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The 1971-72 Nationwide 1Installation
of the Multiunit/IGE Model
for Elementary Schools

A PROCESS EVALUATION

Foreword

As a process evaluation, the study reported here has as its subject
the installation of specified organizational and instructional patterns
in more than 200 elementary schools in ten states, during the 1971-72
school year. Such an undertaking in one academic year necessarily re-
quired a good deal of organization and instruction itself. And indeed,
the process evaluation is concerned with the preparatory, training, and
supportive activities engaged in by the several national and state spon-
soring agencies to insure appropriate installation of the innovative
practices.

Along with those accounting functions inherent in the evaluation,
an equally important purpose was to study the patterns--once installed
in the schools--in order to describe the "other side" of the installa-
tion: the implementation practices at the school level. Thus a consid-
erable body of normative data was gathered along with feedback poten-
tially useful in planning, training, and preparation for future instal-
lation projects.

Questionnaires, site visits, attendance at training sessions, inter-
views, and study of a continuing inflow of documents and materials were
all used as data sources in arriving at installation and implementation
findings. These findings are both numerous and detailed. Consequently,
although many data were gathered concurrently, the findings are presented
in four separate chapters representing the four major project procedures.

Because of their nature (and the schedules and populations involved)
there is some overlap in content as well as in findings and conclusions.
Given topics were studied at different times and from differing points
of view, and thus the reader will encounter some purposeful duplicaticn.
We trust that he will put it all together, as we have tried to do, in
the final chapter devoted to overall cor:lusions and recommendations.

This study was conducted under contract with the Office of
Program Planning and Evaluation, U.S. Office of Education,
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
0 E Contract Number 0-71i-3705

Q Educational Testing Service Durham, North Carolina September 1972
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assistance provided, the writer expresses special appreciation to

a number of persons in several organizations., It goes without say-
ing that without their involvement there would have been no project.

To the state and city coordinators for reviewing instruments,
providing extensive installation information, and making ar-

rangements for school visits and attendance at League as well
as other training sessions; and for otherwise providing coun-
sel and assistance throughout the year.

To the principals and faculties of new MUSE/IGE schools--and
to various district personnel--who completed the question-
naires, arranged for interviews, and opened their schools to
site visitors on several occasions.

To staff members of the Wisconsin R & D Center for sharing
materials, background information, and project purposes; and
for arranging participation in various training activities.

To personnel in the Office of Program Planning and Evaluation
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background information, and evaluation plans.
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Nothing would be done at all

If a man waited

Til he could do it so well

That no one could find fault with it.
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CHAPTER 1

PURPOSES, BACKGROUND, AND SUMMARY

Introduction

Many elementary schools around the country have been organized in re-
cent years into teaching units in one or another form, often in buildings
constructed to cnhance tcamwork among small groups of teachers. Similarly,
learning programs of various sorts have for a long time been built on |
instructional objectives and assessment of achievement aimed at optimum
education for the individual. Both of these arcas--group planning and
teaching within schools and efforts to match instruction to individuals' |
needs--have represented departures from traditional school practice, and
as such have often becn approached as innovations or experiments. More-
over, in many instances, but one elcment of the area has been exposed
to tryout...for example, grouping children in a given subject according
to specific test outcomes or organizing teachers of a given grade level
into a confederation for sharing methods and materials.

The literaturc is replete with descriptions of these programs--parti-

cularly those in some way rclated to individualization--and with reactions,

‘
evaluations, and discussions. Thus the gecneral concepts underlying indivi-
dualized education and group tcaching are well known. In fact, the view
‘has frequently been expressed that while the concepts are widely known and
accepted, practice has often been limited to sporadic local attempts or
brief trial periods or a single curriculum area. In particular, the lack
of an all-embracing program has been noted, one which would combine the
intended innovations intr an organic whole, which would answer the many
problems arising from changed purposes and procedures, and which would
affe-t the total educational endeavor in the school. Too often, it has
been held, the valued innovation has been expected to survive in a milieu
where it was the only change.
In response to this need for a more systematic approach, a coordinated
system called IGE (Individually Guided Education) has bzen developed and

