'probability of con-
flict and/or frustration" within the person (Ryan, 1971, p. 5). This

interpretation is valid for the Inclusion and Affection areas. Schutz

/
/

(1966) states: . . : 7
. : ~ '
How one expresses himself in-~the Inclusion and
Affection areas is similar to how one would like
_ to be acted toward; this is not so in the Control
area. In that area there is a clear differentia-
tion between how one would like to be acted toward
'> and how one tries to act toward others (p. 80).

\Taking the above considerations into account, a vital prerequisite
must be met by the deta: "at the very least there must be statisticall -

significant discrepancies between pretest Expreésed minus Wanted (E-W)"

scores on the Inclusion and Affection scales, necessarily among experi-
e
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'/ %mental classes, and ideally among comparison éiaﬁse; also. An examiia-—
}tion of the prev:st E-W discrepancy scores, as shc'm in Table 23 re-
‘vealcheight statistically 3igpificant E-W discrepancies'ou* of 21
\discrepancies in the e%perimentél groups. The séhoois, and scal¢ areas

. involved were: school B — Control; school C 7L Affection; scheol E —
i ' / ‘
. Inclusion, Control anF Affection; school-E — ‘Control and Affection; and

i scnool G — Control. Half of the significant E-W discrepancies on pre-

i

' test scores were inﬂthe Control area and will not be discunsed, as ex-

‘pléined earlier.
| :
1 . D

| . The magnitude:of obtained Z-W discrepancies in Affec”ion and Inclu-

i

sion was relativeiy srmall, not exceeding l.46. If the minimal stan-

~dard of psychological meaningfulness of én E-W discrepancy score s
. : /
approximately 3.00, as suggested by Ryan (1971), then these pretest re-

| sults probably do not establish a sound or sufficient basis ‘“or empiri-

|

cal conclusions. | Nevertheless, in ti.jinterests of exnlcring the
statisticallresulﬁs-of the FIRO scales, attention may be turned to

! .
-Table 23. This table presents multivariate and univariate ANOVA te-

[

sults on pre- to posttest E-W discrepancies on the FIRO-BC scales. In

‘this table, for preﬂkand posttest discrepancies; the plus and/or minus
i

* signs have no positive or'negative connotations. A plus discrepancy
i .

indicates that the Exp{essed score was gréater than the Wanted score;
\ ’ .

\ ! .
a minus discrepancy indicates that the Expressed score was smaller than
: cep y
\

t%e Wanted score. Only {our univariate test results are of specific—
. l‘ B

Affection; school E — Inclusion and Affection;

\

ihterest: school C —




O
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Table

23

Multivariate and Univariate ANOVA Results on Pre- and Posttest
Discrepancy Scores Between Dimensic.s for each .of tle

Three FIRO-BC Areas for Experimental and Compa

Groups ut Eac

h School

rison
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. Experimental Comparison
) Mean Discrepancy Mean Discrepancy
g - UNIVARIATE
2 FIRO-BC SCALE N PRE POST CHANGE! N PRE POST CHANGE F-TEST
éxpressed/Wanted| |23  0.52 -0.17 -0.69 | 21 =0.81 -0.57 +0.24 1.15
Inclusion
A Expressed/Wanted||23 -0.04 1,22 +1.26 21 1.04 2.52 +1.48 0.06
- Control
Expressedlwantea 23 -0.56 ~0.43 +0.13 21 -1.,09 -l.14 +0.05 0.05
: At fection )
MANOVA F(3 38) = 0.44
* 4
R ]
Expressed/Wanted|, 28 =-0.25 -0.57 -0.32 { 28 =-0.39 -0.50 -G.ll 3.14
Jneclusion
B Expressed/Wanted|[28 ~-1.64%* -0.78 +0.86:| 28 -0.36 -1.00 -0.64 3.79%*
Control ) .
Expressed/Wanted||28 -0.11 -0.39 -0.28 28 -0.64 <=1.07 =0.42 0.05
Affection
MANOVA F(3 50) = 1.46
Expréssedlwanted 28 -0.46 -1.28 -0.82°{ 23 0.04 71.30 -1.34 0.45
Inclusion
C Expressed/Wanted||28  0.64 1.67 +1.03 | 23 -0.78 0.96 +1.74 0.53
Control ) .
Expressed/Wanted||{ 28 -1.46%% <1.57 -0.11 | 23 -0.09 -0.83 -0.74
Affection
MANOVA F = 0.37
(3,45) '
Expressed/Wanted||24 -0.42 = -0.62. -0.20 | 24 -1.12 -0.42 -0.70 1.74
Inclusion
D Express«d/Wanted|| 24 0.95 -0.08 -1.03 24 -1.29 -1.33 -0.04 1.45
Control
Expressed/Wanted{} .. =-0.37 -0.33 +0.04 24 -0.71 =0.12 +0.59 0.65
Affec’ {on .
! MANOVA F(3 42) = 1,01
Expressed/Wanted|| 28 --1.39‘** -0.11 +1.26 24 -0.12 -1.16 -!.04 10, 57%%%
Inclusion
E Expressed/Wanted{| 28 0,93%%% 1.03° +0.10 24 1.54 1.83 +0.29 0.06
Control
Expressed/Wanted|| 28 -0.68** =0.0" +0.75 24 -0.04 -0.29 -0.25 1.86
Affection
MANCVA l-'(3 46) - 3,82%%
Expressed/Wanted|| 30 -0.23 ¥ -1.16 -0.93 | 31  <0.52 -1.19 -0.67 0.19
Inclusion
F Expressed/Wented|| 30 1.37%%% 1.0 -0.17 31 1.13 1.42 +0.29 0.31
Control
Expressed/Wanted|| 30 -0.83%*% -1.20 -0.37 | 31 =0.10 -0.26 -0.16
Affection
MANOVA F(3 55) = 0.17
Expressed/Wanted|{| 23 0.00 -(..78 -0.78 23 -0.56 -0.22 +0.34 3.01*
Inclusion
G Expressed/Wanted|| 23 1,22%%% 1.61 - +0.39 23 0.61 0.30 -0.31 0.75
Control :
Expressed/Wanted|| 23  0.30 0.39 +0.09 | 23 0.52 1.04 +0.52 0.54
Affection :
MANOVA F g .4y = 1.13 i
* pe .05 A% pg .01
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_and school F — Affection. In the table these test results are enclosed.

\in boxes | I . \

The reason fpr focusing attention on thesé sets of results is that
in each case, pretest E and W scores were farthest apart (i.e., signifi-
cantly different at the p &.05 level) compared with all other E-W pre-
test discrepancies (with thé exéeptioﬁ of the Controllarea which will
not be discussed for reasons citéd earlier); therefore, they represent
the strongest bases for testing &hethérlE and W scores come closer to-

. gether on posttests. A desirable program change would be indicated by
a reduction in E-W discrepancies.

Inclusion. Pretest discrepancy scores for experimental classes
ranged from +.52 to -1.39, with one school (G) scoring the "jdeal" of
zero discrepancy. |

Pretest discrepancy scores for comparison classes ranged fram +.04
to —i.12, with school~C scoring closest to thé ideal with +.04.

Experimental and compariéon claésés at a given site did not have
equal discrepancy scores. The closest pair of classes was at school F
with the experimental class discrepapcy equalling -.23, and the compari-
son equalling -.52.

Postfest discrepancy scores -for expérimental classes ranged from
-.11 to ~1.28.

Posttest discrepancy scores for comparison classes ranged from
-.22 to -1.30.

A desirable program-related change from pre- to posttest is for
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experimental classes to reduce the magnitude of the discrepancy score.
"Such a change occurred for exﬁerimeﬂtal classes at schools A and E,
‘with the latter being the greater (—1.3§ £0 -.11).

Comparison classes showing a pre- to post reduction of discrepancy
scores include schools A, D and G, wifh the greatest being D (-1.12 ts
-.42).

- The univariate test result at sshool E was significaﬁt; discrepancy
scorgs from pre- to posttest indicate that the experimental classl
changed in the desiréd direction, while the comparison class changed in
the oppositel(undesirable) direction.

The muitivariate F-Test on changes in E-W discrepancy at school E.

was statistically significant (p &.05). This result is primarily due

to large differences -between experimental and comparison groups on
changes in the E-W Inclusion afea. Inspection of mean scores reveals a
reduction in E-W disctepancy from pre- to posttest for the experimental
class, and an increase in E-W discresancy in the comparison group. Ths
differéﬁces between both groups in the direction of pre—“to‘posttest
chgnge account for tﬁe significant MANOVA F-Test result.

*Affection. Pretest discrepancy scores for experimental classes
ranged\{rom +.30 to —~1.46, and for comparison classes ranged,frém +.52
to -1.09. Scores closest to the ideal were achieved by "the experimental
class at school B (-.11) and the comparison class at school E (-.04).

The school having the closest "match" was school G (Experimental = +.30,

Comparison = +.52).
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Posttest discrepancy scores for experimentél classes ranged from
%.39 to -1.57, and for comﬁarisqp classes ranged from +1.04 to -1.14.
Scores.closest to the ideal were échieved by the experimental class at
school.E (-.07) and the comparison class at school D (-.12).

Again, the desirable change is for experimental classes to reduce
the magnitude of discrepancy scores from pre- to pdst. Such a change
occurred at schools A, D and E, with school E showing tﬁe greatest
change (-.68 to -.07).

The*only comparison class showing“é*pre— to post neduction in dis-
crepancy scores was school D (-.71 to -.12).

The univariate test results iﬁ the area of Affection were of inter-
est ét schools C,-E and F. At school C, although the pretest discrepancy
score for the experimental class was significant,.very little change

_occurrgq from pre- to posttest. Both classes at school C changed ffom
pre- to post in an undesirable direction. ‘At school F, discrepancy
scores from pre- fo posttest indicated that both classes changgd in an
undesirable direction, the change being greater for tﬁe experimental
class than for the comparison class. At school E discrepancy scores
from pre- to posttest indicated that the experimental class changed in
.the desired direction, while the coﬁpérison class changed in the
opposite (undesirable) airection.

Summg y. The results indic#te that only or2 of the four group
compariscns‘was statistically significantly (p< .05) in the expccted

direction: school E — 1Inclusion. The remaining thres tests were
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either not strongly supportive of, or statistically significant enough
to support, the desirable change. Thus, these results do not demonstrate
. _ _ p
A . o {
that the Heartsmart program has significantly influenced E-W discrepancy

changes.

Contingency Analysis

[ 4 X
Impacts of educational programs frequently depend on many condi-

‘tions: This analysis will explore the possible rela;ionships between

outcomes of the Heartsmart prégram and factors within the antecedent
and transaction categories of the evaluation model used to guide the’
overall fiéld test. These relationshipé will be’explored botb empiri-
cally and iogically.

Pupil sex and classroom environment are the two major factors
wizhin the anﬁecedent category to;pe examined in relation to progcam
'outcomes. Partly F-cause several experimentallteachers independently
reporfed'their ioression gbat girls might be benefitting more from
the ﬁrogram t' «n boys, an analysis of program outcomes in relation to
pupil séx‘difEerences was undertaken. Aﬁ attempt will be made by em-
pirical a...  -es of the data to verify or refute these teacher -

pressiorr of :i‘fferential =:¥ reaction to the program.

Init...’ ~lassroom evivonment had a compelling logical imprrtance
as . .mtecedent factor. Findings relating to initial classroon environ-
ment. ~»i 2 based on pretest scores of three scales of the My Class Inven-:

tory {.iCI) measure; these data are not comprehensiva and therefore must

be considered with caution.




v

The contingency analysis involving program transactions and out-
comes was carried.out by logical rather than empirical means. Observa-
tional results served as a primary source of data for this aﬁalysis.

- Specific fac;ors to'be‘exp10red in thi§ analysis relate to the quality
of course impleméntation and student behavior in the classroom.

Sex Factor as Related to Program Outcomes

Table 24 reports multivariate and univariate F Test results in g
reference to sex differences between experimental and comparison groups

on the What Would You Do? and What's Happening? tests. ©°Of special in-

terest are statistically significant Sex x Treatment interaction effects:
indicating possible differential effectiveness of the program with
respect to sex. Significant multivariate, main effects for sex were
.obtained at schools B, C, D, F and G, with girls scoring higher than boys
at each school. At schools B, C and G, significant multivariate inter-
aétion effects were fouﬁd; inspection of mean scores indicates that ex-
perimental girls scored highest at schr21s C and G and second hi%hes; at
school B, whereas compérison group boys scored lowest at schools B and

G and second lowe;t at schooltC.. In these three schools, a}l éignificant

univariate interaction effects were found only .on the What Would You Do?

test.

, Analyses of the'relationship\between the factor of sexland results -
froﬁ’the MCI and FIRO—BC were done in the same manner as above. For
the MCI, significant multivariate Sex x Treat;ent intergctiqn effects

were qbtainéd from the school data (F = 2.89, p <.05). Significant
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Table 24 -

Multivariate and Univariate ANGVA Results of
Sex and Sex X Treatment Interaction Effects
on the What's Happening? and What Would You Do? Tests

- Sample Size and Mean Score Univariate F-Test
GROUP EFFECT
! . Sex x
School Scale Sex N | Experimental { N ! Comparison Sex Treatment
X What's Male 12 15.41 10 12,30 . 22- 0.0
Happening? | ponayel| 11 17.09 11| ~13.45
A
What Would Male 12 8.91 10 6.40 L35 0.63
You Do? : :
Female|| 11 10.81 11 6.45
MANOVA F(2'39) - 0.83 9.&3
What's Male 14 12,42 14 11.50
Kk
Happening? . 8.18 0.56
FPemalef| 14 14.42 14 14.92
B
Male 14 8.21 14 6.85
52“‘023“1d 17.32%% | 4,63
u Fot Female|| 14 14,50 14 8.85
- ki
MANOVA F(Z,Sl) }0.99 2,88
v Male 13 13.53 15 11.53
What's 3,86% i
Happening 8 0.00
Female|l15 15,20 -8 13.00
[
Male 13 3.53 15 7.13
;I:stngguld T.4Tk% 6.56%*
: Female||15 9.40 8 7.75 '
JANO? - 7.90%*% *
MANOVA F(2,147) 3.57
What's Male 13 14,53 13 12,92 ; 0.8
. 0.3 .81
Ha 1
PPERINE | Femalel|11 16,27 11| 16,63
D
What Would | M21e 13 13.15 13 8.76 )
i _ 0.29 1.13
Female{]11 12.54 11 10.63
- Kk
MANOVA F(2,143) 5.01 1.14
What's Male 14 12.07 11 10.36 .
Happening? ) 4.29 2.28
Female || 14 13.35 13 11.30
E
‘What Would Male 14 9.50 11 5.09 ’
You Do? - 0.07 1.15
.. |Female || 14 9.35 13 7.07
MANOVA F ) 51y w 0.90 0.51
. : What's Male 14 12,71 16 10.18
. ' 10.10%* 1.33
Happening?lp ate |16 |  15.18 15| 10.46 .
F
i What Would Male 14 8.21 16 7.06 3,66 9
You Do? ) ° 0.98
Femalg 16 10.06 15 7.73
MANOVA F(2,59) - ) 2,40 1.31
What's Male 13 - 11,76 10 10.70
Happening? 0.21 0.56
Female [{11 13.30 13 11.30
G
:
What Would Male 13 6.92 p 10 6.30 Com
You Do? 4,39% 2.99
Female || 11 10.45 13 7.00
MANOVA F () o0y ® 2.73 2,63
s » p<£.05 *% p £ .01
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A

univariate interaction effects, all-on: the Satisfaction (S} Scale, were

. ~ found at schools A, B and C. At each of these séhools, mean SCCres on

the S Scale declined from the pre- to posttest. Mean scores for boys in

. . . ’ o v
the experimental group declined most at schools B and ¢, and mean scores

at school A among comparison group males declined most with experimental
- .‘girls not far behind. , | .

Analysis‘éf ghe FIRO-BC, E-W discrepancy score results indicated
signifiéant multivariaté Sex x Treatment interaction effects (F (3, 46)=
2.48) at school E, and significant univériate iﬁteracfion effects iﬁ:
the area of Affection at schools D and F, and in the area of Inclusion at
school E. _Discrepancy scores became smallest among the compariéon group.
girls whereas discrepancies increased mosﬁ among experimentai group girls
in the area of Affection. Discrepancy scores were reduced most on In-

<

clusion at schools E and ¥ for experimental females.

The o&erall significant Sex and Treatment interaction results must
be:suémari;ed in rel#tion to each measure. With respect to the two
criterion-referenced tests, girls in the experimental group performed
best at three schools; on the'S Scale of éhe MCI, mean_scorés declined
most at two of three schools for boys and declined leasL for expefi—
mental gifls at two of three schools.’ Results from the E—w discrepancy .,
score aﬁalysis revealed that discrepancy scores became smallest among

“

experimental girls at two of the three.field test sites.

Injtial Classroom Environment Factor as Related to Program Outcomes

o The principal question addressed in this analysis is whether or
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not program effectiveness is contingent upon initial classroom environ-
ment. From this analysis, it may be possible to determine whether
difﬂeyences between experimental and COmparison groups Jn dependent
vari%ble measures are attributable to the effects of instruction in the
Hear%smart program and/ér to variation between groups oa initial class-
room{climéte.

First, it was necessary to determine if an empirical relationship’
existed between measures of classroom environﬁent and program effective-

ness. Pearson product moment correlations were computed among the

pretest MCI S, F and C Scales the What Would You Do?, What's Happen-

ing? tests, and the E-W discrepancy change scores on Inclusion and Affec-
tion scaleé of_FIRO—BC. Correlational results indicated only a slight
~relationship among the sets of variables in the aualeis;l Thé magni-
tude of_m;st correlations (90%) indicated that less than 57 oflﬁhe
variance of the déﬁeﬁ&ent’bariabies was aécounted for by the MCI pretesﬁ
scores. 'Overall, the results;suggested that program outcomes would
probably not be significantly affected by classroocm climates, which

differ on the dimensions measured by the MCI Scales: Satisfaction,

»

Friction and. Cohesion. ST o

Program Transactions as Related tO-Program Qutcomes

The previbus analyses were directed toward discovering empiriral

rq}ationships between two antecedent factors, pupil sex and classro.a
S

enviromment, and observed program outcomes. Analyses were also 1w 'ui-

taken to uncover any possible relationships between program transactions




and oqtcomes. Of particular interest in the "transactions' caﬁegory
were primafiiy qualitati?e factors;‘ the quality of teacher implementa-
tion‘and tbe quality of student ingéraction occurring primarily in the_
Heart‘to Héart talks.. N |
:With respéct to the firstafactor, quality of teacher implementation,
observational aﬂa intgrview data were used to. rate experimental classes
across field ‘test sites on‘seQeral variables: the amount of time the
teacher spent on Heart to Heart talks énd lesson "wrap—ups"; the number -
of optional éctivities tﬁe teacher used; the style or approach used by
the teacher in leading Héart tb‘Heart talks; the type and reason for ~
teacher intervenfion duéinévfaﬁe—léd lessons; the nature;and.degree of -
teagher innovation with respect td iﬁtroducing new ideas or activifies
not spécifiéally calle&'for by tpe program; the teacher's attitude to-

El

ward studenfs; and the':eacher's,attitude Eowar§ the program. ‘ N
The quantity and;qﬁality of studenﬁ interégtion occurring in the
lleart to Heart talks were assessed by means of classroom observations.
The classroom observer attempted ﬁg record a variety of student behav-
iors: lesson pertineﬂt verbal interaction; sharing of'in—clasé wr2er-re—
lafed experiences; ex?ression'of pqsitive and/or negative feelings to-
ward group members; negativc ;eactions’(e.g., crying, hitting another .

pupil); number of students talking during the lesson; and the direction

of student talk (e,g;, toward the group, the teacher, or individual

]
i

pupils in the group),'
‘ T !
Ratings given by program staff to experimental classes on the
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- . . ~
e

factors just descriked revea%é& important'qﬁalitaﬁive-differences in

Ve

<

_ N . . .
prograw implementation wi}h‘respect to both teacher and studezylbehav1o;..

~

Howeﬁer, the differehces‘in ratings were not helpful in éxpi7

-

tions in performance among field test sites either on the Z;iterion—“
referenced tests or on the standardized measures. It:is suggested heie

that perﬁaps the methods of data collection and the means of analyzing

~

~ the data were too subjective to provide insight into the classroom pro-
€ ' .

