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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Results clearly indicate that the intervention was successful in increasing the knowledge and understanding of students with regard to the concepts presented in the Amazing Mallika storybook (anger management, controlling one’s temper, response to teasing).  There was a significant difference in student knowledge as measured by the pre-test compared to post-test scores (p < .05).  The overall gain from pre-test to post-test was 6.0%, and the range, by classroom, of knowledge gains was between -2.0%  and  +12.0%.  There were no gender differences in any dimension, but students from urban/lower socioeconomic environments had lower pre-test scores, lower post-test scores, and smaller gains than students from suburban/higher socioeconomic environments.  Pre-test scores indicated that for most students, the ideas presented in Amazing Mallika were either new or presented in a new way.
PROJECT OVERVIEW
The purpose of the program evaluation was to validate the effectiveness of a set of character education materials that are currently being marketed to educators, principally classroom teachers and librarians, across the country.  The goal of MarshMedia was to meet their customers’ growing need for demonstrable evidence that the program materials have been researched and evaluated for effectiveness with positive results, in order for those customers to justify the resources required to purchase and implement the program. 

The program materials consist of a series of 30 educational “kits” designed to address a key concept of healthy personal development or character (e.g., individual worth, leadership, trustworthiness, sharing, the value of work, cooperation) and social issues in the classroom (e.g., teasing, anger management, following rules, peer pressure, bullying).  Each kit consists of a children’s illustrated storybook that is either read by or to students in the classroom, a video of the story with voiceover and illustrations, a teaching guide with extension activities for the classroom teacher to implement with students, and a supplemental guide for parents with activities to use with their student(s) at home.  

For purposes of this evaluation, one prototype book and video was selected for evaluation.  Amazing Mallika was selected because it is one of MarshMedia’s best selling books, with the popular theme of anger management and self-control.  The intervention consisted of reading the storybook to students in Third and Fourth Grades, showing the videotape of Amazing Mallika, and conducting a guided discussion with students.  The guided discussion was designed to identify and reinforce the major concepts in the story with students.

RESEARCH PARAMETERS
Experimental Design

The evaluation consisted of an unblinded and uncontrolled experiment using pre- and post-program measures.  

Experimental Population

The experimental population consisted of 284 elementary school students.  Students from four area schools participated. These schools included:  School U1, a charter school serving largely African American students on the free and reduced lunch program, located in the urban core of Kansas City, Missouri; School U2, a suburban public school in Kansas City,  Missouri serving a group of racially and economically diverse students, many of whom are on the free and reduced lunch program; School C1, a suburban Catholic (diocesan) school in Kansas City, Missouri serving students who are somewhat economically and racially diverse; and School CS1, a suburban, affluent Catholic (diocesan) school in southern Johnson County, Kansas, serving primarily upper-income Caucasian students.

Recruitment

Participating schools were limited to the Greater Kansas City Metro area and were self-selected by responding to an invitation to participate.  Teachers and/or counselors and social workers were selected according to interest and willingness to participate, and were not randomized according to any variables such as age or experience.

Principals and classroom teachers volunteered to participate in the study after being contacted by MarshMedia.  In the case of School U1, only students whose parents completed an informed consent were participants.  MarshMedia contacted principals at the above schools, who determined with their classroom teachers in Grades 3 and 4, and in some cases, with the school counselor, which classrooms would participate.

Methodology

Principals were contacted and teachers were recruited for the study.  Teachers received an overview of the project, including its objectives and the requirements for their participation, in a one-hour orientation session held at the offices of MarshMedia.  Not all teachers or counselors who participated in the study attended the orientation session.  In some cases, teachers or counselors were absent, and the investigators had to rely on teachers explaining the study and the participation requirements to their colleagues.   At the orientation session, teachers designated times that would be convenient for them to have the investigators in their classrooms to conduct the pre- and post-testing, which also necessitated their commitment to program implementation in the interim.  The pre-test and post-test were no more than 10 days apart, and in most cases, were no more than 1 week apart.  