o
of the Wisconsin Research and Development Center for Cognitive Learning and

promoted within the past two or three years. A synthesis of the effo?ts : l
l

the Institute for Development of Educational Activities (IDEA), IGE embraces ! |

several interrelated areas of activity. Primary among these are the learning f l

program and the school organization, which have come to be known popularly as

IGE (for the individually-guided learning program) and MUSE (for the multi- |

unit school organization).
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IGE and MUSE are conceptually intertwined. While IGE represents a
programing model for individually guided education in the various curriculum
areas (through objectives, precassessment, grouping, selection of materials,
choice of learning modes, assessment, regrouping), MUSE is intended to provide
an enhancing school organization which insures the use of all resources in
the pursuit of individualization. MUSE is thus developed as an organizational
superstructure and set of personnel relationships which then provides an en-
vironment in which individualized education can flourish. Both patterns
represent considerable change for most schools, and perhaps MUSE has required
the more unusual sorts of changes. In its essence it is an organizational
strategy involving school districts,-schools, and instructional units within
schools. These units, which are intended to replace age-grade placements in
self-contained classrooms, are composed of defined groups of students,
teachers, and various assistants working in a variety of groupings and set-
tings. Multiaging of the students is a key feature in this arrangement.

In addition, the leaders of the units, along with the principal and perhaps
others, constitute a permanent commiitee for the governance of the instruc-
tional program and the provision of needed resources. Thus, not only are
there the new instructional purposes and strategies of the IGE pattern, but
there are also differentiated roles and new relationships in thé MUSE pattern.

Under the aegis of the two organizations (Wisconsin R § D Center and
1/D/E/A), these patterns were adopted in a number of schools in Ohio,
Wisconsin, Colorado, New York, Oregon, and Minnesota in the period 1968-71.
(By the 1970-71 school year there were approximately 164 schools at some
stage in the implementation process; in two states this was conducted through.
the state departmenf of education). To a considerable degree the two agencies
operated independently of one another, but cooperated in the provision of
training and curricular materials, plans for training school staffs, and
continued development of underlying concepts and installation techniques.

At the same time, the two organizations employed different methods in in-
stalling the innovations, emphasized new roles differently, defined the
total IGE system in terms of different sets of components, and prepared
separate guides for MUSE and IGE implementation.

Out of this background there developed an increasing awareness of the
educational potential of the MUSE and IGE patterns. As a result, the
Wisconsin R § D Center was funded by three agencies within the Office of

Education to install the multiunit structure on a nationwide basis in the
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1971-72 school year. The contract called for installation in about 250
schools, While emphasis was on the multiunit organization, it was assumed
that IGE purposes would also be served in the installing schools. The
Office of Education announced its support as one way to disseminate innova-
tions which had already proven their effectiveness and potential in the
research and development stages.

Purposes

Whereas the earlier installations of MUSE and IGE had been done on a
somewhat informal basis--and also represented development and field trial
efforts to an extent--the projected activity for 1971-72 was to be handled
in a more structured way. The R & D Center plan called for written agree-
ments at the state level (with the state department of education a“ting as
the implementation agency), and these were arranged in nine states: South
Carolina, New Jersey, Connecticut, Ohio, Illinois, Indiana, Wisconsin,
Minnesota, and Colorado. In addition, the Center provided some assistance
to more local regions in California, Nebraska, New York, and Virginia. At
the outset of the 1971-72 school year it appeared that there would be a
total of 270 installing achools in the nine states and four local areas,
about 80% beginning the implementation in September and the remainder in
the second semester.

It was this structured nationwide installation effort which was of
interest to the Office of Program Planning and Evaluation (an agency within
the Office of Education), and which is the subject of this investigation,
The general objective was to provide an independent evaluation of the
multiunit school installation project.

Within this framework, the primary purpose was to conduct a ''process-
validation" study, wherein observation of the installation process would
permit description of the manner and extent to which the planned activities
had been carried out.

The Center staff had developed an installation model composed of several
training layers and involving a variety of personnel at state, district, and
local levels.* Application of the model required formal commitments at
several educational levels, the transmission of training from one group to
another, adherence to certain minimal implementation criteria, communication
within and between a large number of groups, and a variety of related consi-

derations. Another important aspect of the model was that while the awareness

* This model, and related designs, are described in Chapter VII.

3.8
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and training programs were coordinated by the R § D Center, the implementation

process itself was the responsibility of the states and local schools. Thus
the model must be recognized as something different from a single linear
pattern or standard. Fulfillment of the R § D Center's own projected
activities would not suffice for the completed installation; the model left
a great deal to the several states and many schools to work out according
to their perceptions and needs and abilities. )

This latter point serves to emphasize a second aspect of the overall
purpose: to determine the extent tc which MUSE and IGE patterns actually
were adopted across the range of schools. By year's end, were the schools
recognizable as classical MUSE/IGE installations? Did the schools typically
follow the implementation criteria? In sum, what were the basic outcomes--
at the school level--of the total installation process?