& e . ”

cess and its relationship to program outcomes. ‘ :

4

i
A3
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.o CHAPTER FIVE: SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS T

7/

, : This.cﬁapter summarilzes tﬁe findings of the Heartsmart field test

4 »

conducted in the spring of 1977. Each of the principal field test

questions is” addressed in tdrn; results are summarized; conclusions are.
7 ’ '

drawn; and recommendations are made. Finally, the overall contents of

the .chapter are §hmmarized, and tentative claims for the program are °

formulated.

Question 1: To what extent might the program be harmful to learners with

-

respect to educational and'psychological effects?

°

a

Summary of Results. The question above was rephrased and pesed to ’

ve

¢ the three external consultant reviewers whose reports are summaxized in

>

Section I of Chapter Four. Reviewers responded with varying degrees of

. directness.» Their opinions are summarized below.

.~

e Schutz found the program to be theoretically sound, and anticipated

great success especially with an aware teacher.

2

® Ramsdell considered it to be a great program.

‘0~Aga2arin believed the impact of the togram would have a positive

[ ‘ . : ,
N influence nl the psycho-social growt:. of program\siifents, and was of
o f Rafridular'importance to inner-city children. :
rs - . e =
Each consultant reviewer identified specific lessons, situations, .

l
.

. N . . o .
concéepts-or methods that he or- she coasidered disadvantageous in some

way or“another. These "disaévantages" relating to potential harm are
. W
summari.ed below. ‘

) ) t . » . . v
“ e Such-situations. as running away from home, taking candy from a stranger

Y, ( “« 4 ) -

‘.\ ' .
) 5 ) ~ 150

-, o S | "4178_4:, -




behaving "differently" in ways }hat may be harmful to others, and
arguing éggressively with parents: although preéenged in the féntasy
of Heartsm?rt, are not socially accepgablg realities.
) Anthrbpomogphis of n rhines, such as the OOPSER, is uhdesirable;
° Ihe blackmail anc¢ .. qwentcreward'in'Lesson 19 are ugdesirable,
and are similar to ~ne dependency and reward in Lesson 28.
/

Althoughk Question 1 was not posed &irectly to persons involved -“n
the Aifirmative Action Review (Section II of‘Chapter Four), the indeper.-
dent reviewers did ~ddress the question. Results from the independent
reyiew relating to potential harm are suﬁmarized below.

o« - .
e There is possible vélue—coqf}ict for Q}ack children‘if'they are
taught to believe that expression ;f fee%}ngs in any s;tuation_is
'right and will. be rewarded. ‘

Further data relating to Question 1 are discussed in Sections III

and IV of Chapter Four. Of particular relevance is the discussion about

Heart to Heart talks under the subheadihg Interpretation'and Disposition

in Section ITII. Results based on observational data of classroom imple-

mentation are sumaarized below.

e Teachers did not contXadict program concepts, but did introduce varia-
tions' of their own related to ‘that which they consldered "best" for

“their students. For the *Sst art program staff considered such varia-
tions to be harmless.

e Teachers who were judgmental (of statements volunteered by students),

manipulazive (of students' desires and expressed feelings or behaviors),

‘\ ~ .
N E———
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or bored (by students’ accounﬁs) may\have caused a small amount: of

)

: A
psychologica? harm. However, it may be argued that such behavior
would be characteristic of those teachers and not solely related to
. \,

or directlv stimulated by:Hea?tsmart. \

\

» Student and teacher opinion surveys and interviews did not indicate

that the program was harmful in any way.
i

e Possible disadvantages as identified in thé\Information Pages (Appen-

dix'A), ccecurred to a very slight extent as'illustrated by students'

responses to the group survey. X

Conclusions. Generally speaking the fielé‘test version of
HeaLcsmFrt may be perceived as relatively harmléss. However, some con-
cepts SQElQ be perceived as harmful‘by some indi?iduals. Also, certain
situations or elemen;s of the program are pbtentially harmful, andrdir—
ectioné to the teacher gllow too much latitude fd;.potentially harmful

|

variations. } . !

‘ . |
Recommendations. In order to anticipate and attempt to prevent

poténti&l harm to students, all relevant directions' to the teacher
should be expanded and clarified, and presented inasuch a way that the

teacher is likely to be disposed to cafry out the @irections as intended./
. N I .

All suggestions and criticisms made relating ﬁo potential hanuful-
. : i

. ness should be considered carefully: revisions to relevant lessons and

¢ materials used by students and teachers should be made.

~-
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behaving "differently" in ways }hat may be harmful to others, and
arguing éggressively with parents: although preéenged in the féntasy
of Heartsm?rt, are not socially accepgablg realities.
) Anthrbpomogphis of n rchines, such as the OOPSER, is uhdesirable;
° Ihe blackmail anc¢ .. qfentcrewardAin'Lesson 19 are ugdesirable,
and are similar to ~ne dependency and reward in Lesson 28.
/

Althoughk Question 1 was not posed direccly to persons involved -“n
the Aifirmative Action Review (Section II of‘Chapter Four), the indeper.-
dent reviewers did ~ddress the question. Results from the independent
reyiew relating to potential harm are suﬁmarized below.

o« - .
e There is possible vélue—coqf}ict for Black children‘ifAthey are
taught to believe that expression ;f fee%}ngs in any s;tuation_is
.right and will be rewarded. ‘

Further data relating to Question 1 are discussed in Sections III

and IV of Chapter Four. Of particular relevance is the discussion about

Heart to Heart talks under the subheadihg Interpretation:and Disgpéition

in Section iII:- Results based on observational data of classroom'iaple—

mentation are swmnarized below.A. “

e Teachers did not contXadict program concepts, but d%d introduce varia-
tions' of their own re atéd to ‘that which they consldered "best" for

“their studenfs. For the *Sst a?t program staff considered such varia-
tiohs to be harmless. -

e Teachers who were judgmental (of statements volunteered by students),

manipulazive (of students' desires and expressed feelings or behaviors),

] i ~ .
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present in the portrayal of female and non-white characters.

Recommendations. All illustrations and related taped voices should

be determinate in terms of race or ethnicity. A balance of éuperordinaté
and subordinate roles and positive énd negative chafacteristics should

be achieved across sex and race or ethnicity. Qualitative representa-
tion (nature and extent of participation) should be considereé as well

as quantitative representation by sex and racé or etﬁnicity.

Question 3: Were all essential parts of the program implemented as-

%
. intended?

a

Summary of Results. Imﬁlemémtation is discussed at length in Sec-

tion III of Chapter Foﬁr.
e All structured lessons, i.e., the tape-led lessons and Heart to
ﬁeart talks, were implemented in the given sequence, without omissions
or major changes, at aii sites. :
e All imperative direct%ons were followed at all sites.
e All guiding directions were followed at all sites with éome slight
variation influenced by teachers' dispositions. |
] Diécretionary directions were foiiowed at all éités with considerable
variation ;mong classes.
~® Where little or no direction was given, teachers initiated innévations,
the ‘greatest of which wasdthe "Qrap—up"'at the end of tapé—led lessons.
° Disﬁo%;tibnalJdifferences in impiementation were most apparent in
Heart»to Heaft_talks, and in the number and nature of optioqalfteacher—‘

led activities. ' . ‘ ®

e

- S (-1
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Conclusions. The program was implemented as intended at all sites,
and was not distorted by variations and innovations. However, it is
important to remember that these results are based on a field test !
situation in which each class was visited by an observer about once
every four lessons; without such observétién it is possible that teach-
ers would introduce éreater variations and/or innovations.

3

Recommendati cns. Clarify all directicns to the teacher. Provide

for ways in which the teacher may conduct a "wrap-up" after a tape-led

lesson. Provide greater clarification of the rationale for the program

and its concepts and goals, so that teachers will be more likely to -
introduce appropriate innovations, and to appreciate.the kinds of vari-

ations most suitable to the program.

" Question 4:'.Was the program educationally appealing and worthwhile to

teachers and students?

Summary of Results. Section IV of Chapter Four discusses results

v
o

related to this question.” General findings are summarized below.

e The majority of students enjoyed the tape-led lessoné and games,
finding the latter easy. _

o Teachers rated the concepts of the tape—léd.lessons important to the%r
students' lives, and found the program easy to administer.

® The majo;iﬁy of students enjoyed the Heapt to Heart talks, found them
interesting,'and'ﬁ;nted to talk more.

¢ Most teachers found.the concepts of the Heart to Heart talks to be

<3 R
worthwhile and easy to administer, although there seemed to be some



doubt as to the value of the last.Heart to Heart talk (Lesson 29).
e Students and teachers reported having enjoyed the optional activities.

However, data indicated that fewer optional activities were used in

’

.- last two—thirds of the program than ir earlier lessons.

# * . . students enjoyed working in groups, but there was some disparity

s ws.r, individuals, groups, and classes relating to group roles, especi-
41 rhat o7 Ieoadership.

Conc.usicne. - Generally speaking tihe program was appealing to at

s

. ieast 75k of the students with 1ittle difference amongisites, and was
appealing and considered to be educationaliy worthwhile by the teachers.

~ Recommendations. Although Keartsmaxzt is not a cognitive program,'

o

" the questicn of casiness of the tape-led games‘should be considered,
balancing students' perceptions of achievement with the program objec-
tives. Perhaps some tape-led games should be more challenging.

The Heart to Heart +:lks should be structured to allow for maxi-

%

mum participation of s.udents. Lesson 29 should be reéised, perhaps
to sumparize some .of the major program conceptsf
Optional activities sho..d be reorganized and/or added to, so

that tbcse presented in Uniﬁé II and LII appeal to the teachers, and -

)

so‘that over-'l there is a wide variety of activities from which a

teacher may choos”

o

Grour skilis and group roles, especlally leadershiﬁ, should be

taught a~ ‘'/or dis -ussed.
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Question 5: How well did students perferm on instructional tasks of

khe program, which reflect achievement in understanding and knowledge

A

acquisition?

Summary of Results. In Section V of Chapter Four, discussing

student achievement, reference is made ko Gamepages and Reviewpages.

¢

The former were d. signed to allow for practice of affective concepts.
The latter were designed to measure cogaitive comprehension of those
roncepts. In light of the question as phzaséd, only the results relat-
ing 1o the Reviewpages arc discussed here.

e Arnalysis of Reviewpages from a vrand:.: sub-sample of students in
. J . .
Heartsmart classes showed that approximately 957 of the questions were

b

answered correctly by all studoents.

. : .
Conclusions. The Reviewpages probably did not &ccurately assess -

"true" le.els of studcnt achievement in. understanding what the program

taught in the tape-led iessons. Thz2 questions asked on thé Reviewpages
were probably' toco easy. Since th2 Reviewpages were not administered

to non-Heartsmart-insi:ructed students, it is impossible to judge achievé—
maat in a comparative way: Attempts to construct & "mastery test" for
fhe p%ogtam,_as described inlChapter Two, showed that non Heartsmart-
‘nstructed studeu:-~ could perform equally as well as Heartsmart students
on the R-v.ewpages. Thg evidence presented in this study leads to the
corcit iion that alaost éll ﬁeértsmarﬁ pupils can grasp the main ideas
pr~sented tﬁvthe tape-led lessons, although other factors (e.g., general

8

knowledge, common sense, the effects of socialization in our éociety)

o«
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besides Heartsmart instruction may account for student achievement

results. i -

Recommendations. Delete the tape-led review and the related

Reviewpages in the Student Journals. Provide teachers with review
questions of varying levels of difficulty to be used as part of the

teacher—led "wrap-up" at the end of each tape-led lesson.

Question 6: How effective was the program in terms of accomplishing its_
" < :

Sa

major instructional goals and objectives?

Sﬁmmary of Results. Effectiveness data are presented in detail

in Section VI of Chapter Four.
e At all field test sites, Heartsmart program students demonstrated sig-

nificantly higher performance ‘than comparison group students in crite-

rion-referenced tests.

"

e The specific areas in which Heartsmart program students appeared to
excel over comparison group students were: idenfﬁfying feelings and

behaviors and-inferring feelings from behavior in others; identifying

ways in which people may behave when they have certain feelings; deter-

. @
mining feelings in others by asking; and expressing.needs and desires

and taking actions to accomplish them. ‘ °
e Heartsmart program studéptscreportéd leaining interpersonal skills

“consonant with most .of (he instruqtional objectives of the program,

excluding perhaps .ne rollowing objective: expressing individual

~
¥

needs and desires and taking appropriate actions to accomplish . them.

(The only data available for this objective, other than the

s <
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criterion-referenced tests, were subjective judgments made by observ-
ers, who could report only‘sdgefficial ana general -observations. Al-
though it is possible that within émall groups this ;%jective was
achieved, there.is no related data since the small group interaction
was not closely observed or éQaluated.)

Program Students répor;éd having expressed their feelings to others
more often after the pr;gram than before.

Several teachers reported instances in school where Heartsmart program

students used interpersonal skills outside of class situations.

o . -

» The classroom environment of Heartsmart classes did not consistently

_become more cooperative and satisfying relative -to comparison classes,

B

based on standa;ﬁized measures; students and teachers reported a ten-
dency towafd increased_cooperative bghavior and less frictiqn in tﬁe
expérimental classes from the beginning to the ehd of ths program.
_(dbservational dafa, for the most part,. supported teachers' findings).
Expréésed—Wanted disérepancy scoreé ig the areas of Inclusion and Af-

fection amohg Heartsmart program classes did not become significantly
. : Ca® : N
smaller from pre~ to posttest compared with non-Heartsmart-instruected
A4

classes.

o

> Conclusions. The Heartsmart program appea}s to be successful in

A

achieving the objective of teaching students ceveral specific interper-
sonal skills, and possibly of facilitating the épplicationgof these
skills to:out—of—class peer and adult interpersonal situations.. The re-

sults from the criterion-referenced tests provide strong statistical

[
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. conclusion must be extremely tentative.

evidence of program effects in the expected direction; it is difficult
to find a plausible alternative explanation for the observed results on
these tasts given the overall strengtn’and consistendy of those results

across field test sites.

No definitive conciusion is reached with respect to the program's

_ability to improve the psychological climate of the classroom. Results

~

fromjcomparative group data on the MCI were generally contradicted Ey -
student self-report and teacher observations/perceptions of student

clagsroom behavior over time. The discrepant findings might be partly

explained by the low reliability of measurement in the MCI scales.' Also,

-

it is possible that the positive scales of Cohesion and Satisfaction

(of the MCI) were negatively infiluenced by students"exp%riences within

g

their small groups if these experiences were unsatisfactory, and that

the negative Qca‘e of Friction (of the MCI) was similarly influenced.

However, the nature and extent of data collection for student self-re-

ports did not allow for comparative analysis with MCI results; so such a

.~
e

- The quallty and quantity of evidepce presented in reference to eval—

’

uating the program's ability'to produce a better match between students'

]

expressed and Wwanted interpersonal needs in the areas of inclusion and
affection behavior were insufficient to reach a definitive conclusion.

Recommendations. Aliqw for greater practice of interpersonal skills,

2r

.- ~possibly through the use.of optional‘teacher—led activities. Decrease

the likelihood ef friction within smull groups by providing training

It

[

170

183



-

& i
L
1 A

in group roles and skills. Allow for ez;luation by providing the teach-

~er with criterion-referenced tests, scoring keys, and directions for

administration and interpretation of results.

Questifon 7: - What factors among antecedent conditions and program trans—

actions relate to the nature and extent of program effectiveness?

<
Summary of Results..

4

e Significant multivariate and univariate Sex by Treatment interaction

effects were found.on the What's Happening? an! What‘Would You Do?
- Le ) ce AN . N
. tests at three of seven field fest sites; girls ‘in the experimental
9 .

group obtained tHe highest mean scores.
,

e Significant univariate Sex by Treatment pfe- to posttest interaction

effects were found on the Satisfaction scale of the MCI at these three
’ schools; scores among boys in the experimental groupé declined most

-

at all three échools.;

M Significant thivariate Sex by Treatment interaction effects were
Y .

found at three schools _on Expressed—Wanted.discrepancy change scores - «

. on the FIRO-BC Affegtion and Inclusion scales; the largest reduction

,in E-W discrepancy scores occurred among expefimental.girls at two

°

of the three schools.

. . o , ’
e Correlations between pretest MCI scales and per{sormance on the What's

.

' W
Happening?, What Would You Do? and the FIRO--BC E-W discrepancy change

measures were very low.

® Alfhough variations in program implementation occurred, they seemed to

‘ . -7 . :
- have very little impact of prograh effectiveness as measured by stan-

-~

dardized andvcriterionmreferenced tests.

: . // ce ‘ /l'
o . ! .




Qgﬁclugions.. The significant relationships between ﬁupil'sex and
. program outcomes at some field test sites show a tendency toward differ-
‘eantial impact of the program according to sex. This conclusion applies
ﬁoré strongly to those progpaﬁ outcomes measured by the criterion—ref—
erenced gestsu' Girls in the expefiméntal classes outperformed aﬁy

-

other combination of sex by group, suggesting, perhaps, that the pro-

Bttt e

gram may be more effective with girls. This matches the impressiéhs

of at least three experimental class teachers who suspected indepen-

. ?1‘

dently"thét girls wers benefitting more than boys from the program.

. ¢
Experimental group boys, hLowever, also did better on the average than

boys in comparison classes. _ ’ /

/

Educational outcomes of the program were not found to be related

-

to the pre—existing social climdte of the classroom. This finding
.would suggest that highly negative (e.g., hostiie, upcooperative) class;

room social climates should not deter teachers from usiﬁg the program.
. . - ]

. -

. -
Wi:atever benefits accrue to students from heing exposeﬂ to the program

:

i

dobnot‘;ﬁ%ear'to be influenced by the level of perceived hostility or

dissdtischtion'gmong students in the classroom.

It is-interesting to speculate on finding no meaningful relation-

ship between the natﬁre and. extent ‘of variations in implementation
: ; - : . .
‘and program outcomes. The potential for impact may be inherent in,the
Do , ' R, &
prepared audio tapes whici. account for 24 of the 30 lessons in the

7 . course. The quality of implementation may, therefore, not be so much
/ .
// a function of the teacher. Differen$es in the quality of implementing
i - N H . N .
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this program might be_léss important then for other educational programs.

However, dit is important to note that these findings and conclusions

.

are based on the somewhat artificial situation of a field test during

. which teachers and studc its knew that a progtam observer would be pre-

o

sent for approximately 25% of the lessons. This factor may| well have

influenced teachers and'§tudents, possibly by preventing or curtailing

any'strong variations outside the given program guldelines. It is.also -/
1hportant to bear in mind that field test teachers were selected or in-
_vited‘by»theiq school principals, wererexperienced, and participated in

‘the field test willingly. .

bl

. Recommendations. The pre-field test teacher training and the sup-
. 1 }

. bort and,@ssistance prpvided by proéraﬁ staff during the field test may

xnot always be prov1ded if or when the program 1s made publlcty available.

. ‘Therefore, a suitable cubst"tute should be designed so that teachers

’

;ill be 1iké1y to implement the program as intended, and all information -
S A "

._%nd directions provided for teachers should facilitate(desitable outcomes,
| . B} . .
+ 1

Overall Conclusjons N .
T Py 3

| o

| : . g e

It is appropriate to conciude‘this chapter with statements about

©
4 . N N . ) ~ o
the major strengths and weaknesses: of the ‘Heartsmart program.’ oo
: : ) i . ‘ . ) -‘-' .
* ¢ The Heartsmart program\is likely to provide an appealingzLeducatiopal—

1y relevant and worthwhile experience to fourth grade childfen‘}egard~;‘

A

less of ethnic/racial and/or socio-économic backgrgﬁpé. -

T The Heartsmart progrdam as a whole can be gasily administered by the

! teacher,, although- certain activities require specidl group prccess —_—
5 { . - R T - ‘ : .
i skills to achieve maximum results. - . . :
= - . a— . . { . ‘
—~ . , -~ . H
./ 1 .
2 t s ~
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@ The Heértémart program will teach fourth‘grade students to be more-

proficient in: identifying feeling:s and inferring feelings from the
Ny

behavior of othérs; identifyirg ways in-which people behaVe when
. they.havé certain feelings; determining feelings in others by asking;
i : :

expressing néedéwand_desireswand taking appropriaté actions to accom-
R ' ' ./
plish them; @gd expressing feelings. !

&

The above claims represent the minimal number of areas of major
program strengths as determined in this field test. 1In its current

gprm,.ﬁoweverg there are two deficiencies in the program.
> . ¢ :

One deficiency relates to sex éud racial/ethinic bias ir the pro-

gram materials, wherein female and non-white characters tend to be pour--.