Within 1-2 weeks of the orientation session, investigators entered the classrooms to conduct pre-testing, which consisted of a 21-item written questionnaire designed by researchers at the Teel Institute to be read aloud to students in Grades 3 and 4.  Investigators from the Institute read each question aloud at least twice while students followed on their survey.   Questions were repeated at the student’s request.  Students were asked to circle “True” if  they believed the statement read to be true, and to circle “False” if they believed the statement to be false, to circle “I’m not sure” if they were not certain of their response.  Each survey, done in classroom groups, took about 15 minutes to complete with the experimenter.  

Teachers were asked to implement the program within 3-4 days of the completion of the pretest.  In two schools, School U1 and School U2, a school counselor or social worker in charge of character education implemented the intervention.  Implementation of the intervention consisted of the teacher reading the storybook aloud to the students, showing them the accompanying video of the story, and facilitating a guided discussion of the content with the students. The discussion guide, the storybook, and the video were provided to teachers and counselors for this purpose.  Teachers received the instruction to follow the guided discussion to process the content of the story with the students, but to read the story and show the video as they normally would use these educational tools in their classroom.  There was no constraint on the number of times the video was shown or the story was read; teachers were asked to use the guided discussion as it was designed.

Within 7-10 days of finishing the story and video, post-testing was conducted.  Post-testing consisted of repeating the pre-test with students to determine if their understanding of the concepts presented in the book/video had been increased by exposure to the book/video.  Investigators once again entered the classrooms and followed the same procedure conducted during the pre-testing.

At the end of the study, it was determined that in 7 classrooms, all of which were classified as serving lower-income students, only the video was used.  There was no explanation for this deviation from the intervention.  In one classroom, the video was not used and only the storybook was included.  Also immediately following pre-testing, it was discovered that one classroom consisted of third-grade students, more than half of whom were classified as having serious learning disabilities including autism.

Hypothesis

It was hypothesized that, as the result of having the storybook read to them, the video shown to them, and a guided discussion with their teacher/counselor of the important concepts of the story, students in Grades 3 and 4 who participated would demonstrate a greater knowledge and understanding of the character trait, prosocial behavior, negative behavior, or other affective content that is the focus of the storybook and the video.  In the case of Amazing Mallika, this content focused on anger management, losing one’s temper, finding constructive ways to deal with anger, reacting to teasing and bullying, and using self-control when necessary.

Data Analysis

Results were analyzed using a difference in means test that compared pre-test scores on the Student Knowledge Survey to post-test scores.

RESULTS

Gains in Student Knowledge

Results clearly indicated that the story of Amazing Mallika had a significant effect on the understanding demonstrated by students regarding the concepts presented in the book.  There was a significant gain in student knowledge from pre-testing to post-testing of 6.0% (p<.05).  The greatest gains were made by a suburban, Catholic Fourth Grade (2.41%), followed by a Third Grade in the same school (+2.0%), followed by an urban charter Third Grade (+1.91%), followed by the Third Grade class of primarily learning disabled students (+1.87%).  

Table 1 presents the summary data on all students in the sample, including the range of pre-test and post-test scores, the mean change in scores, and the range of the changes, by school, by grade, and by individual classroom.   Table 1 also highlights an interesting finding:  although some students in both Grades 3 and 4 scored well in the pre-test (with scores of 18 to 20 out of a possible 21), the mean score of the pre-test was only 13.95 out of a possible 21.  

Table 2 presents the distribution of scores, sorted by percentage of increases and decreases (< 10%, 10-15%, 19-29%, 34-43%, and >45%), and indicates the number of students in each class that demonstrated increases (+ column) and the number of students in each class that demonstrated decreases (--- column).   The columns in Table 2 that are signified as < 10%, 10-15, etc. indicate the number of students who made increases or decreases in their scores of less than 10%, of 10 to 15%, of 19-29%, of 34 -43%, and of greater than 45%.  Results presented in Table 2 demonstrate that 59% of students increased their scores; 29% of all students tested showed a decrease in scores; and 14% of students demonstrated no change in their scores from pre-test to post-test.  The majority of students who demonstrated an increase in their scores went up anywhere from 10% to 30%; the majority of students who demonstrated a decrease in their scores went down 15% or less.  Of the outlier scores or the scores with very high changes

(> 45% change from pre-test to post-test), two scores were in the positive direction (increases) and none were in the negative direction.  In the next category of most dramatic changes, (34-43% change from pre-test to post-test), 8 scores were increases and 2 scores were decreases.

