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Abstract:

The major problem of this study was to determine if there were any significant differences in
achievement on the lowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) in the areas of reading skills, language skills,
work-study skills, or mathematics skills among seventh grade students who attended North Junior High
School in Great Falls, Montana. This school made a transition over a three-year period from a
departmentalized junior high school to a middle school. The secondary problem of this study was to
determine if there were significant differences in junior high and middle school students' attitudes
towards school as measured by the Minnesota School Attitude Survey (MSAS). The third problem of
this study was to determine if there were any differences in the teachers' and principal’s perceptions of
the openness or closedness of the school climate in junior high and middle school by comparing
responses on the Pupil Control Ideology (PCI) Form and the Rutgers Secondary School Climate
Inventory-Final Form (RSSCI-FF) administered in 1986 and 1990.

Twenty-two hypotheses were used to test the data for the first and secondary problems of this study.
Visual examination of means and posted scores on scattergrams were used to analyze the data for the
third problem.

Findings indicated that: there were few significant differences in student achievement or attitude;
non-program students experienced significant decreases in reading and language achievement when
interdisciplinary teaming was instituted without homebase (affective education); and teacher and
principal attitudes showed improvement in a middle school. The study further showed that although
full implementation of the middle school organizational pattern (treatment 4) did not negatively affect
students in any area, only the PACE students had significant gains in achievement with a fully
implemented middle school.

The major recommendations for further study include: conducting a study with a school utilizing block
scheduling; conducting a study to test the variable of a well-planned staff development program;
investigating the longitudinal effects of middle school treatments; and conducting a study to identify
reasons why teaming alone negatively affects non-program student achievement.
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ABSTRACT

The major problem of this study was to determine if there were any
significant differences in achievement on the lowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS)
inthe areas of reading skills, language skills, work-study skills, or mathematics
skills among seventh grade students who attended North Junior High School
in Great Falls, Montana. This school made a transition over a three-year period
from a departmentalized junior high school to a middle school. The secondary
problem of this study was to determine if there were significant differences in
junior high and middle school students’ attitudes towards school as measured
by the Minnesota School Attitude Survey (MSAS). The third problem of this
study was to determine if there were any differences in the teachers’ and
principal’s perceptions of the openness or closedness of the school climate in
junior high and middle schoo! by comparing responses on the Pupil Control
Ideology (PCl) Form and the Rutgers Secondary School Climate Inventory—
Final Form (RSSCI-FF) administered in 1986 and 1990.

Twenty-two hypotheses were used to test the data for the first and
secondary problems of this study. Visual examination of means and posted
scores on scattergrams were used to analyze the data for the third problem.

Findings indicated that: there were few significant differences in student
achievement or attitude; non-program students experienced significant
decreases in reading and language achievement when interdisciplinary teaming
was instituted without homebase (affective education); and teacher and principal
aftitudes showed improvement in a middle school. The study further showed
that although full implementation of the middle school organizational pattern
(treatment 4) did not negatively affect students in any area, only the PACE
students had significant gains in achievement with a fully implemented middle
school. - ’ o o ' S

- The major recommendations for further study include: conducting a study
with a school utilizing block scheduling; conducting a study to test the variable
of a well-planned staff development program; investigating the longitudinal
effects of middle school treatments; and conducting a study to identify reasons
why teaming alone negatively affects non-program student achievement.



CHAPTER 1
_ INTRODUCTION

Slnce‘ the latter part of the nlneteenth century, the dllemma of educatlng
pre- adolescents and early adolescents, typlcally the 11 to 14 year-old has
been a focus of educatlonal thought and research. As early as 1888 formal
conslderatlon was given to this age group Harvard Unlversrty Presndent
Charles Eliot questloned the practlce of revnewmg in the seventh and erghth
grades what was taught during the first six years of schoollng (Bnmm 1969)
Speaklng toa meetlng of the Department of Supenntendence of the Natlonal
Educatlon ASSOCIatIOI'l (NEA) in Washlngton D C., Eliot suggested that school
programs be shortened and enriched and proposed that the age of admls-
snon to college be lowered to 18. He also believed that college preparatory
subjects should be introduced into the schools at an earher grade level.
These proposals provuded the catalyst for a chaln of events that went beyond
the estabhshment of junior hlgh schools (Popper 1967 Vars & Lounsbury,
1967). |

Dunng the next three decades ‘a series of commlttees contlnued to
evaluate educatlonal practices in the Unlted States The first such group was

the Commlttee of Ten chaired by EllOt which submltted its flndlngs in 1893.
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The Committee stated that the main purpose of secondary education was to
prepare students for éollege and for life in general, and recommended a
downward extension to include the seventh and eighth grades into the
secondary school curriculum (Vars & Lounsbury, 1967). The Committee of
Fifteen, established by NEA's Department of Superintendence, supported the
findings of the Committee of Ten in a report in 1895.

Numerous additional committees (e.g., the Commission of Twenty-One,
the Committee on the Advisability of the Six-Six Plan, and the Committee on
the Cultural Element and the Economy of Time in Education) all suggested
that high school curriculum begin earlier. In 1918, the NEA Commission on
the Reorganization of Secondary Education issued the Cardinal Principles of
Secondary Education. This document suggested a series of general guide-
lines for education and strongly urged the organizational pattern of a six-six
arrangement, with the last six years split as a three-three apprdach. The
junior high school, the Commission suggested, should: (1) introduce depart-
mentalized instruction, (2) allow for elective course work, and (3) provide an
environment in which young adolescents could explore their interests and
abilities (Alexander & Others, 1968; Brimm, 1969: Vars & Lounsbury, 1967).

Other factors also contributed to the development of the junior high
school. New evidence relating the emotional and physical characteristics of
puberty supported a new type of school for these students.  Calvin Davis

(1924, p. 215) reported that children entered puberty "with all its concomitant
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effects upon the intellectual, emotional, and volitional nature of youth" two
years earlier than previously had been believed. More current research
suggested that the 12 to 15 year-old students; generally in grades seven
through nine, are the ones involved in the transition from childhood to
adolescence (E.L. Davis, 1970).

Researchers and. educational scholars have agreed that the initial
development of the junior high school was for the purpose of meeting the
needs of the students (Gruhn & Douglass, 1956). Lounsbury (1962, p. 45)
explained, "If the junior high school has any real justification as a separate
educational unit of a distinct level of education, today or any day, that
justification must grow out of the nature of the early adolescents.”

Another concern that drew attention to this age group resuited from the
}indings that students were dropping out of school at alarming rates.
According to Brimm (1969), early studies in 1922 and 1924 reported that only
one-tenth of the ehildren entering the first grade ever graduated high schoel,’
and almost one-third dropped out before ninth grade. -

Hench (1967) investigated the purposes that were originally assignee to
the jUnior high school. He determined that there were four major functions:
(1) to solve the problem of dropouts, (2) to introduce college preparatory
material earlier, (3) to offer "pre-vocational® training to those students who

would not attend college, and (4) to design prog‘rams which took into account

individual differences amongv students.
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Beals (1952) argued that pUrposes such as vocational'trainin_g and
rounding out the education of potential dropouts no longer served as a
sufficient justification. - Longer mandatory education laws further eroded the
original functions. The purposes of the junior high school have changed as
child labor laws, compulsory attendance, and a different social order have
impacted the schools. The emphasis, no longer on vocational training and
holding power, shifted to providing an educational program for the early
adolescent which included a basic general education, guidance, and a strong
exploratory aspect (Howard & Stoumbis, 1970). These ideas led to the
beginning of the midd]e school concept.

The middle school movement responded to what was perceivéd as
shortcomings of the junior high school. According to Brimm (1969), the
middle school movement was basically a reactionary movement against the
existing structure. Alexander and Others (1968) felt that the junior high schbol
had generally become a school more like the high school, better suited to ihe
teenager than the "in-between-ager." The middle school, on the other hand,
focused on the student (Stewart, 1975). - Affective education, usually in the
form of homerooms or homebases, and interdisciplinary teaming were the
vehicles used to meet the overall needs of the student ‘(Alexander & George,
1981). The interdisciplinary team approach provided an excellent opportunity
to strengthen the instructional program by focusing on the learning needs of

the students (Merenbloom, 1986). To further assist in achievement and to
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address the emotional and social needs of the student, ‘advisor/advisee
programs were essential. Johnston and Markle (1986), in a study of related

research, concluded that there was a relationship between self-concept and

achievement.

The middle school owed its origin, at least in part, to the accusation that
the junior high school failed to achieve its purpose, i.e., meeting the needs of
the pre-adolescent and young adolescent. Gatewood and Dils (1975)
described the growth of the middle schools as *modest" during the 1950s and
early 19603 but “incredible" from the mid-1960s through the 1970s. Cuff
(1967) identified 499 middle schools during the 1965-66 school year. By 1978
there were 4,060 mlddle schools in operation across the nation (Brooks
1978). Soares (1973) and Gatewood and Dils (1 975) described the middle
school movement as one of the most remarkable phenomenon in the history
of Amencan education |

The development of the middle school was not entirely for the purpose
of meetlng ‘the needs of the "transescent the 10 to 14 year-old student.
Booker (1 978) claimed that overpopulation of the elementery schools, a result
of the post Woi'ld War Il baby boom, also infloenced grade organizations. .

- Some authorities viewed the middle school as an opportunity to integrate
ethnic and racial groups at an earlier age, since neighborhood elementary
schools tended to be by geographic area. Therefore, moving students in the

fith or sixth grade out of neighborhood schools into a centralized middle
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school helped integration (Brimm, 1969; Cuff, 1967; Onofrio, 1971). Valentine

(1981), in a survey sponsored by the Nationel Association of Secondary
School Principals (NASSP), concluded that the middle school was adopted
by the majority of school districts in order to provide a program suited to fhe
middle level child. Other middle school authoriti'es identified similar reasons
(Brown, 1981; Friesen, 1974; Georgiady & Romano, 1977: Howard &
Stoumbis, 1970; Moss, 1969; Tegarden, 1976).

The following components of middle school were listed by Brown (1 9é1,

pp. 18-19) as key ingredients for success:

(1) A grade pattern that began with either the fifth or sixth
grade and ended with eighth grade.

(2) An educational phllosophy that emphasized the needs and’
_interests of the students. :

~ (3) Awilling attitude on the part of the staff toward mstructlonal

' experimentation, open classrooms, team teaching, utilization

~of multimedia teaching techniques, and student groupmg by
“talent and interest, rather than age alone. '

- (4) A focus on educating the whole child, not just the intellect.

(5) A program to help ease the transition between ChlldhOOd
‘ and adolescence.

Through these qualities, the middle school attempted to fulfill the function
of what supporters called *humanizing" the education of pre-adolescents and

‘early adolescents.
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Statement of the Problem

The major problem of this study was to determine if there were any
significant differences in achievement on the lowa Tests’ofBasic Skills
(ITBS) in the areas of reading skills, language skills, work-study skills, or
mathematics skills among seventh grade students who attended North Junior
High School in Great Falls, Montana over a three-year period. This school
made a transition from a departmentalized junior high school to a middle
school, incorporating interdisciplinary ;'teaming. homebase (affective educa-
tion), and interdisciplinary units of instruction.

. - The major problem allowed the resea_rcher to determine if there was a
difference in the ITBS scores of students who attended North Junior High
School during the 1985-86 school year as compared to students who
attended the school over the next three years, after it had been restructured
as a middle school. The study examined interaction of four treatments and
four student types on four dependent variables. Treatments included: junior
high school (treatment 1); interdisciplinéry teaming (treatment 2); interdisci-
plinary teaming and homebase (treatment 3); and interdisciplinary teaming,
homebasé and interdisciplinary units of instruction (treatment 4). The four
student types consisted of: those qualifying for free lunch (type 1, at-ri§k),
those in tutorial reading labs (type 2, tutorial), those in no special programs

(type 3, non-program), and those involved in the gifted and talented
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education program (type 4, PACE).‘ Dependent variables were seventh-grade
ITBS scores in: language skills, réading skills, work-study skills, and mathe-
matics.  Additionally, this problem allowed the researcher to determine the
relationship of treatment types on ITBS scores of seventh graders for each
student type.

The secondary problem of this study was to determine if there were
significant differences between junior high school and middle school stud:ents’
attitudes towards school and the school programs. The secondary problem
allowed the researcher to examine the differences in student attitudes as they
related to different locations which were identified as a junior high school or
a middle school, and to determine if these attitudes were dependent on
school organization. '

~ The third problem of this study was to determine if there were any
differences in the teachers’ and principal’s perceptions of the openness or
closedness of the school climate in junior high school and middle school.
The third problem allowed the researcher to investigate teacher and principal
perceptions of school climate as measured by teacher/teacher and teacher/
principal interaction and pupil control as the school changed from a ]unidr
high school to a middle school, and to determine if the change of school

orientation had a positive or negative effect on these attitudes.



| ‘Need :forthe Stuvdy'
" The following research supported the need to expand upon the current

body of literature. |

While there are numerous differences and s/irnilaritles |n a junior high
school program as compared to a middle school program ‘a fe\rv characteris- ‘
tics of the mrddle school are notable Interdlscrpllnary teamrng. an affective
homebase program and |nterd|sc1pl|nary teachlng unlts are the cornerstones
of successful mlddle schools (George & Stevenson 1989) Putbrese (1989)
suggested that an advrsor/advrsee program is fundamental to the mrddle
school concept In h|s study based on 3 400 surveys from around the natlon
Putbrese concluded that reports of research on affectrve educatron clearly
supported the concept that advrsory programs are necessary for the middle
level school Early adolescents need to feel known and recognlzed The
advrsory program has the potentlal of attendrng to thlS need. N

Alexander and George (1981) studred mdrcators of progress in the
mlddle schools They determrned that the mlddle school should exhlblt the
following two characterrstlcs (1) an rnterdlscrplrnary organrzatlon and (2) an
adequate guldance program with a teacher for such broad goals and
currlculum domalns as personal development |

There seemed to be a general agreement among mnddle school educa-

tors that rnterdlscrpllnary teaming should be a part of the mlddle school
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program. From this teaming, the close relationships and affective consider-
ations are being maintained and addressed. George and Stevenson (1989,
p. 10), in repbrting on the best teams and the best schools, stated:
A growing national consensus among middle level educa-
- tors indicates that the interdisciplinary team is an essential
element of effective middle level education. Emphasis was
placed upon creating a healthy family atmosphere in which
youngsters were encouraged to develop feelings of belong-
ing with other team members -- adults and peers. e

In addition to the benefits gathered’ from interdisciplinary teaming in the
areas of affective education, teaming also has helped to create a bvetter
climate for learning. When compared to tracking and ability grouping,
achievement levels are generally better with students placed in heteroge-
neously grouped interdisciplinary tea_rhs (Hawléy & Rosenholtz, 1987). The
preference among leaders of acknowledged exemplary middle schools has
been less tracking (George, 1988).

As with most questions in education, controversy regarding the middle
school’s aqvantgge over the junior high school has continuAewd. Some
research supported the junior high school's departmentalized approach,
indicating that seventh grade achievement gains were greater than achie\(e-
ment gains with interdisciplinary approaches (Odetola, i972). Smith (1975)
found no significant differences in students_’ self-concept when involvad in.
departmentalized junior high school programs compared to middle school

interdisciplinary programs. Other research was conducted that suggested

achievement and juhior high school departmentalization and middle school
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interdisciplinary approaches showed no significant differences (Gaskill, 1971:
Smith, 1975). When Gatewood (1970) studied teacher attitudes toward
students, administration, and colleagues, he concluded that middle school
approaches made little difference. Bryan .and Erickson (1970) also found
little difference in teacher attitudes toward the organizational structure when
teaming was compared to departmentalization.

In summary, research on the two approaches, departmentalization in
junior high schools and interdisciplinary teaming in rniddle schools, remains
controversial. ' There are Supporters for both approaches, and additional

research appears to be needed.
Definition of Terms

The following deﬁnitions have been. used throdghout the study and
represent the lndependent vanables dependent vanables and the vanous

populatlons that were researched

(1) Junior hlg_school (treatment 1): A school»organized around depart-
mentalization which does not inccrporate a homebase program (affective
education) or utilize interdisciplinary units of instruction. .

(2) lnterdisciglinam teaming (treatment 2): The organizing of.faculty into a
group of teachers wrth a sumnlar schedule to share responsrblllty for
planmng. teachnng. and evaluating curriculum and instruction in more
than one lnstructlonal area for the same group of students (Alexander &

George, 1981; Wiles & Bondi, 1981).
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(3) Homebase: Refers to the middle school program of affective education;

(4)

()

(6)

@)

that is, both group and individual guidance services should be provided
to all students. Provisions for such services must be of a highly individu-
ali2ed and personal nature. These services should be provided by both
teachers and trained guidance counselors. An advisor/advisee program
should exist in a format that enables every student to have a relationship
with at least one caring, open, and understanding adult (Alexander &
George, 1981; Georgiady & Romano, 1977; Wayson et al., 1982). The
homebases at North Middle School (NMS) meet daily for 25 minutes.
Treatment 3: The combination of lnterdlsclphnary teamlng and home-
base.

[nle@ggp_umﬂ_s_gf_mst_rqgtm Units of instruction which reinforce
information obtained in one class into all teamed classes. This type of

unit necessitates the cooperation and planning of an interdisciplinary

team of teachers The core teachers at NMS have two common plannmg

perlods each day to desngn mterdlsclphnary units.

Treatment 4: The combination of interdisciplinary teaming, homebvase,

and mterdnsmplmary unlts of mstructlon

Lang_age_Sij_l_&aM A test component of the Iowa Tests of

Basic Skills. lt mcludes subtests in spelhng, capltahzatlon punctuat|on

and word usage.
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(13)

(14)

(15)

(16)

(17)
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Mathematics Skills Total Battery; A test component of the lowa Tests
of Basic Skills. [t inclﬁdes s*ubtests‘iri convcepts, problems, and combu-
tation. .