”

K

/
!

trayed in stereotypic terms. A fully dqégmented account of revisions

made to the\pfogram based on tiie field test results is presented n
. < + .
"—-—-,

Chapter Six. A major part of the -revision work was designed to remove

the social bias in the materials. The néxt and final version of the

® N

« Heartsmart p}og:am should reflect a more positive and realistic view

toward sex and racial/ethnic differences as denicted in the characters

-

*_of<the program.. ' o -

‘The second deficiency relates to the natur. and extent of informa-

~~7tion directed to teachers, to ingfease their understanding of program

gqalé,jand to facilizate the application of appropriate teaching methods

‘4

and*skills. This suggests reorganization, expansion and ré@ision of

—_ . ’
. -the, teacher's manual.

K
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CHAPTER SIX: PROGRAM REVISIONS

This chapter describes the revisions made to the program oﬁ the
basis of findings discu;sed in the piaceding chapters of this report,
and taking into consideration the frct *hat subsequent use of the.pro-
gram is ‘unlikely to include the training and'assistance provided for
.the teachers in the field test. Thus, where practical, sdgg;sfions and
recommendations maée in Chapter Five have been incorp~nrated in the final
revised version (RV) of ﬁhe program in an atﬁempt to pro ide a program
which is efféctive? acceptable and appealing, and which can be used by
teachers uﬁfamiliar with tne program or its goals.

v

Each of the three sections of this chapter relates to a compqnent
or méjor area of the program, namely: the teacher's manual; the drgma—
tized story and its characters; and studentamaterials.‘ {n‘each case

the RV and field test version (FTV) aﬁg compared and ‘reasons for revi-

sions are identified and discussed. - : ? i

~

I.” THE TEACHER'S MANUAL

A
Y

9 ' o . .
For a program such as Heartsmart, two questions are importaat in

the development of the teacher's manual. Tﬁey are: (1) What does the

teacher need to know? and (2) How can the necessary information be

3 3

>

presented in such a way as to facilitate reference and application? In
addition to these two gene:al questions, a third is also important in
as much as the final version of the manual must stand alone; technical

assistance or training may not always be given if or when the program

175
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is ‘'marketed. Fhis third question is (3) wﬁat materials should be in-~
cluded to facilitate gelféfiaining of the program teacher(s)? |

An outline of the major sections of both the FTV and the RV manual
is presented in Table 25. The table shows that the manual was rcoygan-—
ized into five sections. Each of those-sections is discussed.

Introduction to the Teacher's Manual

" Material considered to be introductory in nature was found in fou
sections of the FTV manual. Since teachers found .this organization con-
fusing, reorganizati ) was necessary. A summary of the RV Introduction

is Presented below, with notes referring to the nature and extent of

revisions made.

Program description. Based -on material from the FTV sections titled
"program organization" and "program goals," this section was revised in

‘order to:clarify the content.

The teacher and the program. The related FTV section titled "using

the teacher's manual" ﬁresented‘a summary of the contents of the manual
and was found on page 11. 1In ghe RV this section advises téachers to
follow a five stepAprocess to familiarize themselves with the program
and related taské. This revision wés suggested prally by a field test

teacher.

Description of materials. The FTV manual did not identify or des-
cribe materials. This section is new content include? tc facilitata
program implementation.

Theoretical rationale. - Based on material from the FTV manual Unit
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Table 25

I3

Comparison of the Contents of Two Versions of the Teacher's Manual

Field Test Version

Revised Version

Introduction
Program soals; {
Program organization;
The ‘teacher's role (including -
scheduling, administration,
optional activities, songs,
Heart to Heart talks);
Evaluation;
Using the teacher's manual;
Trouble shooting - about materi-
als, student behaviors, parents.
Unit I:
Introdu:tion - unit goals and
obiectifes;
General procedures - administra-
tion; :
Heart to Heart discussion
guidelines;
Summ.ry of Unit 1 procedures,
Lesson notes for Lessoas 1-12.

. :

Unit II: -
Introduction - overview, theo-
retical rationale for Units II
and III, goals and objectives
for Unit II, forming the groups,
group leadership and leadership
training, classroom organization,
songs;

General procedures - administra-
tion;

Summary of Unit II procedures;
Lesson notes for Lessons 13-21.

B

Unit III:

Introduction .- overview, goals

and objectives for Unit III, group
leadership., songs;

Summary of Unit. I1II procedures,
Lesson notes for Lessons 22-30,

Appendix A:

Tape script for group leadership
training sessions,

Appendix B: |,

Handout pages for attlvities,
son~ sheety, instructions to
sut.iitute teachers, and a

group roSter page. T

Introduction:

Program description;

The teacher.and the program
Description of materials;
Theoretical rationale;
Goals and objectives;
Administration;

Heart to Heart discussion guide-
lines; .

. oup formation;

Group leadership;

Group training lesson;

E .:luation,

Lesson Notes:
Lesson notes for all lessons.

General Activities:

Vocabulary .

Study Center -
Homework. suggestions for
Inclusion - activities for
Control each given
"Affection ‘* sub-heading
Stories :

Songs

Follow Through

Workshop Guide:
Overview;

Rationale;

Moderating the Workshops;
Workshor #1 - Self-Training Session
Workshop #. - Sharing Session
Workshop #3 - Planning Session

Handouts

Handout pages for activities, song
shaets; instructions to substitute
teacher , script for groap train-
ing lesbon, information pages;
(OPLES of evaluation measures.
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IT introduction, this section was expanded in order to clarify concepts

questioned by ficld test teachers.

4

Goals and objectives. Although content remained relatively un-
changed, FTV material was reorganized and condensed, and is presented as
one complete section of the RV manual Introduction, rather than in sev--

eral sections with repetition.

Administration. This section is similar to the administrative

directions given in various parts of the FTV manual, and includes minor

additions.

Heart to Heart discussion guidelines. This section is different in
both organization and coﬁtent. Organizational changes were made to
clarify content and avoid repetition. Content changes relate to the
Qeacher's role and include disc;ssion of productive and counter-produc-
tibe attitudes and behaviors. Suggestions are given for va;ying the
presentation or metﬁodé of'response for the Heart to Heart talks. Some
of the trouble-shooting material from the FTV is included in thise
section. ‘ . -

Groups. in the FTV manual, group formation gui&elines wefe pre-
sented in the Unit II section. In that samé'section leadership was
discussed, the teacher being directed to orient student group leaders by
playing a leadership training tape, and helping those studen; leaders to
follow the directioﬁs given on the tape. .Thgse directions'related pri-

marily to administrative duties such as distributing materials.
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The leadership tape became obsolete when the materials were rede-

signed so that group administratiou was nc longer a concern.

> -

™ Criticism of the methods used for group formation, and strong sug-
gestions for group training rather than leadership training indicated
that major changes should te considered. °

—In the RV manual, the.group formation methods.are modified. Leader-
ship is diécussed with a stronger emphagis on traits fac}litating group
: maintehance rathef than on administration. Tlie leadership tape has been

repla;ed by a teacher-led lesson for all students focusing oﬁ group
skills and behaviors. 'In this lesson volunteer studenfs dramatize a
script (included in the Handouts section), role-playing imaginary stu-
denté inVolveé in a éeartsnart“lesson. Students in the,audieﬁce iden-
tify positive roles and behaviors dramatized, and.discuss them with the
teacher. .
Evaluation. In'comparison to the FTV discussion titled "How do
you know the program is working?" the RV section on-evaluatiQn is more
formal. The subjective evaluation methods discussed in the FTV-have

'

been revised and expand=d. Descriptions of What's Happening? and

What”Wouldeou Do? (;wo criterion-referenced geasﬁres used in the field
tesf) are given, togetner with guidelines for thei; use, ségring keysf

. and guidelines for interpretation of the reéults. Copies of the mea-
sures aye—inclﬁded in the Handouts section of the RV manual. 'No mea-

‘'sures were discussed or used in the FTV.

a
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Lesson Notes ' . -

In both the FTV and RV manuals, lesson notes pages consist.of notes
to the teacher, Suﬁﬁaries of the taped story and tape-led activity, re-
duced cobieslof student materials, a&d suggestions for teacher-led acti-
viﬁies relevant to the given lesson. Lesson notes pages to the Heart
to Heart talks, in both versions, consist of teacheris notes aﬁd main
points and questions to focus the discussion. .

The FTV teacler's notes presented lesson objectives, materials
neednd, new vocabulary, and special instructigns, where necessary. This
format is.retainéd in the RV. Review questions are also included in the

RV.

In the field test each lesson was ;eviéwed by the teacher-on—-the-

.
w

tape, who asked five comﬁrehension questions requiring "yes'" or '"no"
answers. Students responded by checking approﬁriate réspoﬁses on Re-
viewpages. Correct responses wefe“then given by tﬁe teacher—on—the—

" tape. The content of most review questions in ;he RV is similar:to
that of the FTIV but questions are phrased differently, some new.
questions are included, aqq all afe posed by the ciassroom teacher
and discussed o;ally. The édministration section of the RV Introduc-
tion discusses the review questions and acceptable gtudent responses.
This fevisioﬁ was made for several reasons. In the field tésﬁ élassroom'

v.téachers wanted to pérticipate in the tape-led lessons and often re-

viewed each 1esson after the tape had finished. lThe students fouga'

the review boring and the questions too easy. Analysis of student

s

180



achievement supported the students' latter reaction. Teachcos and
RBS staff considered oral review preferable to a pencil and pap2r
revie@.

Two reiatively ﬁinor cﬁanges in the RV Qeacherﬂs éotes‘are (1) the
explication of poinﬁs of difficulty with suggested procedures for alle-
viating or‘eliminatipg the source of diffigulty, and (2) the addition
of "spécial notes" which are used to elaborate upon concepts or situa-
tions in the story. For example, one note suggests tha; the teacher may
differentiate between ;eali;y and fantasy, ané explain that although in
the story Jack accepts-candy from the Far Out fish,_in reality students
should not accept gifts from strangers. |

Summaries of the taped story and tape-led activities, and copies of
étudent materiais were revised in accordénce with relevant chaﬁges in
those areas.

Suggestions for teacher—léa activities were modi. led to avoid
repetition across lessons and to ensure that a;tivities suggested are;
lesson-specific. (See also Activities belo@.)- \

The teacher's noteslfor the Heart to Heart talks were chanéed in
format to enable a'clearer and more concise preséntétion of’thé.pro—
cedu;al requiremehts for each talk, and to include suggestions to the
teacherrto fefer'to the discussion guidelines given in the Intfoduétion
of the teacﬂer's manual to détermine possible variagioﬁs._-Thé RV ileart

to Heart teacher's notes are organized under the headings: bbjeqtives,

preparation and directions. The main points and questions are somewhat

o

181

. 199



modified. - . L

Lesson specifié activities. The opﬁianal teacher-led activities

Y

found in the FTIV manual underwent several organizational changes.

a

In the RV manual adtivities are included with each set of lesson notes

(as they were in the FTV) and have been labeled "lesson specific,” to

differentiate them from those grouped in an entire_ly new section Of the‘,ﬁm—\'*"/

N

manual containing general-activities. | ) .

‘The lesson specific activities in the' RV manual, included wiph
the_lesson notes, consist of tﬁbsé from the FTV which 'were not removed
to\the general activity section, and relevant a@ﬁitions. The origina;

presentation divided thg.activities“into those which were designed fbr

vindividuals, and thosé designed for‘groups; but s;ch classifiz;tion'

'was sometimes grroheoub and frequently mislegging. In the RV lesson
._; : épecific activitigs, the classification is not used.

Table 26 indicates that there were 152 lesson specific activit’_as

presehted,in the FIV. '(Fofty—two of those activfties were repetitions,
equalling 6 differént activities, each repeated on average 7 t;mes.)

+" There are 120 RV lesson specific activities, made up o% 64 unchanged
or slightly revised FTV:gctivitiqs and Sb'new activities. Those FiV
activities not included as RV‘lesson specific activities were om'tted
.for one or more of the following reasons: (1) they.were iﬁ'the gfoup
of 42’fepeated actiQities wkich were.generai across the program rather

1

than speeific to a given lesson; (2) they were unappealing to teachers
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7 T\_Table 26

Lesson Sﬁeéific Activities as Presented in

wr

RV

Two Versions.of the Teacher's Manual
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1
A

and students; and/or (32 they were essentially minor constituent parts

-

of othér.amtivitigs.

-

General Activites
. . 7
The General Activities section, is a new addition to the teacher's

~

. manuval, and was considered necessary for organizational and enrichment

r

purposési More specificalli,“the reasons for developing a separéte and

- @

and comprehensive activities seztion were: ' &,
. N . * . ’

»i‘ o to select from the lesson specific activities ﬁhgse which apply
equally well to all lessons, and thus reduce repetition;
e to incorporate in, the RV, activities used and recommended by Field

test.teachers;

e to organize some of the FTV activities into a meaningful framework
for easy reference and appropriate use;

e to provide activities which requirevparental involvement; -

-

~ o to provide for transfer of concepts to other curricrla;
e to provide activities designed for active rather than passive learning; -

e to help facilitate freedom of exbression positively and constructively;
o_to,enhance program’éoncepts during and after the conclusion of the

, . . ' N )
%ngram through apyplicacionyof -concepts in new and different ways

-

"outside the classroom.

«

The 92 activities suggested-in the General Activities section of

N .
the RV manual consist of 15 FIV activities condensed -from-the 88 FTIV

activities déleted from the lesson specific,group, plus 77 new activities.

-
o

v Table 27 briefly describes the contents of the General Activities

e -

.
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Lo Table 27 | . .

General Activities as Presented in the Reviged
Version of the Manual, with Reasons for Additions
, e : ‘

A

= » Activities a

Reascns

Number

Vocabulary - words and phrases
with- program-specific mean—
ings, and/or abeve 4th grade
level.* . '

Study Center - methods suggest-
ed for organizing a study‘cden-,
ter, plus dctivity directions
for students to work individu—
~allyes | s )

— ./\

Homework - three activity sug-
gestions for each unit,-each
“activity designed to' involve
parents and/or -family members.

!

Inclusion - activities classi-
fied in the areas of: coopera-
tion; shyness and loneliness; .
showing off and getting atten-
tion; and selfishress and
being alones

N

Control - activities relating
to leadership and group roles
and skills, _

N

LS

-

- %

SR Y

,Two of the activities were in -~

: variety of methdds .and skills,

Listed in lesson notes in the
FTV, vocabulary was not defined
and ne related activities“were
suggested. Revision designed
to increase.comprehension.'
Six.of tbe activities were in
the FTV, eight’ were developed
“either by field test teachers
or program staff.¢ Two field
test teachers organized studg
centers, ‘and others were inter-
estem.in the idea. »\i s

>

the FTV; seven were developed
either by field test teachers
ortprogram staff, tn response
to needs identifiéd by consul- .
tant reviewers and/or'teachers.

Designed by program staff, the
activities reinforce positive
aspects of Inclusion, using a

and Were_developed in rasponse
to suggestions from teachers
and/or consultant reviewers.

Designed by program staff,'these
activities were developed in an

attempt to resolve or avoid con-

flicts observed in small groups
during the field test.-

14

15

*Grade level determined according to Revised Care Vocabulary
(Educational Dev fopment Laboratory, McGraw-Hill, 1968)

~
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Table' 27 contd.

>

« Activities . Reasons . Number;
Affection - activities classi- " Designed by program staff, 21
fied in the areas of: friend- | these activities reinforce
ship; aggression; and self- _ | positive aspects of Affection,
esteem. and allow for acceptable ways

*in which anger or aggression
may be expressed, and were
: ' developed in response to sug-
gestions made by consultant
Lreviewers,and/or teachers.
Stories - an annotated bibli- Selected by teachers or pro- ° 3
ography of 20 short stories gram staff, these stories
relating to program objectives, reinforce program objectives.
to be read by the teacher to : -
the studentQ\ -
Songs - three®suggestions for -Suggestions implied in the FTV .3
ways in which program songs were clarified. LT
(presented on song sheets and ‘
on an aydio cassette tape) may
be used. . -
'v. <2 . .. .
Follow Through - suggestions Designed by program staff and 20

for sharing program concepts

or following-through after -
the program has been completed,
classified under the headings:

Adopt a Class; School Project;

-and Community Project.

S

4

field test teachers, these

.activities were developed in

response to suggestions made
by consultant reviewers and/or
teachers. .




section and presents reasons for additions.

Workshop Guide

>

- "As stated in the ‘introduction to this section, it was considered
necessary to provide materials for program teachers that could take the

~ place of the éraining'and technical assistance provided during the field

e -

test. The. Workshop Ghide is {herefcre a new addition to the manual, and
. ) ) \‘\_ o '
. contains -directions. for thraze workshops, "each having a different empha-

‘sis and directed toward a different group of participants, but all de~

k]

signed to facilitate program teachers' understanding and implementation‘
of the program. Guidelines for each workshop are’ preceded by scenarios

designed to- increase the teachers' comprehension and confidence, and to
: : /
facilitate implementation of the workshops.

Workshop #1. This self-training session is to be conducted be-
fore the program is introduced into the classroom, and is designed for
the school principal and program teachers to facilitate comprehension

+ of program concepts, goals, and guidelines; to provide dbporﬁunities

fqr fam{iiarization with program materials; and to involve participants

B . N, .
in experiential activities related to the program. Although it is
[N S .

possible for teache;s to familiarize themselves yith the program in
isolation, it is préferaGle for te;cﬁers éo expeéience some program
activities and to discusé concepts and possible problems with ;heir
peers. The moderator df'tﬁe workshop is to-'be a teacher planning to
use Hearts;art, or a person with training:and experieﬁce related to the

program goals.




-

Workshop #2. This sharing session is directed at those people
most likely to feellthe.impact of the program through the’Behaviors of.
program students id situations outside-the-classroom (e.g., parents,

: noﬁ-program:teachers). Since Heartsmart teaches interpersonal skills i
which necessarily are used with people outside of the classroom, it is |

\
important that these 'outsiders" (at least the most important outsiders)

unﬂerstand the intent and hature of ﬁhétprogramAso as not to misinter-
pret 5 child's motivations when applying program skills. The pragram.
teaches behaviors that, traditionally, are not expecte& from fourth
graders and which, consequentiy, are diffiéul& to accept ér comprehend.
For example, an honest requést from a sgudentlto know specifically how
a teacher or parent is ééeling in a conflict situation.may easily be
misinterpreted as insolent. Workshop #2 attempts to educate parents
and';ther individualé as to what the Heartsmart-program teaches
and, more importantly, ;hat types of behaviors to expect from students
participating in the program. In addition, it attempts to‘develop in
these individuals a desire, as well és the knowledge néeded, to promote
Heartsmart Qkills at home and in other situations. The workshop is to
be conducted mi&way through the program by a program teacher. Pafenfs,
non~program teachers, and other individuals are to be invited to astend;
WOrkshqp,#3.. This plénning ées§ion is designed fgybe conducted .
toward the end of the program to allow program teachers and other
faculty to evaluate the impact of the ﬁrogram and to plan ways in which

L

positive results hay be fostered and continued. It is considered im-

188 T~
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portant that the skills and behaviors taught in the program be reinforced,
in both school and family énvironments, after program completion. The
workshop is intended to serve as a planning session for ways in which the
school and community may facilitate the continuation of student practice

Py

of Heartsmart concepts. Thé moderator of the prog}am is «to be a program
teacher and/or the schoanl priécipal. Program.teachérs, the school
principal and_other faculty are to participate; parents and district-
level personnel may also be invited.
Handouts

.oThe "Handouts" section.of the RV manual is essentially synonymdus
with the appendices found in the FTV ﬁ;nual (see Table 25). Certain
items have been deleted or added td reflect the content anﬂ organiza-
tional changes made to the other seétions of.the manual. Table 28 lists

o

FIV and RV handouts and includes revision comments.
II. THE DRAMATIZED STORY

The story, dramatized in 24 audio tape installments;—presents the
program cpnéepts. Needed %évisions were determined by the results o?
the affirmative action review and comménts and suggestions made bybkon—'
vsultant reviewers (see Chapter Five). Revisions are discussed under - two
hegdings: .revisions to the story;‘and revisions to program charact;rs.

Revisions to the Story

All revisions to the story are relatively minor. They are sum-
marized in Table 29, which lists changes made and reasons for those

changes.
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

9

Table 28

5 Comparison of Handouts in Two Versions of the Manual

FIV !landouts

. RV Handouts

Comments

3 story summaries with

in by students.

3 word searches.

8 song sheets.

“Instructions to
substitute teachers.

Crossword puzzle.

Group roster.