Table 1

      SUMMARY DATA – ALL STUDENTS

School                          Teacher         Gr       N      Pre          Rng        Post        Rng          Pre Mn    Post Mn     Mn Chg     Mn % Chg       Range 
	School U1
	M*
	3
	11
	134
	6-19
	155
	9-18
	  12.19
	  14.09
	  +1.91
	    9%
	-4 -- +11

	School U1
	T*
	3
	12
	136
	6-16
	156
	6-17
	  11.34
	  13.00
	  +0.50
	    3%
	-4 -- +10

	School U1
	H*
	3
	10
	139
	10-17
	154
	10-18
	  14.90
	  15.40
	  +1.50
	    8%
	-3 -- +5

	School U1
	N*
	4
	11
	158
	10-18
	155
	9-20
	  14.37
	  14.09
	  -0.37
	   -2%
	-8 -- +3

	School U1
	C*
	4
	11
	171
	13-18
	177
	11-19
	  15.55
	  16.09
	  +0.55
	    3% 
	-2 -- +4

	School U1
	Cr*
	4
	 9
	135
	12-18
	135
	13-18
	  15.00
	  15.00
	     0
	    0%
	-4 -- +5

	School U2
	S**
	3
	15
	170
	5-16
	198
	4-20
	  11.34
	  13.20
	  +1.87
	    9%
	-6 -- +8

	School U2
	I
	3
	19
	229
	7-17
	241
	8-20
	  12.06
	  12.69
	  +0.69
	    4%
	-3 -- +5

	School U2
	H
	4
	17
	220
	8-18
	220
	8-18
	  12.95
	  12.95
	       0
	    0%
	-4 -- +6

	School U2
	J*
	4
	19
	215
	6-17
	232
	5-20
	  11.32
	  12.21
	  +0.90
	    5%
	-6 -- +8

	School C1
	C
	3
	18
	237
	9-17
	264
	11-19
	  13.17
	  14.67
	  +1.50
	    8%
	-1 -- +5

	School C2
	C
	4
	15
	227
	10-19
	252
	10-21
	  15.14
	  16.80
	  +1.67
	    8%
	-1 -- +7

	School CS1
	G
	3
	24
	348
	7-19
	396
	3-21
	  14.50
	  16.50
	  +2.0
	   10%
	-4 -- +6

	School CS1
	C
	3
	24
	355
	9-19
	362
	23-20
	  14.80
	  15.09
	  +0.30
	     2%
	-7 -- +4

	School CS1
	S
	4
	24
	387
	12-21
	414
	11-21
	  16.30
	  17.25
	  +1.13
	     6%
	-3 -- +7

	School CS1
	L
	4
	22
	330
	8-19
	383
	12-21
	  15.00
	  17.41
	  +2.41
	    12%
	-1 -- +7

	School CS1
	K***
	4
	23
	371
	12-19
	396
	12-20
	  16.13
	  17.22
	  +1.09
	      6%
	-3 -- +4

	TOTAL
	
	
	284
	3962
	
	4290
	
	
	
	
	
	

	MEAN
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 13.95
	 15.11
	 +1.16
	      6.0%
	


* Saw video only 

** Class with > 50% severely learning disabled students

***Did not use video

                     Table 2

                               Distribution of Increased Scores, Decreased Scores, and Scores with No Change

                                                                            Increased Scores      ___                   Decreased Scores__                         
                                                                            1       2-3         4-6       7-9         10+                    1          2-3       4-6        7-9           10+
School                                  Teacher            GR          +        <10%   10-15      19-29   34-43     >45       ----      <10%   10-15    19-29    34-43      >45%     NC                                                                  
	School U1
	M*
	3
	    6
	1
	1
	3
	0
	1
	 3
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	2