The primary purpose--as outlined above in terms of two aspects--clearly
was intended to serve an accounting function. To be sure, the MUSE and IGE
patterns had already been researched and developed and extended to several
locations (primarily in Wisconsin) by the R & D Center, prior to the 1971-72
school year. In these instances the Center was geographically and psycholo-
gically close at hand to provide training, support, and management. But the
nationwide installation represented an endeavor on a scale far surpassing
the previous work--in a large number of schools spread over at least nine
states. Necessarily, such an enterprise was bound to encounter considerable
variation in the way states, districts, and local schools would follow the
installation model with respect to training, priorities, assignments, and
implementation steps. Moreover, the model called for many intermediaries
between the R § D Center staff and the staff of the individual schools.
Expansion would bring new persons and agencies, such as the state education
department, state coordinator, local coordinator, consultants, college
personnel, regional linkages of school staffs, and district policy groups.

The second major purpose of the investigation was to provide feedback

to those involved in various aspects of the installation process. Since

the accounting function would develop descriptions of the implementation
steps undertaken at the school level as well as the installation activities : f
at national and state levels, there would be a considerable body of descrip-
tive information of potential usefulness to a wide range of persons. This
would include the staff of the Wisconsin R § D Center and the state coordi-

nators in particular, but would also pertain to district personnel, school
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principals, university program staff, and officers of various school linkage
groups.,

Because of the feedback opportunity inherent in the study, it was
planned to gather data on a number of questions above and beyond those
dcveloped for accounting purposes. In particular, inform.tion was gathered
ccncerning the following:

- reactions and attitudes of school staff members

- nature of the problems encountered in implementing MUSE/IGE

- extent of use of the training and implementation materials

- impacts resulting from adoption of the new patterns

- aspects of the decision-making process in the school
It was expected that these sorts of feedback would be useful to those in
charge of planning for future expansion, especially with respect to antici-
pating local needs, developing tentative operational timelines, outlining
reasonable expectations, and so on.

The importance of a wide range of feedback is emphasized when it is
recalled that the installation project is a nationwide one; presumably
there would be differences in the approaches taken by different states and
dissemination of these findings might have special value. Similarly, the
investigation is concerned with the first attempt at such broadscale in-
stallation, and findings obtained in the first operational year would also

be of particular interest to developers and planners.

Summary of Purposes

1. To conduct an independent process evaluation of the first-year
installation of MUSE and IGE patterns.

a) document and describe the training and installation
activities carried out by the various national and
state agencies

b) describe the extent of implementation activity at
the school level, based upon predetermined implemen-
tion criteria

2. To derive feedback of general utility to a variety of persons
involved in the ov=rall installation process.
In examining the findings based upon the fulfillment of these purposes,
the Office of Education expects to derive guidance on these points of

special interest: (a) information for dissemination activiti:s concerning

MUSE/IGE concepts and installation, (b) installation strategies of greatest




promise and those in need of revision, and (c) feasibility of continuing
and/or expanding the installation projcct. These applications are of
considerable importance in view of current projections for adding schools
to the installation schedule annually. In 1972-73, a new cohort of schools
will begin the MUSE/IGE patterns in the same nine states involved in 1971-
72; state coordinators will manage the installation based upon their pre-
vious year's experience. However, there are also proposals to extend the

innovations to a number of additional states in the 1973-74 school year.

Linitations

Four limitations in particular should be noted. First, the investiga-
tion was not concerned with demonstrating the worth of the concepts under-
lying school organization or individualized education, or with demonstrating
their workability. The potential values of the new patterns had already
been evidenced in the development and field-trial periods, and the whole
installation project assumed that MUSE and IGE were adaptable and adoptable
in the schools.

Second, there was no attempt to assess children's learning or achievement
under the new school patterns. It was assumed that there would probably not
be meaningful gains or losses in achievement in any case, but the focus of the
project was on the installation process and implementation of changed proce-
dures.

Third, while Individually Guided Education has been cefined as seven
mutually supportive sets of activities, only the major two were dealt with
in the study: IGE instructional programing and the multiunit school
organization.

Fourth, the full range of implementation criteria developed by the R § D
Center was not used in studying the progress or status of the individual
schools. Many of the criteria described an end-point after two or three
years of implementation and refinement, and thus could not be employed in

the first operational year.