Leadership training
script.

missing words to be filled

" .FTV handouts
abbreviated and
rewritten.

FTV handouts reduced
from 3 pages to 1 page.

FTV handouts redesigned.

<

FTV handou!'s revised.

Two dot-to-dot pictures
of story characters.

Script for grdﬂp
training lesson. -

Tell-a-gram
Happygram

Information pages
describing the
program.

Coples of criterion-

referenced measures:

What's Happening? and
What Would You Do?

FTV handoat deleted.

FTV handout déleted.

FIV material deleted.

FTV readability
averaged 8th grade.
RV readability
averages 3rd grade.*

Redesigned to reduce
teacher's work load.

FTV words and music
too small for students
to read.

Revisions relate to
redesign of materials.

New handout, for fun.

New material,

necessary to teach
students group roles
and behaviors.

New material to be-used
by students, parents,
‘and workshop
‘participants.

New material to be
used by workshop
participants.

New material to allow
for evaluation.

- FTV design and content
irrelevant to RV.

Unnecessary.
FTV script replaced

by.group training
script and lesson.

*Readability determined by the Readability Graph, Edw

April, 1968. .
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Table 29

Comparison of Story Elements in Two Versions

of the Program with Revision Comments -

'Lesson # FTV Story RV Story Comments

ﬁ1 Fast heartbeat related Fast heartbeat related FTIV inaccurate and
to anger and fear.® to any strong emotion aisleading.

or physical effort.

9 Computer broke down Computer breaks‘ﬁown Anthropomorphis of
emotionally and mechanically due to machine considered
experienced feelings. data overload. undesirable.

11 ‘Parents nagged Jack Parents scold Jack for Cultural norms upset;
about brushing his getting dirty; Jack situation needed in
teeth; Jack expressed expresses anger because which Jack's anger is
anger. parents jumped to more justifiable.

conclusions.

15 Central character meets Dragon‘déleted. Too fantastic in otherw
a dragon. i : realistic episode.

19 Central characters Central characters Change necessitated by
rewarded by much 'have their say' FIRO structure.
attention (inclusion). (control).

28 - | Central character Central character Self-esteem is an

assured that everyone
liked her; no mention
of her liking herself.

learns self respect
and esteem.”

important concept of
thhc program.
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Revisions to Program Characters

Revisions to pngram characﬁérs~inc1ude changes pf sex, race or
ethnicity, and behavioral characteristics. The nature and extent of
such revisions were detérmined by'the findings and fecommendations des-
cribed in the Affirmat;ve Action Report (Section IIi of Chépter Five)
and in'the Consultants' Reviews (Section IV of Chapter Five),'ahd were
influencedvby considerations”of time, cost, énd suitability in terms of
the existing story line.

Table 30 summarizes the quantitative revisions made to program 
. characters. ' ‘ \

Table 31 compares the total numbers and.percenc'bf fepreéentatioh
of human characters as presented in Table 5 (from the Affirmative Action
Report) and Table 30, and percenﬁ representatipn called for in thé‘RBS
Guidelines. '

Although, quantitativeiy, repreéentation by'ethnicity in‘the RV
does not equal the representation required by Affirmative Action, quali-
tatively the revisions are consideréd appropriate and necessary.

Tables 32 and 32 indicate revisions made to program characters.

In both tables each character is described.as portréyed in the FTIV'
materials used in spring 1977, and aé portrayed in the RV. Each oé‘the
headed columhs should ge self-explanatory with the possible exception’
of "visibi lity."

Visibility is measured on two scales. One is quantitative, relat—

ing to ‘the number of illustrations of a given character, the number of



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

T.ore 30

Number of‘Chafacters Presented in the .Revised Version
of the Program, Broken Down by Sex and Ethnicity

H = Hispanic origin

N-A = Native American

*The total numbers in these two.groups were reduced from the field test version.
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Sexl Ethnicit:y2
Total
Characters .No. M F W B A H\ -A ?
.Hain Characters N 9 4 5 6 2 - 1 \\<
Human :
| ¢ 5.8)](45.0)](55.0) (67.0) | (22.0) (11.0) "
Main Characters N 17 9 5 - - - - |- |17
Non-Human -
(%)} (10.9} (53.0)] (47.0) (100.0)
*Supporting Characters N 72 42 30 47 15 3 5 2 -
Human N B
()| (46.5) |(58,0)|(42.0) (65.2) | (20,8) | (4.1) (6.94(3.0)
Supporting Characters N 4 3 - - - - - - 4
Non-Human )
)| ( 2.5) {(75.0) (25.0) (100.0)
*Activities Characters N 53 26 27 33 15 3 2 - -
Human 4 . .
(2| (34.3) | (49.0)}(51.0) (62.3) | (28.3) | (5.7 (3.7)
Total X ] 155 84 70 86 32 6 8 |2 21
% of Total (%) 1(100.0) | (54.2)] (45.2)} ( .6) (55;5) (20.6) | (3.8)% (5.3)(1.2 (13.7)
1 Sex: M = male F = female
2 Ethnicity: W= White B = Black A = Asian




. Table 31 ' ,

- Comparison of Total Representatioh of Human Characters
by Sex and Ethnicity for Two Versions of the Program Materials
Compared Against Balance Required by Affirmative Action

. Sex* . Ethhicity**
" Total N | M F W B A | H N-A | ?
Affirmative o 50% 50% | 75% 18%2 | 22 2% 2%
Action requirement 100 . ’ +
- G102) | (2102) | (F102) | (f152) [ty [y | Fw) |
Field test v N | 106 | 77 80 37 0 0 0 64
version 181 ' 1. o
% 1(57.5)](42.5) | (44.2) | (20.4)| O 0 | o0 (35.4)
: Revised N| 72 |62 | 86 32 |6 8 2
version 134 - o
% | (53.7)] (46.3) | (64.2) | (23.9)|(4.5)[(5.9) | (1.5)
*Sex: M = male " F = female
**Ethnicity: W = White B = Black A = Asian
H = Hespanic origin N-A = North American
o
- - &

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Table 32

Human Characters Represented in Two
Versions of Program Materials ) f

195

Field Test Version Revised Version
i Behavioral Behavioral
Characters V* | Sex [Ethnicity** Characteristic Sex | Ethnicity**| Characteristic
Jack VH | M W active, independent| M W active, independent
King MM W sensible M W sensible °
Queen L F W dependent F W somewhat dependent
D.Different | M M 1Y) independent, F 1Y) independent,
: . adventuraous . adventurous
T.E. Thorn ¢ domineering, domineering,
M.Mellow H F W dependent F W somewhat dependent
Zoo Keeper L M N humdrum M W humdrum
- Doctor L F w somewhat dependent | F B calm, sensible
T.T.Howard L M W active, confident M B active, donfident
Freddy F./ . | L M W typical TV host F H typical TV host
Juanita J, ' . -
Announcers VL M W nonentity M B one, not 2 char,
Barker VL | M W extrovert M H extrovert
.Guards VL | M 1Y) military M H military
-Driver VL M W no dialogue M H no dialogue -
Herald VL | M W . clearly spoken M H clearly spoken
Hi Ho VL | M N flowery, verbose M B articulate
Freddy VL | M W grinning . M W smiling
Vera VL F ¢ W simpering soprano F W pleasant alto
Larry VL | M N fat, dirty, lazy M W not illustrated
Melvin VL | M W bumbling'tough guy'| M W bumbling'tough guy'
Susie VL{ F W giggly, naive F W pleasant, cheerful
* Visibility: VH = very high *% Ethnicity: W = yhite
H = high - B = black
M = medium H = Hispanic
L = low - N = non-white .
VL = very low ¥




.

story installments in which'thav character participates, and the amount

of dialogue spokeh. The second scalg‘of visibility is conceptual, re-
lating to the strength of‘thé impact a character has on the storyline,
and/or the relatiye importance ofva program'céncépt which is . taught
through the behavicral characteristics of fhe chgéacter. A comSarative

example based on the field teét,version should illustrate the purpose

of indicating visibilify. - . : 5

The Queen and Daringl& Different are both main characters. ' The
former appears in 5 .story inécallmencs, is illustrated 15 11 of the 124~
framesxpreéénted on the Storypages, and has many lines of dialogue.

However, although necesséry to the storyline, she keeps a vefy low profile

and plays a subordinate role. Quantitatively she has low to medium

visibility; conceptually she has low vi%ibility, resuvlfing in a combined

- Pl

rating of "low." By comparison, Daringly Different appears in 2 story
ifnstallments, is Tllustrated :in 6 of the frames, and has less than half

- the .amount of dialogue given to the Queen. He carries total responsi-

3

bility for portrayal of an important program concept, and.plays a posi-

[£4

tive superordinate role. A combined rating of "medium" visibility re-

sults for this character. N
Table 32 relates to human characters. All main characters, all
titled but unnamed supporting charactets; and named supporting characters

specifically mentioned in either Section III or Séctioﬁ IV of Chapter

d

Five are listed. Supporting ‘human characters and activities characters .

o

not included in this table have‘been‘revised only in illustrations.
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Table 33 ' 5

= ’ Non-Human Characters
Represented in.Two Versions of Program Materials

Field Test Version Revised Version )
Characters Sex Behavioral Char. | Sex Behavioral Char.
Asterisk M Jwise, profeséorial M | wise, professorial
Opﬂser M : logical but gries M | does not experience feelings
A. Alligator M |extrovert ) M | extrovert
-~ B. Bluechip F somewhat dependent F soqgwhat dependent .
Far Outhish M |abrupt M | abrupt
Lonely A Lot F |as name M | as name .
Little Lonely. M as name -l F as name
Mighty Glad M |as name M | as name B
) Little Glad F as.name ' | F | as name
So Very Séﬂ F as name F as name' )
Little Sad F |as name F | as name ’
Hopping Mad M ‘as name M | as name
Little Mad M las name M { as name
Horribly Hurt F as naﬁe F a; name
Little Hurt F '|as name M | as name
Scared to Death | F as name ~F | 3s name
Little Scared F as name F | as name
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Table 33 relates to non-human characters,rﬁil 6ffwhoﬁrare listed.

Illustrations. Almost all illhstpations of charac;erstescribed

v,
-

as non-white in ths Affirmative Action Report were redrawn. Many illus-

trations of white children, especially girls, were also redrawn. When
characters were revised-by changing sex or changing or identifying race

or ethnicity, new illustrations were created.

ITI. STUDENT MATERIALS

AN -

This section cgntains three parts: accessories, tape presentation,
and Student Journals. Althougﬁ the audio tapes are not actually handled

by students, they are included in this section since studénﬁs are direct-

4

ly effected by the content and hature of the tape presentation.

Accessories - ‘
‘The FTIV accessories are little changed in the RV. The minor
changes that were made relate to cost-effective production.

Tapée Presentation

There yere.§everal changes made to thevtaﬁe‘presentation of the
Heartshart‘storieé.and games. | }
Four general reviéion strategiesfwere.applied to the presentations
ofvall ﬁhe lessons in the program.. These are discussed below.
e The gréeting, ;oncluding statements, and standard directions gi?en on
the tapes for each legson (e.g., students were told during éach lesson
;hat théy could color the Storyﬁages) were found annoying and ﬁnnece§f

sary by both teachers and students after initial fémiliariiatioh with

the prégram sequence. Consequently, these statements and inscructions



were modified .or eliminated to reduce the amount of repetition. Les-
son 9 is the las} time students are told that they may color the

Storypages. Lesson 8 is the last time students receive full clean up

+
14 »

directions.

. - -
e Since teachers and students found the frequent use of the words 'now,"

1,
~

"well," and "O0.K." irritating, these words were almost entirely elim-
inated from the tape presentation. - Sentences beginning with "you
should" were also rephrased to sound less condescending

e Students were vehement in expressing~dissatisfaetion with the‘;oice
intonations of the tape presentations, finding them too "babyish "
"The actors and actresses who will. dramatize the tape script will be
cautiqned to speak in a way which is more appropriate to a fourth_
grade student.

e The in;eryals allowed for the stunents to respond were st times too
short or too.long. Two remedies nere~ad0pted. Tne intervals on the
‘tapes v wefe either snortened or lengthened appropriateiy, or teachers
were given the option  to stop or speed up the tape as necessary.

Other changes made to the tape presentation included? (1) remind-

ing the students to supply their own answers on the Gamepages: and. (2)

all the modificaﬁions in directions which were'necessary as a result of

changesvmade to the Sﬁudent Journals.

Student Journals

Major changes were made to the format of the FIV Student Journals.
- ' ? . : N °

e’ -
In some ways, the use of the word "journal" by the de;eloper to describe
. 4 .
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the student ‘Pages used during each lesson\is slightly misleading and

needs to be elarified in order for the ‘reader .to unde1stand the full

«*

impact of the revisions made. - The FTV student ' 'journals" consisted of

A

unb ound coloring, game and reviewpages which were distributed piecemeal

at the beginning of each lesson, by the teacher in Unit I and by the

group leaders in Units II and III. There was no bound "journal" per se.

‘s
+

The major format revision made to these journals was to combine

-

" and bind the loose student paggslinto a booklet which'the}students can
keep during and.after the program. The major advartage of the RV stu-

dent booklets is that they greatly reduce the management tasks of the

L4

téacher, and accordingly enable smoother commencement\of each lesson.

Othrr advantages of the RV booklets ipclude. (1) reduction of bulk of
the materials and hence reduction in shipping ccsts. and needed storage

space; (2) reduction of production costs; and (3) increased student

motivation by ailowing for indi*idual ownership.
| A second major change_;ade‘to the Student Journals (and to the
program) was the deletion of the Reviewpages, and of the tape—led re-
view which' occurred in the FIV at the end of each lesson. (This revi-
'sion’waS'discussed in the section referring to the teacher's manual).

A few-revisions were made to the_tape—led acti?ities, (and related
:’Camepages), and of thosetmade most relateds to format and layout,of the

Gamepages. Minor content changes were made on the tape-script and/or

, ' : T.

the Gamepages for Lessons 4,-8_and 9.

One of the least popular tape~led activities was the one following

By
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Lesson 15, a lesson focu;ing on "differehceﬁ in which°the‘centrai
_charactér advises students not to be worried or afraid of béing différf
ent if they are trué to themselves and don't hurt other feople. The
FTV tgpe—leé activity asked students to express feelings about the
centrél character and -to read each other's feelings. The RV activity
asks étudeéts to imagine é desirﬁble "dif ferent" activity, career, or
"life style for themselves in their futures, and to discuss -the aiffer-
ences chosen-within their small groups.'

Accordingly to the FIRO structure, Lesson 19 relates to contfol.

f

made to the.story necessitated revisions tu the tape-led activity for

owever, the FTV story for Lesson 19 related to inclusion. Changes

that lesson. 1In the RV tape-led activity, studentsbrole—play characters

on a telgz}g{?n show in which they express desires relating to control,

~ . .
instgdg/;f desires relating to inclusion.

v
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XYZ SCHOOL DISTRICT
ABC ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

Dear Parent,

Next term, your child's 4th grade class will be taking a course called The
.Heartsmart Adventures. The course is described in the following pages.

Because Heartsmart is new and different, we are asking you to decide
whether or not your child will take the course.

Please read the description carefully.

If .you have any questions now or at any time during the course, feel free
to call: .
7" Jane Roberts at Research for Better Schools
- 561-4100 (ext, 220) or -
Mr. Principal at ABC Elementary School
(Phone number given)

I have read the description of Heartsmart Adventures.

I agree/do not agree (Please circle one.) that my child

(Name) : may take the
course called Heartsmart Adventures,

I understand that if I give my consent now, I am free to withdraw my child

from the course at any time.

Signed

(Parent or Guardian)

Date

JR:nls “ o : ;j’
12-09-76 . ST '
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"HEARTSMART ADVENTURES'"

"Heartsmart Adventures"vhas been developed over the last three
years, with federal funds from the National Institute of Educatioq, by
Betty Berzon, a psychologist, and staff members of Research for Better Schools.

Research for Better Séhools is in Philadelphia, and is -one of
_several educational research and development ;nstifution in the Uué.

."Heartsmart Adventures" has been tried out in schools in Los Angeles.
_IE is now being tried out in the Philadelphia area. Next year it will be
offgred for commercial publication.

Descriptive Overview

The "Heartsma;t Adventures'" course consists of 30 lessons, each
‘designed to take about 25 minutes. Twenty-four of the lessons are based’
on dramatizedltapes. The remaining 6 lessons are discussions led by the
teacher.

. The tapes tgli the drama;;zed storf of a boy named Jack who has
many adventures as he fiﬁds his feelings.and learns to express them. In
tﬁe story, Jack'learns; amoﬁg other things, to understaﬂd other people
apd himself better.

The fapes also guide students in activities for which they use
game—pagés and/or other mgterials. .(For éxample, in Lesson 9, each
student looks at a picture while the teacher on the cape explains that
the picture shows Joe pusﬁiﬁg Billy. Each étudent is then a;ked to
choose the feeling Billy might have, and underline the feeling on the
list at the side of the picﬁure. Four different situations are described

and illustrated and students are asked. to identify the most probable
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feeling of the main character in each situation. The téaéher on the'tﬁpe '
- then reviews each situation explaining that the "answers" given are the
most likely for most people.)
The course is divided into three‘units. In Unit I (the first 12

lessons), students work individually. For the rest of the course

(lessons 13-30), students work in groups of six.

. Detajiled Outline
Below are brief descriptions of the 30 lessons in:the course. An
asterisk {*) is used to indicate any activity that students may find
unﬁsual, ne@ or different; | | |

» 1. Senses — Jack goes into the world to find what he is missing.
Students relate senses to experience.

2. Feelings -- Jack meets the Feelings.
Students relate the feelings "sad" and "happy" to experience.

3. Verbal expression -~ Jack learns to speak his feelings.
Students respond to taped stimuli by stating their own feelings.

4. Listening -- Jack learns to listen to the feelings of others.
Students identify feelings expressed by tones of voice on-
tape.

5. "Reading" -- Jack learns to ''read" feelings of others expressed

by facial expressions or pantomine.
Students ''read" illustrated feelings.

6. Heart to Heart -- The teacher leads the class in a discussion
reviewing previous lessons, and encouraging students to
relate concepts to personal experience.

7. Variety in expression -- Jack competes in "I've Got A Feeling."
Students ''read'" feelings expressed by volinteers who respond
to directions given by ‘the teacher.

8. How not to make ﬁistakes -— Jack and a robot called OOPSER
(Only Original Person Scanner) help others to see how and
why they may have "misread" others' feelings.




10.

11.

12.

13.

T 14.

15.

16.

17.
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Students evaluate taped situations, identifying feelings,
dramatized and ways in which to check out what-pthers feel.

Cause and effect -- Jack and the OOPSER help others to see how
feelings can .cause actions (behavior), and vice versa.
Given a situation (taped or illustrated), students name the

~ feeling most likely to be felt by the main character in the
situation. Students respond in the same way to four different
situations. :

Cooperation. —— On his way home to the palace, Jack learms to
cooperate. : . , .
Students work in groups on a class coloring project.

Transfer - Jack learns that he can transfer what he has learned
"out in the world" to situations at home.
Students match learned concepts to a variety of places and
situations outside school.

Heart-to-Heart Talk

How not to be lonely -- Jack helps the Droop, a lonely fantasy
character, to form a group to meet 3ad make friends.
Students identify their color-coded groups and then discrimi-
nate between taped examples of groups sharing feelings and
groups not sharing feelings. o

‘Inclusion -- Jack and the Feelings decide to set up a Heartsmart
School in the Palace. . ’
In each group, students role play a T.V. show, selecting

| characters from a given list of  three possibilities, first
reading given responses, and then improvizing.

Control -~ Daringly Different describes his adventures and
explains that each person is different in his/her own way.
Students imagine that Daringly Different is coming to visit
them, and show their feelings about this visit by facial
expression. Each student "reads'" the feelings of other
group members. -Discussion follows. '

Q

. Affection -- On a trip to the zoo, the,Feelings decide.to break

their usual partnerships and make friends with others as well.
The Heartstart students play a game of pairing zoo animals in
unusual ways. ' '
*In each group, each student chooses two other students and

describes, in writing, an activity they might enjoy Bharing.
Group discussion follows.

Heart-to-Heart Talk

-
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18. Inclusion -~ Two of the Feelings run away because they are
' being ignored. ’
Students identify their own feelings stimulated by a story.
They then recall occasions when they felt left out, and identify -
their feelings at that time.