	School U1
	T*
	3
	    5
	3
	0
	1
	0
	1
	 4
	0
	2
	2
	0
	0
	3

	School U1
	H*
	3
	    7
	1
	4
	2
	0
	0
	 3
	1
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0

	School U1
	N*
	4
	    4
	1
	3
	0
	0
	0
	 4
	2
	1
	0
	1
	0
	3

	School U1
	C*
	4
	    6
	3
	2
	1
	0
	0
	 3
	0
	3
	0
	0
	0
	2

	School U1
	Cr*
	4
	    3
	1
	0
	2
	0
	0
	 3     
	0
	2
	1
	0
	0
	3

	School U2
	S**
	3
	    9
	1
	3
	1
	4
	0
	 6
	2
	3
	1
	0
	0
	0

	School U2
	I
	3
	   11
	1
	9
	1
	0
	0
	 7
	3
	4
	0
	0
	0
	1

	School U2
	H
	4
	    8
	3
	3
	2
	0
	0
	 8
	3
	2
	3
	0
	0
	1

	School U2
	J*
	4
	   10
	1
	4
	4
	1
	0
	 7
	3
	2
	2
	0
	0
	2

	School C1
	C
	3
	   13
	5
	6
	2
	0
	0
	 2
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3

	School C1
	C
	4
	   11
	2
	7
	1
	1
	0
	 3
	2
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1

	School CS1
	G
	3
	   19  
	5
	7
	7
	0
	0
	 4
	2
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1

	School CS1
	C
	3
	   11
	3
	7
	1
	0
	0
	 7
	3
	3
	0
	1
	0
	6

	School CS1
	S
	4
	   10
	0
	5
	4
	1
	0
	 8
	5
	3
	0
	0
	0
	6

	School CS1
	L
	4
	   19
	6
	6
	6
	1
	0
	 2
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1

	School CS1
	K***
	4
	   14  
	4
	5
	5
	0
	0
	 6
	3
	3
	0
	0
	0
	3

	TOTAL
	
	
	166
	41
	72
	43
	8
	2
	80
	34
	33
	11
	2
	0
	38

	Percent of All Students
	
	
	59%
	15
	26
	16
	3
	1
	29
	12
	12
	4
	1
	0
	14


* Used video only

** Class with >50% severe learning disabilities

*** Did not use video

Gender Differences

Finally, data were analyzed to determine if there was a gender effect.  Table 3 indicates that there was no difference between boys and girls in their response to the program.

Table 3
SUMMARY DATA – BY GENDER

School                              Gr     N        Pre          Post         Chng        Mn Chg      Mn % Chg       
	School U1 BOYS*
	3
	22
	277
	313
	+36
	1.64
	8%

	School U1 GIRLS*
	3
	11
	132
	152
	+20
	1.82
	9%

	School U1 BOYS*
	4
	16
	242
	249
	+7
	.44
	2%

	School U1 GIRLS*
	4
	15
	222
	218
	-4
	-.27
	-2%

	School U2 BOYS
	3
	12
	136
	169
	+33
	2.75
	13%

	School U2 GIRLS
	3
	22
	263
	270
	+7
	0.32
	2%

	School U2 BOYS
	4
	19
	240
	246
	+6
	0.32
	2%

	School U2 GIRLS
	4
	17
	195
	206
	+11
	0.65
	3%

	School C1 BOYS
	3
	8
	109
	126
	+17
	2.13
	11%

	School C1 GIRLS
	3
	10
	128
	138
	+10
	1.0
	5%

	School C1 BOYS
	4
	6
	81
	88
	+7
	1.17
	6%

	School C1 GIRLS
	4
	9
	146
	164
	+18
	2.0
	10%

	School CS1 BOYS
	3
	23
	334
	340
	+6
	0.26
	2%

	School CS1 IRLS
	3
	25
	369
	418
	+49
	1.96
	10%

	School CS1 BOYS
	4
	28
	444
	477
	+33
	1.18
	6%

	School CS1 GIRLS
	4
	41
	644
	716
	+72
	1.76
	9%

	TOTAL BOYS
	
	134
	1863
	2008
	+145
	+1.09
	6.0%

	TOTAL GIRLS
	
	150
	2099
	2282
	+183
	+1.22
	6.0%


*Used video only

Grade Differences

Data were also analyzed to determine if there was any difference between Third-Grade students and Fourth-Grade students (Tables 4 and 5).  Pre-test scores for third-graders were somewhat lower than those of fourth-graders, as were their post-test scores (p< .05).  However, third-graders made a slightly greater improvement from pre- to post-test (7% compared to 5%).