Reading Skills Total Battery: An aggregate score in the lowa Tests of
Basic Skills.

Work-Study Skills Total Battery: A component of the lowa Tests of

Basic Skills. It includes subtests on visual material and references.

At-risk students (student type 1): Seventh grade students who qualified

for free lunch due to the low socioeconomic status of their familieé. ‘

Tutorial students (student type 2): Students who participated in the

- reading lab tutorial program while in the seventh grade. These stu-

dents were generally low achievers.

Non-program students (student type 3): Seventh grade students not

‘involved in any of the special programs in the school and who could not

be defined as at-risk, PACE students, or tutorial students. ,

PACE students (student type 4): Students who were involved in the

- gifted and talented education program while seventh graders. These

- students were generally high achievers.

Transescent: Typically, the 10 to 14 year-old student.

-Custodialism: Concern for maintenance of order, teacher preference

for autocratic procedures and obedience (Robson, 1986).

Humanism: Interaction, teacher preference for democratic procedures

and student participation in decision making (Robson, 1986).
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uestions to Be Answered

The following research questions will be answered in this study:

Did non-program students (those ncr at-risk, not identified as PACE
students, anq not identiﬁed as tutorial_ students) realize significant
differences in achievement in the middle school as compared to the
junior high school?

Did at-risk students (thcse of the lowest socioeconomic status of the |
community) realize significant‘differences in achﬂi‘e‘vement in middle
school as compared to the junior high school?

Did PACE students (those in gifted and talented programs) realize
signjﬁcant differences in achievement in the middle school as compared
to the junicr }high school?

Did tutoria»l etudents (those in tutorial prcgrems) realize significant
differences»in achievement in the middle schocl as compared to the
junior_ high school?

Were there significant differences in teacher attitudes toward pupil
control, custodialism compared to humanism, in the middle school as
compared to the jt.rnior high school?

Were there significant differences in teacher and principal perceptions
of rhe openness or closedness of teacher interactions in the middle

school as compared to the junior high school?
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Were there significant differences in teacher and principal perceptidns of
the openness or closedness of teacher/principal interactions in the middlé
school as compared to the junior high school?

Were there significant differences in the cluster scores on the Minnesota
School Attitude Survey of the seventh grade students in the middle school
as compared to the junior high school students?

Was there significant interaction between the PACE students, the tutorial
students, those at-risk, and the non-program students with the indepen-
dent variables of interdisciplinary teaming, homebase (affective educa-
tion), and interdisciplinary units of instruction on the ITBS scores in
réading skills? (Simplified, this is a two-way analysis of variance check-
ing for interaction between student type and treatment type for the
independent variable of reading.)

Was there significant interéction betwe‘enA the PACE students, the tutorial

students, those at-risk, and the non-program students with the indepen-

. dent variables of interdisciplinary teaming, homebase (affective educa-

tion), and interdisciplinary units of instruction on the ITBS scores in
language skills? (Simplified, this is a two-way analysis of variance check-
ing for interaction between student type and treatment type for the
independent variable of language skills.)

Was there significant interaction between the PACE students, the

tutorial students, those at-risk, and the non-program students with the
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independent variables of interdisciplinary teaming, homebase (affective

education), and interdisciplinary units of instruction on the ITBS scores in

work-study skills? - (Simplified, this is a two-way analysis of variance

checking for interaction between student type and treatment type for the
~ independent variable of work-study skills.)

(12) - Was there significant interaction between the PACE students, the tutorial
students, those at-risk, and the non-program students with the indepen-
dent variables of interdisciplinary teaming, homebase (affective educa-

“tion), and interdisciplinary units of instruction on the ITBS scores in
mathematics skills? (Simplified, this is a two-way analysis of variance
checking for interaction between student type and treatment type for the

independent variable of mathematics.)

General Procedure

The data for the major question of this study were collected on the
| population of seventh grade students who had attended North Middle School
(NMS) or North Junior High School (NJHS) for the following school years:
1985-86, 1986-87, 1987-88, or 1988-89. All students had taken the lowa Tests
of Basic Skills while they were atgending NMS or NJHS. For each year of the
study, the data were collected in the same manner,

This study began with the analysis of seventh grade student data, specifi-

cally, ITBS aggregate mean scores in language skills, reading skills, work-study
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skills,’and mathematics :skills for the 1985-86 school year, and continued with
an analysis of each year’s seventh grade data through the 1988-89 school year.
The students were categorized into four student types: type 1, at-risk; type 2,
tutorial; type 3, non-program; and type 4, PACE. Each student type was
studied individually to check for significant differences on the ITBS scores.
Each successive year of the study, another middle school treatment was
applied to the seventh graders. Analysis was completed to identify the effects
the different treatment types had on fhe different student types as measured by
the ITBS scores.

- The Great Falls (Montana) School District selected North Junior High
School and its seventh graders as the pilot for the trahsition from junior high
school to middle school. During the 1986-87 school year, interdisciplinary
teaming (treatment 2) was introduced as the organizational structure of the
school. Previous to that year, departmentalization (treatment 1) was utilized.
‘For the 1987-88 school year, treatment 2, ipterdisciplinary teaming, remained
in place and homebase (affective education) was initiated. The combination of
interdisciplinary teamfng and homebase constituted treatment 3. ‘During the
1988-89 school {/ear, treatment 3 remained in place and treatment 4, the
combination of interdisciplinary teaming, homebase, and increased use of
interdisciplinary units of instruction, characterized the school.

The following general procedures were applied to the data for the major

question of this study. A one-way analysis of variance was used to test for
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significant differences between the means. The Duncan post hoc procedure
was applied to determine the differences among the means. A two-way
analysis of variance was used to test for interaction and main effects.

The data for the secondary question of this study, which related to student
attitudes as measured by the Minnesota School Attitude Survey, were collected
from the seventh graders at North Middle School in Great Falls, Montana;
Washington School in Miles City, Montana; and Cut Bank Middle School in Cut
Bank, Montana. Froﬁ these populations, a sample of 32% of the total seventh
grade population was taken. The combined number of surveys included 90
from Great Falls, 51 from Miles City, and 29 from Cut Bank. The total seventh
grade populations from each school were 318, 144, and 70, respectively.

A random computer selection of a sample population for each school was
completed. Sampling a population for statistical analysis is an acceptable
procedure. According to Ferguson (1981, p. 10), "Statistical procedures used
for the drawing of inferences about the properfies from sample data are
frequently referred to aé inferential statistics."

The Minnesota School Attitude Survey was administered to the seventh
graders from the three schools. The surveys were given during homebases in
Miles City and Great Falls, and during a period specifically set aside for the
survey in Cut Bank. Miles City and Cut Bank were departmentalized junior high
schools; however, Miles City did incorporate a hohebase period each day.

Great Falls offered a middle school approach utilizing interdisciplinary teaming,
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homebase, and interdiséiplinary qnits of instmction. Students were given the
same instructions in each school. This 94-question survey differentiated data
by separating different questions into 21 clusters. These clusters measured
attitudes in academics, fine arts, learning activities, personal development,
school climate, and self-concept. The questions for each cluster are presented
in Appendix A. |

Each of these clusters was analyzed by the use of a one-way analysis of
variance. A Likert-type scale was used to place a value on each student
response. Each cluster was compared to each location, Great Falls, Miles City,
and Cut Bank. When differences were noted, a Duncan posf hoc procedure
was used to determine where the differences occurred.

Data for the third problem of this study were gathered through adminis-
tration of the Rutgers Secondary School Climate Inventory--Final Form (RSSCI-
FF) (Mulhern, 1984) and the Pupil Control Ideology Form (PCI). These surveys
were first administered to the teachers at North Junior High School in 1986 as
part of a climate study conducted by Dr. Donald Robson of Montana State

'University. The RSSCI-FF and the PCI were again administered in 1990 to the
22 teachers still at North Middle Schoo! who participated in the 1986 study.
The scores from the 1986 study were plotted on a scattergram, as were the
‘scores of the present study. A Likert-type scale was used to place values on

the responses. Comparisons and differences were then determined.
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Limitations of the Study

The population of seventh graders frqm North Middle School in Great Falls,
Montana, from the years of 1985-1989, comprised the sample for the
achievement data for this study.

The independent variables of junior high school, interdisciplinary teaming,
homebase (affective education), interdiéciplinary units of instruction, at-risk

students, tutorial students, PACE students, and non-program students were

- considered for the major problem in this study.

Only seventh graders in Great Falls, Miles City, and Cut Bank, Montana
were considered in the secondary problem of this study. .- .- .
Only the staff who had been at North Middle School for the last consecu-

tive five years and who participated in the climate study conducted in 1986

- were considered in the third problem of this study.
(5) ~

- skills, work-study skills, and mathematics skills were considered in the

Dependent variables of ITBS composite scores in language skills, reading

major question of this study.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Introduction

For the purpose of this review of literature, the development of the
middle school will be discussed, including a review of the literature of
interdisciplinary teaming, homebase or advisor/advisee programs (affective
education), and the use of interdisciplinary units of instruction as they relate
to students and teachers. -

This review begins with an historical approach; the time frame strefches
from 1888 until 1990, with the majority of information cited being between
1950 and 1990. While information was gathered from numerous sources
such as periodicals, textbooks, professional papers, and research projects,
a consistent source of this information was derived from ERIC searches.

Descriptors such as hqmanistic education, middle schools, junior high
schools, integrated activities, integrated curriculum, teaching methods,

instructional innovation, instructional development, and humanization were

used.
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The middle school movement has been one of the largest and most
comprehensive efforts at educational reorganization in the history of American
education (George & Oldaker, 1985/86). Tran’sition from the traditional junior
high school pattern to the middle school concept has occurred frequently
across the nation. The first middle school opened in 1950. Since that time,
thousands of middle.schools have been established (Soares, 1973).

It was assumed by Brimm (1969) that the reason for the massive move
to middle school was the perceived shortcomings or failures of the junior high
school. It was interesting to note that the major goals of the middle school
organization were very similar to what we expected of the junior high schools.
In 1918, the Commission on the Reorganization of Secondary Education of
NEA suggested several guidelines for a new organizational pattern for
education. The commission suggested that this new organization should
contain sixth, seventh, and eighth graders. It was also suggested that an
environment which allowed for exploration and interests should influence the
school to better meet all the needs of the students and to prevent adolescent
dropouts, which occurred at the rate of 90% (Grossnickle, 1986). -

During the early 1900s, researchers began to investigate the physical and
emotional characteristics of the 12 to 15 year-old child. The difficulties of

puberty were noted and suggestions were made that supported a new type

.
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of school for these students (C.O. Davis, 1924). In addition to Davis’
research, Gruhn and Douglass (1956) and Lounsbury (1962) have also
studied pre-adolescents and their special needs. Brimm (1969), C.O. Davis
(1924), and Popper (1967) indicated that early investigations and questions
concerning seventh and eighth grade students led to the development ot the
_ first junior high school in 1895.

Exploratory coursework and elective opportunities, as well as the newly
recognized need for addressing the physical, emotional, and cognitive
aspects of the pre- and young adolescents, contributed to the development
of the junior high school. There was a 55-year span from the ;'opening of the
first junior high school in 1895 to the opening of the first middle school in
1950. The reasons for opening these two types of schools seemed very
similar (Hench, 1967). | |

- While the goals and objectives were alike' the techniques and instruc-
t|onal organlzatron of the middle school drffered greatly from that of the
junlor hrgh school Researchers were aware of the emotronal physrcal socral
and cognltlve needs of students at the middle level Organ|2|ng teachers
into mterdrscrphnary teams and provrdrng classroom based gurdance efforts
were essentlal for the success of the mlddle school and consequently. for
meetrng the needs of all the students There was evrdence to suggest

that such program components were ﬁndlng their way into more and more
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middle schools regardless of the classification of the school or the grade

levels included (Alexander & George, 1981).
iscipli i

- As defined earlier, interdisciplinary teaming is an organizational arrange-
ment which puts a group of teachers together with the same group of
students for instructionlin‘ more than one subject area. This concept has
been suggested as essential to the success of a middle school. McEwin and
Clay (1 983) reported evidence that the interdisciplinary team organization was
the best method for grouping teachers and students on a schoolwide basis
in the middle and junior high schools.

The organization of the faculty for instruction is a necessary and basic
task ot all schoolsl The interdisciplinary organization of teachers is both the
most distinguishing feature of the middle schooI and a keystone of its
structure. When the team is |n place the other components of the school
program tend to functron more smoothly (Alexander & George, 1981) One
aim of the rnterdrscrpllnary team is to promote commumcatlon. coordrnatlon.
and cooperatlon among subject matter specialists. Research suggests that
students benefit from |nstruct|on planned by these teaming specralrsts as
opposed to the fragmentatron which characterrzes departmentalrzed plans
(Wies & Bond, 1981).

The organrzatlon of the middle school was desrgned to facrlrtate a

smooth transrtlon from the self-contained elementary classroom to the
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departmentalization of the high.school. “ The grouping of teachers and
students into teams is an effective arrangement for meeting this goal.

The essence of the team organization is cooperation and sharing. The
teachers on the team share the same students, the same schedule, and are
provided ample common planning time. It was important to distinguish
between interdisciplinary teaming and team teaching. Teachers involved with
interdisciplinary teaming might or might not team teach. Teaming is a
philosophy for utilizing and assigning teachers and students. It is not a
teaching method. Team teaching could occur whenever two or more teachers
work together on a particular lesson. Other than this perfod, these teachers
would not see the same students again. Researchers have reported that
regardless of the school settiné in which the team was found, numerous
advantages have resulted. The opbohunity for closer and more pertinent
parent contact developed as did the opportunity for a successful structuring
of advisory groups (Wayson et al., 1982). Because of the consistency of
classroom rules that exist with a team, discipline problems generally have
been less severe and less frequent. The interdisciplinary team organization
appears to be far more complex and considerably more versatile than
educators once believed. It also appears to be an effective and durable
innovation (George, 1982).

There were many issues to consider before suggesting that a school was

effective. The majority of research related school programs to student
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achievement. However, the middle school philosophy took into account the
other areas of needs that existed for a student to achieve at an acceptable
rate. The interdisciplinary team was designed for across-the-curriculum
activities. These activities, whether academic or extracurricular, have im-
proved interpersohal relationships and enhanced overall school morale.
Many important decision making skills have been practiced, especially when
the students actively participated .in designing the activity. - Numerous
decisions are required for the coordination of an inteydisciplinary unit, and
application of information is essential to the learning process. Vars (1957) |
noted that when students were involved in reinforcement of the skills from a
math class to complete a science project, they retained more of these skills.
Research indicated that an interdisciplinary unit or activity that was
undertaken by a team of several teachers was the most common type of
arrangement for multi-curricular work. Usually the team consisted of an
English teacher, math teacher, science teacher, and social studies teacher.
When housed in nearby classrooms and assigned a block of time for planning
and instruction, these teams functioned like a ' school-within-a-school

(Alexander & George, 1981; Merenbloom, 1986).
" The primary emphasis of the interdisciplinary team was to address all the
needs of the étudents and to increase achievement. To help ensure student
achievement, additional emphasis was placed on creating a healthy family

atmosphere in which students were encouraged to belong and develop
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attachments to the other team members, students, and teachers. Effective
middle level schools worked hard to reduce the size of the group to which
students belonged (Doda et al., 1987). ' According to Bergmann and Baxter
(1983), pupils need structure in their interpersonal lives in school as well as
in their academ.ic program. Large schools were organized so that they were
able to continue to offer their exciting programs most effecﬁvely.but ina

.framework that permitted students to restrict their interactions to‘a maﬁage-
able number. The interdisciplinary team organization permitted and enbouf-
aged students and teachers to develop a sense of security or a feeling that
a particular area of the school was solely theirs. Personal space is important
to students whose lives are oftén disorganized in other ways. This has
proven especially true of the at-risk student. A place to begin and end each
day Is an important outcome of team organization.

In a recent study of exemplary middle level schools, 99% of the schools
reported that they organized teachers and students into interdisciplinary
teams rather than self-contained and departmentalized instruction units
(George & Stevenson, 1989). It was recommended that the school day
should be organized around interdisciplinary teamed teachers teaching the
core curriculum.‘ which would keep students together for part of the day.

These studies indicated that this type of staffing pattern produced several

advantages:
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Team teaching permitted team members to take advantage of individual
teacher strengths in planning for instruction and in working with learners.
Team teaching spurred creativity because teachers knew they must teach
for their colleagues as well as for their learners. -

Team teaching facilitated individualized instruction because it was

possible to provide learning environments involving close personal

.contact between teacher and learner.

Team teaching provided for better sequencing and pacing of increments

of instruction because perceptions of an individual teacher had to be

- verified by at least one other team member.

(5)

Team teaching built program continuity over time.

There are numerous benefits in organizing a middle level school with

interdisciplinary teaming. However, there are important factors to consider in

the organization of the teams to ensure their success. George and Stevenson

(1989) made several observations based on a study of 154 of the nation’s

‘best middle schools. ‘They reported that a common planning time was

essential for the construction of interdisciplinary units, discipline strategies,

activities, and a host of other functions relegated to the team. - In addition to

a common team planning time, teachers also had an individual planning time.

Researchers indicated that approximately 85% of the teams studied included

an official team leader who had specific responsibilities for the team’s

operation.
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Dominant in reports of academic success were the accounts of expecta- -
tions that were reasonéble for students. These goals. were followed by
descriptions of programs that provided support for the whole child. The best
teams were willing to expend whatever effort was necessary to help students
when they needed assistance.