19. Control -- The Feelings who ran away return to the palace where
~ they proclaim a "Pay Attention To Me Day". .
Students role play irn a4 T.V. show in which they state-ways in
which they would like to receive more attention. a0

20. Affection -- Jack and the Feelings learn how to make friends.
*Each student sends a '"tell-a-gram" to two other group members
asking to make friends and completing the sentence, "S8omething
you do ‘that I'really like is ....."

21. Heart-to-Heart Talk

22. Inclusion -- The Feelings learn that everyone needs to feel
- important. K 7 ' ' 4
Students role/play "Very Important People" in a radio show,
giving reasons why they are important.

23. Control -~ The Royal Reading Feelings Chémpionship takes
place at the palace. All the characters take part, ’
Students play a version of the Royal Reading Feelings game,
Each student then states what he/she would like to do especial-
“ly well. .
24, Affection -- The students of Jack's Heartsmart School hold a
graduation dance, where the King, Jack's father, finds out
that he is likeable as a person. : :
*Each student sends a tell-a-gram to two other group members
saying, "I want you to like me." Answer-grams giving
positive friendly responses are returned. '

25. Heart to Heart Talk

26. Inclusion —- The Feelings get pushed around by a T.V. director --
T. E. Thorn -- and decide that before they can work with
Ms. Thorn_they'Il have to hold a Heart to Heart talk.
. Each student recalls an occasion when he/she felt unimportint
N and states the feeling shown "on the outside."
Each student states the feeling felt "on.the inside". Group
discussion follows. ' '
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27. Control -- The Feelings hold a Heart-to-Heart talk with
T. E. Thorn, who reveals some of her feelings. )
Each group cooperates in coloring a large picture, changing
the sketch from a gloomy scene to a bright one. '

28. Affection -- T. E. Thorn suffers from the “Like—mes -- a
confusion of expressed feelings, and is cured when she learns

® that she will still be liked if she is a little more self-
controlled.

#Each student writes a tell-a-gram to each group member stating

appropriate reasons why the receiver is liked Answer—-grams
are returned. Dlscussions follow. :

29, Heart to Heart Talk

q

30. . Conclusion —-- All the characters hold a "Hello and Gdodby" A

party.

Students draw pictures of anything enjoyed during the
program.

Discussion follows. »

Ways In Which Children May‘Benefit from "Heartsmart Adventures'
The course is designed to help children to:

- . recognize their own feelings;

. express their feelings in words, actions, ‘or facial expressions;
. understand that everyone has feelings;

. "read" other pecple's feelings by listening carefully to-what

others say'or watching how others behave;
. understand that people often behave in certain ways because of

thé feellngs they have;

. identify ways in which people may behave when they have certain

. feelingsy A . e

. . identify feelings ﬁegple may have that cause them to behave in

-

certain ways;




»
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. be able to express (by words or actions) what they want or

-

don't want.(from other children and/or adults) in the areas of

v o

affection, being included in.activities, or being in charge;

During the course, children will be involved in reading, writing,
class and group discussions, brief dramatizations, and projects led by

the teacher.

Ways In Wh*ch Children May Feel Discomforted By "Heartsmart Adventures"

During discuss1ons children are asked to describe their feelings

or recall_situatipns_in7which they experienced certain feelings.

There are two kinds of discussions. -

On six occas1ons, the teacher leads a class discussion. Students
are told that "1f they want to" they may describe their feelings and
behavior and ‘the situation they experienced. If‘students choose to do
this, they may name otherﬁpeople. This may cause some embarrassment to
penple named, and the student speaking may feel embarrased by the reection
of others in the class. |

.In,ten of the lessons in which students_workzin~gronps, the last
3 to 5 minutes of thellesson are spent-in group discussionf The teacher
on the tape directs students_to think about the activity just completed -

and to tell other members of the group their feelings about the activity.
a8
During this discussion, students may cause each other embarrassment if

negative comments about others’ behavior are made.
The activities foll owing lessons 16 20, and 24 are based on

S

"tell-a-grams'. Each student 1is asked to express friendship toward other
N
group members and to describe a l1ikeable behavior of those to whom he or

\ . . ' . ,. . .n.

\-- | S 20 o
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she sends a tell-a-gram. In“each of these-three activities all’ students
will receive at least one tell-a-gram. Some students may receive two or
more. It is possible that students who receive only one tell-a~gram wili

experience a feeling of being left cut.

Alternative Programs or Procedures

Although a variety of affective programs and activities are used
in elementary schools, as fér as is known, there is no progrém currently
in use which has the same goais or is designed to achieve the same results

as '""Heartsmart Adventures."
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c "heartsmart Adventures" Story Summary

This is a story about the Jack-of-Hearts, who lives in the Royal

.

 Palace with his mother, the Queen—of?Heartc, and his father,. the King-ot;
Hearts. The palace is a beautiful place, but Jack is not happy there.
S?dething is missing in;his life, but he doesn't know what it is, so he
decides to leave home, and go into the world to see what he is missing.

- His adventures begin at once. In the Puzzles Galore Park ‘he meets
a Far—Onthish‘who helps him come to his senses. That is, he discovers
that he bas senses that‘provide useful information about whar is hayéeni
ing to him. i |

In his next adveuture, Jack meets the Wise Old Asterisk, who helps

people find the information they need when they have a special problem.
The Wise 0ld Asterisk discovers that Jackldoesn t know what’ feelings are,
so he introduces him td'a few. There's Mighty Glad and A Little Glad,
Scared to Death and A Little Scared Hopping Mad and A L1ttle Mad,
Lonely A Lot and A Little Lonely, Horribly Hurt and A Little Hurt, So’

Very Sad and A Little Sad.

These Feelings become Jack's friends, and with their help he be-

comes aware that he has feelings of his own. He learns to express h1s-

<

P

feelings in different’ ways, with and without words..,He becomes more
aware of the feelings of others, and how these feelings affect the way

" others behave toward' him, and how that affects how he feels\about them
Ny .

and behaves toward them. This helps him understand how to work cooper-.

atively with others to get things done that can't ‘be accomplished by -

- T
people working alone.

[y
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Hevlearns to "read" the non—verbal'lan uage of emotions (facial
guag

a

expressions, tone of" voice, etc ) add he learns the importance of check-

u SN
.‘J N

ing out other people's meanings when their messages are unclear.‘\He
g g g :

becomes so proficient at all this that he is soon considered an expert,
) ‘ _ . .
~and in thiswrole he co-hosts a ‘television program called "Ask the

%)

OOPSER " on which people appear to get help with their. perplexing people

.

puzzles., The OOPSER is a computer (The Only Original Person Scanner)

s

who signals 1nterpersonal lapses and oversights when people are telling
their stor1es by sounding out OOPS'V O0OPS! O00PS! 00PS! = OOPS!

.Of course, with:all this learning about feelings and relationships,
Jack's heretofore-missing heart is now very much a part of him, ano

growing stronger everyday.

<

. . At the endnof Unit I Jack becomes homesick for his parents, and he

1 -

'returns to the Royal Palace with his new frx@hds, the Feelings "and the
Wise Old*Asterisk. His parents are very glad to see him,and to learn
that he's found his heart. Soon Jack realizes that the lessons he

learned out in the world about feelings and relationships apply%just~as'

L

much at home, with his parents. That makes all the Hearts very happy.

:.Back home, in the Kingdom of the:Hearts, Jack discovers tHat there

k]

are'others who have not yet found;their hearts. With the help of his

c v

father, the King, he begins the Heart Start School where he and his

friends teach the lessons of the heart that he learned in his adventures

in the world. At the school, the students learn about making friends,

-

'

“about cooperation and sharing leadership, asking for the attencion they
i N )

need, expressing their individuality, being aware of the feelings of °

o
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others, being suppd;tive and responsive to others,

They learn that it's all right o want to. belong to a gfoup, or not
to want to. They learn'that'everyone.wants to be important to others,
that peéple like to be in cha;ge ssmetimes, bﬁn not other times, and
some people don't like to be in charge at all, which.is just fine, They
l;arn that it's 0.K. to want to be good”at some things, and to want to
be liked by othezsf And, theyllearn how to let people know what Ehey want
in ways that are likély to ha;é successful outcomes. o

Somé very interesting people come to the Heart Start School, like
Fast-Talking Howard of the Royal Telev1sion Network, who comes to broad-
cast the openlng of the school, and the Royal Reading Feglings Champion—
ship Games that are held during graduation weekend between the Heart
Start Students and the Rdyal Heart Marinés. |

There's the world- famous adventurer, Daringly Different, who tells

about learning that it was 0.K. to be/different from others, and feeling

so strong as a result that he began ‘to do the daring things that made
' ~

. e
him world-famous:™ ; A

Unusual things happen, like/fhe time the Hurts go ﬁnaerground

because they aren't getting eh%;gh attentioh: Down, down, down they
thgy ho to the. subterranean pgésages of the ﬁZydl Palace where they mieet
the Altogether Alligator, whgftakes them to a meeting of the Speak Easy
vClub, where you can learn qﬁ'spgak easy about yourgelf, There the§ hear
Ms.‘Bessie Bluechip sing ajsong: "If you're feeling left out, don't just
sit and>;tew. Tell me whgt you‘want, c'mon speak up about you!'" That is
an important learning ex%eriehce for the Hurts who go baék up abovea

K
i

- o *
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ground to get the King to proclaim a "Pay Attention to Me Day," on which
- @

o

the Hurts pass on Ms! Bluechip's message to every one in the Kingdom of

the Hearts.

o -

Thgn there is graduation weékend, with the Ro&al Reading Feelings
Games aﬁq ﬁhe Crystal Ball,; where the Queen giyes out the Glass.Heart
Awards to the Hear; Start Students who have learnea best how to express
‘themselves in different,ways. . | |

Now ;hétschool has become so famous that the Barbérian;Broadcasting
Company has sent ;heir best director, Ms. Tﬁistle E. Thorn, with;a crew,
to film a telévision special on the Heart_StartlSchool. The great
excitemen& about that is dampened by Thistle E.'s very prickly manner.
She pushes the Little Feelings out of the way.t"It's big news we're
after!') and miscasts the Big Feelings, until everyone is angry wigh'her.
In line with the policy of the school, they call a Heart—to—Hea;: Talk-
with her to let her kanow how they feel about what is happening. To show
her that they know best what they can do, they put on a show for her, in
which they confront her with herself as they see her. This affects
Thistiﬁ £., who breaks down and tells them her real name is ﬁarshﬁ Mellow
and_tﬁat she is. really a softie inside. They like her much better then,
and all cooperate to put on a terrific television >speciai;.

At the end of the school year, the Heart Starters have a hello and -

. goodbyé party: goodbye because they're leaving each other, hello

N

.beqausé they're going to do new things and meet new people. Jéck sings

a sohg at the party, which ends with

So follow your own path,

and follow it true.

-You'll find something super;
that someone is you.
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TEACHER TRAINING SESSION
AGENDA

December.16; 1976 q

9 a.m. — 4 a.m.

Introduction. Participants introduce themselves. : //,,///(

Program Rationale. Developer (Betty Berzon) introduces.concepts, partidipants
role play program activities related to concepts. Developer explains and
illustrates goals by referring to the Teacher's Manual.

Program Development History. Developer explains.

Program Organization and Materials. Devéloper explains; participants refer
_to relevant sections of the Teacher's Manual and to materials.

Lesson l4. Participants form groups and role play ithe tape-led act1v1ty for
Lesson 14, Discussion follows:

Lunch.

Group Formation and Leadership. Developer explains; participants refer to
the Teacher's Manual.

Trouble Shooting. Participants refer to the Teacher's Manual; developer
answers questions about potential probiems.

r

Heart to Heart Talks. Developer explains and involves participants in role
playing a Heart to Heart talk. .

General Guidelines. Developer makes specific suggestions relating to program
implementation and answers questions posed by participants.

Training Session Evaluation. -Participants respond to evaluation’questionnaife.
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' HEARTSMART TRAINING IN RETROSPECT

Directions:

Foliow the individual directions given for each question. . Feel free to add
your own comments on the back.

1. Did the training provide you with a good understanding of the Heartsmant
~ - Profram?

Indicate whether the training you received on each of the following topics
was or was not sufficient. (ehsek one for each topic)

1

Topics insufficient sufficient
a. Goals and concepts of Heartsmart : 11
b. "Content and organization of the ’
program ' L 11
c. Procedure for conducting the lessons ' / : 11
d. Procedure for organizing small groups 10
and leading small group discussions 1
e. Procedure for Heart to Heart talks 2 -9
£. Anticipating and dealing with : 11
potential problems L
2. Are there any topiés or experiences that
should be added to the training program? _
(eirele one) , YES & NO 3
.If yes, please specify and explain :
see attached
3. Are there any t »lcs or experiences that - Tl
should .be "eliminated, frém’ thertraining
program? (circle one) , YES 1 NO 9
If yes, please gpecify and‘explain
4. Are there any topics or experiences that
should recéive more emphasis? ‘ :
‘(eirecle one) . YES 2 NO 7
If yes, please list {(the topics) using " TOPICS OR EXPERIENCES TO BE
the key letters from question #1. EMPHASIZED
. . b
2)

see attched:

237
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5. How well did the training pripare you to deal with specific problems?

Indicate how confident you feel in ‘your ability to handle the following

\«

problems should they arise. (eircle one each group) o : ‘
T problems L
not .. fairly
confident confident confident
. ™~ :
~a. students being noisy or disruptive 1 2 3612\ 4(1) é(g)
) b. unusual behavior(s) of students _ 1 2 3(2) \&(g) 5(5)
¢. lack of motivation of students . 1 2 - 3(2) 4(5)\5(4)
d., difficulty with tape because of 1 2 3(1) 4(5) 5(5)\.
readability level ' . : R
e. peer rejection or criticism 1 2 3(4)  4(6) s5(1)
smong students
f. potentially embarrassing gituations/ 1 2 3(2) 4(8) 5(1)
discussions (for Ss) ' : - Co
g. negative comments from parents 1 2 3(3)  4(4) 5(3)
h. \personal uneasiness, if any, with 1 2 32 44) 3¢5)

‘Heartsmart concepts (on your part)

6. Did you have enough opportunity to practice your roles in implementing the
Heartsmart Program? (eircle one) . YES 7 *NO 3

If no, please explain see attached

'7. How helpful did you find the different parts of the training?

not ‘ fairly . very
helpful helpful helpful

_____discussing backgrounﬁ and.developﬁent. 1 2 3y 42y 5(7)
_____listening to tape/completing game pages 1 2 3(1) 4(1) 509)
_____ﬁiscussing problem areas \ 1 2 3(3) 4(1) 5(7)
_____role-playing for Heart to Heart talks 1 2 3¢4) 4(1) 5(5)
_____;rolé—playing f&r pafental,concerns ' 1 2(2? 3(1) 4(3) 5(5)
_____teacher quiz | 12 3 4 5 a0
____ what if .. sequence . - 1 2 3. 4 5 iz
‘se
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8. How confident to yoﬁ‘feel about YOhr role for each of the following?
(eircle one) :

not h fairly 7 -
confident confident cdnfideng
story activities ' 1 "’ ;— 3@ay 4Qy5 éf
tape-led excercises o : ‘ 1 2 3 4 (3) 5 (8)
Heart to Heart talks , 1()2 3(2) 4 (2)5(6)
optional activities , . | s -1(1)2 3 (1)‘4 (2) 5 (7).

9. How much did your interest in Heartsmart increase or decrease as a result
of the training sessions? (cirecle one) '

1 2 (1) 3 (5) 4 (1) 54
decréased ' .remainéd increased
a great - ‘the same a great
deal ) _ ’ deal

10. What was most and least interesting and/or enjoyable to you about the Heart-
smart training session? ‘ . :

Most: see attached

Least: see. attached

- [

11. Was enough time devoted to answering your particular questions, Z.e.
addressing your particular concerns?

YES 11

NO (please explain)

see attached
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" 12, If it were optional, would ydu attend this type of training in the future?

‘YES 10
NO (please explain)

s

see attached

¢ k‘\\\ . .
\\
B} N
13, Any further comments? N
[N “\
On the Heartsmart programs: ' \
' 3\
i see attached \
E . D
. \
On the HeqrtsmarT training session: ) _ <\
- ' ' \

T .
J
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. B2
HEARTSMART TRAINING IN RETROSPECT '
SUMMARY OF COMMENTS

Are there any topics or experiences that should be added to the.
training program?

YES, but I would need more time to think about specifics.

.Maybe a time line — when to start and rough dates for lessonms. .

More activity type experiences rather than lecture on manual.

' Seeing.a film or slider of an actual lesson would have been

beneficial.

Film or filmstrip or tape of groups in action. Ongoing training
sessions after completing a portion or portions of the program.

Added meeting later to interact with these same workshop people
regarding experiences encountered. -

Are there any topics or experiences that should be eliminated from
the training program?

"Can a child deal with a aeart—to-heart talk that bares his failures

without offering a seolutioen?

Introduce each other. - Role:playing.

Are there any topics or experiences that should receive more emphasis?

1) Conceptual Framework, 2) Some background reading for teachers,
3) A training program for the admin. of the schools where used.

1) More positive experiences and awarenesses.

Did you have enough opportunity to practice your roles in implementing
the Heartsmart Program?

Needed more workshop type activities like the “TIV'" activity to -
practice teacher directed lessons.

More hands on activities.

Not possible to conduct an actual lesson.
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COMMENTS CONT. , ' ' : \ ' ‘

B . ° \\
10. What was most and least interesting and/or enjoyable to you about
- the Heartsmart training session?

Most: Knowing something about the theoretical base upon which this
program is built. \

Most: Discussion of actual course of study.

Most: Practdical: appllcation, sharing ideas, being aware of problems,
supportlve attitude present. '

Most: Hands on activities.

Most: -Participating in the activity

Most: The teacher discussions were most interesting Also,'hearing
precise information about program was indeed helpful.

Most: Going thru a lesson. Learning objectives.
Most: ‘Actual work with tape and materials.
Most: Activities where we were involved.
Most: Aetually using the materials and hearing the tapes.
Most: Role playing a taped lesson. v
Most: Theoretical background.
Least: "Quickie" walkthrough of teacher-guide.
" Least: Too much lecturé. A ' .
Least: When we had’ to listen to what we've already read in the book;

Least: The day was much too long for me. Two~thirty was a good
/ " time to stop.
Least: Role playing projected probiems.

ieast: Session dragged. More involvement needed. Could have been
done in less time.

Least: Length of time of the day (this may not be changeable but I
found the color of the walls in the room very distracting
and irritating to sit in for a long period of time).

Least: Specific situations/problems. H-H simulation.

12. If it were optional, would you attend this type of training in the
o future?

YES, but only if more concise.

YES, if I was involved in piloting a program or in the study like
this time. .

YES, assuming the program was effectiﬁe based on field test
. experiences and results.

y o
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COMMENTS CONT.

13. Any further commengs? .
On the Heartsmart program:

As the evaiuator, I'm still unclear as to the overriding goal of
the program.

Good idea but I seriously doubt very much 4f .our district would
ever put out the money to buy itl

Seems to be an area of need of our youtir— am anxious to begin,
glad_that resource people will be available £-: problems,
suggestions, etc. .

Looking forward to seeing if this program can make children
more aware of themselves & their emotions.

I'd like to meet again when the program is well underway. 1I'd
like to talk with the other teachers involved.

THe goals of program are important.
Booklet well-organized and clear.

. , I am anxious to get more involved with the program and its
activities. :

On the Heartsmart training session:

I think the presenter was very knowledgeable but seemed to cover
a lot too quickly.

N o Instead of just»lecture, perhaps a film, filmstrip and/or slides
N\ could be used to show examples of the group discussions, Heart-to-
heart talks, etc. Have another session for feedback and results.

Too long for what we did.

It was too long.

°

‘ Maybe two morning sessions instead of one day — teachers tend to
N "droop" in the afternoon.

-~

Enjoyable but long day. :

Good'— sharing session, cleared up many points— my questions were
.answered, got to know people related to program— stimulating.
Would find it most beneficial and interesting if we could all meet
again at the end of the program to discuss results.

I think it would be beneficial to you and ourselves to meet again
at the completion of the program.

Too long=— but sufficiently interesting to maintain my attention..

l. ' ‘. . ' B i .
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APPENDIX C -
EVALUATION MEASURES

a Teacher s Opinion Surveys and Records ~ Directions
? Teacher Data
Course Schedule
) Form 1 ~ Lessons ‘ : R
E) Form 2 - Heart to Heart Talks
f) \Form 3 - Program Units
g)\Form 4 - Total Course
\\ :
a) étqgent Attendance - Directions
b) Student Attendance - Record Sheet
t .
a) Sgudené Opinion Surveys - Directions
b) Survey A - Tape-led Lessons - ‘

" c¢) Sufvey .B - Heart to Heart Talks

d) Sutvey C - Groups

a) Observation forms and questions for Tape-Led Lessons

. b) Obsérvation questions for Heart to Heart Talks.