Socioeconomic Differences

Data were then analyzed to determine if urban/lower income students and suburban/higher income students differed in their response to the program (Tables 6 and 7).  Overall, urban students scored significantly lower (p<.05) than their suburban counterparts on both the pre-test and post-test, and made lower gains from pre-test to post-test (5% compared to 7%).  

                            Table 4 

SUMMARY DATA – THIRD GRADE

School                              Teacher              Gr       N      Pre Score       Post Score      Pre Mean      Post Mean     Mean Chg      Mean % Chg      Range 
	School U1
	M*
	3
	11
	134
	155
	  12.19
	  14.09
	  +1.91
	    9%
	-4 -- +11

	School U1
	T*
	3
	12
	136
	156
	  11.34
	  13.00
	  +0.50
	    3%
	-4 -- +10

	School U1
	H*
	3
	10
	139
	154
	  14.90
	  15.40
	  +1.50
	    8%
	-3 -- +5

	School U2
	S**
	3
	15
	170
	198
	  11.34
	  13.20
	  +1.87
	    9%
	-6 -- +8

	School U2
	I
	3
	19
	229
	241
	  12.06
	  12.69
	  +0.69
	    4%
	-3 -- +5

	School C1
	C
	3
	18
	237
	264
	  13.17
	  14.67
	  +1.50
	    8%
	-1 -- +5

	School CS1
	G
	3
	24
	348
	396
	  14.50
	  16.50
	  +2.0
	   10%
	-4 -- +6

	School CS1
	C
	3
	24
	355
	362
	  14.80
	  15.09
	  +0.30
	     2%
	-7 -- +4

	TOTAL
	
	
	133
	1748
	1926
	
	
	
	
	

	MEAN
	
	
	
	
	
	  13.15
	  14.49
	  +1.34
	     7.0%
	


*  Used video only           ** Class with > 50% severely learning disabled students

                                                                                        Table 5
SUMMARY DATA – FOURTH GRADE

School                              Teacher              Gr       N      Pre Score       Post Score      Pre Mean      Post Mean     Mean Chg      Mean % Chg      Range 
	School U1
	N*
	4
	11
	158
	155
	  14.37
	  14.09
	  -0.37
	   -2%
	-8 -- +3

	School U1
	C*
	4
	11
	171
	177
	  15.55
	  16.09
	  +0.55
	    3% 
	-2 -- +4

	School U1
	C*
	4
	 9
	135
	135
	  15.00
	  15.00
	     0
	    0%
	-4 -- +5

	School U2
	H
	4
	17
	220
	220
	  12.95
	  12.95
	       0
	    0%
	-4 -- +6

	School U2
	J*
	4
	19
	215
	232
	  11.32
	  12.21
	  +0.90
	    5%
	-6 -- +8

	School C1
	C
	4
	15
	227
	252
	  15.14
	  16.80
	  +1.67
	    8%
	-1 -- +7

	School CS1
	S
	4
	24
	387
	414
	  16.30
	  17.25
	  +1.13
	     6%
	-3 -- +7

	School CS1
	L
	4
	22
	330
	383
	  15.00
	  17.41
	  +2.41
	    12%
	-1 -- +7

	School CS1
	K**
	4
	23
	371
	396
	  16.13
	  17.22
	  +1.09
	      6%
	-3 -- +4

	TOTAL
	
	
	151
	2214
	2364
	
	
	
	
	

	MEAN
	
	
	
	
	