Another problem that was addressed was the teachers’ reaction to

‘teaming. Bryan and Erickson (1970) indicated slight differences in middle
schoo!l and junior high school teacher attitudes toward the organizafional
structure, teaming versus departmentalization. Gatewood (1970) concluded .
that the implementation of middle school concepts existed more in the ideal
than in reality. It seemed that teaming made little difference in teacher
attitudes toward administration, students, or their colleagues. However,
Glissmeyer (1969) conducted a study in California comparing programs in
elementary schools and middle schools. The middle school teachers
exhibited a more positive attitude toward their program than elementary
teachers. Howell (1969) studied a school in lowa that had converted from a
junior high school to a middle school. He indicated an overall improvement
in teacher attitude. A more recent study from Johns Hopkins University
conducted by McPartland (1987) suggested that more positive effects on
teacher-student relationships existed with the middle school concept. Another:
study conducted by Doda et al. (1987) suggested that effective middie level

schools fostered teacher fellowship, interdependence, and staff consensus.
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~Increased student achievement is the ultimate goal of middle schools. To
realize this goal, the physical, social, emotional, and intellectual needs of the
students have to be met. Whenever close communication concerning étudents'
personal development as well as their academic growth is at stake, this

organizational scheme of interdisciplinary teaming appears to make excellent

sense (George & Stevenson, 1989).
A}fective E}ducationk

Every transescent in middle level schools has intellectual, physical, social,
and emotional needs pertinent to his/her developmental stage. If these needs
are adequately addressed, they become potential foundations for learning.
The degree to which this potential is developed depends a great deal on the
purposes and focus of the school programs.. The review of literature deter-
mined that the majority of schools studied had well defined academic programs
that functioned for the purpose of developing intellectual growth. - Nearly all
middle level schools had physical education programs that were designed to
meet the physical needs of their students. These programs generally offered
various arrangements of structured physical skill activities such as intramural
programs, physical education classes and, in many cases, interscholastic
athletics. To alesser degree, but still common in middle level schools, a social
agenda was part of the program. School activities such as dances, team

functions, assemblies, and clubs characterized this effort. This was an
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essential component of a' successful middle school. All pre- and ydung
adolescents entered the school with a myriad of social concerns. These
concerns were guided in a positive direction by a well-defined and structured
program with activities designed for the transescent (Romano et al., 1973).

While most school philosophies contained statements that addressed the
social and emotional needs of students, far too few schools spent the time and
energy necessary to develop an affective education program. There were,
however, an increasing number of middle schools that were realizing the
importance of such a program and developed specific curricula to address
these needs. The term "self-concept” was most often associated with affective
programs.

The relationship between self-concept and achievement has been clearly
identified by research (Addo, 1985). Since 1960, there have been numbers of
researchers who have correlated self-concept and achievement. Noar (1961)
and Mikalachki (1973) concluded that cognitive learning could not take place
in a state of affective disorder. It was further stated that the family or some
other institution i:ould rio Ioﬁger bé cou‘nte‘d on to take the* responsibility for the
student's total affective development and that it was imperative that school
- systems devote tirhe, energy, and financial resources to the production of
programs for affedive\leariiing. ' |

Improving students’ achievement test scores, time on task, teacher

accountability, the work-study‘ skills of )students. and the réle 6f the principal
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in effective schooling were common themes in research. According to Miller
(1976), they were worthy of study; however, no learning situation or teaching
process was without its inseparable affective attributes. As a result, each of
these themes was incomplete without addressing the affective needs of the
students.” Epstein (1980) and Toepher (1986) reported that‘ 30% of the
successfnl students in grades K-5 began failing school when they reached
the junior high school. Toepher (1986, p. 27) termed this phenomenon
"learner turn-off syndrome.” These students were labeled at-risk. They were
characterized by poor academics, behavior prqbleme. and as having difficul-
ties getting along with their peers.” While not all of these students came from
lower socioeconomic backgrounds, a disproportionate number did (Ekstrom
et al., 1986; Rumberger, 1983). If one reflects on the statistics compiled by
Stefanich (1986, p. 7) concerning middle schoolers and the conditions in
which they lived, the importance of affective education becomes immediately

apparent:

(1) - The divorce rate is approaching 50%. -

~ (2) Forty-three percent of those arrested for serious crimes in the

U.S. are juveniles, and youth crime is increasing by 10% each o
“year.

(3) Alcoholism among teenagers lncreased 800% between 1970
and 1980. | , .

(4) Four out of ten girls wnll become pregnant dunng the teenage
years; two of ten will have a child; and 96% of teenage moth-
ers keep the child.

(5) One-third of all abortions are given to teens." *

(6) The second leading cause of death among teenagers, after
- accidents, is suicide.
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Beane (1985/86), Elkin (1984), Erikson (1968), Kohlberg and Turiel

(1971), Thornburg (1974).'and others supported the need and stressed the
importance of affective education for emotional development of transescents.
For instance, Beane (1985/86) suggested that without an emphasis on self-
concept, a student’s success in the overall school curriculum was jeopar-
dized. Addo (1985) and George and Oldaker (1985/86) concluded that there
was no doubt that self-concept was directly related to achievement. In their
study of 130 middle schools, 62% of the respondents described consistent
academic improvement when an affective education program was in place.
Most school programs have put guidance into practice, but until the middle
school movement, with its advisor/advisee or homebase programs, relatively
little was done to address affective education or self-concept. - *:

The most common approach for the affective program in the middle
school is the homebase or advisor/advisee (AA) structure. This arrangement
allows for a group of 15 to 20 students to identify with one particular teacher
who serves as their advocate. The middle level child has needs that are
unique to his or her stége of life. It is important at this stage for the child to
develop "significant other" adult relationships. In the AA concept, the advisor
is the best adult school friend (Bergmann & Baxter, 1983). Studies suggest
that most teachers at the middle level have done more guiding and advising
than they realize. They may well have been the most consistent adults in

some of these students’ lives. James (1986) suggested that daily advisory
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periods are conducive to the close teacher-student relationships envisioned
by AA programs. The Phi Delta Kappan Commission on Discipline, in its

Handbook for Developing Schools with Good Discipline (Wayson et al.,

1982), recommended advisor/advisee programs. The Commission concluded
that schools should find a way to deal with the personal problems that affect
life within the school. The teacher advisory program is a much needed
program in the fniddle school.

Johnston and Markle (:1 986) concluded that attitude formation and change
are possible in schools because most behaviors are learned. Students are not
born disliking school or particular subject areas. They'leam these behaviors.
They are not born with positive or negative self-concepts. These attitudes are
learned through their environment. The researchers concluded that while
some attitudes are well established by the time a student begins school,
teachers are still able to change unacceptable behaviors and attitudes to those
that are more positive. Teachers have a profound effect on students’ percep-
tions and influence student attitudes through classical conditioning and
modeling. The average student spends more time with teachers and school
programs than he or she does at home with parents. An advisor/advisee
program which deals with the many dilemmas faced by the middle school child
seems valuable. The fundamental purpose of the advisor/advisee program,
regardless of its design in any particular school, is to promote involvement

between a teacher and the students participating in the advisory group. Every



35

student needs to have alrelationship with at least one adult in the school which
is characterized by warmth, concern, openness, and understanding. Such a
program focuses on what has been Vc‘:alled the “fourth R," relationships:
interpersonal relationships whici'l proddce growth for all people involved
(Alexander & George, 1981).

The advisor/advisee program in the middle school has helped bridge the
gap between the close, one-to-oné structure of the elementary school with its
self-contained setting and the departmentalized format of the high schaool. - It
offers middle school students the best of both worlds. It provides every
student with an advisor, a ;eacher who has special concern for the student as
an individual. Additionally, the program provides instruction which encourages

independence and personal growth needed at the high school leve! (Alexander

& George, 1981).



CHAPTER 3
* PROCEDURES
- Introd

The major problem addressed by this study was to determlne if there was
a statustlcally slgnlf cant dlfference in seventh grade students scores on the
lowa Tests of Basuc Skl“S (aggregate scores in readlng, language Skl“S work-
study skrlls or mathematlcs) when treatment types and student types were
compared | |

The second problem of this study was to determme if there were
slgnnt“ cant dnfferences |n student attltudes as measured by the Mlnnesota
School Attitude Survey, when a junior hlgh school was compared to a mlddle
school ‘ o

The thrrd problem of thrs study was to determlne if there were dlfferences
in teacher and prlnclpal perceptrons of school cllmate when companng a
]UnlOI' hrgh school and a mlddle school |

The procedures used to collect, organize, and analyze data were as
follows (1) populatlon descrlptlon and samphng procedures (2) methods of

data collectuon (3) orgamzatuon of data and (4) statlstlcal hypotheses
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sulatior iption and

‘\Samaﬁngﬂggmtes

| The settrng for the major problem of this study was North M|dd|e School
currently one of three mlddle schools in Great Falls Montana During the
years of thrs study, 1985-1989 the dlstrlct served over 12, 000 students per
year North Mlddle School enrolled 410 seventh graders in the 1985-86
school year 405 in 1986-87 406 in 1987-88 and 440 in 1988-89 for a total
populatlon of 1 ,661 seventh graders Currently, Great Falls serves rts
students through flfteen elementary schools, three mlddle schools and two
hlgh schools The expendrtures per puprl for th|s communrty were wnthln $500
of the natronal average for publlc schools for the period of this study (U.S.
Department of Educatlon 1988)

| The populatlon for the major questron of th|s study was lrmlted to seventh
grade students who had attended North Junlor ngh School or North Mlddle
School between 1985 and 1989 and who had taken the lowa Tests of Basic
Skrlls Durlng those years the Great Falls School Dlstrlct p||oted the develop-
ment of a mlddle school. The first year 1985-86 ninth graders were moved
to the hrgh school, West Junror ngh School was closed and the remarmng
junlor hlgh schools began a seventh and elghth grade organrzatronal pattern

The sample for thls study began wrth the 1985-86 seventh graders
The seventh grade students were studled over a perlod of four school

years The achievement test data, specufrcally the aggregate scores of
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reading, language skills, work-study skills, and mathematics, served as the
dependent variables. Student types served as one set of independent
variables for the major problem of this study. For each year of the study, the
seventh graders were identified and analyzed as four distinct types: at-risk
(type 1), tutorial (type 2), non-program (type 3), and PACE (type 4).

During the four years of transition from junior high school (treatment 1)
to middle school, different treatments were applied to the seventh grade
students. These treatments became part of the evolving process for the
middle school, and are identified as follows: interdisciplinary teaming
(treatment 2); interdisciplinary teaming and homebase/affective educafion
(treatment 3); and interdisciplinary teaming, homebase, and the use of
interdisciplinary units of instruction (treatment 4). The first year of the study,
1985-86, treatment 1 was in place. North was at that time a junior high
school. The 1986-87 school year began with the introduction of treatment 2
in the seventh gradé. ‘During the 1987-88 school year. treatment 3 was
established for the seventh grade students, and 1988-89 was characterized
by the programs of treatment 4. These treatments served as another set of
independent variables for this study. Since the focus of the major problem
of this study was to determine if there were statistically significant differences
in seventh grade student scores on the ITBS as the organization and
philosophy of the school changed from junior high school to middle school,

interdisciplinary teaming, homebase, and interdisciplinary units of instruction
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seemed to be appropriate independent variables. Researchers Alexander and
McEwin (1989), George (1988), George and Stevenson (1989), and Putbrese
(1989) indicated that these were essential characteristics for the success of
a middle school. | |

- The second problem of this study concerned student attitudes. The‘
Minnesota School Attitude Survey (MSAS) was the measuring instrument..
(The MSAS instrument is found in Appendix A.) It was administered to the
population of seventh graders at North Middle School in Great Falls, Montana
(location 1), Cut Bank Middle School in Cut Bank, Montana (location 2), and
Washington School in Miles City, Montana (location 3). -

- Cut Bank is a district of 590 students and 60 teachers. It is located in
the extreme northern part of Montana on the eastern side of the Rocky
Mountains, just 30 miles from the Canadian border. The seventh graders in
Cut Bank attended a junior high school. Miles City contains one middle level
school which enrolled approxima;ely 150 seventh graders and 150 eighth
graders. It is a community of 10,000 residents in southeastern Montana and
has an estimated 2,000 students and 140 teachers. The seventh graders in
Miles City attend a jdnior high school. However, although departmentalization
“ characterized the school organization, a homebase program was in place.

A representative sample from each school, as explained in Chapter 1,
was selected and used for data analysis. The MSAS had a two-part design

with a total of 94 questions. Part one consisted of 54 questions, each
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requiring two étudent responses. One response dealt with importance and
the other with pleasantness. Each question was scored on a Likert-type
scale ranging from one to five, with important and pleasant scored as one
and unimportant and unpleasant scored as five. Part two of the test
contained 40 true/false questions on a four-point Likert-type scale. True was
scored as one and false scored as four. The MSAS was arranged into 21
clusters, each measuring a different focus or attitude. (The MSAS cluster
arrangement is found in Appendix A.)

Science Research Associates reported the validity of the MSAS using
responses, constructs, and relevance. The responses were tested using
follow-up interviews. The results showed that all respondents understood the
questions and gave a response which had internal logic. Groups of students
were asked to attend to three tasks to test constructs: (1) sort items into any
categories, (2) sort items into given categories, and (3) make up category
names for given sets of items. Teachers were asked to support, endorse,
edit, and dkelete items.

The test-retest reliability was tested using three time periods: (1) two
weeks, (2) two months, and (3‘) after six or seven months. The reliability for
groups was high, with item correlations for gradé-level averages rarely below

-8, and usually above .9. The internal consistency index was measured by

the Cronbach alpha coefficient.
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The third problem of this study dealt with teacher and principal percep-

tions of school climate as they related to junior high school and middle
school. Data for this analysis were collected by administering two climate
surveys: the Pupil Control Ideology (PCI) and the Rutgers Secondary School
Climate Inventory-Final For‘m (RSSCI-FF) to the 25 teachers and the principal
who had been at North Middle School since 1986. Of the 25 teachers given
the surveys, 22 completed and returned them, for an 88% return rate. (Both
surveys are found in Appendix B.) - |

Validity and reliability for these instruments were produced by Mulhern
(1984). The RSSCI-FF contains 33 items which contain five subtests (Appen-
dix B). The five subtests are as follows: (1) principal support behavior,
(2) principal control behavior (scored negatively), (3) teacher engagement
behavior, (4) teacher frustration behavior (scored negatively), and (5) teacher‘
intimacy behavior.

The PCl was a 20-item instrument desi.gned by Willower, Eidell, and Hoy
(Mulhern, 1984). Reliability was determined by the use of the Spearman-

Brown formula, and coefficients ranged from .91 to .95.
~ Methods of Data Collection
Students in the Great Falls School District were administered the lowa

Tests of Basic Skills each school year. These tests were used for various

reasons, including placement in special programs such as special education,
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Chapter One, and reading énd math laboratories. In addition to the admiinis-
tration of the tests, the district obtained reports on the results of the tests for
each student, for each school, and for the district. Information was received
in the form of complete composites and basic composites. The complete
composite score was a useful indication of overall achievement level.

Th'e primary question of this study was concerned with the 1,661 seventh
grade students attending North Middle School from the 1985-86 through the
1988-89 school years who had taken the lowa Tests of Basic Skills. .Aggre-
gate scores in language skills, reading skills, work-study skills, and mathe-
matics skills served as the dependent variables for this part of the project.

The data used in the major problem of this study were obtained from
various sources: district reports, school reports, and individual student
records. |

The data fqy the. second problem of this study were collected from
responses on the MSAS. This survey was administered to locations 1,2, and
3. In locations 1 and 3 homebase teachers explavin)ed the survey to students
and used the MSAS as a homebaée activity. In location 2, a time was set
aside during the day for the administration of the survey. Teachers gave
instructions and supe‘r\(i‘sed partiqipatiori.

The data for the third problem of this study were collected from the

administration of the PCI and the RSSCI-FF. The participants were assured

of anonymity.
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The superintendent of the Great Falls Public Schools was informed of

this study by letter from this researcher and granted permission for the

collection and use of the necessary data. He was assured that all personal

data collected would be confidential and would be used only in grouped

statistics by the researcher. The following data were collected for this study:

(1)

(2)

(3)

Overall battery scores on the ITBS for language skills, reading skills,
\ivorkistudy skills, and mathematics skills for all seventh grad-e}rs'who
attended North Middle School during the 1985-86, 1986-87, 1987-88, or
1988-89 school years. ’

The identities of the seventh grade students at North Middle School who
qualified for free lunch during the four years researched in this study.

The identities of the seventh grade students at North Middle School who

- 'were involved in the gifted and talented academic program during the

(4)

()

~ four years of this study.

The identities of the seventh grade students at North Middle School who
received services from the réading Iaboratoi’yitutorial program during the
four years of this study.

The identities of the teachers who took part in a climate study conduéfed

by Dr. Donald Robson during the 1986-87 school year.
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| b_rgarizatibn 6f Data

" The design for thé major problem of this study involved four two-way
analysis of variance procedures to determine significant interaction between
the independent variables of treatment type and .‘student type and the
dependent variables of'lTBS scores. Hypotheses 1, 2, 3, and 4 were tested
with a two-way analysis of variance. A table of means and an ANOVA table
were developed for each hypothesis. Ferguson (1981) indicated that ANOVA
was an acceptable method of simultaneous investigation of experimental
variables. Additionally, 16 one-way analysis of variance procedures were
utilized to test Hypotheses 5 through 20 as a method of analysis for signifi-
cant differences between the means of the dependent variables in relation to
the independent variables. . When significance was determined, a Duncan
post hoc procedure was used to identify where the differences occurred. -
The second problem of this study was concerned with the analysis of
student attitudes as they related to junior high school and middle school.
The MSAS was administered to the seventh graders in three schools. Two
were junior high schools, i.e., those in Cut Bank (location 2) and Miles City
(location 3); the remaining location, Great Falls (location 1) was a middle
school »which utilized treatment 4. The MSAS instrument was designed by
clusters, as explained in Chapter 1. Each cluster measured a different

attitude. - These attitudes were the dependent variables and the locations
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were the independent variables. Each cluster was tested with each location
using a one-way analysis of variance. Significant F scores were examined
with a Duncan post hoc procedure to identify where the differences occurred.