Student\Interv1ew form.

Teacher f'nterview form.
a) What Wohld You Do? Test
b) What- wOuld _You Do? - Scoring Key
c) What's Happening? Test
d)\What s Happening? - Scoring Key

a) My Class Inventory (3 scales) Measure
b) FIRO-BC (modified from published version) Measure

®

N
AN
[7ey



.« Cla
_Teacher's Opinion Surveys

and Records
- - bY

~

Teecher Data page. ' Please respond BEFORE reading the Teacher's Manual.

Course Schedule. "~ Please keep this record up-to-date. : %

There are 4 4iffereht‘survey forms, all designed to collect information s0
that the developers of this course will be able tg use.your exnerience and
Judgment in determining desirable revisions. oo

Please respond to the approprmate survey as soon as posstble after teachzng
a leggon or unit. -

c— & .

Form 1. There are 24 copies of this survey form,'one to be completed after
' each lesson.

Form 2. There are 6 copies of this survey form, one to be completed after
each heart-to-heart talk,

Form 3. There are 3 copies of this survey form, one to be ccﬁpletea after
each unit.

Form 4. There is 1 copy of this survey form, to be completed at the end of
~ the course.’ . o ‘

* 7f you choose a starred (*) fesponse to any question, please explaih.'




Cib

’_/L ‘ >\a .
ﬂf) . , Teacher Data =

o~
3

Please regspond to thig questionnaire before you study the course materials.

. A, In this ‘school: ////-\\\ '
1. I teach grades . \
1

2, The average nupbﬁr of‘stgdents ner class that I teach.ds .

3. The main squeét I teach.is

4. Other subjects I teach are

B. Background:

5. "My major(s) in college {other than education)

B

6. I have taught for years.

X

7. I ‘have taught grades

.

‘8. Mest of my experience has been with " éradé(s@z in the subject

. aréas

C;' Genéﬁal:v N )

- .

g

9. I wish I could educate children (so they could ....)

-

b. _ o

C.




Lo
i Course - Schedule Clc

e

As soon as possible after each lesson, please cbmplete this log.

Dateb Optional Activi:ty (Give| Date optional Time taken
number (s) of activity activity taught,
used, or write '"none" if different

or "my own") 3 from lessqn date

Lesson
' for optional
activity

T

v | ~Njo|u | Ww |+

P
o

| and
-

ju—
[ 38
“~

[
w

[
g

'—l
w

s
\\

[
o

[y
~J

=
0o

ju—
0

o
o

N
[

22,

24 .

- 25

26x

27 =

28 - | S

29

30




Lesson #

Teacher 's Opinion Survey Form #1 ~~ Lessons
Circle the cppropriate rwmber or response(s) and comment where necessasy.

1. How difficult were the materials to distribure and collect? (Cirnle c.ue.)

1 2 3 .- 4
very difficult easy very
difficult ' easy

2, How vwould you rat: the taped story for this lesson with respect to the
following? (Cirele one for each quali ty )

QQalities Very poor Poor So~So Good Very Good/
a. volume (loudness) - 1 2 3 4 5
b. pace/speed ' 1 2 3. 4 5
C. fEOnceptual clarity 1 < 2 3 4 5
d. appeal of characters 1 2 3 4 5
e. appeal of plot/storyline 1 2 3 4 5
f. overall quality 1 <2 3 4 5

f 3. How would you evaluate the direcrlons given for the taped game? i
' (Circle one. ) _ j

1 - _ 2 3 4
_— ;
\ very confusing clear very. \
" iconfusing _ - clear

4, How important are the concepts of today's lesson for your students?
(Circle one.)

1 2 : 3 - 4 ' 5

i ’ ’r‘

\not . a little fairly very . -~ extremely
‘impOrtant ——important important important important

|\ N

\

5. &as todayis taped game relevant to the lesson's objectives? (Circle oxe.)

'
v

Yes No

e




.Did you use an optional actlvity ac given in the teacher s manual?

(Cirele one.)
Yes - -. No
IF YES, ANSWER QUESTIONS 6a. AND 6b. IF Eg, GO ON TO QUESTION 7..

2. Why did you choose to use it? (Circle all that apply.)

T liked I thought It reinforced o It reinforced .*%0ther

it. Ss would lesson objectives. course

like it. T objectives.

*Please explain

b. Was it easy to teach? (Cirele one.)

Yes *No

*Please explain

ANSWER THIS QUESTION ONLY IF YOU ANSWERED '"NO" FOR QUESTION 6.

Why did you choose not to use an optional activity? (Cirecle.all that
apply.)

No time Unappealing Did not *Made up *Other

available to me and/or reinforce my own
to students =~ objectives

*Please explain

If dnything out of the\?rdinary (good or bad) happened during today's
lesson, please describe. Also, feel free to make any auggestions for
improvement, or comments\relevant to today's lesson.



Lesson #

Time taken

Teacher's Opinion Survey Form #2 —— Heart-to-Heart Talks

Circle the appropriate number or response and comment where necessary.

1.

4a.

How easy was it for you to present the '"'main points" and "questions'" for
today's lesson? (Cirecle one.)

*difficult '*fairly - fairly easy
difficuls easy

*Please explain

How did'you feel about the concepts of the Heért—to—HearttTalk?
{(Cirele one.) :

Unenthusiastic t. Enthusiastic

' How much feedback did you offer students? (Circle one.)

very little a lictle some quite a lot

Approximatély what percent of the class responded to-your questions?
(Circle one.)

0-20% 21-41%  41-60% 61-80% 81-1007%

f.

To what do you ‘attribute this amount of response?

In general, how ‘(with what attitﬁde) did your students offer responses?
(Circle one.)

reluctantly ifairly eagerly *other
‘'willingly -

*Please explain .

How well did the students attend to each other's comments? (Circle one.)

poorly . not very well very *other
well . well

*Please explain

wilt



7. Was there much negative peer reaction (e.g. teasing, taunting, laughing
inappropriately)? (Cirele one.) '

*Yes No

#Please explain

8. What was your overall opinion of today's Heart-to-Heart Talk?
- (Cirecle one.)

*Not worthwhile ‘fairly worthwhile very worthwhile

*Please explain \

|

9. Please describe anything out of the ordinary that happexed during today's
lesson, and/or to make additional comments or suggestions.

\
\




Circle the appropriate response(s) and/or comment. \

la.

2a.

Cc1f
Unit

Teacher's Opinion Survey Form #3 —- Units

v

A

Excluding the Heart-to-Heart Talks, the 2 best story installments were

(in order £ preference):
(1) Lesson # (2) Lesson # =
I selected the installment ranked first because: (Cirele all that
apply.) '
it was the content the.story/ S's reactions *other
clear and seemed relevant/ plot was were positive
easy to important enjoyable
und erstand
*Please explain
Excluding the Heart-to-Heart Talks, the 2 worst story instdllments (note
the worst first) were: /
(1) Lesson # . (2) Lesson # _ ;
I selected the 1nstallment ranked worst because: (Circle all that
-apply.) /
it was the content - the story/ S's‘reactions *other
difficult seemed plot was were negative
to understand irrelevant not enjoyable
*Please explain
The tape-led game I liked best related to gamepage # ' following
Lesson i _ because it: (Circle all that apply.)
appealed was well reinforced required Ss *other
to the ' timed course to apply
Ss objectives desirable

skills

*Please explain
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5a.

The tapé—led game I liked least related to gamepage # following

Lesson # because it: (Circle all that apply.)
did not was badly did not required skills *other
appeel to timed reinforce Ss do not have
Ss course "
objectives - ' o <

*Please'explain

The most successful optional activity that I taught was: (Fill in and
eirecle one.)

# following Lesson f

my own following Lesson #

It was successful Hecause: (Circle all that aﬁply.)

" it motivated it' clarified it was the it was Rother
Ss well concepts most creative easy te
teach

*Please explain

Please comment on any part of this unit in any way|you'wish. You may want
to consider: timing, administration, student materials,'teapher‘s manual,
etc. '

/)




[ clg
\ : .
Teacher's Opinion Survey Form #4 -- Total Course ;
‘ ,/
1. Circle one number for each component for each dimension. /

a. Enjoyment of the students a
very  a quite great
little 1little some a lot deal

.story installments ‘ 1 2 3 4 5
. tape-led games 1. 2 3 4 5
.Heart-to-Heart Talks 1 2 3 4 5
.Optional activities 1 2 3 4 5
b. Ease of administration
very . \‘ very .
difficult ® difficult easy easy
.story installments 1 : 2 3 4
.tape-led games 1 2 3 4
.Heart-to~-Heart Talks- 1 2 .3 4
.Optional activities 1 2 3 4
c. Relevance to course objectives :
a
very i ‘ quite great
‘ little 1little some a lot deal
» . ” --/. - - ¢ : ’
.story installments 1 2 3 4 5
.tape-led games 1 2 3 4 5
.Reart-to-Heart Talks . 1 2 3 . 4' 5
.OptiOnal activities 1 gt 3 4 5

2, Comment briefly for each question.
a. How important are the course goals (see pages 1-2 in the teacher's N

marnual) to elementary education?
\

\\
b. How important are the course goals to persgpal development?

| - T




. Clg
In general, how well did the course achieve its goals?

In what ways, if any, do you think the course produced changes in
out-of-school behavior’ 1 :

Describe any examples you know'of students using Heartsmart Program-
related ideas, vocabulary or activities on their own:

Describe anything unexpected that has happened with any of your
students recently that you think might be related to the Heartsmart
Program:

Wnite in the information requested and/or circle the appropria%e response.

'used with grade(s) (indicate grade(s))

If this course were to be commercially published I would hope that
it be: (Cirele one) k

used ounly with 4th gradefs

used only wi £h ‘those Ss who (please descrtbe)

v

_reaction woulid-be -

If I were  asked to teach this couree again,- my—strongth negative

If I were asked to teach this course again, my strongest negative
reaction would be ‘




Clg

d. I would/would not (Circle one) recommend this course to my -colleagues
because’

4. Circle the appropriate response and comment where necessary.

a, How difficult were .the materials to:.

very ' , very

difficult difficult easy easy

prepare : o1 2 .3 4

_collect/put éway 1 2 o j 3 4
store ' ‘ 1 2. 3 4

b. In comparison to other courses, does "Heartsmart' require more teacher
preparation time? Please do not consider field test record keeping,
etc., as preparation. (Circle one)

*Yes No

*Please explain

¢, Did you encounter many procedural difficulties with "Heartsmart"
(e.g. group formation, seating arrangements)? (Ci:zle onel

*Yes'_ No

*Please explain
5. Circle the appropriate response and/or comment.

a. How well did the teacheﬁfs manual instruct or guide you in administer-
ing the course and materials? (Circle one) A

*not very adequately well very
well ' well

e

*Please explain ,ﬂ_,_-————~—'”'ﬂ'———~—.

e

———

b. Was the teacher's manual organized in such a way asﬂto facilitate
your understanding and implementation of the course? (Circle one)

- ‘ - Yes *No

*Please explain -




Clg

c. 1If given ditto masters for "Heartsmart' student materials, would you be
willing and/or able to reproduce them for distribution to your - 1
students? (Circle one.) ' ‘

Yes No

6. What T liked best about this course was ﬁi

7. What T didn't like about this coursé was

Z?Ei}’ : . | \




" C2a
Student Attendance:
1

‘ {
1. List students' names. ‘ /
2. At the ead of each Lesson:
.
¢ Chack (¢6 the 5 students who responded to an opinion survey.
» Note "A" in the appropriate Lesson column for each student absent.
3. - Before the next Lesson: / . ;
If students have made up the work for the previcus.Lesson,'(e.g. by
- listening to the tape and using the student materials by themselves -
in "free" time) circle the A previously noted. '
;
/
’m “
< :\
N




STUDENT ATTENDANCE

C2b

SCHOOL #
NAME ' LESSONS
|
L
\\.
/
.
i
‘/
258
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. Student Opinion Surveys

The student opinion surveys are intended to measure student reaction to the’
Heartsmart lessons.

b 0 -
-

Survey - A relates only to the tape-led lessons and isvtp be administered after
the completion of the taped game. ' '

. Survey B relates only to the Heart-to-Heart talks and is to be administered at
the. end of the discussion period.

~Data from both surveys will be used to make changes in the Heartsmart mérerials.

Not all students will be asked to fill out fbrms after each lesson. Instruc-
tzons for selecting students to fill out the survey forms are given below.

-

Directions for Administering Surveys : ot

-~ @
~

1. Divide the class into groups of five, tekingathe first five students on

the class register as Group 1, the next five students a3 Growp 2, and so
or. . —

2. Immediately after Lesson 1, give copies of Survey A to the students in

Group 1. Explain as follows: C .
The people who developed this program would like to know
what you think of it. Your opinion will help them to -
improve the program. Pleuse answer the questions honestly. S
THIS IS NOT A TE‘ST. C e J !

Look at the. ~urvey Make sure you understand the,questzons.

For the last question, you may wrzte anything that you want

to say. . o _ , ‘
Hotice that the first two questions are about the story.
-The last.three questions are aboutthe game (aétivity) -—

the things you did rtght after the story finished.

3. When the students have responded co’lect the surveys. Please fill in the
lesson number, the date, and your school code number. File these completed
surveys in’the back of this record hook.

4. Follow the same nrocedures for each: tape -led lesson, rotating the groupsi
-of students who respond to the su:ivey.
/.
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After a Heart-to-Heart talk, the procedure ic the same using Survey B.
Group 1 is asked to fill out Survey B after the first talk, Group 2
after the second talk, etc,.

After the last Heart- to—Heart talk ~-~ Lesson 29 ask all the students to
respond to Survey B.

Some copies of both surveys are included in this record book. Additional
copies will be delivered to you by the RBS observer.

VoA

2€1
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i . '

STUDENT OPINION SURVEY A Lesson #
TAPE-LED LESSONS

Pate: ' = , ‘ . Code:

1. How much did you like the story today? CHE:éK ONE

'D‘A lot Some , [:]-A 1i\tt;le7" o D Not at all

2. ‘When you were listenlng to the story, what was your strongest feeling?
CHEOK ONE OR wrzte in the space.

L O sappy ‘ [] sad [0 Mad  Other _

| WHEN THE STORY ENDED, THE TAPE TOLD YOU HOW TO USE THE GAMZ PAGE. THINK
1 ABOUT WHAT YOU DID TODAY.

‘3. How much did y'ou like the game ‘oday?/v" CHECK ONE

D A lot D Some D A little D Not at all

4. What did you think about the game? CHECY ONE
x j

J It was fu\n [ 1t was not fun
5. Was the game eisy or hard? CHECK ONE

O Itwas.easy\t [] 1t was hard

ot
1

6. Use this space to\write anything you want to say about the game today.

= e e e Em me e wm e o e me e wm em e e e em e wm vm em wm e e em e mm mm wm e wm wm wm =




Date: Code:

o~

C3c

STUDENT OPINION SURVEY B Lesson #
HEART TO HEART TALKS

How much did you 1like.the heart to heart talk? CHECK ONE

Oa lot O some Oa 1icele O ot at al1

How much did you say? CHECK ONE

[ A ot Oda 1itele [0 Nothing

Did you want to talk more? CHECK ONE
[ vo [ ves, a 1ittle O ves, a lot
How interesting were the things the class talked about? CHECK ONE

Very A little ‘ Not too ,__Not at all
E]inceresting E]interesting ‘ [] interesting E]interesting

What was the strongest feeling you had during the talk? CHECK ONE OR

write i the space.

E] I was happy | [] I was sad

E] I was mad E]I was shy

E]I felt like laughing [(J1 felt embarrassed
Other < \ *

Use this space to write anything you want to say about this heart to-

. heart ta.k.
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\
STUDEN™ OPINION SURVEY C Code €3d

‘ | {Groups)

. Fut a "v " in the Lox to uhow which o your ansver.

1. ¥ere you ever a leader? ?(Check one.)

yes no

— —

If you put a "v" in the (yes)rbox answer questions 2 and 3.
If you put a "Y' " in the (no) box answer gquestion 4.

2. How much did you like Heing'1eader? (Check one. )

not at all ~ _  some _alot

3. Which was more fun -~ being a leader or being a regular lodper?
(Cl.eck onc.) .
It was more fun being a leader.
1t was more fun being a regular looper.
4. Would you have liked to have been leader? (Check one. )

P

__yes . no
Everyone ansuer the rext four quéstions.
5. How much did you like working by yourself? (Check one.)
not at all _ some- _ alot |
6. How much did you like working in the "“looper group"? (Check éne.j
not at all __ some . _ a4 1ot
_ Answer questions 7 and 8 by _wmlt.ing in éoﬁr thoughts.

7. What was the thing ycu liked best about your looper group?

8. What was the thing you really disliked about your looper group?

264




)BSERVER

DATE

HEARTSMART OB

(Lesson)

DAY :

SCHOOL

LESSON #

PART |:

CLASSROOM DATA

NO. OF PUPILS

NO./TYPE VISITORS:

.‘ [:]Parenfs  v

TEACHER: [:]Regular

SERVATION

[:]School Staff_ [:]ther:

Substitute

ROOM ARRANGEMENT(e.g. seating pattern, direction P's face, T's desk,
v : doors, ‘special objects, etc.)

\

Note important changes
during lesson period:

ORx

b ¥



PART |1: LOG (Continued) Cha

SEGMENT e . ' OBSERVAT ION
Activities (Start ) - 4
:
&
i
ﬁeview (Start )

Wrap~up {(Start )

FINISH




SEGMENT

PART |1: OBSERVATION LOG

OBSERVATiON

Cha

o

Begin.(Start____ )

A

Waps v fro. (Start, )
j ;

i

1

b

¢

;

H

-

=

v rory (Start )
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

tJ

D.

TIH Tape-led Lessons
Obscrvation Questions

Were all materials prepared/set up/distributed for effective presentation
of the lesson? YES NO NA

Where directed (manual or tape) did the teacher give additional instructions
. the students in a timely and effective manner? YES NO NA

Did the teacher, on Her own iniative, give additional instructions to the
students in a tlmely and ‘effective manner7 YES NO ‘A

a. Did the teacher circulate among the students? o
b. Did the teacher provide reinforcement/encouragement? YES NO NA

-

bid the‘teacher use other materials/activities to supplement the lesson? YE

i

hld most students adequately demonstrate understaqung of the taped
d11ect10ns7 YES NO NA

“
~

Did most students appear to enjoy the lesson? YES NC NA



8. Did any student(s) act or speak to another student or students in a way
that was not directly called for by the lesspn,'but which could be
attributed to the lesson? (e.g. hostility, cmpathy) YES NO RA

S.  bid any student (not in interaction with othérs) exhibit strong feelings
(e.g. discomfort, delight) not directly called for, but which could be
attributed to the lesson? YES NO NA

10. Was your overall Teaction to the lesson favorable? YES NO NA

11. Were there any major problems with materials (including the tape)? TES NO NA

o

12. Did the teacher volunteer comments/anecdotes related to recent lessons
which werc not observed? YES NO NA

-

13. - Do vou have recommendations for revisions to this lesson? (Please justify’
where possible.) YES NO NA

) JR:nls
1-11-77
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"HEARTSMART" OBSERVATION QUESTIONS
(Heart-to-Heart Talk)

TEACHER BEHAVIOR

1. In 4ntroducing the lesson did the teacher mention the "rules for cond
discussion?"  YES NO COMMENT : ~

>

2. In introducing the Tesson did the teacher ta]k about the meaning and
importance of "good listening" during a H-H talk? YES NO COMMENT:

o

3. Did the teacher explain beforehand what students were supposed to do
during a H-H talk? YES NO COMMENT; '

4, D1d the teacher tell students beforehand about what feelings they
might have dur]ng a H- H talk? YES NO - COMMENT:

5. D1d the teacher attempt to integrate previous 1essons w1th this H- H
talk? YES NO COMMENT:

6. Did the teacher mention beforenand possible difficulties that stu-
dents might have in talking“about their feelings? YES NO COMMENT:

~

7. Did the teacher reinforce students' participation by repeating what
students said or by reflecting their feelings? YES NC COMMENT

[~

8. Did the teacher share his/hér own personal experience?' YES NO COMMENT:

9. Did the teacher make all the main points and ask ali the questions on
the "H-H Main Points and Questions Page?" YES . NO COMMENT:

- 10. Did the teacher ask students new and different questions not listed

on the "H-H Main Points and Questions Page?” YES MO  COMMENT:

STUDENT BEHAVIOR

1. Was verbal interaction among students during the H-H talk relevant to
the .questions posed by the teacher? YES NO COMMENT

s

2. Did thelstudents talk about their in-class peer relationships?
YES NO COMMENT:

2,70[' o



/]

9.