Background

An important step in ETS participation in the evaluation project was the
acquisition of an extensive background concerning the MUSE and IGE patterns

as well as the installation activities. A plan was devised for gaining such
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background early in the contract period, both beforc and during the opening
month of the school year. Through observation, correspondence, interviews,
and study of materials it was possible to lay the groundwork for these

fundamental purposes:

1. to establish relationships with persornel involved in the
installation at national and sratec levels

2. to internaiize the MUSE/IGE theoretical framework and the
specific national, state, and local instailation plans

3. to develop the instruments so as to take account of appropriate
terms, rcasonable performance expectations, clear definitions,
appropriate item alternatives, and meaningful content

4. to provide a basis for the best interpretation of findings and
their use as feedback to various groups

5. to arrange for formal school visits, up-to-date rosters and
mailing lists, and continuing means c¢f communication

Of particular concern were the elements of the projccted 'training
chain', priorities at natirnal and state levels, and the initial implemen-
tation steps at the school level. In pursuit of all the aforementioned

puzposes, the following interrelated activities were undertaken.

1. Study of the IGE training booklets (published by I/D/E/A),
several IGE films and soundstrips, proposals and reports
prepared by the Wisconsin R § D Center, installation outlines
and plans, the R § D implementation guide and criteria, the
I/D/E/A implementation guide, related curriculum materials,
promotional and descriptive booklets, earlier OE reports.

2. Meeting with various staff members of the Wisconsin R § D
Center, in three different settings. One meeting previded a
detailed historical perspective and installation overview;
the second involved contact with the installation team itself;
the third was a formal meeting for relating ETS responsibilities
to R & D Center plans and policies.

3. Meeting with staff members of I/D/E/A. Historical perspective,
installation plans, feedback instruments, and training materials
were studied and discussed. (This was a fortuitous contact,
since it developed later that several states had agreements with
both the R § D Center and 1/D/E/A).

4. Attendance at R § D Center training session related to reading
as an IGE subject-area. Provided opportunity to talk with
additional R § D staff members, and to meet several of the state
coordinators for the first time.

5. Visits with principals and unit leaders (and others) in three

schools which had installed MUSE/IGE in 1970-71. Study of their
procedures, priorities, and advice.

-9
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6. Observation of five 2-day '"Preschool Workshops'' in late August
and carly September, one in each of five states. These schools
were all installing MUSE/IGE in 1971-72. (n all cases there was
contact with state coordinator.

7. Attendance at a conference of principals from one state; related
to intrastate communication plans and inservice training. Con-
ferred with principals, state coordinator, and director of R § D
installation team. Attendance at similar meeting in a second
state. In both cases newly installing schools were also visited.

8. Attendance at a League training session for unit leaders at the

state level; and -- in another state -- at a workshop designed
to provide staff-development training prior to second semester
installation.

9. Participation in a formal meeting of all state coordinators at

the R § D Center; further contact with R § D staff, curriculum
developers, coordinators, and others.

The activities outlined above occurred in an overlapping way during
the period July to October, 1971, and were in addition to several contacts
with Office of Education personnel and considerable telephone communication.
This "readiness period" actually continued through several months, in the
sense that each project activity brought with it new perceptions or infor-
mation and thus constituted substantive input for later activities.

Beyond these initial efforts, there was an attempt to keep informed
throughout the year. This included observation of a formal training
session for unit leaders, regular mailings from several of the state coordi-
nators, contact with R & D Center and I/D/E/A staff, perusal of progress
reports and outlines, attendance at a second meeting for coordinators,
rechecking of state rosters, and so on. This was of course valuable. For
example, two developments were learned of (in each case from only one of
several possible sources) which had a bearing on project activities: the
calendar for R § D Center-sponsored training workshops for principals and
unit leaders held during the winter months, which provided an opportunity
to attend one such session and had implications for the accounting of
training events; and second, the plans of I/D/E/A to poll many of the
schools with fall and spring questionnaires (as well as visits), which had
implications for our own schedule.

Thus it was possible to keep fairly well abreast of events and circum-

stances which developed along the way as well as those which had been

13%
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planned or announced earlicr. Not all of them were noted, certainly, since

varying levels of communication were maintained by the several national ind

statce sources.
One other aspect of background should also be discussed. As implicd

above, new informotion of considerablc import becume available inter-

mittently during the study period. Such information often announced changes

or new plans, or revealed an array «f disparate but related activities in

the various states--and these in turn affected tiie manner in which the cval-

uation work was carried out. In particular, it becamc evident that it would

not be feasible to judge Qegrces of effective implementation (at the school

level) against stated criteria or to isolate correlates of '"successful" im-

plementations. This had earlier appeared to be possible and desirable.