- The third problem of this study involved teacher attitudes about school
climate as they related to junior high school and middle school. Two survey
instruments, the PCI and the RSSCI-FF, which contained five clusters, were
administered to the teachers at North Middle School. These same instru-
ments were completed by the same teachers in 1986 as part of aA study
conducted by Dr. Donald Robson. The scores from this 1990 study were
analyzed in the same manner as the scores from 1986. The results were
plotted on a scattergram. The purpose of this procedure was not to id‘entify
all the individual differences and significance, but to get a'genera:l idea of the
present climate perceptions of the teachers working in a middle school as
they related to the climate perceptions of 1986 when the same teachers

worked in a junior high school.

Statistical Hypotheses

Thé fo'llo’w‘ing m;lll hypothéses weré tested at‘thve .05 Iev‘elvof significanqe.
Ferguson (1981) stated that |t |s a ¢qmmdn conilént'ion to accer;f level:s“ of
significancé o'f'ekith'er .05 dr .01. The choice of the level of significance was
d}e‘t»err‘nined by thet cénsedueﬁcés of rhaking a Tybe VI ora TYpe I eréér. A

Type | error results from rejecting a true null hypothésié. and a Type |l error
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occurs when a false null hypothesis is retamed The occurrence of a Type ]
error in this study might slow the development of additional middle school
interventions or strategies planned for the future. A Type | error may cause
accelerated development of middle school interventions and strategies at the
expense of other more educationally sound programs.

School districts are concerned with improving the educational opportuni-
ties for their students. The .05 level of significance was selected for this study
as a compromise between the .01 level of significance and the .1 level of
significance. Atthe .05 level, the researcher exercised caution concerning the
possibility that funds would be spent on a philosophy and organizational
arrangement that did not relate to increased student achievement. Converse-

ly, the .05 level of significance was high enough to prevent a school district

from rejecting a worthwhile project.

Listed below are the 22 hypotheses that were tested for this study.

ot eses Ia‘ed ajor Pro ‘ |
(1) Ho: There is no mteractlon between treatment type and student type on
the ITBS scores |n readrng achlevement
Hi: There is mteractron between treatment type and student type onthe
ITBS scores in readrng achrevement |
(é) Ho. There i is no |nteract|on between treatment type and stddenttype on

the ITBS scores in tanguage skills achievement.
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(4)

(5)

©)

7

Hi:

Hoﬁ :

Hi:

Ho:

Hi:

Ho:

Hi:

Ho:

Hi:

Ho:
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There is interaction between treatment type and student type on the
ITBS scores in language skills achievement.
There is no interaction between treatment type and student type on

the ITBS scores in work-study skills. :

There is interaction between treatment type and student type on the

ITBS scores in work-study skills.

There is no interaction between treatment type and student type on
the ITBS scores in mathematics achievement.

There is interaction between treatment type and student type on the

ITBS scores in mathematics achievement.

There is no significant difference in the ITBS Iang'uage skills

achievement scores among treatment groups for non-program

students.

There is significant difference in the ITBS language skills achieve-

- ment scores among treatment groups for non-program students.

There is no significant difference in the ITBS reading échievement
séores among treatment groups for non-program students.

There is significant difference in the ITBS reading achievement
scores among treatment groupé for non-program students.

There is no significant difference in the ITBS work-study skills

. achievement scores among treatment groups for non-program

students.



(8)

(9)

(10)

Hi:

Ho:

Hi:

Ho:

Hi:

Ho:

- Hi:

(11)

(12)

Ho:

Hi:

Ho:

Hi:
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There is significant difference in the ITBS work-study skills achiéve-
ment scores among treatment groups for non-program students.
There is no significant difference in the ITBS mathematics achieve-
ment scores among treatment groups for non-program students.
There is significant difference in the ITBS mathematics achievement
scores among treatment groups for non-program students.
There is no significant difference in the ITBS language skills
achievement scores among treatment groups for at-risk students.
There is significant difference in the ITBS language skills achieve-
ment scores among treatment groups for at-risk students.

There is no significant difference in the ITBS reading achievement
scores among treatment groups for at-risk students.

There is significant difference in the ITBS reading achievement
sf:ores among treatment groups for at-risk students.

There is no significant difference in the ITBS work-study skills
achievement scofés among treatment groups for at-risk students.
There is signiﬁéant difference in the ITBS work-study skills achieve-
ment scores among treatment groups for at-risk students.

There is no significant difference in the ITBS mathematics achieve-
ment scores among treatment groups for at-risk students.

There is significant difference in the ITBS mathematics achievement

scores among treatment groups for at-risk students.
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(14)

(15)

(16)

(17)

(18)

Ho:

Hi:

Ho:

Hi:

Ho:

Hi:

Ho:

Hi:

Ho:

Hi:

Ho:
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There is no significant difference in the ITBS language skills
achievement scores among treatment groups for tutorial students.
There is significant difference in the ITBS language skills achieve-
ment scores among treatment groups for tutorial students.

There is no significant difference in the ITBS reading achievement
scores among treatment groups for tutorial students.

There is significant difference in the ITBS reading achisvement
scores among treatment groups for tutorial students.

There is no significant difference in the ITBS work-study skills

achievement scores among treatment groups for tutorial students.

There is significant difference in the ITBS work-study skills achieve-

ment scores among treatment groups for tutorial students.

There is no significant difference in the ITBS mathematics achieve-
ment scores among treatment groups for tutori'ai‘ students.

i‘here ie significant difference inthe ITBS mathematics achievement
scores among treatment groups for tutorial students. 7

There is no signiﬁcant differenee in the ITBS Ianguage skills
achievement scores among treatment grouns for PACE students.:
There ‘is significant difference in the ITBS language skille achieve-
‘ment scores among treatment groups for PACE students.

'i'here is no signifieant difference in the IkTBS reading achie\iement

scores among treatment groups for PACE students.
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(19) Ho:

Hi:

(20) Ho:

Hi:
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There is significant difference in the ITBS reading achievement
scores among treatment groups for PACE students.

There is no tsigniﬁcant difference in the ITBS work-study skills
achievement scores among treatment groups for PACE students.

Thereis sngnlflcant dlfference in the ITBS work-study skills achleve-

_ment scores among treatment groups for PACE students._
. There is no significant difference in the ITBS mathematics achieve-

- ment scores among treatment grbups for PACE students.

There is significant difference in the ITBS mathematics achievement

scores among treatment gfoups for PACE students.

Hygotheses Retated tov Second Problem

(21) Ho

Hi:

(22) Hq:

. Hi

There are no sngnlflcant dlfferences between the clusters |n

, part one of the MSAS and the school Iocatlon (organlzatlonal

pattern).

. There are significant differences between the clusters in part one
of the MSAS and the school location (organizational pattern).
There are no significant differences between the clusters in

~parttwo of the MSAS and the school location (organizational

pattern).

~ There are significant differences between the clusters in part two

- of the MSAS and the school location (organizational pattern).
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CHAPTER 4

 ANALYSIS OF DATA

The results of the data analysrs used for the ma;or second, and third
problems of this study are contained in this chapter. The test of each hypothesis

t

is presented.
Maijor Problem

| ‘ The ma;or problem of th|s study was to determrne if there were any statrs-
tically srgnrf cant drfferences in seventh grade students 'scores on the Iowa Tests
of Basrc Skrlls in the areas of language skrlls readrng skills, work-study skills, or
mathematics skrlls when a junior hrgh school program was compared to a middle
school which utilized mterdrscrplrnary teamrng. homebase activities (affectlve
educatron) and mterdrscrplrnary units of mstructron

A total of 29 hypotheses were formulated to assist in the study of the maior‘
problern. Hypotheses 1, 2, 3, and 4 were tested hy the use of a two-way analysis
of variance to identify interactions between the independent and dependent
vanables Although main effects were srgnlﬁcant for the first four hypotheses
there were no srgnrf icant rnteractrons Each main effect was individually analyzed
through the use of a one-way analys|s of variance as the method for testing the

S|gn|ﬁcance of Hypotheses 5 through 20. The Duncan post hoc procedure was
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applied to test for differences when a significant F was found. The results for

each hypothesis are presenfed and then analyzed separately.

Hypothesis 1

Hypothesis 1 stated that there is no interaction between treatment type and
student type» 6n the ITBS scores in reading achievement. A total of 1,661 cases
was processed with no cases incomplete. The data are presented in Tables 1
and 2.

| Results of the analysis of variance showed that there were no interactions
(p > .05) between tréatmént type, student type, and reading achievement
(Table 2). Therefore, Hypothesis 1 was retained. Table 1 shows that although
there were no significant interactions, a steady increase in mean scores occﬁrred
for all treatment types and all students except treatment type 2 and student types
1 and 3, and treatment type 4 and student type 2.

Table 1. Table of means for mean reading achievement scores according to
treatment type and student type.

Student Type
Treatment

1 48.24 35.44 63.58 84.61

(46) (43) (288) (33)
2 47.03 38.50 59.39 88.27

(63) (249 (288) (30)
3 53.08 42.00 63.14 91.83

(52) (37) (294) (23)
4 54.29 37.78 64.49 91.12

(69) (37) (300) (34)
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Table 2. ANOVA table of mean reading achlevement scores accordlng to
treatment type and student type. '

Sum of R Mean Signif.
Source of Variation Squares : DF Squares < of F -
Main Effects v 197869.538 6
Treatment type 5721.897 3 1907.299 © 3.585 013
- Student type ' 193633.442 3 | 64544481 | 121.316 .000
2-way interactions | . 2841.494 9 315,722 593 | .803
Treatment x Student 2841.494 T 9 315.722 593 803
Explained * 200711.032 15 | 13380.735 25150 | .000
Residual - -.| 875197582 | 1645 532.035
Total o 1.1075908.614 | 1600 648,138
Hypothesis 2

‘Hypothesis 2 stated that there is no interactien between treatment type
_and student type on the ITBS scores in language skills achievement. A total
of 1 661 cases was processed with no cases incomplete. The data are

presented in Tables 3 and 4.

. The results of the two-way analysus of vanahce showed that there were
Ano interactions (p > .05) between treatment type. student type, and ITBS
v’scores ’inVIangue‘ge skills eehievernent (T able 4) Therefore, Hyeethesis 2 yves
retained. Table 3 shows that although there were no significant interactions,

a steady increase in scores occurred for all treatment types and student types

except for treatment type 2 and student types 1 and 3, and treatment type 4

and student type 2.
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Table 3. Table of means for mean language skills achievement scores

according to treatment type and student type.

Student Type
Treatment ‘ — -
1 46.91 31.67 '62.65 82.85
(46) (43) (288) (33)
2 45.68 35.63 57.86 86.80
- (63) - - (24) (288) - (30)
'3 51.06 40.14 63.44 87.65
(52) (37) (204) (23)
4. 51.16 33.08 - 64.21 - 89.47
(69) (37) (300) (34)

Table 4. ANOVA table of mean language skills achievement scores accord-

ing to treatment type and student type

Sumof = | ~ Mean | signt.
Source of Variation - Squares OF . Squares F of F
Main Effects 215231.049 6 | 35871.841 | - 65.204 ‘“.ooon=
Treatment type 7750.671 3 2583.557 4.696 .003
Student type 209511.010 | .- 3 | 69837.003 | 126.943 | .000
2-way interactions 3159.842 9 351.094 .638 | .765
Treatment x Student 3159842 | ' 9 351.094 .638 | .765
Explained ' 218390.890 15 | © 14550.393 26.465 | .000
Residual 904986.593 | 1645 550.144 ' ‘
Total 1123377.483 | 1660 | . 676.733
Hypothesis 3

Hypothesis 3 stated that there is no interaction between treatment type

and student type on the ITBS scores in work-study skills. A total of 1,661
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cases was processed vrith no cases incomplete. The data are presented in
Tables 5 and 6. =

Results of the two-way analysis of variance showed that there were no
rnteractlons (p > .05) between treatment type student type, and work-study
SkI"S (T able 6) Therefore Hypothesrs 3 was retarned Table 5 shows that
although there' were no‘srgmﬂcant interactions, rncreases in scores occurred
in ’alltreatrnent types and student types except treatment type 2 and student

types 1and 3, treatment type 3 and student type 3, and treatment type 4 and
student type 2.

Table 5. Table of means for mean work-study skills achievement scores
according to treatment type and student type.

Student Type
" Treatment
1 ' 49.02 38. 63 65.63 86.33
- (46) (43) (288) (33)
2 . -48.05 = 4042 | 6203 . 88.97
(63) (24) (288) (30)
3 - '51.87 - 45.92 64.99 89.22
(52) - (37) (294) (23)
4 55.96 - 4041 67.10 94.15
. (69) (37) (300) (34)
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Table 6. ANOVA table of mean work-study skills achievement scores accord-

ing to treatment type and student type.

Sum of Mean Signif.
Source of Variation - Squares ' - | ofF
Main Effects 192085,727 6 32164.288 59.715
Treatment type 5749.876 3 1916.625 3.558 014
Student type 188423.437 3 62807.812 116.607 .000
2-way Interactions 2851.959 9 316.884 .588 | .808
Treatment x Student '~ 2851.959 ‘9 "~ 316.884 .588 | .808°
Explained . 195837.686 15 | 13055.846 24.239 -.000
Residual 886044.766 1645 538.629
Total 1081882.452 1660 651.736
Hypothesis 4

‘Hypothesis 4 statea that there is no intefaction between treatment type
aﬁd»st“qqe_r)t type oﬁ‘ﬂthe ITBS scofgs in'mavt.:l;u‘ematiqs; agh‘iév»ervnent_. A totawléf
1,661 cases was proceésed with no cases incomplete. ' Thé data are present;
ed in Tables 7 and 8. | |

Résdlté of the tw;::wéy énalyé;is of4 \}ariénée ‘shovxvedﬁtrklat therre‘w‘ere nd
interactions (p > .05) between treatmént type. student tybe, and méthematics
échie\‘/em»ent." The‘reforé,' HypofheSis 4 was retained. ”T:abile 7 shows that
although there were no interactions, decreased scores occurred with treat-
ments 2, 3, and 4 and student types 1, 2, and 3. Increases were‘ shown with

treatment type 2 and student types 2 and 3. Student type 4 increased scores

with all treatments except treatment 3.
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Table 7. Table of means for mean mathematics skills achievement scores

according to treatment type and student type.

Student Type
Treatment -
1 - 50.10 31.42 58.64 - 80.82
(46) (43) (288) (33)
2 45.02 35.67 59.31 87.23
: (63) - (24) (288) - (30)
3 - 4217 31.46 52.86 85.35
(52) - (37) " (294) (23)
4 - 45.20 30.08 - 57.42 90.68
(69) (37) (300) (34)

Table 8. ANOVA table of mean mathematics skills achievement scores
according to treatment type and student type.

Sum of Mean Signif.
Source of Variation Squares _| DF Squares F of F
Main Effects 224454.866 6 37409.144 - 67.846 .000
Treatment type 7111.818 3 | 2370.606 4.299 .005
Student type 214974.269 3 | 71658.000 | 129.961 | -.000
2-way Interactions 4069.520 9 452058 .820 .598
Treatment x Student 14069.520 9 452.058 820 | ' .598
Explained 228523.386 15 15234.892 27.630 .000
Residual 7 907022.681 | 1645 |  551.382
Total 1135546.067 1660 684.064
ési

Hypothesis § stated that there is no significant difference in the ITBS

language skills achievement scores among treatment groups for non-program
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students. A total of 1,170 cases was processed with no cases incomplete.
’The data are presented in TabIes 9 through 11 |

| Results of the analysrs of vananoe ‘showed that there was a significant
dlfference (p < .05) among treatment groups for non- program students
'(Table 10). ‘Therefore.vaporthesrs 5 y\res rejected, The Dunoen postuhoc
procedure was administered at the .05 level as a means of identifying the
differences (Table 11). From this prooedure, it wasdetermined that treat-
‘ment types 1, 3, and 4 were significantly different from___trea_tment”type 2.
kLanguage» skills achievement scores were higher for non-prograrn students
‘with treatment types 1, 3,:and‘4» than with treatment type 2 (T, T3, T4 >

‘Table 9. Table of means for non-program students’ language skills achieve-
~ ment scores according to treatment types.

Treatment Standard
Type Count Mean Deviation
1 288 62.6458 25.3383
2 288 57.8646 25.4512
3 294 63.4388 24.3318
4 - 300 64.2133 - 225177
Total - 1170 - 62.0701 24.5117
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Table 10. ANOVA table of non-program students’ mean language skills
achievement scores according to treatment types.

Sum of ’* Mean F F
Source of Variation Squares DF Squares Ratio Prob.
Between groups 7117.9146 3 2372.6382 3.9792 | .0078
* Within groups | 6952423384 | 1166 | 596.2627 ‘
Total : 702360.2530 | 1169

Table 11. Results of Duncan post hoc procedure for non-program students’
mean language skills achievement scores according to treatment

. types. L
S ) TREATMENT NUMBER
Mean: | -TreatmentType | 2 1 | 3| 4
57.8646 - o 2

- 62.6458 - 1 *

-63.4388 o 8 : *.