10.

11.

]

Did students talk about their peer re]at1onsh1ps (in-class or out- of- |
c]ass) in a variety of situations? =~ YES NO COMMENT: :

Did any students show affirmative/positive fee]1ngs toward other mem-
bers of the group? YES NO COMMENT

Lid any students show angry or strongly negative feelings toward ’
other members of the group? YES MO  COMMENT:

Did any students behave in ways which might suggest they were harmed -
by the H-H talk experience (e.g. crying, hitting, "escape")?
YES NO  COMMENT: :

Was there any evidence of overt (non-verbal) expr°ss1on of fee11ng
toward members of the group (e.g. facial expressions, gestur1nq,
phys1ca] contact)? YES NO  COMMENT:

+ D1d a majority of students participate (verbalize) during the H-H

talk? YES NO  COMMENT:

. . ]
Was most student tq]k directed toward the teacher? YES' NO COMMENT:

Was most student talk d1rected toward the group as a whole?
YES NO  COMMENT:

Was most student fa]k directed toward individual members of the
group? YES NO  COMMENT:

STUDENT QUTCOMES/CLASSROOM CL IMATE

1.

Did students appear to enjoy the H-H talk? YES = NO COMMENT :

Did students relate their own personal experiences to what they we-e
learning from the "Heartsmart" program? YES NO COMMENT:

Did the class seem tense or uncomfertable/during the H-H talk (e.q.
no smiling, no movement, long siiences, fidgeting in seats, aggressive

“behavior, crying, etc)? YES NO COMMENT:

/
s

) / , . .
" tlere there any interpersonal coaflicts (hetween students) which did

not get resolved by the end of the class period?  YES NO COMMENT:
S .

/
/ <71
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TIH STUDENT INTERVIEW

“1. Think about Jack and his adventures, and the things he learned.
What did you learn from "Heartsmart'? '

2. Do you tell your friends or parents or teachers your feelings more
often now than you did before '"Heartsmart'?

[:]YES (Go fo 2A)

{.No (Go to 3) . !

Tell me something about the feelings you show. What kinds of
feelings do you show or tell about now?

\

2A.

: “. . ’ . I . . i
| , o (Go'to 2B)

2B. Where do you show or tell your feelings now, “that is, in what
kinds of situations or places? . J

!

(Go to 20)

T

1 272




3.

../
. A
2C. Would you tell: me about one time or place “that you showed your
feelings? _ & '
YES (Record/;esponse) TN ' )

S

DNO (Co to 3) R S '

Are you telling or showing your feelings fewer times now than before
"Heartsmart' began?

—_]YES (Go to 3A) . o . -

.:lno (Go to 4) - e S e

3A. Tell me something about the feelings you don't show. Whég'kinds
of feelings don't you show now’ S 3 ,
N "
T (Go to 3B)

3B. Yhere don't you show your feelings, that is;in what kinds of
situafions o1 places do you not show your feelings?
\, . - -

/ \\

[N

(Go. to 36)
3¢. ‘Can you tell pe why?
Yes...
'
No (Go te_4.; o (Go tobd)
/ K

273 /.
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Do you think the children in your class have change( since "Heartsmart"

began?

.DYES (Go to 4A4)

'DNO (Go to 5)

-

4K, Tell me how they've changed.

(Go to 4B)

7

[:] Now (Go to 40)

[:] Before (Go to »g)

4B. Do you like the way the class is .now, or d1d
before "Heartsmart" began?

vou like i% better

'[:]YES (Rocord response)

3

.4C. Wouid you llke to give me an example to explain?

274 .
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5. When vou show your feelings now, does it usually help you?

[:]YES (Go to 5A)

[:]NO (Go to 5C)

i
5A. How does it help vou?

(Go to 5B)

5B. Would you tell me about a time when showing your feelings has

helped you?
N [::YES (Record response):

[ vo

(Go to 6)

5C. Would you tell me how showing your feelings has not helped vou?

~ Go te-6)




\
y
il
6. Would you like to say anything else about "Heartsmart," or do you
have any questions you would :1like to ask?
Record questions: ‘!\

\

\

A

/ : ‘\,\
!
\‘\
! \ ..
-~
i
V-
N
Record . s' statements: .
!
— i
|
L
| Terminate Intorview |
N ‘
;
5

- | : 276
ERIC |

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



School Cé

Code
TIH TEACHER INTERVIEW
‘A.  Reactions of others to Heartsmart.
1. Did you send the consent forms and information home with the children

OR did you hand these materials to the parents yourself?
sent home with children (go to la)
handed directly to parents (go to 1c)

la. Did any parents contact you before signing the consent form?

Yes What were their concerns? How did you address these
concerns? (go to 1b) '

[:j No (go to 1b)

1b. Did you contact any parents before ¢~ after they signed the form?

) “ 277




[:] Yes How many? What were your reasons for doing this?
What types of questions/concerns did they have?
How did you respond? (go to 2)

[:] No (go to 2}

1c  Were the consent forms and information handedkto the parents dé
a group (eg, after a PTO meeting) or individually? (go to 1J) .

1d What if any, questions or concerns did they have? How did you
respond? (go to 2) ‘

1

SR



o3
2. Did any parents refuse consent?

Yes How many? What were their reasons for refusing? (go to 3)

g

[:] No (go t6 3) .

3. Of the parents who gave their consent, did any later wish to withdraw
their chiid from the course?

) [:] Yes What were theirAreasons for wanting to withdraw the child.
" How did you react or respond? [id the parents change their minds
or was the child withdrawn? (go to 4)

273




[:] No (go.to 4)

4, . - .nvite parents to observe lessons?
i . Yes What kind of response did you get to. the invitation?
If any parents did observe, what was their reaction(s)?

(go to 5)

[:] No (go to 5)

Did y-w “"revart ‘back" (or are you planning to "report back") to parents
at thz end .. the course?

5 [:] Yes (r3k for i:.formal expjanation.) (go to 6) .

4
T




b.

]

7.

[:]vNo (go to 6)

Have you discusse! the program with the othe' teachers in your school?
(Ask for informai explanation.).

[:] Yes (go tc 7)

" ) [:] e (go to"7) : )

Cé

Dia you discuss the program with anyone else? (Aéz for informal exp]a?

nation. ) #

281



Cé

: [:]4Yes (go to 8)

[:] No (go to 8)

ks a

other teachers, friendé, or colleagues?

8. Did you show program materials to
Any of fhose used for the optional acti-

Yes Which materials?

yvities?
What were.their reactions? \

(ga to B-9) :

v




Co6

[:] No (go to B-#9)

B. Experiences with other Programs.

9. Have you used or heard about other programs that are similar in content
and/or objectives to Heartsmart?

[] Yes” wnat are they?
How have they’ compared to Heartsmart?

(Probe: In terms of,- appeal, style, target group, mater1a]s,
administration, effect1veness) (go to 10)

[:] No “ (go to 10)

283
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/

10. What future do you see for the Heartsmart materials?
(Your district...others?)
Probes: How should the program be used?
How should it be integrated into the existing curriculum?
Do you feel that the program is important enough to justify
taking away time from other subjects? (go to 11)

11. How: effective or ineffective did you Tind the format of the Heartsmart
. program? (i.e. tapes, storybook pages to color, group folders etc.)
How pleased were you with the format? (go to 11a)



e . : cé

.
’
-
N

11a. Was the organization and content of the Teachers Manual to your
1iking?

[:] Yes What did you Tike best about the manual? (go to 11b)

3 B NG

- N

[:] No Please describe any changes that would make the organi-
zation or content of the manual more to your 1iking.
(go to 11b) - : : :

i

11b. Which parts of the program (With respect to format) seemed
important, and which seemed superfluous (go to 11a)



Co
, s
~ 11c. Do you have any suggestions for ways the program could be pack-

aged so it would be less bulky or eacier to administer or less
expensive? .

Yes (go to 12)

12a. Has anything in your exper1ehce tra1n1ng:or out-of-school acti-
vities facilitated your teaching.of thn qourse?

- [:] Yes (Please explain) - o

/

’



Cé

: 12b. Has anyth1ng in the schoo1 ——-the general atmoéphere, other
~ . courses, the school philosophy ——-fac111tated your teaching of

the course?. . _ : ,

[ ] ves. i o S . /
R ST . - - ‘

i . . ‘ o o
] .
~ L
) f -

«

1
<
. B
D NO ’ ’
. -
' [
1 s . ‘ 1 -
]
'
s
\
. R ”
v \
: . .
i -
-
N .

d N .
Yo , ‘

O
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12¢c. Has "Heartsmart" had any effect on you? (Have your behaviors,
.- teaching style or dttitudes to yourself, to students or to other

adu]ts changed?).

<
. .Yes . i
- T
‘ N ) ‘ \‘|z e ,!
. i °
I . - -
/ T | ’
iz A . KN i
% ' i , &
R R
- ) -
. / / c
C. Student React1ons -
I i 13. How do you th1nk,y0ur students fe]t about the. program? . (Probes: Bid -
: , they Yook forward to it? Did they talk about it to you? With dne -
o '; ,another?) ({(go to 14) ) . o : B
} i ey o -
\{ . . '/_' []
' \,5 X #
. \ ) Ve
S~ -
__—.,,',, :/
<88 )
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14. Did the students behave differently as a result of the Heartsmart
materials? v

[:] Yes (go to 15)

‘—j -
. L] No (go to 15)

15. Are there certain student$ in your c]ass who seemed to benef1t a lot
' from the program7 4 “

“ _-] Yes Why did the prograﬁ"seem to work so well with these
children? (go to 16) )

“
—<»
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17.

16.

Were there any children in your class who you feel should not have
participated5in the progrem? '

Yes (go tn 17)

»

[:] No (go to 17)

From youf experiences, what were some of the benefits,if any,that
accrued from the Heartsmart program? (go to 18)

230
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18.

Cé

What if any were some of the disadvéntages (discomforts) that resulted

~ from the Heartsmart instruction? (go to 18a)

18a. Was there much negative peer reaction between students?
Yes Could you have used more advice? (go to D-19)

[:] No (go to D-19)

291
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cé6

ES

"Use of Heartsmart Concepts

19. Did you have any opportunitites to use Heartsmart-related )

vocabtlary, or activities with your class’ dur1ng other cias (S
act1v1t1es?

[:] Yes Explain/Describe (go to 20)

*20. Refer to the teacher's log that Tists the optional activities com~
pleted. Ask teacher to expand the exp]anat1on of any he/she deve]oped

)



20a. How helpful and necessary did you find the optional activities?
When, in your opinion, are they most helpful_(best used)?

a

21. Did you choose to make any changes in your schedule, in the way you
administered the program, or in the amount of time you spent on
program materials?

Yes Please describe/explain. (go to 23)

[Z],No (go to F-24)

F.  Summary

%22 - Refer to the teacher's Unit Opinion Surveys and ask him/her to discuss
~or expand his/her responses. (go to 23) S

293
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9

*23. Invite teacher to ask you any questions, and/or to sumnariie his/her.
overall reactions to the program and field test experience.

294 . - B
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Code

WHAT WOULD YOU DO?

L

This is not a test. We would like to know what you would do in each of these
situations. Think about the situation and then choose the answer that you
think tells what you would do. Put a check () next to your choice.

1.

5

- Everyone tells Mart.n how wonderful he was in the school play. He feels

embarrassed by what they say. If you were Martin, what would you do?
_ (a) say you're embarrassed, but thank them for the compliments.
__¢{b) Try to change the subject.

(ng Say, "I wasn't really so good."

!

Ellen visits her friend Jane, but Jane doesn't waﬁt fo play. This hurts
Ellen's feelings. If vou were £l1len, what would you dg?

_ (a) Think that Jane is angry with you for something, and then walk away .
(b) Tell her that your feelings are hurt, and then ask her to explain
- why she doesn't want to play.

___{c) Tell Jane you'll see her some other time, and walk away .

K

. Dorothy and Bennie are b]éying ball when Dorothy's 1ittle sister starts
bothering them and getting in the way of their game. If you were Dorothy,

what would you dc?

(a) Tell your parents that your Tittle sister is being a pest and to
_—' make her go away.

__ (bj Tell your little sister to go somewhere else to play.

__(c) Ten your“1ittJe-sister that you feel angry at her, and ask her to
find something else to do. -

Five boys and girls in your class start a secret club. You want to'be in
the club,.but the other kids haven't askéd you. What would you do?

__{a) Tell the kids that you feel left out, and that you would. 1ike to- be

in'their club. ‘
(b) Think that the other kids don't Tike you and feel angry at them.

(c) Tell your teacher that the other kids are starting a seéret club
and to make them let you join. - " : ‘

I3

295



You feel very sad because your parakeet diedT What wpe1d you*éo?

. ___(C) Ask his mother to let you play in the treehouse.

TR
v

__ (a) Ask your parents to.get‘a new parakeet.

__(b) Think that it was only a bird and not very impoxtant.
__(c) Be sad and even cry if you feel like it.

You want to watch your favorite show on TV but your older sister .~nts-to
watch another show. She pushes you away and puts her show on Wnat would
you do?

__(a) Get your mother or father to make your >1ster change the channe1

__(b) Tell your sister you really want to see your ‘show a lot and ask her
to let you watch it. :

_(c) Push your sister back and sw1tch on your show. -

Your cousin won't let you p1ay'in his new treehouse. What would you do?

(a8) Ask him why he won't let you play in the treehouse, and teil him
how you feel about it.

__{E) Go into the treehouse when he's not there:

Donald getS'med when "he eees hisA1itt1e brother's toys all over his half
of the bedroom. .If you were Donald, whe* would you do?

__(a) Beat up your brother, and make »im move his toys.

___(b) Tell your brother you don't 11ke the toys. on your side and ask him
to move them -

(c) Put your brother s toys, and some of yours, d]] on his side to teach
him a lesson. . P

Last week Amy and Nora had a fight. Nora went home from Amy's crying,
even though she thought she was right. Now Amy asks Nora to come over to
play. If you were Nora, what would you do?

___( a) Tell Amy how you felt" about *ae f1ght, and why you felt that way.
. (b) Say, "I'm sorry, but’ I can't play with you today."
___ () Go over to Amy's and pretend ‘there was no fiaht.

230
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10.

11.

12.

]

s

It was Va]ent1nes Day Sarah sent Judy a va]ent1ne but Judy didn't send '
one to Sarah.. Sarah's fee11ngs are hurt. If you were Sarah, what would
you do? . ,

__(a) Ignore Judy for awhile, even though you. st111 want to be her friend.

__(h) Ask Judy why she didn't send yoil a valentine, and expi.in that your
- feelings were hurt.

—( ) Think that Judy doesn't 11ke you any more. s

Takeo doesn't. feel like 901ng to fub Scouts because he wants to be alone.

His mother asked him why he jsn't go1ng 17 you were Takeo what wou]d
you do? ‘ _

__(a) Tell her you think you're qett1ng sick*and want to stay home
__ (b b) Tell her you feel Tike being a10ne ‘today. o
_ (c) Say that you ‘ve changed your mind and will go_to Cub Scouts.

John and Tim are p1ck1ng‘on ‘Bob every day at schoo] and teasing h1m a lot.
If you were Bob what would you do?

___( a) Tell them that.the1r teasing upsets you. '
__ (b} Ignore them and walk away.
— () Ask the teacher to talk to John and Tim.

Matthew is sick and his father is taking him to the doctor. Matthew is
scared that he's going to have a shot. If you were Matthew what would
you do? \

__ (a) Act brave “and not Tet anyone know you're afra1d
-+ (b) Tell your father you don't.need a shot. _
__ () Tell your father and *he doctor that you‘re scared ot having a shog.



16.

17.

1

.- At her birthday party Humi ko doesn t like-it because everyone is playing

with the new toys and not paying attent1on to her. If you were Humiko,
what would you do? '

__(a) Tell them you Want'them to play more with you.

__ (b) Start acting mean to the kids.
__(c) Ask her mother- to pUt the toys in another room.

Fred did very well when he was read1ng out Toud in his .group. Everyone .
enjoyed his read1ng and he felt g]ad If you were Fred what would you do?

__(a) Feel qlad inside, and-keep your feelings to yourse]f.
—_ (b)~Tell them it's easy to.read well.

__ (©) Let them know you feel glad.

A1l of Billy's friends were going to the movies on Séturday, but® they
didn't invite him to come along. Billy's feelings are hurt. If you were
Billy, what would you do? :

__(a) Stay home and do something else, and try to forget about it.
__ (b) Tell them how you feel, and ask them if you can go, too.
___(c) Show up at the movies at the same time they do.

Jane has been wa1t1ng her turn to get a drink of water and a boy in her

“class cuts in line in front of her. If you were Jane, what would you do? .

__ (a) Push him out of the way.

—_(h) Tell him you don't 1like what he's do1ng, and, ask him to wait his
turn.

(c) Ignore him, because your turn wil? come prétty qu1ck1y anyway.

-\

. - i
Richard, who is new in the schoo] ‘doesn't have any friends. Everyone

. ignores him. If you were Richard what would you do?

__(a) Ask someone you 1ike to play with you.

__(b) Play by vourself.
. (c) Try to take charge.
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Code

< ° NHAT NOULD YOu DO?

This is not a test. we would- Tike to know what you would do in each of these -
situations. Think about the situation and then ‘choose*the answer that.you
i th1nk tells what you would do. sPut a check (v) next to your choice.-

LS

1. Everyone te]]s Mavtin how wonderful he was“in the school play. He:feels
embarrassed by what "they say. If you were Martin, what would you do?

- (a) Say ydou're embarrassed, but thank them for the comp]inents.
__(b) Try to change the subject. ,
_(c) Say, "I wasn't really so good."

2. Ellen‘visits her friend Jane, but Jane doesn't want to p]ay This hurts
Ellen's feelings.  If you were Ellen, what would you do? N

\a) Think that Jane is angry with you for something, and then wa]k’away.

(b) Tell her that your feelings are hurt, and then ask’ her to exp1a1n
why she doesn't want to play. o

e

(<) Te]] Jane you'll see her some other time, and walk away.

. 3. Dorothy and Bonnie are p]ay1ng ball when Dorothy s 1ittle sister starts

bothering them and gett1ng in the way of their game. If you were Dorothy,
what would you do?

(a) Tell your parents that your 11tt1e sister is’being a pest and -to
'—‘ make her go away. _— e .

__(b) Tell your little sister to go somewhere e]se to play.
{
{c

) Te]] your Tittle swster that you fee] angry at her, and ask her to
find something e]se to do.

7

" ~4. Five bays and girls in your class start a secref club. You want to be in
~+ the c]ub but .the other kids haven't ‘asked you. What would you do?"

. (a) Tell the kids that you feel Teft out, and that you would Tike to be
**- iR their club. )

. (b) Think, that the other kids don't Tike you and- feel angry at them.

___( ) Tell your teacher that the other kids are start1ng a secret club
and to make them let you jain. :
9




o

You feé]'very‘sad because your parakeet diec¢. What would you do?
__(a) Ask your parents to get. a new parakeet. '
__(b) Think that it was only a b1rd and not very lmporuant
__ (c) Be sad and even cry if you feel like it. i

e

You want to watch your favorite show on TV but your older sister wants to
watch another show. She pushes you away and puts her show on. What wou]d

~you do?

__(a) Get your mother or fathér to make your sister chang° the channei.

(b)) Tell your sister you really want to see your show a lot und ask her
' to let you watch it. :

¢

__ () Push your sister back and switch on your show.
. \\ ) R - ) - |
Your cousin wén t let you play in his new treehouse What ‘would ydu do?

() Ask h1m why he won't let you play in the treehouse, and te]] him
how you feel about it. '

__.(b) Go into the" treehogse when he's not there.
— (€) Ask his mother-to Tet you play in the treehouse.

. Donald gets mad when he sees hisy1ittle brother's tdys all over his half

"of the bedroom. If Yyou were Dona]d what wouid you do?