	  14.67
	  15.66
	   +0.99
	      5.0%
	


* Used video only        ** Did not use video

                                    Table 6
SUMMARY DATA – URBAN STUDENTS

School                              Teacher              Gr       N      Pre Score       Post Score      Pre Mean      Post Mean     Mean Chg      Mean % Chg      Range 
	School U1
	M*
	3
	11
	134
	155
	  12.19
	  14.09
	  +1.91
	    9%
	-4 -- +11

	School U1
	T*
	3
	12
	136
	156
	  11.34
	  13.00
	  +0.50
	    3%
	-4 -- +10

	School U1
	H*
	3
	10
	139
	154
	  14.90
	  15.40
	  +1.50
	    8%
	-3 -- +5

	School U1
	N*
	4
	11
	158
	155
	  14.37
	  14.09
	  -0.37
	   -2%
	-8 -- +3

	School U1
	C*
	4
	11
	171
	177
	  15.55
	  16.09
	  +0.55
	    3% 
	-2 -- +4

	School U1
	C*
	4
	 9
	135
	135
	  15.00
	  15.00
	     0
	    0%
	-4 -- +5

	School U2
	S**
	3
	15
	170
	198
	  11.34
	  13.20
	  +1.87
	    9%
	-6 -- +8

	School U2
	I
	3
	19
	229
	241
	  12.06
	  12.69
	  +0.69
	    4%
	-3 -- +5

	School U2
	H
	4
	17
	220
	220
	  12.95
	  12.95
	       0
	    0%
	-4 -- +6

	School U2
	J*
	4
	19
	215
	232
	  11.32
	  12.21
	  +0.90
	    5%
	-6 -- +8

	TOTAL
	
	
	134
	1707
	1823
	
	
	
	
	

	MEAN
	
	
	
	
	
	  12.74
	 13.61
	  +0.87
	    5.0%
	


* Used video only              ** Class with > 50% severely learning disabled students          

                                                                                                 Table 7
SUMMARY DATA – SUBURBAN STUDENTS

School                              Teacher              Gr       N      Pre Score       Post Score      Pre Mean      Post Mean     Mean Chg      Mean % Chg      Range 
	School C1
	C
	3
	18
	237
	264
	  13.17
	  14.67
	  +1.50
	    8%
	-1 -- +5

	School C1
	C
	4
	15
	227
	252
	  15.14
	  16.80
	  +1.67
	    8%
	-1 -- +7

	School CS1
	G
	3
	24
	348
	396
	  14.50
	  16.50
	  +2.0
	   10%
	-4 -- +6

	School CS1
	C
	3
	24
	355
	362
	  14.80
	  15.09
	  +0.30
	     2%
	-7 -- +4

	School CS1
	S
	4
	24
	387
	414
	  16.30
	  17.25
	  +1.13
	     6%
	-3 -- +7

	School CS1
	L
	4
	22
	330
	383
	  15.00
	  17.41
	  +2.41
	    12%
	-1 -- +7

	School CS1
	K*
	4
	23
	371
	396
	  16.13
	  17.22
	  +1.09
	      6%
	-3 -- +4

	TOTAL
	
	
	150
	2255
	2467
	
	
	
	
	

	MEAN
	
	
	
	
	
	  15.04
	  16.45
	  +1.41 
	      7.0%
	


* Did not use video

DISCUSSION

Results clearly indicate that the intervention was successful in increasing the knowledge and understanding of students with regard to the concepts presented in the book.  There was a significant difference in student knowledge as measured by the pre-test compared to post-test scores.  This finding is supported by anecdotal data; after the post-test, students were queried regarding their understanding of the story.  When asked what the story was about, students could accurately identify key concepts of  “controlling your temper; learning about anger; doing good things to get over your anger; learning to walk away from teasing,” etc.  Again when queried, students reported that they “learned new things” and some students stated, when asked, that they changed their minds about things from the pre-test to the post-test and “gave different answers.”  