64.2133 4 *

*Denotes pairs of treatment types significantly different at the .05 |evet. :

Hypothesis 6
Hypothesis 6 stated that there is no signiﬁcant difference in the ITBS
reading achievement scdres among treatment érdups for non- program
students A total of 1, 170 cases was processed with no cases mcomplete
The data are presented in Tables 12 through 14.
| Results of the analysus of variance showed that there was a sugnrf cant
difference (p < .05) in reading achievement scores among treatment groups

for non-program students (Table 13). Therefore, Hypothesis 6 was rejected.
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The Duncan post hoc procedure was administered at the .05 Ievet as ameans
|of identifying the "differences (Table 1‘4). From this procedure it was deter-
mined that treatments 1 and 4 were srgnrf‘ cantly drfferent from treatment 2.

lReadlng achrevement scores were greater for non- program students with

treatment types 1 and 4 than treatment type 2 (T 1, T4 > T2).

Table 12 Table of means for non-program students readmg achlevement
scores according to treatment types. = :

- Treatment Standard
Type Count Mean Deviation
1 288 | 635799 - 24.0900
2 - 288 59.3854 ‘ 24.0028
3. 1 294 - 63.1361 - - 24.7844
4 300 164.4933 21,6312
Total .. 1170 . , 62.6701 | 23.6924

Table 13. ANOVA table of non-program students’ mean reading skills
achievement scores according to treatment types.

- Sumof .| Mean F " F
Source of Varration -- Squares - DF -~ Squares - Ratio -Prob.
Between groups - 4406.7266 -3 1468.9089 2.6278 | .0490
Within groups 651789.9264 1166 558.9965

Total .| 656196.6530 1169
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Table 14. Results of Duncan post hoc procedure for non-program students’
mean reading skills achlevement scores acoordlng to treatment

types.
L . - TREATMENT NUMBER
Mean Treatment Type | 2 3 1 4
- 59.3854 2
63.1361 - 3
63.5799 SR 1 *
64.4933 4 *

*Denotes pairs of treatment types significantly different at the .05 level.

Hypothesis 7 )

Hypothesis 7 stated that there is no sigvniﬁcant difference in the ITBS
work-study skills achievement scores among treatment groups for non-
program students. There were 1,170 cases prooess_ed with no cases being
|ncomplete The data are presented in Table 15. |

Results of the analysis of variance showed that there was no significant
dlfference (P> 05) in work- study skills among treatment groups for non-

program students Therefore Hypothesus 7 was retalned

Table 15. ANOVA table of non-program students’ mean work-study Skl"S
« achievement scores accordmg to treatment types.

_ ‘ 1 - Sumof . l. Mean | Signif.
Source of Variation _ - Squares _ DF Squares= F of F

Main Effects | 3978978 | 3| 1326326 | 2376 | .069
Treatment type - 3978.978 -3 1326.326 | ~ 2.376 069

Explained , + 3978.978 3 1326.326 2.376 069

Residual © 650983.970 | 1166 - 558.305

Total -] 654962.948 1169 560.276




sis

Hypothesrs 8 stated that there is no slgnrﬁcant dlfference in the ITBS -
mathematrcs achlevement scores among treatment groups for non-program
students There were 1 170 cases ‘processed with no cases belng incom-§
plete The data are presented in Tables 16 through 18.

Results of the analysrs of variance mdrcated that there was a slgnrf cant
difference (p < .05) in mathematrcs achrevement scores between treatment
groups and non program students (Table 17) The Duncan post hoc _1
procedure was admlnistered at the 05 level as a means to identify the'
drfferences (T able 1 8) From thrs procedure it was determined that treatment i
types 1,2, and 4 were srgnrf‘cantly drfferent from treatment type 3 Mathemat-
ics achievement scores were greater for non-program students with treat-

ments 1, 2 and 4 than with treatment 3 (T, T2, T4 > T3).

Table 16. Table of means for non-program students’ mathematics skills
- achievement scores according to treatment types.

Treatment | | I "|  Standard
Type - Count . Mean . Devratron
-2 288 59.3090 24.1142

3 294 52.8571 26.5590
4 | 300 - 57.4233 - 23.3298

Total | " 1170 = " | - 57.0393 - 24.5972
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Table 17. ANOVA table of non-program students’ mean mathematics skills
achievement scores according to treatment types.

: Sum of Mean F . F
Source of Variation Squares DF Squares Ratio Prob.
Between groups 7407.0138 B 3 2469.0046 4.1135 | .0065
Within groups 699861.1776 1166 600.2240
Total , 707268.1915 | 1169

R,

Table 18. Results of Duncan post hoc procedure for non- program students
: mathematics skills achievement scores according to treatment types.

‘ | TREATMENT NUMBER
Mean - Treatment Type 3 .| 4 1 2 -
52.8571 3

57.4233 4 *

58.6389 ‘ 1 | *

59.3090 2 *

*Denotes pairs of treatment types significantly different at the .05 level,

Hypothesis 9 stated that there is no significant difference in the ITBS
Ianguage skills achrevement scores among treatment groups for at-rrsk
students There were 230 cases processed wrth no case berng mcomplete
The data are presented in Table 19.

’ Results of the analysrs of variance rndrcated that there was no srgnlf cant
drfference (p >.05) inITBS Ianguage skills achrevement scores among treat-

ment groups for at-nsk students. Therefore, Hypothesis 9 was retained.
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Table 19. ANOVA table of at-risk students’ mean language skills achievement
scores according to treatment types.

: Sum of Mean Signif.
Source of Variation Squares DF Squares F of F
Main Effects 1425.185 3 475.062 .765 .515

Treatment type ' 1425.185 3 475.062 -~ .765 .515
Explained 1425.185 3 475.062 .765 515
Residual 140313.376 226 620.856
Total ‘ 141738.561 229 618.946

othesi

Hypothesis 10 stated that there is no significant difference in the ITBS
reading achievement scores among treatment groups for at-risk students.

vThere were 230 cases processed with no case bemg mcomplete The data

are presented in Table 20
Results of the analysis of variance indicated that there was no signiﬁCar\t
difference (p > .05) in reading achievement scores arhong treatment types

for at-risk students. Therefore, Hypothesis 10 was retained.

Table 20. ANOVA table of at-risk students’ mean reading skills achievement
scores according to treatment types.

‘ Sum of o Mean - | Signif.
Source of Variation Squares DF Squares F of F
Main Effects 2306.129 3 768.710 1.230 .300
Treatment type 2306.129 3 768710 | 1230 | .300
Explained - . . . 2306.129 3 768.710 1.230 .300
Residual 141268.201 226 625.081
Total 143574.330 229 626.962
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Hypothesis 11

Hypothesis 11 stated that there is no significant difference in the ITBS
work-study skills achievement scores among treatment groups for at-risk
students. There ‘were 230 cases processed with no case being incompléte.
The data are presented in Table 21.

Results of the analysis of variance indicated that there was no significant
difference (p > .05) in work-study skills achievement scores among treatment |
types for at-risk students. Therefore, Hypothesis 11 was.retained.

Table 21. ANOVA table of at-risk students’ mean work-study skills achieve-
ment scores according to treatment types.

Sum of Mean Signif.
Source of Variation Squares DF Squares F of F
Main Effects 2410.629 3 803.543 1.196 312
Treatment type 2410.629 3 803.543 1.196 312
Explained - 2410.629 3 803.543 1.196 312
Residual - 151848.763 226 671.897
Total 154259.391 229 673.622

Hypothesis 12

Hypothesis 12 stated that there is no significént difference in the ITBS
mathematics skills achievement scores among treatment groups for at-risk
students. There were 230 cases processed with no case being in'complete.

The data are presented in Table 22.
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Results of the analysis of variance indicated that there were no significant
differences (p > .05) in mathematics achievement scores among treatment

types for at-risk students. Therefore, Hypothesis 12 was retained.

Table 22. ANOVA table of at-risk students’ mean mathematics skills achieve-
ment scores according to treatment types.

Sum of Mean Signif.
Source of Variation Squares DF Squares F of F
ffects 1610.397 3 5§36.799 .908 .438
Treatment type ' 1610.397 3 5636.799 .908 438
Explained 1610.397 3 536.799 .908 .438
Residual 133666.825 226 591.446
Total | 135277.222 | 229 | 590730
Hypothesis 13

Hypothesis 13 stated that there is no significant difference in the ITBS
language skills achievement scores among treatmént groups for tutorial stu-
dents. There were 141 casés processed with no case being incomplete. The
data are presented .in Table 23.

Results of the analysis of variance indicated that there was no significant
difference (p > .05) in language skills achievement scores among treatrhent

types for tutorial students. Therefore, Hypothesis 13 was retained.
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Table 23. ANOVA table of tutorial students’ mean language skills achieve-
ment scores according to treatment types.

Sum of Mean Signif.
Source of Variation Squares Squares of F
Main Effects 1596.278 .236
Treatment type 1596.278 3 532.093 1.433 .236
Explained 1596.278 3 532.093 1.433 .236
Residual 50874.148 137 871.344
Total 52470.426 140 374.789
Hypothesis 14

Hypothesis 14 stated that there is no significant difference in the ITBS
reading skills achievement scores among treatment groups for tutorial §'tu-
dents. There were 141 cases processed with no case being incomplete. The
data are presented in Table 24.

Results of the analysis of variance indicated that there was no significant
difference (p > .05) in reading skills achievement scores among treatment
types for tutorial students. Therefore, Hypothesis 14 was retained.

Table 24. ANOVA table of tutorial students’ mean reading skills achievement
scores according to treatment types.

Sum of Mean Signif.
Source of Variation Squares DF Squares F of F
=  _ ey
Main Effects 868.614 3 289.538 .604 .613
Treatment type 868.614 3 289.538 .604 .613
Explained 868.614 3 289.538 .604 .613
Residual 65656.875 137 479.247
Total 66525.489 140 475.182




thesi

Hypothesis 15 stated that there is no significant difference in the ITBS
work-study skills achievement scores among treatment groups for tutorial stu-
dents. There were 141 cases processed wrth no case belng incomplete. The
data are presented in Table 25. | | | |

Results of the analysis of variance indicated that there was no signiﬁcant
dlfference (p > 05) in work-study skllls achrevement scores among treatment

types for tutorial students. - Therefore Hypothesls 15 was retalned

Table 25. ANOVA table of tutorral students mean work-study skills achreveo
ment scores according to treatment types.

Sum of Mean Signif.
Source of Variation Squal:oi DF Squaref_ F of_F_
Main Effects 1144.714 3 381.571 730 .536
Treatmenttype = | - 1144.714 3 381.571 730. | .536
Explained . 1144.714 3 381.571 .730 .536
* Residual | 71565.556 137 522.376 .
Total : s 72710.270 140 519.359

Hypothesis 16
Hypothesis 16 stated that there is no significant difference in the ITBS
mathematics skills achievement scores among treatment groups for tutorial

students. There were 141 cases processed with no case being incomplete.

The data are presented in Table 26.
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Results of the analysis of variance indicated that there was no significant
difference (p > .05) in work-study skills achievement scores among treatment

types for tutorial students. Therefore; Hypothesis 16 was retained.

" Table 26. ANOVA table of tutorial students mean mathematrcs skrlls achreve- ‘
ment scores according to treatment types.

Sumof |  Mean - | | signi.
_ Source of Variation | Squares | DF | Squares =_==F=== L

Main Effects 478. 695 3 159.565 .400 753

Treatment type 478.695 3 159.565 .400 .753

Explained 478.695 3 159,565 .400 .753
Residual b . 54681.744 | 137 399.137
Total 55160.440 140 394.003

I'_lyp_o_thg_sis_lz

Hypothesrs 17 stated that there is no srgnrf icant drfference m the ITBS
Ianguage skrlls achrevement scores among treatment groups for PACE stu-
dents. There were 120 cases processed wrth no case berng mcomplete The
data are presented in Table 27.

Results of the analysis of variance indicated that there was no significant
difference (p > .05) in Ianguage skills achievement scores among treatment

types for PACE students Therefore Hypothesrs 17 was retarned
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Table 27. ANOVA table of PACE students’ mean language skills achievement
scores accordlng to treatment types.

Sum of Mean Signif.
Source of Variation Squares DF Squares F of F
Main Effects 771.136 257.045 1.607 192
Treatment type 771.136 257.045 1.607 192
Explained 771.136 257.045 1.607 192
Residual 18556.730 116 159.972
. Total 18327.730 119 162.419
esis

Hypothesis 18 stated that there is no significant difference In the ITBS

rsading skills achievement scores among’treatmsnt ‘groups fdr PACE

students. Thers‘ were 120 cases processed with no case being incomplete.

The data are presented in Table 28.

Results of the analysis of variance indicated that there was no significant

difference (p > .05) in reading skills achievement scores among treatment

types for PACE‘ students. Therefore; Hypothesis 18 was retained.

i
i

Table 28. ANOVA table of PACE students’ mean readmg skllls achlevement

- scores accordlng to treatment types.

Sum of : Mean - | Signif,
Source of Variation Squaii DF Squares . F. of F
Main Effects 981.921  327.307 2.303 081
Treatment type 981.921 327.307 2.303 .081
Explained - 981.921 ' 327.307 2.303 .081
Residual . 16482.579 116 142.091
Total 17464.500 119 146.761
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Hypothesis 19 A

Hypothesis 119 stated vthat there is no significant difference in the ITBS
work-study skills achievement scores among treatment groups for PACE
students There were 120 cases processed wrth no case belng lncomplete
The data are presented in Tables 29 through 31.

Results of the analysis of variance indicated that there was a significant
difference (p < .05) in WOrk-study skills achievement scores among treatment
types for PACE students (Table 30). Therefore, Hypothesis 19 was rejected.
The Duncan post hoc proceddre was administered at thef.05v level as a means
of identifying the differences (Table 31). Results of the testing showed that
there was a srgnif' icant difference between treatment type 4 and treatment
type 1. Work-study achievement scores were greater for PACE students wrth
treatment 4 than with treatment 1 (T4 > T1).

Table 29. Table of means for PACE students’ work-study skills achievement
scores according to treatment types.

Treatment ' Standard
Type - Count Mean Deviation
1. 33 86.3333 15.0700
2 30 88.9667 9.2717
3 23 89.2174 7.0127
4 - 34 94.1471 - 4.9365
Total 120 89.7583 10.3364
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Table 30 AN OVA table of PACE students’ mean work study skllls achleve-
ment scores according to treatment types.

Sum of ' Mean F. F
Source of Variation . Squares DF - Squares "Ratio Prob.
Between groups - 1067.5139 - 3 355.8380 | " 3.5442 | .0168 -
Within groups , 11646.4777 116 100.4007
Total 12713.9917 119

Table 31. Results of Duncan post hoc procedure for PACE students’ work-
study skills achrevement scores accordlng to treatment types.

. : TREATMENT NUMBER
* Mean " Treatment Type | 1 2 3 4
86.3333 T
88.9667 2
89.2174 3
94.1471 | 4 * * * -

*Denotes pairs of treatment types significantly different at the .05 level.

vaothesis 20

~ Hypothesis 20 stated that there |s no sngnlflcant dlfference in the ITBS
mathematics skills achrevement scores among treatment groups for PACE
students There were 120 cases processed with no case bemg mcomplete
The data are presented in Tables 32 through 34. ‘
| Results of the analysrs of variance indicated that there was a significant’

difference (p < .05) in mathematics skills achievement scores among
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treatment types for PACE students (Table 33) Therefore, Hypothesrs 20 was

rejected. The Duncan post hoc procedure was admlnlstered at the .05 level
‘as a means of |dent|fy|ng the drfferences (T able 34) Results of the testrng~
showed that there was a srgnlﬁcant drfference between treatment type 4 and‘
treatment type 1. Mathematics achievement scores were higher for PACE

students with treatment 4 than with treatment 1 (T4 > T1).

Table 32. Table of means for PACE students’ mathematics skills achievement
scores according to treatment types.

Treatment | -~ - ; Standard
Type Count Mean Devratron

1 33 80 81 82 17.3736
2 30 - 87.2333 10.6664
3 1 23 85.3478 - 13.2686

4 . 34 90.6765 7.7488
Total 120 86.0833 13.1242

Table 33. ANOVA table of PACE students’ mean mathematics skills achieve-
ment scores according to treatment types.

Sum of Mean F F
Source of Varlation Squares OF Squares Ratio Prob.

Between groups

Within groups 18812.9343 116 162.1805

Total 20497.1667 119
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Table 34. Results of Duncan post hoc procedure for PACE students’ mathe-
matics skills achievement scores according to treatment types.

TREATMENT NUMBER
Mean | Treatment Type 1 | 3| 2 | 4
80.8182 1
85.3478 3
87.2333 2
90.6765 4 * * * *

*Denotes pairs of treatment types significantly different at the .05 level.

Summarv of Major Proljlem Qata Analysis
| Hypotheses 1 through 4 w:ere analyzed with a two-way analysis_ of
variance procedure AII. f.our were »retained as no interaction occu.rred
between the mdependent varrables of student type and treatment type andi
the dependent varrables scores on the ITBS |
Hypotheses 5 through 20 were examlned with a one-way analysrs of
varrance Each student type was mdrvrdually compared to treatment types

for each ITBS score. Most hypotheses were retalned

Second Problem

The second problem of thrs study addressed the analysis of student
attrtudes as they relate to their junior hrgh school or middle school. The

MSAS was administered to the seventh graders in three schools. Two of the
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schools are junior high schools, those in Miles City and Cut Bank; the third
school, in Great Falls, is a middle school utilizing treatments 2, 3, and 4.

The MSAS is designed in two parts. Part one contains 10 clusters, and
part two has 11 clusters, each measuring an attitude toward a different
segmeht of the school program. (Additional cluster descriptions are found in
Appendix A.) Two hypotheses were formulated to guide the analysis of the
responses to the MSAS questionnaire. The results of the tests of the
hypotheses are reviewed in this section.