K

\

___(a) Beat up your brother, and make h1m move fiis toys: \

__(b) TelT your brother you don t Tike the toys .on your side and-ask him
to move them. _ \

(c) Put your brother's tqu, anc some of yours, a11 on h1s\§1de to teach
* him a lesson. . - : : N \

. .. R b 4\ )
Last week Amy and Nora had a f1ght Nora went ‘home from Amy s crylnq,
even though’ she thought she was right. Now Amy asks Nora to\come over to.
play. If you were Nora, what would you do? . . N

___\a Tef% Amy how 3 Vou-felt about the fight, and why you fe]t that way
—_(b) Say, "I'm sorry, but I can't ptay with you today." N

— (c) Go qver to Amy's ‘and pretend,there was no_f}ght.c

. 3
N . B - ) -



-~ 10.

It,waé Valentines Day Sarah sent Judy a valentine but Judy didn't send
one to Sarah. Sarah's feelings are hurt. If you were Sarah, what would
you do? : -

___ (a) Ignore Judy for awhile, even “though you still want to be. her friend.

__ (b) Ask Judy why she didn't send you a valentine, and explain that your -
feelings were hurt.

11.

12.

13,

_you do’ e \

_ () Think that Judy doesn t Tike you any more

Takeo doesn't feel Tike go1ng to Cub Scouts because. he wants to be alone.
His mother asked h1m why he isn' t going. If you were Takeo what would

+

___(a) Te]] her you th1nk you're getting: s1ck and want to stay home.
. (b) Tell her you feel Tike being alone today
__(c) say that you've changed your mind and w111 go to Cub Scouts

‘John and Tim are picking on Bob every day at schooY and teas1ng him a Tot.
If you were Bob what would you do? *\

__(a) Tell them that their teasing upscts you.
__(b) Ignore them and walk away.
«{ ) Ask the teacher to ta]k to John and Tim.

[

Matthew is sick and h1s father is taking him to the doctor. Matthew is
scared that he s going to have a shot. If you were Matthew, what would
you-do? _ : '
__(a ) Act brave and not let anyone know you're afraid.

i (b) Te]l your father you don't need a shot.

. (c) Te]] your father and the doctor that you're scared of hav1ng a ‘shot.

301



14. B¢ ner birthaay\party'Humiko doesn't like it because everyone is playing
wiin -the new toys and not paying attention to her. If you were Humiko,
what would-you do? .

__(a) Tell them you want them to play more with you.
___(b) Start acting}mean to the kids. _
- == ——{¢)~Ask -her-mother—to-put-the toys—in—another -room. e i
15, Fred did very well Qhen he was reading out Toud in his group. Everyone\
enjoyed his reading and he felt glad. If you were Fred, what would you do?
_ (a) Feel glad inside, and keep your feelings to yourself. ‘
__(b) Tell them it's easy to read well¥ :
— (9 Let them know you feel glad.

16. A1l of Billy's friends were going to the moviés on Saturday, but they
didn't invite him to come along. Billy's feelings are hurt. If you were
Billy, what would you do? ’ .

___(a) Stay home and do something else, and try to forget about it.
__(b) Tell them how you feel, and ask them if you can go, too.
___(c) Show up at the movies at the same time they do.

17. .Jane has been waiting her .turn to get a drink of water and a boy in her
class cuts in line in front of her. If you were Jane, what would you do?
__(a) Push him out of the way.

__(b) Tell him you don't like what he's doing, and ask him to wait his
turn. : _ a o
__(c) Ignore him, be¢dause your turn will come pretty quickly anyway.
18. Richard, who is pew: in the school, doesn't have any friends. Everyone

ignores him. If you were Richard what would you do?
__ (@) Ask someone you Tike to play with you.

__ (b) Plavy by vourself.
__(c) Try to take charge.
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Al¥*
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C4
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C3
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“Whet Wonld You Do?™ Scovng Key

Ab
B3*
c7

A2%
B7
Co

A7

B 3%

c7

Al%
B4
C4

Al
B2*
C5

1i.

12.

13.

14,

KEY

Desired Program-Related Responscs
1.

Expiression of  feelings
Asking others to express feelings, and stating own feel-

ings

Expressing feelings/desires and requesting action of

another to facilitate ‘desire.

A4
BL*
c4

Al
B4
C6

A4

ES

cl

A3%
B7

" C6

Unacceptable Program—Related Response

4,
5.
6.
7.

Hiding feelings

Guessing other's fcelings
Depending on authority/others
Taking physical action against ancther person or taking

action which negatively affects arothier person

Unrelated Program Responses

8.

Other (catch?all category)

* indicates "correct' response

15.
16.
17.

i8.

‘A4
- B8

cl

A4
B3

8

A7

- B3%
-C4

A3*
B4
ce

303




‘Clc

Code

W

WHAT'S HAPPENING?

This is not a test. There are eight (8) sets of cartoons. There ére questions
about eaEh set of cartoons. Try to answer the questions as well as you can.
Don't worry about'spelling. You may'Write one word answers if you 1ik¢.' Turn
the page only when you'are told that you may do so.
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Weuld you
| Tike some,

1. What feeling did the girl show in the three pictures?

2. Why did she do the things she did in the three pictures?

Ca
<o
Ch

'




ENNEEEn
T'm going to they | | 1

store. You look \-4-+
after your sister) [ T

B
11
Stay away from
the door. Get
back in the
kitchen and \_|
eat your supper!

i

It's real dark.

I hope mom gets

by » uill%‘ Dj

éL {
L]

Mean mad

(; monster..

‘\ .

¢

1. In picture #2, Tony is showing a feeling, What feeling is he_showing?

2. Tony's sister thinks he is angry. What should she do to find out if she

is right?

3. Why do you thfnk Tony is acting the way he is in picture #4?

4. How do yol think Tony really feels about being in charge when his mother's
not in the house?

N D
<
(o]




>
GRANDMA VISITS THE:BROWN FAMILY

#1

cake for you.

How to you think grandma feels.about the Brown family in the first three
pictures? : . o

Tell one thing grandma did to show her feelings.

. Do you think fhat Joe wanted to kiss grandma?
CIRCLE ONE: YES NO I DON'T KNOW

. Why or why not?

If grandma wants an answer to the question she's thinking in picture #4,
what should she do? i :
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#1 #2
50\ O R o) I's
@- 3 ) Yes, we want
i someone else,
i Let's vote.
© N o - e
I'm not. Tist T ’\ 903
Tim's no © & 1sten, Wy
1mds " g 1ike being @
D' gootaa; n captain, '
Cap . r but -lf you .. . ‘
TDD&] guys want ‘;AL Y
>
2

[

ey

<

1you be

Here, Kay, " 8

[f,

o Q

captain.‘ e

Good luck.
00

|7

Thanks
Tim. ¢
Come on,
let's
lay.
)

What happened to make the téém take a vote?

What was Sally feeling when she said "Only one for me?"

Draw a circle around the words Tim s

captain of the team.

4
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I think I know why {
you didn't get an Y
invitation to Joe's).
party and I did.

Because Joe likes me
and doesn't ljke you.

et '/.\
i oA

is telling the truth?

CIRCLE ONE:

YES NO .

b. If you circled YES, explain how you could tell.

Just from looking at the-story pictures, is it possible to know if Ann

c. If you circled NO, exp]éin how you could find out the truth.

~

2. How c\an;\you tell how Mike feels in

you knowl

picture #4? Write as many answers as.

.\\

09



shopping
with her)

Can Jane
come

#2

LY . '
S'an Mary play?)
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N\

1.7 Write down-"aH the ways you can see that Pat showed her feeling.




T have so much homework )
I won't be able to play
baseba]]! -

1. What was the boy fee]ing in the story?

"~ 2. What ‘happened to make the boy feel that way?

1

3. Why did the bdy act the way he did in pi-ture #2?
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

e - . R ’ ;__.',.._...N

Al.
4“0 2.

b1,

R2..

B 3.

C 1.

€ 2.

D2,

&

¢ 3.

C 4.

D1.

E 2.

T 1.

F 2.

~Happiqcss/affccﬁioh/friendlinoss -

o She vanted to kiss Joe. " @ She wade a cake for them.
" e She said they: Jook ced well. @ She acked abouer their vacation.

\If student circles NO, he orx Chc Qhoald prlaln that’ Joe doe,u t

want to hurt grandma's -feelings.

_or all of tne following are approprlafo-

‘She is lonely/has . no one ‘to play with.

“‘\Idtxll‘plkxun"’ Scoring Key

She was happy./She was feeling fricendaly.

*
Angox B 4. Ye doesn’ I 11L( being in
charbo /Hle ‘is scared about

he should ask Teay what he .
being in charge. | -

s feeling.

tde LN

Tony Jj& scarved/worvied,

She lil:s them/fccls affectionate (and wants them to Jlike her).

Any one of tho 1o 1lewing: v

e She swiled at them.

»

a. ond b. are rvelated. "

fecl like kissing just now. - . )
Tf stndent circles YES:, he or 'she abonld explain that Joe doesn t

She should go back and ask them. . ) -
Sally said Tim was no”good D 3. ‘$t|dent Shpuld circle Tim's
Sally said they should vote. words . in_picture #2.

)
’

Sad/un”‘ r/diseppointed

. ]
a., b. and : arc rolated. - :
a. No. ) N
b. Student should not rcopond. , i

c. Acgk Joe why Mike was not invited.

Student may be scored on the number of valid responses made. Any

e He says, 'No onc likes me." o lle is crying. )
¢ lle is alone. ° . o His fzce is sad.
o lis body looks sad. -

She wanted someon¢ to play with.

LN




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

o : e
S AN ) _\
~ n T .
N \ . - ‘ . \\ ’
. N 1] R . d} . ,
Gl T situdenfs g boo seored o Ui runseer of valid respenson piid. o e
CAny orcall of the follaewing QU omoepriate: .
w Sha satd, "0 Jey' " "Wiidopee!". and "I made the team.
6 She. fs suilin: (shoes fcelingss with her foce).
m She dalicoes., . .
o Sha does a’'cartwlievl (shaus fcelings wi.th her body)
¢ She waves bexr hands, ’
o She krs&c" her faLh:". (shiares fool ings). *
N \& o A TENY
H 1. Mgry. ot ) '
- . a . ) o, . ) . . o
IH2. He had too much homc\-.*011;/c0u1dp't play baseball. o
3. He was angey/feeling mad/in a bad mood.
- ° . ~ .. . . -~
) N
= . -
1 Prograwm Objectives Related Items,
9 . ~
e Idantify (infer) f@o'lnug _:nd Al, B1l, B4, Cl, H1.
behaviors zpd infer feclings . '
- from behavior in others' -
"o Identifly ways in. vhich pdople ¢2, n3, E2, Gl.
may beliave when they have . ' "
certain feeélings. . .
° Ide-nLlfy czuse ang effect A2, B3, C3, Dl, FL, ¥2,
relation.hips between feelings 0 1ua "
. . H.—, L]Jo
and behavior. .
e Determinrc feelings in others B2, -C4, Ela, Elc. X
by askin; (not guessing). i
LY ' -
-~ o I -
)
“ ) - )
o
Ay Y
R : B - 31 4 by 3‘
~ L } . . a2
. . " o

&
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C8a
) CODE o '
Circle
Your
) - Answer
1. The children in this class enjoy their schoolwork. , Yes No
2. Children are often fighting with each other. Yes No
3. EMy best friends are in my class. . Yes No
. 4, Some of the.éhildren in our class are mean. Yes No
'~ 5. Most childr'en are pleased with the class. ' Yes No
6. Many.children in the class play together after
°, school. o : Yes No
.. 19 ) Y4 ‘ . ) .
7. Some children don't like the class. ’ " Yes No
. g , -
8. Many children in our class like to fight. Yes No
9. -In my class everybody is my friend. Yes No
"10. Most of the children in my class enjoy school. : Yes  No
.ll; Some children don't “ike other children. . ° - Yes No
12, In my class I like to work with others. . . Yes .No, -
" 13. Mos* children'say:the class is fun. - . . . Yeé" No
*14. Some children in my class are not my .friends. - Yes No

15, Children have secrets with other children in

/// the class., ‘ % o Yes = No

“16.° Some children don't like oﬁﬁér children. . Yes No

”i7. 7§Bme children are not happy iﬁ ;%ass; YesA No

, 18.:}A11 of the children know each other well. Yes No f
. s : )

'19. Children seem to like the class. ' ' Yes " No

20. Certain children'always want to have their own

- way. o . | ~Yes No
21. All children in my class are close friends. : " Yes No
22. Some of the children donft like the class. : Yes No
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Circle .

Your

Answer
23, Children in our class fight a lot. Yes No

24, All of the children in my class like one

another. ) : ' _ ~ Yes No
25. Certain children don't like what other children do. Yes No
. 26, The class is fun. . . N Yes No
27. Children in our class like each other as friendsf Yes No

o

‘in




- ST c8d
“CODET_ _

Please tell how you realiy feel or act.
~ There are no right or wrong answers.
Take as much time as you need to finish

Part I -- What to do:

Each time read the sentence. Read the groups of words under the sentence.
Choose the ONE word or group of words you want to put in the gap. '
Draw a line under the answer you chloose. )

ONLY DRAW A LINE UNDER ONE WORD OR GROUP. OF WORDS FOR EACH SENTENCE. -

1. I try to make children do what I want them to do.
most many some a few one or two no (none)\\

2. I try to be very friendly and to tell my secrets to children.
most many some a few one or two no (none)

3. I like children to invite me to take part in what they're doing.

B

most many some a few one or two no (none)

4. What I do depends a 18t on what ) .ghildren tell me.
most many . some a few one or two no (none)

5. I like® children to act as if they don't know me very well.
most many some a few one or two no (none)

6. I try to take charge of thingé when I am with children.

" most many some a few one or two no (none)
7. I act unfriendly with children.
most many some a few one or two no (none)
8. I like children to ask me to take part when they're talking

about something.

4

most ~ many somé a few one or two -no‘(nqne?'>
9. I let. - . children ;ake charge of things.
most many _so@e a few  one or two no (none)
1
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10. I like children to act friendly to me,

most many some a few one or two no (none)

11. I try to have

children do things the way I want them done.
most many some a few

one or two no (none)

12. I don't get very friendly with

children.
most many some a few one or two no (none)
13. I like children to choose me for a friend.
most many some- a few one or two no (none)
14, I take orders from children. .
) most many some a few one or two no (none)
15, I like children to act very friendly to me.
most many some a few one or two no (none)
16. I try to be friendly to ] children.
i most ~ many some a few one or two no (none) .
\;171- I like children to ask me to join in what they're doing.
| . , ‘ |
\ most many some a few one or two - no (none)
18.

|
\
‘1
|
119.

1

!
i
i
|
|

I follow what children are doing.

most . many some . a few one or two no (none) "
I like children to get to know me very well.

Nl

most . many some " a few one or two no (none)

I try to have close, warm friendships with children.
most ” many some a few one or two no (none)
I let children tell me what to do. |

most many

some a few one or two

no (none’

) 2
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22, I-1like children to act very friendly and tell me their seereté.

most many some a few one or two no (none)

Part II —- What to do:

Each time, read the sentence. Read the groups of words under ‘the sentence.
Choose' the ONE word or group of words you want to add to the sentence

Draw a line under the answer you choose.

ONLY DRAW A LINE UNDER ONE WORD OR GROUP OF WORDS FOR EACH SENTENCE.

§23. When other children are playing games, I like to join them

almost all a lot of sometimes once in almost never
the time the time a while never

24. I try to take charge of things when I'm with children

almost all a lot of . sometimes - once in almost never
the time the time ’ a while never

25. 1 try to have close, warm friendships with children

almost all a lot of sometimes once in almost never
the time the time a while never

t

26. I like other children to invite me to their houses when they are having
friends over :

almost all a lot of sometimes ~once in almost  never
the time the time : a while = never

v

27. What 1 debends a lot on what other children tell me

almost all a lot of . sometimes once in <«  &lmost never
the time the time a while never

28. ‘I iike children to act as if they don't know me very well

&

almost all a lot of - - sometimes once in almost never
the time pthe time a while never

' s

29.,‘When a group of chlldren gets together to do something, I like to join
in with them - '

N . never
almost all - a lot of sometimes * once in almost
the time the time a while never
30. I°try to make other children do what I want them to do
almost all a lot of sometimes once in almost ‘never

the time . the time o © a while = never
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31.

32.

33.

34

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

I try to have close friendships with children

almost all a lot of somet imes once in
the time the time a while
1 like to be invited to parties

almost all a lot of sometimes _ once in
the time the time ) a while
I take orders from other children _

almost all ‘ a'lot of sometimes once in
the time _the time a while

T like children to act very friendly'to me

a lot of
the time

once in
a while

almost all sometimes

the time

J

I try to take part in clubs and school-groups

sometimes

almost all a lot of once in
the time the time a while
I like to tell other children what to do

almost all a lot of sometimes once in
the time the time a while

I try to have friends that I. can be very friendly
secrets to '

once in
a while

a lbt of sometimes
" the time- ,

almost all
the time

"I like children to ask me to }oin in what they're
almost all a lot of sometimes once in
the time the time a w?ile
I let other children tell me what to do . _ .
almost all a lot of sometimes once in
the time the time a while

I like children to act not too friendly to me

almost all a lot of sometimes once in
the time the time. . - a while
4
\
L
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almost never
never
almost never
never
almost never
never
almost never
never
almost ncever
never
almost never
never

with and tell my -

' almost never

never -

dqing

almost never

never

almost
never

- never

almost never

never




41.

42.

43.

44 .

45.

46.

47.

48.

49,

50.

Itry to include other children in my plans

almost all a lot of sometimes _once in ~

airost never
the time . the time a while never
I try to be the boss when I am with other children
almost all a lot of sometimes once in almost ‘never
the time - the time a while never.

I try to get very friendly with other children and
secrets .

almost all a lot of sometimes once in
the time the time ' a while

I like children to invite me to things T .

almost all a lot of sometimes once in
the time , the time : a while

I follow what other children are doing

almost all a lot of sometimes once in
the time the time . a while

I 1like other children to get to-know me very well

almost all  a lot of sometimes once in
.the time the time : a while
When children are doing things together, I like to
-almost all a 16t of sometiﬁes once in

‘the time - the time a while

I try to have other children do things I want done

almost all " a lot of sometimes once in

_ the time - the time a while

When I'm going to do something I try to ask other
with me. . o

almost all a lot of sometimes once in
the time’ -the time . a while

I like other children to choose me for a friend

almost all a lot of = sometimes once in

the time . the time a a while

321

to teli them my

almost never
never

almost never
never -
almost never
never

almost never
never

join them .

almost never
never

almost never
never

children to do it

almost - never.

never

almost never

never :



51. I like to go to parties .

almost all a lot of sometimes once in almost never
the time - the time a while  never

52. I try to have other children do things the way I want them done

almost all a lot of sometimes or.ce in almost never
the time - the time a while never

53. I try to have other children around me .

almost all . a lot of sometimes once in almost never
‘the time the time - : ' a while never

54, I join clubs

almost all ~a lot of sometimes " once in . almost never
the time. the time . . . a while never

. v
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APPENDIX D
EVALUATION DATA °

1. Correlation between total ‘scores on Whaq's Happening? .
and What Would You Do? tests.

2. Intercorrelations among selected My Class Inventory Scales.

3. _Intercorrelations among FIRO-BC Scales. e -

; - '
/ .




Correlation Between.Total Scores on .
What's Happening? And What Would You Do? Tests

, What Would
You Do?
What's
Happening? o 34%
. .
P .01
r .




)

Intercorrelations Among Selected
- My Class,InventoryOScales1

-

D2

SCALE ‘Satisfaction Friction Cohesion
satisfaction ‘ . : -.48% L37%
Friction -.45% ~-.32%

- Cohesion .38% ~.45%
1Pre—Test correlations are below diagphal;
Post-Test correlations above diagonal.
Sample N=359
* . /
P € .001
e
'
L F
o9 d
F



D3
Intercorrelations Among FIROJBC Scales1
Expressed Wanted Expressed Wanted Expressed Wanted
SCALE Inclusion Inclusion’ Control  Control Affection Affection
'%xpressgd : : .
Inclusion ' .65% - .02 «27% L45% L42%
Wanted :
Inclusion | .58% .09 $27% L45% : . S4%
- Expressed : : ,
Control " .06 .08 .32% ~.25% ~.11
Wanted
Control . e 34% «31% .34% .16 _ .12
Expressed . . -
Affection .4 0% "« 39% ~.28% .07 , . 54%
- Wanted : .
Affection- . 26% L40% ~-.29% ~-.06 W57%

v
| - ,_ :

lPre—Test.corf'elations are below diagonal; Post-Test correldtions above diagonal
Sample N=359 ° - : '

a

* ‘ . I - (
P £ .001 - o ’ A ' :
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