\lowever, absolute criteria of effective implementation which could be applied

at given points in time were not available. Whilc various sets of criteria '

did exist, differing combinations appeared to be used in the several states

for suggesting that schools either were or were not on target. This circum-

stance was taken into account in developing certain of the instruments and

in interpreting the findings. |
Not surprisingly, it appeared that the installation effort--and its |

many aspects--was developmental. Of necessity, various plans, goals, and

activities were subject to change through the course of the first year pro- |

gram. This was true at all levels: national, state., district, and school--

and was exacerbated by different priorities, definitions, plans, and sched-

ules within states as well as across states. In turn, these circumstances

resulted in a certain degree of flexibility in the plans and activities of

the evaluation study.

Summary of Evaluation Project
PROCEDURE " |

As outlined in detail in subsequent chapters, three separate procedures ’ 1

and also a continuing contact with various information sources constituted t '
the approach used for gathering data on MUSE/IGE installation activities and
on implementation steps at the school level. Instruments used in the study
appear in Appendixes A, C, E, and G.

First, a survey questionnaire was administered to principals of all
287 schools listed on rosters supplied by 9 state coordinators and 2 city
coordinators. Since this included schools installing at various times,

administrations were conducted on February 1, April 1, and May 1, in order

¢
[
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to reflect practices approximately 3 to 5 months after initiation of MUSE/IGE.
There were two foci: (a) an accounting of the various formal and informal
training events participated in by school staff members both before and after
MUSE/IGE initiation; and (b) a description of implementation status in terms
of several practices deemed basic to the installation process. This was the
only means of contact with all schools, and so other areas of interest were
also tapped: background and'descriptive features, notable impacts within the
first few months, reactions to certain training events, and school communica-
tion with parents. Ip addition to check-list information about training
activities attended, three important events were explored in some detail;
these were the initial training for principals and unit leaders, the total
staff workshop prior to opening of school, and scheduled inservice training
during the school year.

A similar but briefer questionnaire was sent at the same time to a ‘
representative of each district with schools newly installing in 1971-72.
There were again two foci: (a) an accounting of formal and informal training |
activities undertaken by district personnel; and (b) the nature of support
and assistance provided by the district to the individual school. In addition
(again, this was the only attempt to contact all districts), other concerns
were also examined, such as district relationships with the larger MUSE/IGE
structures, indications of impact, district background in fostering innova-

tions, and reasons for adopting MUSE/IGE.

\
|
1
Both instruments were reviewed, pretested, and then revised; and follow- i
up activities were undertaken after one month. In all, there were 205 usable
returns from school principals and 112 from the districts. Findings from
the principals' instrument were analyzed and reported by total group, by
semester, and by state; those for the districts were reported only by total
group.
Second, a set of detailed questionnaires was administered at the end of
April to a 20% sample of the original roster of 287 schools. Selection was : ‘
made on the basis of response to the first questionnaire, proportions of
installing schools among the several states, and inclusion in the group of : 4
schools visited during the year; no attempt was made at random selection
since generalization of findings was not proposed. Different instruments

were prepared for several individuals and groups within the school staff; with
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emphasis upon (a) detailed information concerning the nature and functioning
of the MUSE organization and (b) the procedures used in IGE instructional
programing. Questions were meant to gauge implementation practices as close
to the end of the school year as possible, and had been drawn primarily from
the detailed criteria set forth in the R § D Center implementation guide;
they were organized around 12 selected central aspects of MUSE and IGE.

In addition, feedback was sought regarding implementation priorities,
problems faced, solutions found, reactions to training activities, use of
a variety of resources in the implementation, needs at the local level, and
reactions to the MUSE/IGE concepts and changes. '

Aside from amassing such data for their own intrinsic value and for
potential feedback value to planners and practitioners, there was an addi-
tional purpose. To the extent that given practices occurred in the sample
of r£:hools as evidencing their implementation status, it would be possible
to hazard tentative guesses about likely status in the balance of the
schools. If, for example, many schools appeared to have moved quite slowly
toward certain important criteria, such a finding might be used in drawing
conclusions about the installation schedule, the need to further poll all
schools, or the criteria themselves.

Instruments were reviewed, pretested, and revised; and a follow-up
was conducted after 3 weeks. Responss were received from 60 schools;
using certain reponse criteria, it was judged that 49 of these had sent
in complete returns. Findings were analyzed by total group, in terms of
each category: principal, teachers, teaching units, librarian, the Instruc-
tional Improvement Committee, and IGE subject specialists.