A one-way analysis of variance was used as the method for testing; for
significant differences for each hypothesis. In clusters where a significant F
was found, the Duncan post hoc procedure was used to determine which
means differed. A .05 level of significance was used in this analysis. Part
one of the MSAS was scored on a five-point scale, with one being the most
favorable attitude toward the school and five being the least favorable. The
second part of the MSAS was scored on a four-point scale, with one repre-
senting the most favorable attitude and four being the least favorable.

The cluster scores were thé dépendeht variables and the three scﬁools.

“or locations, were the independent variables. Tables of m‘eans,‘ ANOVA

tables, and graphs of Duncan results are presented for those clusters with a

significant F on the one-way analysis of variance.
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Hypothesis 21 .

- Hypothesis 21 stated that there are no ‘signific.ant differences hetween
the clusters in part one of the MSAS and the scho'o.l location. " Ten clusters
were analyzed. The data are‘:presented in Tables 35 throug‘h 40.

' Results of the analysis of variance showed that there were sngnificent
differences (p < .05) in clusters and Iocation with cluster 3 (T able 36) and}
cluster 4 (Table 39). Therefore. Hypothesis 21 was rejected.

A Duncan post hoc procedure was administered at the .05 level as a
means of identifying the differences.‘ From this procedure (Table 37) it was
determined that for cluster 3 (Fine Arts), Washington School in Miles City
(location 3) was srgmficantly different from North Middle School in Great Falls
(Iocation 1) .(L3 > L1). It was aiso determmed (T able 40) that cluster 4
fLearning Activities) at location 2 was significantly different from locations 1

and 3 (L2 > L1 '.‘L3).

Table 35. Table of means for mean student attitude scores for part one,
: - cluster 3 (Fine Arts) according to location (organizational pattern).

1 Standard

Location - Count - © "Mean - - Deviation -
S R 90 20.4667 6.9834
2 29 23.2414 8.0519
3 51 25.0980 ] 7.2616
Total 170 22.3294 7.5052




77

Table 36. ANOVA table of mean student attitude scores for part one, cluster
3 (Fine Arts) according to location (organizational pattern). -

T -~ Sum of : Mean s Signif.
Source of Variation Squares DF Squares F of F
Main Effects 727.333 2 363.666 6.908 .001
Location 727.333 2 363.666 - 6.908 - | .001
Explained - - 727.333 2 363.666 -6.908 001
Residual 8792.220 167 52.648 |
Total 9519.553 -169 - 56.329 -

Table 37. Results of Duncan post hoc procedure for part one, cluster 3 (Fine
Arts) according to location (organizational pattern). -

. LOCATION NUMBER
Mean Location 1 | -2 | 3
20.4667 1 -
23.2414
- 25.0980 *

*Denotes locations significantly different at the .05 level.

Table 38. Table of means for mean student attitude scores for part one,
cluster 4 (Learning Activities) according to location (organizational

pattern).
e - Standard
Location Count - Mean Deviation
1 90 23.2222 6.6785
2. 29 - 26.5172 - 6.4066
3 50 - - 21.5200 . 5.9804
Total 169 23.2840 6.6055
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Table 39. ANOVA table of mean student attitude scores for part one, cluster
4 (Learning Activities) according to location (organizational

pattern).
C o Sum of ‘ Mean - o .| Signif.
Source of Variation Squares DF Squares F of F
Main Effects 459.090 2 229.545 5,545 .005
Location 459.090 2 229.545 5.545 .005
Explained 459.090 2 229.545 5.545 .005
Residual 6871.277 166 41.393
~ Total ' ' 7330.367 168 43.633

Table 40. Results of Duncan post hoc procedure for part one, cluster
4 (Learning Activities) according to location (organizational

pattern).
LOCATION NUMBER
~ Mean Location 3 1 2
21.5200 3
23.2222 1.
26.5172 2 . * *

*Denotes locations significantly different at the .05 level.

Hypothesis 2é .

Hypothesis 22 stated that there are no significant dif}erences between
the clustefg in part two of the MSAS and the school location. Eleven clusters
were analy‘zéd. | The data are presented in Tables 41 through'46.

'Results of the analysis of variance indicated that there was a signifi-

cant difference (p < .05) in clusters and location in part two with cluster
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4 (Table 42) and cluster 11 (Table 45‘). - Therefore, Hypothesis 22 was
rejected. B | | | |
A Duncan post hoc procedure was administ'ered’ at the .05 level as a
means of identifying the differences. From this procedureA (Table 43) it was
‘deierniinéd that fqrclusfer 4 (Faifgeés), .Iobatfoh 2Wé§ significlantly diffyerent
from location 3 (L2 > L3). It was also determined (Table 46) that for cluster

11 (Internal Motivation), locations 1 and 2 were significantly different from

-5

location 3 (L1, L2 > L3).

Table 41. Tablle of means for meéh student attitude scores fbr part two,
cluster 4 (Fairness) according to location (organizational pattern).

. : Standard

Location . Count . Mean .| . Deviation
1 1 90 = | .. '6.0667 2.4162
2 . , 29 - 6.8621 2.2317
-3 . 51 . ... 5.4314 1. 2.3431
Total ~ 170 6.0118 | _ 2.3982

Table 42. ANOVA table of mean student attitude scores for part two, cluster
4 (Fairness) according to location (organizational pattern).

S ' Sum of “}.  Mean- ' Signif.
Source of Variation Squares DF Squares F ‘of F
Main Effects =~ 1 38.418 2 19.209 3.436 034
Location I 38.418 -2 ©19.209 - 3.436 034
Explained ‘ - 38.418 T2 19.209 3.436 034 -
Residual - © 933.558 167 | 5.590
Total e 1 971976 - | - 169 - 8.751
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Table 43. Results of Duncan post hoc procedure for part two, cluster 4
(Fairness) according to location (organizational pattern).

LOCATION NUMBER
Mean Location 83 1 2
5.4314 -3
6.0667 1
- 6.8621 .. . 2 *

*Denotes Iocations significantly differént at the .05 level.

Table 44. Table of means for mean student attitude scores for part two,

cluster 11 (Internal Motivation) accordlng to location (organiza-
tional pattern). ‘

Standard
Location Count Mean Deviation
1 90 .. 12.44;4 - 3.8427
2 29 12.8621 3.1592
3 51 10.3529 3.8772
Total 170 11.8882 3.8622

Table 45. ANOVA table of mean student attitude scores for part two, cluster
~ 11 (Internal Motivation) according to location (organizational

pattern).
Sum of Mean Signif.
Source of Variation Squares DF Square_s F of F__
Main Effects 175.559 2 87.77—9 6.250 .002—
Location’ 175.559 2 87.779 6.250 | .002
Explained 175.559 2 87.779 6.250 002
Residual 2345.318 167 14.044
Total 2520.876 169 14.916




81

Table 46. Results of DUncan'post hoc procedure for pért two, cluster 11
(Internal Motivation) according to location (organizational pattern).

_ LOCATION NUMBER
- Mean ; Location 3 1 2
10.3529 3
12.4444 ' 1 *
12.8621 2 *

*Dénoteé locations éigniﬁcanﬂy different at the .05 level.

Th|rg Pro.blewm~

The third problem of this study was to determine if there were any
differences in the teachers’ or principal’s perceptions of the school climate,
as they are compared to junior high school and middle school. Two ques-
| tionnaires, the PCl and the RSSCI-FF, were administered to the 22 teachers
and the principal of North Middle School.  These same respondents partici-
pated in a climate study, conducted by Dr. Donald Robson in 1986, which
utilized the same two questionnaires;. The 1986 study had from 46 to j49
respondents. The 22 participants and the principal in this present study are
those staff members still at North Middle School. A simple comparison was

made of the data in 1986 and the data in 1990. Respondents' scores were

plotted on scattergram forms for both studies, and are presented in Figures

1 through 5.
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The PCI data were plotted on one scattergram form (Figure 1) since the
design of this instrumént does not cluster responses to answer different
questions. Itis a 20-item Likert-type scale with five categories for each item
ranging from "strongly agree" to "strongly disagree." The PCI questionnéire
is found in Appendix B. Reliability and construct validity have been support-
ed by ‘research (Mulhern, 1984). According to Robson (1886), a school's
pupil control ideology orientation can be measured by pooling the individual
ideologies of its professional staff members. This provides an indication of
the degree of custodialism or humanism used in teacher/student relation-
ships, w.hich are one measure of school climate. -

The RSSCI-FF is designed around five clusters: (1) principal support
behavior, (2) principal control behavior, (5) teacher engagement behavior,
(4) teacher frustratién behavior, and (5) teacher intimacy behavior. Further
description of each cluster is found in Appendix B. - The teacher intimacy
behavior was not used in climate considerations since it appears that social
interaction does not affect a school's climate (Mulhern, 1984). The RSSCI-FF
contains 33 descriptive statements, each on a four-point scale: rarely occurs,
sometimes occurs, often occurs, and very frequently occurs. The revised
instrument used in this study has two general fac{ors built in. One is a
measure of 6penness or closedness of teacher interaction and the other a

measure of openness or closedness of teacher/principal interaction. The
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RSSCI-FF scores frorn i1986 and 1990 are presented on four scattergram
forms, one for each cluster (Figures 2 through 5).

L Theidata frorn these instruments are reviewed in tabular fcrm in thie
section (T ables 47 througnvSS).v Tables 47 and48 present frequenc§ di‘strirﬂbu- '
tion of PCl data fcr pupil control attitude for.1986 and 1990, respectively;
Figure 1 graphically displays these data on a scattergram. Tables‘49 and 50
:present"frequency di'stribuition of RSSCI-FF data;.for crincipalMeugpcrt_cenavior
fcr 1986rand 1996 respectively; Figure 2 graphically displays these data.
Tables 51 and 52 present frequency distribution of RSSCI- FF data for prrncrpal
control behavror for 1986 and 1990 respectrvely, a graphrc drsplay of the data
is presented in Frgure 3. Tables 53 and 54 present frequency distribution of
RSSCI FF data for teacher engagement behavior for 1986 and 1990, respec-
tively; Figure 4 graphically displays these data. Tables 55 and 56 present
frequency distribution of RSSCI-FF data for teacher frustration behavior for
1986 and 1990, res‘pecti"vely; the scattergram in Figure 5 graphically dieplays

these data.
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Table 47. Frequency distribution of PCI data for pupil control attitude, 1986.

Frequency
1
5
1
3
2
1
2
3.
3
1
| 1
72 1 77 1
n = 49, Mean = 55.37, Range = 39-77, S.D. = 7.85,
Principal’s Perception = 47

Table 48.- Frequency distribution of PCI data for pupil control attitude, 1990.

Score Frequency Score Frequency
41 1 - 47 1
48 1 | 53 3
54 1 | 56 3
57 3 59 1
60 1 61 1
62 i 65 1
67 ‘ 2 - 73 1
76 1
n = 22, Mean = 58.091, Range = 41-76, S.D. = 8.182,

Principal’s Perception = 40




Figure 1. Scattergram comparing PCl 1986 and 1990 data.

Pupil Control Ideology: The extent to which teachers seek to subordinate and control students or allow students autonomy and
freedom. (Custodial: Highly controlled, concerned with maintenance of order. Humanistic: Learning through interaction; relation-

ships based on mutual respect and friendship.)
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Table 49. Frequency distribution of RSSCI-FF data for principal support
behavior, 1986.

Score Frequency
10 1 1 '
14 4 3
16 4 5
18 5 3

20 5 2

.22 3 1
24 3 2
26 3 27 3

n = 48, Mean = 19.40, Range = 10-27, S.D. = 4.32,
Principal’'s Perception = 20

Table 50. Frequency distribution of RSSCI-FF data for principal support
behavior, 1990.

Score Frequency Score Frequency
'8 1 % 11 1

12 1 13 1

15 1 16 1

18 2 ? 19 2
20 3 21 6

22 3

- n =22 Mean = 18.227, Range = 8-22, S.D. = 4.011, -

" Principal’'s Perception = 24




Figure 2. Scattergram comparing RSSCI-FF 1986 and 1990 data for principal support behavior.

Principal Support: Behavior characterized by constructive criticism and setting an example of hard work. Concern for personal
and professional welfare of teachers. Behavior enhances both the social needs and task-achievement needs of faculty.

1990

1986
North Junior High School Yy ooy North Middle School
x = Teachers (48) x ¥ I y = Teachers (22)
o = Principal Y x XX yx _ p = Principal
Mean = 19.40 X yx Mean = 18.227
Range = 10-27 x y Range = 8-22
S.D. =4.32 x . S.D. =4.011

X Principal Perception = 24

Principal Perception = 20

!

X X LK<

10 MU 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 o9 22 23 24 25 26 21 28

18
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Table 51 Frequency distribution of RSSCI-FF data for principal control
" behavior, 1986.

Frequency Frequency
14
15 1 16 2
18 2 19 4
20 3 21 5
22 6 | 23 5
24 5 | 25 2
26 7 ] 27 1
28 1 |

n = 46, Mean = 21.90, Range = 13-28, S.D. = 3.6,

Principal’'s Perception = 22

Table 52. Frequency . distribution of RSSCI-FF data for principal control
: - behavior, 1990.

Score Frequency Frequency
9 1
12 1
15 3
18 2
20 2
22 1
26 1 |
n =22, Mean = 17.182, Range = 9-26, S.D. = 4.594,
Principal’s Perception = 9




Figure 3. Scattergram comparing RSSCI-FF 1986 and 1990 data for principal control behavior.

Principal Control: Behavior characterized by close supervision and one-way communication. Highly task-
oriented and domineering; autocratic behavior. '

1986 ‘ 1990
North Junlor High School y yx North Middle School
x = Teachers (46) y x - o y = Teachers (22)
o = Principal y ! y - p = Principal
Mean = 21.90 X ; y Mean = 17.182
Range = 13-28 y X Range = 9-26
S$.D. =36 X S.D. = 4594

Principal Perception = 22

MR XK KX

2 8 8 8 8 ¥-1 4

x X X X X

KX KK XK XK

Principal Perception = 9
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Table 53. Frequency distribution of RSSCI-FF data for teacher engagement
behavior, 1986.

Score Frequency | . Frequency

18
21
23
25
27
29
31

- n =49, Mean = 25.04, Range = 18-31, S.D. = 3.1
Principal’'s Perception = 24

Table 54. Frequency distribution of RSSCI FF data for teacher engagement
behavior, 1990.

n = 22, Mean = 18.955, Range = 11-24, S.D. = 3.273,
~ - Principal’'s Perception = 24 '




Figure 4. Scattergram comparing RSSCI-FF 1986 and 1990 data for teacher engagement behavior.

Teacher Engagement: Behavior characterized by high morale, enthusiasm, respect for students and colleagues.
A positive attitude toward work; pride in school and willingness to make extra effort for students.

x
1986 X 1990

North Junior High School Y Y xy y North Middle School

x = Teachers (49) ; ; Y _ x Yy {,’ y = Teachers (22)

o = Principal ' y . X y p = Principal

Mean = 25.04 X x Mean = 18.955

Range = 18-31 : Range = 11-24
8D =31 x S.D. =3.273

Principal Perception = 24 x Principal Perception = 24
" X

v
- - G - . - -

X X X X X X X

891011121314151617181920212223242526272829303132
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Table 55. Frequency distribution of RSSCI-FF data for teacher frustration .
behavior, 1986.

Score Frequency Frequency
12 1
14 4
16 5
18 -4
20 7
22 4
n = 49, Mean = 17.57, Range = 12-23, S.D. = 2.96,
Principal’s Perception = 23

Table 56. Frequency distribution of RSSCI-FF data for teacher frustration
behavior, 1990.

Score Frequency =.I:‘requem:y
8 ] 1 1
10 1 4
13 3 3
15 3 2
19 2 2
n =22, Mean = 14.136, Range = 8-20, S.D. = 3.299,
Principal’s Perception = 8




FiguAre 5. Scattergram comparing RSSCI-FF 1986 and 1990 data for teacher frustration behavior.

Teacher Frustration: General fesling that routine duties, paperwork, and assigned duties undermine teacning
sffectiveness. Low job satisfaction, disrespect for colleagues, and lack of enthusiasm; *what's-the-use® attitude.

1986 : Coxy oy x - . 1990
North Junlor High School ‘ xy .. Xy :; ) North Middie School
x = Teachers (49) " y " ‘ y = Teachers (22)
o = Principal y x p = Principal
Mean = 17.57 x x Mean = 14.136
Range = 12-23 ; x . Range = 8-20
S.D. =296 y x S.D. =329

4 o Principal Perception = 8

Principal Perception = 23

L2 2 2.8 & 4 4 4

L2 2.2 2.0 8.4 4

24

€6



94

Summary

Table 57 presents a summary of the status of retention or rejection of the

22 null hypotheses examikned in this research.

Table 57. Surhmary of status of retention or rejection of null hypotheses.

Hypoth
No.

NULL HYPOTHESIS STATEMENT

Retained

Rejected

1

There is no interaction between treatment type and
student type on the ITBS scores in reading
achievement.

v

There is no interaction between treatment type and
student type on the ITBS scores in language skills
achievement.

There is no interaction between treatment type and
student type on the ITBS scores in work-study
skills.

There is no interaction between treatment type and
student type on the ITBS scores in mathematics
achievement.

There is no significant difference in the ITBS lan-
guage skills achievement scores among treatment
groups for non-program students.

There is no significant difference in the ITBS read-
ing achievement scores among treatment groups
for non-program students.

There is no significant difference in the ITBS work-
study skills achievement scores among treatment
groups for non-program students.
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Table 57--Continued.

Hypoth
No.

NULL HYPOTHESIS STATEMENT

Retained

Rejected

8

There is no significant difference in the ITBS math-
ematics achievement scores among treatment
groups for non-program students.

There is no significant difference in the 1T8BS lan-
guage skills achievement scores among treatment
groups for at-risk students.

10

There is no significant difference in the ITBS read-
ing achievement scores among treatment groups
for at-risk students.