There is, however, no satisfactory explanation as to why the scores of some students decreased from pre-test to post-test.  Although the number of instances was quite small, some students had significantly lower scores on the post-test than they did on the pre-test.  Hopefully, this is not due to an increase in confusion about the central ideas of anger management contained in the story, but is rather due to something personal such as illness, lack of attention, the manner in which the intervention was presented by the classroom teacher, etc.

Third-grade students exhibited somewhat lower pre-test scores than fourth-grade students, but made somewhat greater gains in knowledge from pre-test to post-test.  This is not an unexpected finding; it is possible that fourth-graders are somewhat more aware of issues of self-control than third-graders.  In addition, it is possible that third-graders responded more strongly to a storybook being read to them and to the corresponding video than fourth-graders.  

One of the most remarkable findings of the study is the increase in scores in the class that was described to investigators as having more than half of the students diagnosed with severe learning disabilities, including autism.   This class was also classified as lower-income, compared to other classes in the sample.  The classroom teacher expressed extreme skepticism regarding the effectiveness of the intervention, as well as the ability of students to understand the Knowledge Survey.  This class, however, had a pre-test mean equivalent to a fourth-grade class at the same school as well as to a third-grade class at another school; these three classes had the lowest pre-test means of all students tested.  The learning disabled class, however, made the third-highest gain from pre-test to post-test among all classes tested, indicating that they gained new knowledge and made strides in understanding the concepts presented in the story and in the video.  In addition, in reviewing the data analyzed by gender, the boys in this class of learning disabled students made the greatest gains of any group tested among the 284 students (13% gain).  The next highest gains were made in schools classified as higher-income (10% and 11%).

There were differences in pre-post changes when urban, lower-income students were compared to suburban, higher-income students.  The two schools comprising the former group were a public school and a charter school that served largely African American students on free and reduced lunch programs.  The two schools comprising the latter group were Catholic schools, one of which was located in an affluent Kansas City suburb.  There were significant differences (p < .05) in both pre- and post-tests between the two groups, with the former group scoring lower in both assessments than the latter.  The gain from pre-test to post-test in the lower socio-economic group just misses being significant at the .05 level; the gain was significant for the higher socio-economic group (p < .05).

This finding of differences in socioeconomic level in response to the intervention is difficult to interpret because of deviations in this school from the experimental protocol.  The majority of students in the lower-income or urban schools received the video only instead of both the story and the video.  Students receiving both the story and the video had basically two exposures to the content whereas students receiving the video only received only one exposure.  It cannot be determined if the greater gain is due to twice the exposure or an effect of the student demographics.  The deviation from study protocol was reported to the investigators only at the time of post-testing.  It can be postulated that if the lower socioeconomic group had had twice the exposure to the intervention, their scores might have been significantly different when comparing gains in knowledge from pre-test to post-test.  These results could also have been significantly impacted by differences in the discussion conducted by the teacher or counselor presenting the intervention, which was not monitored by the investigators.

Finally, there were no differences in the overall sample between boys and girls in response to the intervention.

SUMMARY

Although the effect ranged from being somewhat small in some groups to being quite large in others, overall in the study sample there is a significant increase (6.0%; p < .05) on the part of 9 to 11-year-old students in the understanding of the concepts of anger management and controlling one’s temper.  This difference is presumably the result of reading the story of Amazing Mallika and participating in the guided discussion with an adult.  The following conclusions may be inferred from these results.

1.  The story, presented in storybook and video form, is effective in delivering its messages about anger management, losing one’s temper, controlling one’s temper, finding alternatives to angry or retaliatory behavior, and responding to teasing or unfairness.

2.  The guided discussion is effective in helping students understand the messages of the story.

3.  The messages in the story reach a very diverse group of students, including urban students and students with learning disabilities.

4.  The testing instrument is basically an effective tool for (a) reinforcing ideas of the story and (b) assessing effectiveness of the story as a teaching approach.

5.  Maximum effectiveness is gained from delivering the story in both formats; in the case of teaching character via this format, “more is probably better.”  The more students have the story read to them or watch the video, as well as discuss the ideas in depth over a significant amount of time, the more likely they are to understand the critical ideas that relate to character traits or prosocial behavior. 
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