11

There is no significant difference in the ITBS work-
study skills among treatment groups for at-risk
students. .

12

There is no significant difference in the ITBS math-
ematics achievement scores among treatment
groups for at-risk students. . -

13

There is no significant difference in the ITBS lan-
guage skills achievement scores among treatment
groups for tutorial students. -

14

There is no significant difference in the ITBS read-
ing achievement scores among treatment groups
for tutorial students.

15

There is no significant difference in the ITBS work-
study skills achievement scores among treatment
groups for tutorial students.

16

There is no significant difference in the ITBS math-
ematics achievement scores among treatment
groups for tutorial students.




Table 57--Continued.

Hypoth
No.

NULL HYPOTHESIS STATEMENT

Retained

Rejected

17

There is no significant difference in the ITBS lan-
guage skills achievement scores among treatment
groups for PACE students.

v

18

There is no significant difference in the ITBS read-
ing achievement scores among treatment groups
for PACE students.

19

There is no significant difference in the ITBS work-
study skills achievement scores among treatment
groups for PACE students.

20

There is no significant difference in the ITBS math-
ematics achievement scores among treatment
groups for PACE students.

21

There are no significant differences between the
clusters in part one of the MSAS and the school
location (organizational pattern, i.e., middle school
vs. junior high school).

22

There are no significant differences between the
clusters in part two of the MSAS and the school
location (organizational pattern, i.e., middle school
vs. junior high school). :
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CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
introduction

The information reported in this chapter summarizes this study and
provides conclusions and recommendations relative to the results of the
research. . This chapter is comprised of three sections. . In the first section,
a summary of the study and the findings is presented. -In the second section,

conclusions are drawn. Recommendations are offered in the final section.
Summau

This study examined the interaction and relationships of seventh grade

students’ achievement and attitudes toward school as well as teacher and

principal perceptions of school climate when middle school was compared to -

junior high school. A total of 2,193 seventh grade students from three school

districts or locations (Great Falls, location 1; Cut Bank, location 2; and Miles

City, location 3); 22 teachers; and one building principal participated in this

study.
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Summary of Major Problem

. For the major problem, 1,661 seventh grade students from North Middle
School in Great Falls were studied. Their achievement test scores from the
lowa Tests of Basic Skills in language skills, reading skills, work-study skills,
and mathematics skills were used as the dependent variables.

The seventh grade students were studied for a four-year period, from the
1985-86 school year through the 1988-89 school year. For each year of the
study, a different middle school treatment type was added to the North Middle
School program. The treatments are identified as follows: treatment 1, junior
high school departmentalization; ' treatment 2, interdisciplinary teaming;
treatment 3, teaming and homebase; and treatment 4, teaming, homebase,
and interdisciplinary units of instruction. The students were also classified
into four types: at-risk (type 1), tutorial (type 2), non-program (type 3), and
PACE (type 4). Student types and treatment types were the independent
variables.

Hypotheses 1 through 4 tested for interaction between the independent
variables of student type and treatment type and the dependent variables of
ITBS test scores. All four hypotheses were retained, as there was no

evidence of interaction. -

In discussing tests for significant differences, each student type will be

examined individually.
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Non-program_students (type 3). Hypotheses 5 through 8 were con-

cerned with the type 3 student. Hypothesis 7 was retained as no significant
differences occurred in work-study skills. Hypotheses 5, 6, and 8 were
rejected. The Duncan post hoc testing procedure indicated that significant
differences occurred in language skills, reading skills, and mathematics skills.
The application of treatment type 2, teaming, with no other treatments,
caused significant losses in achievement in language skills and reading
achievement for non-program students. The data also indicated that
significant losses in achievement occurred in mathematics when treatment
type 3, teaming and homebase, was in place.

At-risk_students (tyoe 1). Hypotheses 9 through 12, those concerned

with type 1 students were retalned No slgnnfncant differences were noted
in Ianguage skills, readlng skills, work study sknlls or mathematncs skllls
Statlstncally. these students achleved at the same level when attendmg a

junior high school ora mlddle school

Tutorial students (tvpe g)_ Hypotheses 13 through 16, those dealing with

type 2 students were retalned There were no sngnlflcant dufferences in
achlevementm Ianguage sknlls readmg skllls work-study skulls or mathemat-
ics Skl"S Statlstncally, these students achleved at the same Ievel when

attending a |un|or h|gh school ora mlddle school

PACE students (tvpe 4). Hypotheses 17 through 20 related to type 4

students Hypotheses 17 and 18 were retalned as no S|gn|f|cant dlfferences
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occurred in language skills or reading skills. Hypotheses 19 and 20 were
rejected, as significant differences did occur in work-study skills and mathe-
matics skills. Treatment 4 was significantly different from treatment 1. Type
4 students had greater achievement in work-study skills and mathematics -
skills with treatment 4 ‘(interdisciplinary teaming, homebase, and interdis-
ciplinary units of instruction) than with treatment 1 (a departmentalized junior
high school). For PACE students, the organization of the school, whether it

was middle school or junior high school, made no difference in language or

reading achievement.

Summarv of Second Problem

The second problem of this study mvestlgated student attltudes
Students from the three Iocatlons were admlmstered the Minnesota School
Attltude Survey (Appendlx A) Each cluster measured student attitude and
was compared with each Iocatlon to see if there were any differences.

Hypotheses 21 and 22 were used to test the second problem of this
study They were both re]ected since signifi icant dlfferences occurred when
a one-way analysus of varlance was used to test the data. Hypothesls 21
was re|ected because clusters 3 and 4 (Flne Arts and Learning Activities,
respectnvely) were slgnmcantly drfferent Analysis of cluster 3 showed that
location 3, a |un|or hlgh school was different from Iocatlon 1, a middle
school. For this part of the study, the lowest means mdrcated the most

positive responses. The five-point Likert-type scale used on the MSAS
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ranged. on part one, from "important and pleasant® (which was valued atone)
to "unimportant and unpleasant” (valued at five). Part two of the MSAS was
scored with a four-point Likert-type scale with responses ranging from "true”
(valued at one) to 'false' (valued at four). Students from location 1, amiddle
school, displayed the most po»sitl;/eresponses to cluster 3, students’ school
attntudes toward f|ne arts Results of the Duncan post hoc procedure are
presented in Table 37 | |

Cluster 4 analysls attltudes towards Iearnlng activities, showed a
srgnlfncant dlfference between Iocatlon 2 a |un|or hlgh school and locations
1 and 3, a mrddle school and a |un|or hngh school, respectlvely Students
from locatlon 2 dlsplayed the most negatlve responses in cluster 4 Hesults
of the Duncan post hoc procedure are presented in Table 40 | |

Hypothesls 22 was rejected because there were srgnlflcant dlfferences
in cluster 4 (Falrness) and cluster 11 (Internal Motlvatlon) -

Students from location 2, a |un|or high school, were srgmfrcantly more
negatlve in attltudes toward fanrness than students from locatlon 3 a |un|or
hngh school Results of the Duncan post hoc procedure are presented in
Table 43.

Cluster 1, measunng internal motlvatlon showed slgmfncance Seventh‘
grade students from Iocatlons 1 and 2, a mlddle school and a |un|or hlgh

school, respectlyely, were sugnmcantly more negatnve than students from
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location 3, a junior high school. Results of the Duncan post hoc procedure

are presented in Table 46.

Summary of Third Problem

The third problem of the study considered teacher and principal percep-
tions of school climate. In 1990, the PCI and RSSCI-FF were administered
to 22 teachers and the principal of North Middle School. These question-
naireé are found in Appendix B. A comparison'was made tb the responses
submitted by these same teachers and principal on the PCI| and RSSCI-FF
in 1986 by the plotting of the scored responses o»n a scattergram.‘

Thé purpo'se of this part of the study was to get a gene}al feelving of any
maior changesvin climate perceptions. The plotting of the 1986 and 1990
s;:ores from the PCl and the RSSCI-FF on a scattergram made a visuél
obéervation possible. Since the purpose Was\to Qbserve general changes in
attitudes, hypotheses were not developed for this part of the problem. Tables
47 through 56 and Figures 1 through 5 display the data that were used for
analysis. Five different attitudes were tested, each of which will be discussed

separately.

The PCl. Data are found in Tables 47 and 48 and Figure 1. Visual

inspection of the scattergram and the means indicate a minimal change in

teachers’ attitudes towards pupil control. Extreme humanism would resuit

with a mean of 20, while extreme custodialism would result with a mean of

100. Middle school researchers suggest that the discipline practices of
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successful middle schools tend to be more humanistic in nature; however, the
1990 mean of §8.091, wh‘en compared to the 1986 mean of 55.37, suggested
that the teachers were slightly more custodial under the middle school
organization. The principal tended to be more humanistic in 1990, with a
score of 40, than in 1986 when a score of 47 was recorded. The principal's
perceptions of pupil control were considerably more humanistic than the
teachers’ berceptions of student control. With a teacher mean of 58.091, the
teachers cannot be characterized as either humanistic or custodial.

Principal support behavior. The data for this analysis are found in Tables

49 and 50 and Figure 2. The most negative score possible with this cluster
was 28, and the most positive was 7. The teacher mean in 1986 was 19.40;
in 1990 it was 18.227. While the change was slight, the teachers’ perceptions
of the principal's support are more positive. The principal’'s perception of his
support of staff as measufed by the questions was slightly less positive. In
1986 the score was 20, and in 1990 a score of 24 was recorded.

Principal control behavior.© The data for this analysis are presented in

Tables 51 and 52 and Figure 3. )_ The most negative score possible with this
cluster was 28, and the most positive a 7. The teacher mean in 1986 was
21.90, and in 1990 was 17.182. The principal’s score in 1986 was 22, and in
1990 a score of 9 was recorded. The teachers and the principal indicated

that, when compared to the 1986 study, in 1990 the principal was more
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approachable and sustained better communication;, The difference in the
principal’s perception from 1986 to 1990 appears to be considerable.
Teacher engagement behavior. Data for this analysis are presented in
Tables 53 and 54 and Figure 4. The most negative score possible with this
cluster was 32, and the most positive was 8. The teachers' mean score in
1986 was 25.04; in 1990 it was 18.955. The principal's score was 24 for both
years. The data suggest that the teachers were more positive and enthusiastic

toward their work in 1990 than in 1986.

Teacher frustration behavior. Data for this analysis are found in Tables

55 and 56 and Figure 5. The most negative score possible with this cluster
was 24, and the most positive was 6. The teacher mean in 1986 was 17.57;
in 1990 it was 14.136. The principal scored more positively in 1990 with a
score of 8, compared to a score of 23 in 1986. Analysis of the data suggests
that the teachers and the principal felt more positively towards school climate

- as measured by teacher frustrations which relate to extra duties, paperwork,

job satisfaction, and enthusiasm.

Conclusions

Conclusions of Major Problem

(1) Twenty hypotheses were used to test the data for the major problem of
this study. Fifteen were retained, as no significance resulted from

statistical analysis. For at-risk students (type 1) and tutorial students
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(3)
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(type 2), no significance was evident in any area studied. For these
students, and for all those students addressed in the retained hypotheses,
there was no difference in achievement due to treatment types.

Of the 20 hypotheses used to test the data for the major problem, only
five were rejected due to significance; these hypotheses were concerned
with reading, language, and mathematics achievement for non-program
students, and work-study skills and mathematics achievement for PACE
students. All five analysis areas displayed evidence that treatment type
4 facilitated greater achievement than other treatments studied in this
research. For PACE and non-program students, the data indicated that
middle school as defined in this study (treatment 4) must be fully imple-
mented for all needs to be met.

Type 3, non-program students, achieved at a significantly lower level in
reading skills and language skills when only treatment 2 (interdiscipliqary
teéming) was in place. The data indicated that treatment 2 produ;:ed
significahtlyv lower achievement in reading and language skills than did
treatment 1 (anici‘:r high scho.ols. freatment 3 (ihterdisciplinary tearﬁing and
homeba.se), ortreatmént 4 (teamihg, ho_mebasé, énd interdisciplinary units
of instrubtion). Addiﬁonally; the data indicéted that méthématics achieve;
ment' was signiﬁcantly lower for non-pkbgram gtudénts When only tréat-
ment 3- (tc-::aming and homebése) \‘Na‘s in placé. If the ﬁeeds of the hon;

program students are to be met, an affective component must be included
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with the teaming as well as the use of interdisciblinary instruction. If
treatment 4 is not fully implemented, the data suggest that non-program

. students will have greater academic success in a departmentalized junior
high school.

(4) Type 4, PACE students, scored significantly higher in work-study skills
and mathematics skills when treatment type 4 (interdisciplinary teaming,
homebase, and interdiéciplinary units of instruction) was in place. These
scores were significantly greater than the scores resulting from treatment
1 (junior high school), treatment 2 (teaming), or treatment 3 (teaming and
homebase). In the areas of work-study skills and mathematics skills,
PACE students responded well to the criteria which differentiate a middle

"school from a junior high school (i.e., teaming, homebase, and interdisci-
- plinary teaching strategies). PACE students were not negatively affected

in language or reading skills. - 3

Con.clusions c;f Second Prbblem

.The secohd part of thfs study indicated no corisiétént c;ncluéions;; In
three out of the four significant clusters, junior high school students at location
3 displayed the most positive responses. . The junior high school students at
location 2 showed the most negative responses in three out of the four
significant clusters.: The middle school students at location 1 displayed the
most positive responses in one out of the four clusters tested and the second

most positive responses in the remaining three significant clusters.
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The students who res;:)onded the most negatively were from the smallest
school, location 2. None of the components of treatment 4 of this research
project are included in the school’'s program. Location 3 did include a home-
base (affective education) program for its students.  Location 1 utilized all the
treatments st;Jdied in this research problem. Location 1, a middle school,
displayed scores for three of the four significant clusters which wére statis-
tically more positive than location 2 (a junior high school), and statistically
more negative in three out of the four significant clusters than location 3‘:(a
junior high school). Location 3 utilized a homebase program. ' Its students
were more positive than location 1 (which had implemented teaming, home-
base, and interdisciplinary units 6f instruction) and location 2 (which incor-
porated departmentalized instruction). Students attending a departmentélized
school with an affective education (homebase) program had the most positive
attitudes in the significant élusters of fine arts, learning activities, fairness, and
internal ’motiVétfon. Middle school, as defined in this study, did not negatively

affect student attitudes when compared to a traditional junior high school.

Conclusions of Third Problem -

(1) The visual examination of RSSCI-FF clusters (principal support behaviof.
principal control behavior, teacher engagement behavior, and teacher
frustration behavipr) indicated that the middle school concept seemed to
improve communication and cooperation and the overall school climate as

opposed to the junior high school organization. This conclusion confirms
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.~ the findings of Doda et al. (1987), Howell (1969), and McPartland (1987),

which suggest improved teacher attitudes with middle school organization
as compared to junior high school.

(2) Examination of the PCl data indicated that the teachers seemed to be
more custodial in their approach to student discipline in 1990 in a middlé
school than in a junior high school setting in 1986.. This is contrary to
data that indicate that middle school organizations are more humanistic
toward students than junior high schools.

(3) Examination of the PCI data indicated that the principal’'s perception of
student control seemed to be more humanistic in the middle school as

-compared to the junior high school. This conclusion supports research
~conducted by George and Oldaker (1985), James (1986), and Miller
(1976). |

Overall Conclusions

| The dafa in this study indi‘catéd that to adequately meet the rlleeds‘of the
non-program vstt.lrc'jentsl WHo are the maiorify population in the school, the
criterial attributes of middle school as defined in this study, particularly
tgaming; homebase (affective education), and interdisciplinary instruction, must
all be implementéd. The in_clusioniof interdisqiplinéry teamiﬁg by itéelf i‘htb thé
organizétional arrangemént of the schobl may)st‘atistically reduce aéhievérﬁenf
in thé areas of reading and Iangu.agAe achiévehént for the non;program

students. The data suggested it would be better to departmentalize, as in a



109

junior high school, than to partially introduce middle school. In this study, only
the PACE students, who were the brightest and the highest achievers, made
significant gains when rﬁiddle school was fully implemented. Attending a iunior
high school may significantly lower work-study skills »and‘mathemati'cs skills for
this group.

Results of the RSSCI-FF indicated that teachers were more satisfied
under a middle school organizational pattern. Over time, this may begin to
positively affect student achievement, which is suggésted by the research of
Baker and Beauchamp (1972) and McGee and Kraejewski (1979). They
indicated that positive changes in teacher attitudes occurred as a result of the
transition to middle school from junior high school and that this imprbvement
may have led to better student achievement and attitude.

The transition to middle school did not result in significantly increased
student achievement. Only five of the 20 hypotheses used to test theée data

indicated significance. However, there are no data to suggest that the middle

school negatively affected achievement in any area.
Recommendations for Action

(1) School districts considering the middle school organization should fully
implement the components of treatment 4 of this study: teaming, home-
base, and interdisciplinary instruction. Negative achievement was indi-

cated in this study when the middle school was only partially established.



(2)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)
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Junior high schools organized in a departmentalized fashion should add
a homebase (affective education) component to the program. Data from

this study suggest that homebase improves student attitude.

Recommendations for Further Study

A study should be conducted with a school utilizing block scheduling. The
middle school in this study does not block schedule, and this can inhibit
the design of interdisciplinary units of instruction.

A study should be designed to test the variable of a well-planned staff
development program.

Further research should be performed to investigate the longitudinal »
effécts of middle school treatments.

A study should be conducted to discover why non-program students do

not gain in achievement when just interdisciplinary teaming is applied.
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APPENDIX A

MINNESOTA SCHOOL ATTITUDE SURVEY (MSAS)
AND
LIST OF MAJOR MSAS SUMMARY CLUSTERS



- 10.

11.

12.

121

MINNESOTA
'SCHOOL ATTITUDE SURVEY

PART 1.

Fill in one circle in each row on the rlght to show how YOU
feel about what is written in the numbered item at the left.

Learning math

Learning to read better
Fearning about our country
Learning about other countries
Léanning language (English)
Learning spelling

Learning about muaia
Learning science

Following school rules
Listening to the teacher |
Choosing who | want to work

with in class

Writing stories or reports

important O-O-O?O;d unimponant
pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant

important O-O-O-O-O unimportant
pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant

|mportant O-O-O-O-O unlmportant :
pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant

important O;O-O-O-O unimpo’nant
pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant

important 0-0-0-0-0 unimportant
pleasant O—O—O-O-O unpleasant

important 0-0-0-0-0 unlmportant
pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant

i’mportant 0-0-0-0-0 unimportant
pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant

important 0-0-0-0-0 unimpdrtant 7
pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant

important O-O-O-O-O unimnortant
pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant

|Enponant O-O O O—O unimponant
pleasant O—O-O-O-O unpleasant

|mportant O—O—O—O—O unlmportant
pleasant O- O—O-O-O unpleasant

|mportant 0-0-O- O-O unlmportant
pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant



MSAS PART 1 (continued)

13. Watching plays

14. Doing schoolwork by myself

15. Going to school sports events

16. Using the school library
(learning center)

17. Drawing or painting in art class

18. Doing science experiments

19. Having recess or free periods
in school '

20. Reading poemé

21. Learning about history

22. Being a good student

23. Being in school clubs

24. Using workbooks

25. Doing a school project of my own

26. Teachers

122

important O-O-O-O-O unimportant
pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant

important O-O-O-O-O unimportant
pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant

important O-O-O-O-O unimportant
pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant

important O-O-O-O-O unimportant
pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant

important O-O-O-O-O unimportant
pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant

important O-O-O-O-O unimportant
pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant

important O-O-O-O-O unimportant
pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant

important O-O-O-O-O unimportant
pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant

important O-O-O-O-O unimportant
pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant

important O-O-O-O-O unimportant
pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant

important O-O-O-O-O unimportant
pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant

important O-O-O-O-O unimportant
pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant

important O-O-O-O-O unimportant
pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant

important O-O-O-O-O unimportant
pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant
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MSAS PARf 1 (continued)

27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
3.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.

40.

The principal
Teacher aides .
Counselors

Answering questions | have
already heard before

Answering questions | have
never heard before

Taking physical education (gym)
Learning on a computer in school

Students who aren’t as smart as
| am

Students who are smarter than
| am

Watching films in school
Getting good grades
Talking in a small group about

my own ideas

Talking in a small group about
my own feelings

Taking tests

important O-O-O-O-O unimportant
pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant

important O-O-O-O-O unimportant
pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant

important O-O-O-O-O unimportant
pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant

important O-O-O-O-O unimportant
pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant

important O-O-O-O-O unimportant
pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant

important O-O-O-O-O unimpoﬁant
pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant

important O-O—O—O—O unimportant
pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant

important O-O-O-O-O unimportant
pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant

important O-O-O—O-O unirhpo;'tant
pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant

important O-O-O-O-O unimportant
pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant

important O-O-O-O-O unimportant
pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant

important O-O-O-O-O unimportant
pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant

important O-O-O-O-O unimportant
pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant

important O-O-O-O-O unimportant
pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant
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MSAS} PART 1 (continued)

41,

42,

43.

44,

My friends
Talking to the whole class
about my own ideas

Talking to the whole class
about my own feelings

Choosing what | want to learn
about in school

(ltems 45-50 blank)

51.

52.

53.

54.

Learning a foreign language

Learning home economics

Learning about business

Learning industrial arts

importanf O-O-Cj-O-O ﬁnimportant
pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant

important O-O-O-O-O unimportant
pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant

important O-O-O-0O-O uninﬁportanf
pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant

important O-O-O-O-O unimportant

pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant

important O-O-O-0-O unimportant
pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant

important O-O-O-O-O unimportant
pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant

important O-O-O-0-O unimportant
pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant

important O-O-O-O-O unimportant
pleasant O-O-O-O-O unpleasant

CONTINUE TO NEXT PAGE



10.
11.
12.
13.

14,
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PART 2.

Fill in one circle for each sentence to show how true it is for YOU.

I have to hurry to finish my work in school.
My teachers care about how much | learn.
My teachers like me the way | am.

| like to have other students help me learn.
My teachers grade my work fairly.

| would rather work with other students than
by myself.

I do schoolwork to make my teachers happy.
| do schoolwork to make my parents happy.
| do schoolwork to keep my teachers from
getting mad at me. ,

I do schoolwork because it's interesting.

| do schoolwork so other students will like me.

I do schoolwork because it’s fun.

My teachers are interested in what | have to say.

My friends want to do better work than | do.

0O-0-0-0
true - false
0-0-0-0
true false

0O-0-0-0
true false

0-0-0-0
true false

0O-0-0-0
true fal;e

0-0-0-0
true - false

0-0-0-0
true . false

O-0-0-0
true false

0O-0-0-0
true false

0O-0-0-0
true ' false

0O-0-0-0
true false

O-0-0-0
true false

0-0-0-0
true false

0-0-0-0
true false



126

MSAS PART 2 (continued)

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

| like to be told exactly what to do in class.

My teachers care about my feelings.

| like to learn in school.

| like to do better work than my friends.

My teachers like to help me learn.

| am just as important in the school as any other
student.

Some of my teachers understand me pretty well.
My teachers give me too much work to do.

I’'m doing a good job of learning in school.

I feel | am a part of what is going on in school.
My teachers like me as much as they like other
students.

| wish there were more rules in school.

Work in school is often too hard for me.

| like to study what the teacher wants me to.

O-0-0-0
true false

0O-0-0-0
true false

O-0-0-0
true false

O-0-0-0
true false

O-0-0-0
true false

0-0-0-0
true false

O-0-0-0
true false

O-0-0-0
true false

0-0-0-0
true false

O-0-0-0
true false

O-0-0-0
true false

0O-0-0-0
true false

O-0-0-0
true false

0-0-0-0
true false
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MSAS PART 2 (continued)

29.
30.
3,
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.

40.

| like to get better ‘grades than other students do.

My teachers think it's important to be my friend.

| have many questions | don't gét to ask.

| like to help qther s;tug'Ients learn.

! inkey to have thettea.cher see my‘JWOrk.

| don'’t learn well if I'm given a lot of free time.
My téachers like to see rﬁy work.

Othe} studgnts ‘Iike me.

I ‘get‘ as much of a chance as other students to do
special things.

My grades in school really show how much | know.

My teachers are fair in making me follow rules.

| feel that school is preparing me for my life's work.

0-0-0-0
true false

0O-0-0-0
true false

O-0-0-0
true false

0-0-0-0
true false

0-0-0-0
true false

0-0-0-0
true false

0O-0-0-0
true false

0O-0-0-0
true false

0-0-0-0
true false

0O-0-0-0
true false

0O-0-0-0
true false

0O-0-0-0
true false

END
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LIST OF MAJOR
MSAS SUMMARY CLUSTERS

MSAS PART 1

1.

SUMMARY CLUSTER -- SCHOOL

Cluster 1 -- Basic Subiects:

01 Learning math
02 Learning to read better

05 Learning language (English)

08 Learning science
06 - Learning spelling
12 Writing stories or reports

Cluster 2 -- Other Subjects:

03 Learning about our country

04 Learning about other countries
21 Learning about history

32 Taking physical education (gym)
51 Learning a foreign language

52 Learning home economics

53 Learning about business

54 Learning about industrial arts

Cluster 3 -- Fine Arts:

07 Learning about music

13 Watching plays

17 Drawing or painting in art class
20 Readlng poems

Cluster 4 -- Learning Activities:’

18 Doing science experiments

24 Using workbooks

33 Learningon a computer in school
36 Watching films in school

40 Taking tests - |
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Cluster 5 -- Extra Class Activities:

15 Going to school sports events -

16 Using the school library (learning center)

23 Being in school clubs ‘ ‘
2. SUMMARY CLUSTER - SELF

Cluster 6 -- Stbdehf "Rble: ‘

09 Following school rules
10 Listening to the teacher
22 Being a good student

MSAS PART 2

1. SUMMARY CLUSTER --

Cluster 3 -- Acceptance:

03 My teachers like me the way | am

24 | feel | am a part of what is going on in school

25 My teachers like me as much as they like other students
36 Other students like me : : . :

Cluster 4 -- Fairness:

05 My teachers grade my work fairly
37 | get as much of a chance as other students to do special things
39 My teachers are fair in making me follow rules

2. SUMMARY CLUSTER -- PRESSURE

Cluster 5 -- Academic Pressure:

01 | have to hurry to finish my work in school
22 My teachers give me too much work

27 Work in school is often too hard for me
31 | have many questions | don't get to ask

Cluster 6 -- Competition:

14 My friends want to do better work than | do
18 | like to do better work than my friends .
29 | like to get better grades than other students do
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Cluster 7 -- External Motivation:

07 | do schoolwork to make my teachers happy

08 | do schoolwork to make my parents happy

09 | do schoolwork to keep my teachers from getting mad at me
11 | do schoolwork so other students will like me

3. SUMMARY CLUSTER -- PERSONAL DEVELOPMENT

Cluster 8 -- Personal Worth as a Student:

20 | am just as important in the school as any other student
23 I'm doing a good job of learning in school
33 1| like to have the teacher see my work

Cluster 9 -- Need for Structure:

15 | like to be told exactly what to do in class

26 | wish there were more rules in school

28 | like to study what the teacher wants me to
34 | don’t learn well if I'm given a lot of free time

Cluster 10 -- Cooperation:

04 | like to have other students help me learn
06 | would rather work with other students than by myself
32 | like to help other students learn

Cluster 11 -- Internal Motivation:

10 | do schoolwork because it's interesting

12 | do schoolwork because it's fun

17 | like to learn in school

38 My grades in school really show how much | know
40 | feel that school is preparing me for my life’s work

Selected Contrasts:

External-Internal Motivation

Competition-Cooperation

Academic Set (Academic Support, Fairness, Pressure,
Need for Structure)

Personal Set (Personal Support, Acceptance, Personal Worth)
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- APPENDIX B

'PUPIL CONTROL IDEOLOGY FORM (PCI) -
AND
RUTGERS SECONIjARY SCHOOL CLIMATE
INVENTORY--?INAL FORM (RSSCI-FF)
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PUPIL CONTROL IDEOLOGY FORM

Information:

On the foIIowmg pages a number of statements about teaching are presented Our
purpose is to gather information regarding the actual attitudes of educators concern-

ing these statements.

You will recognize that the statements are of such a nature that there are no correct
or incorrect answers. We are interested only in your frank opinion of them. Your
responses will remain confidential, and no individual or school will be named in the

report of this study. Your cooperatlon is greatly appreciated.

Instructions:

Following are some statements about the school setting. - Please indicate the extent
to which each statement represents your viewpoint by checking the appropriate

response at the right of the statement.

SA = Strongly Agree

A = Agree
‘U = Undecided
D = Disagree

SD = Strongly Disagree

SA

1. ltis desirable to require pupilstositin [ ]
assigned seats during assemblies.

2.  Pupils are usually not capable of [1]
solving their problems through logical ‘
reasoning.

3. Directing sarcastic remarks toward a []
defiant pupil is a good dlsmpllnary
technlque

4, Beglnmng teachers are not likely to []
- maintain strict enough control over
their pupils.

[]

1l

[1]

[]

1

®

[]

[]

[

[]

[1]

1

SD

[

[]

[]

[]



PUPIL CONTROL IDEOLOGY FORM (continued)

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.
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Teachers should consider revision of
their teaching methods if these are
criticized by their pupils.

The best principals give unquestion-
ing support to teachers in disciplining
pupils. -

Pupils should not be permitted to
contradict the statements of a teacher
in class.

It is justifiable to have pupils learn
many facts about a subject even if
they have no immediate application.

Too much pupil time is spent on
guidance and activities and too little
on academic preparation.

Being friendly with pupils often leads
them to become too familiar.

It is more important for pupils to
learn to obey rules than that they
make their own decisions.

Student governments are a good
"safety valve" but should not have
much influence on school policy.

Pupils can be trusted to work to-
gether without supervision.

If a pupil uses obscene or profane
language in school, it must be
considered a moral offense.

If pupils are allowed to use the lava-
tory without getting permission, this
privilege will be abused.

A few pupils are just young hoodlums
and should be treated accordingly.

SA .

(]

(]

[1

(]

[]

[]

11

(1

[]

[]

(]

(]

[]

[l

[1

(]

[1]

(1]

[1]

(1]

(1]

[

[1]

[]

[]:

(1

[l

[]

[1]

[]

[]

[]

[]
[1]

[]

[1]

(1

[1]

(1

[1]

[]

[l

(1

[1]

(1]

[1]

(1]

(1]

SD -

(1

[]:

[1]

[]

[]

e

[]

(]

[]

[]

[]

(1]



PUPIL CONTROL IDEOLOGY FORM (continued)

17.
18.
19.

20.
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It is often necessary to remind pupils
that their status in school differs
from that of teachers.

A pupil who destroys school material
or property should be severely
punished.

Pupils cannot perceive the difference
between democracy and anarchy in
the classroom.

- Pupils often misbehave in order to

make the teacher look bad.

SA.

[1]

(]

[l

[]

[l

[l

1]

[]

[1]

8

(1

[1]

[1]

(]

[]

[]

SD

[
(1
11

[l

END
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ABOUT THE RUTGERS SECONDARY SCHOOL
CLIMATE INVENTORY--FINAL FORM
(RSSCI-FF)

The RSSCI-FF contains 33 items which comprise five subtests. The five
subtests are described as follows: :

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(S)

Principal Support Behavior: Principal works hard, sets example, uses
constructive criticism, and is concerned about personal and professional
welfare of the staff. : '

Questions 5, 6, 24, 25, 26, 30, 31

Principal Control Behavior; Principal is autocratic, domineering, and
supervises staff closely.

Questions 7, 12, 14, 19, 20, 32, 33 (sc‘ored” negatively)

Teacher Engagement Behavior: Teachers are enthusiastic, havé a
positive attitude toward work, and respect each other and their students.

Questions 3, 4, 10, 11, 17, 18, 21, 29

Teacher Frustration Behavior: Teachers are frustrated by interference

of non-teaching responsibilities and administrative paperwork and are
hostile toward each other.

Questions 1... 2, 8 9, 16, 23 (scored negatively)

Teacher Intimacy Behavior. Teachers socialize with each other and
share personal closeness.

Questions 15, 22, 27, 28
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RUTGERS SECONDARY SCHOOL CLIMATE
INVENTORY--FINAL FORM |

Information:

The statements below have no correct or incorrect answers. We are interested in
Your responses will remain

your frank perceptions regarding these statements.

anonymous and no individual or school will be named in the report of this research.

Your cooperation is greatly apprec:ated

Instructions:

Following are some statements about the school setting. Please indicate the extent
to which each statement characterizes your school by check/ng the appropnate

‘response at the right of each statement.

RO = Rarely Occurs

SO = Sometimes Occurs

OO0 = Often Occurs

VFO = Very Frequently Occurs

1. The mannerisms of teachers at this school
are annoying.

2. Teachers have too many committee
requirements.

3. Teachers spend time after school with students
who have individual problems.

Teachers are proud of their school.

The principal sets an example by working
hard himself/herself.

The principal compliments teachers.

Teacher-principal conferences are domin-
ated by the principal.

RO

[
[

[]
[]

SO

[1]

(1

[]

(1]
(1]

(1

[1]

00 VFO
[]

[

[]

[]

[)

[]
[]

[
b
11
[]
[]

[1]
[1
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RSSCI-FF (continued)
RO SO 0O VFO
8. Routine duties interfere with the job of [1 [) 11 1]
teaching.
9. Teachers interrupt other faculty members 11 01 111
who are talking in staff meetings.
10. Student government has an influence on (1 [1 (1 11
school policy.
11. Teachers are friendly with students. (1 (1 [1 11
12. The principal rules with an iron fist. (1 (1 11 T[]
13. The principal encourages teacher autonomy. (1 1 11 11
14. The principal monitors everything teachers [] [] [] [1]
do. : 7 o .
15. Teachers' closest friends are other faculty (1 (1 () 11
members at this school.
16. Administrative paperwork is burdensome [] [] [1 11
at this school. ‘
17. Teachers help and support each other. [] [1] [1] [1
18. Pupils solve their problems through logical (1 [1 [1 1]
reasoning. ‘,
19. The principal closely checks teacher (1 (1 11 1]
activities.
20. The principal is autocratic. ' (1 (1 11 1]
21. The morale of the teachers is high. (1 11 [1 I[1
22. Teachers know the family background of 11 111
other faculty members.
23. Assigned non-teaching duties are exces- [] [1 1] [1]
sive.
24. The principal goes out of his/her way to {1 [1 1 1]

help teachers.

25. The principal explains his/her reasons for [] [] [] [1
criticism to teachers.
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RSSCI-FF (continued)
RO SO 00 VFO

26. The principal is available after school to (1 (1 11 (1
help teachers when assistance is needed. -

27. Teachers invite other faculty members to [1 11 [1 I[1
visit them at home.

28. Teachers socialize with each other on a (1 ()1 11 11
regular basis.

29. Teachers really enjoy working here. [] [] [] []

30. The principal uses constructive criticism. (1 1 11 11

31. The principal looks out for the personal (1 [1 [1 T[]
welfare of the faculty.

32. The principal supervises teachers closely. {1y 11 11 11

33. The principal talks more than listens. (1 [1 11 1]

END
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