Third, visits were arranged in each of eight states at three schools
which had been randomly selected. Since schedules and access to schools
varied by state, numbers and times of visits also varied. In all, 25
schools were observed for a total of 50 visits. Ten schools were visited
three times--in fall, winter, and spring; the preschool workshops of five
of these were also attended (at the beginning of the year), allowing
enough contact and data to develop implementation case-studies.

The one-day visits were made during normal instructional days, with
interview and observation as the principal approaches; records, curriculum
materials, agendas, inservice programs, and other print items were a. 92

studied. Interviews and observations were not structured but report forms




were developed for recording findings and impressions on a large number of
topics. Interviews were always held with the principal, and where possible
with unit leaders, teachers, librarian, special teachers, children; and any
state, district, or university representatives who may have been on hand.
Observations were made of the library and other facilities in action, and
of classes in session (particularly where IGE programing ‘ias being
followed). Visits were arranged to include attendance at meetings of

the Instructional Improvement Committee and the teaching units. Finally,
inservice training sessions were also observed whenever possible, in some
cases on a second day.

There were two major purposes for the visits--first, as a way of validating
information obtained from questionnaire responses (for the particular schools
involved) and thus of suggesting problem areas where variance might be
expected in the total installation; and second, as a way of studying the
dynamics of installation in a small number of schools and especially of
noting the nature and direction of changes over the year.

The three data-gathering procedures were expected to serve interactive

purposes as well. The detailed questionnaires were expected to clarify and
amplify on the findings from the survey instrument with respect to the 20%
sample of schools involved; it was also anticipated that such comparison
would suggest the variations in the implementation process to be found
in the total group of schools. And, as noted above, visits were intended
to serve a verifying function (toward the end of the year) regarding
responses provided in the survey and deiailed questionnaires.

In some cases it was possible to relate the visit and questionnaire
functions. For example, fall and winter visits contributed immeasurably
to the development of both the survey and detailed instruments; and in turn,
questionnaire responses were used as leads for follow-up in subsequent visits
where applicable.

All the aforementioned were taken into account in setting up the schedule
for these procedures; and particular attention had to be paid to the fact
of quite different installation dates and schedules within and across states.
Thus the survey instrument had to be administered far enough into the in-
stallation period to allow certain basic implementation activities to be

operative. Similarly, visits were arranged in order to take advantage of
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previously-acquired questionnaire responses. And the detailed questionnaires

were administered as close as possible to the end of the school year, espe-
cially important for schools which initiated MUSE/IGE in the second semester.
The overall schedule is outlined in the following chart; the particulars are

made clearer in the chapters devoted to each separate procedure.

[nitial Three Survey Questionnaire | Detailed Questionnaire
Fackground Site First Second First Second

1971-72 Period Visits Semester Semester | Semester Semester

July X

August X

September; x

October X X

November *

December

January

February X Feb. 1

March

April Apr. 1 April 25

May X May 1 May 1

(N.J.)

Fourth, as referred to earlier in the section on Background, a continuing
effort was made to keep in touch with the activities and plans of the R § D
Center and the state coordinators, especially as these related to training
events, assistance to schools, and the application of implementation criteria.
Some contact was made by direct correspondence and by phone; but greater
amounts were accomplished through personal contact at several meetings and
the receipt of a variety of materials during the year. While such communica-
tion did not constitute a precise procedural step as such, it provided much
information of use in conducting the visit and questionnaire activities and
it also served to describe in part the formal installation program at

national and state levels,

FINDINGS

The following sets of returns and data sources are considered in this
section on major findings of the study: (a) 205 responses from principals,
for the survey instrument; (b) 112 responses from district representatives,
for the survey instrument; (c) responses from personnel in 45 to 55 schools
for each of the several instruments constituting the detailed questionnmaire;

(d) visit reports covering 50 site visits, 5 preschool workshops, and 11




inservice activities; (e) notes, plans, documents, rosters, records, etc.,
representing various sorts of contact with the R § D Center and the state
coordinators. Major findings are denoied by letters in the margin.

A. As drawn from all sources listed above, one major and pervasive finding
was that personnel involved in the installation project did not agree on
what conditions constituted actual participation in the project or on when
such participation began (or would begin). Concerning rosters of schools ‘
involved, there was a considerable degree of mismatch among principals,
districts, the R § D Center Directory, and the rosters of state coordinators;
there were even several disagreements between district personnel and school |
principals in those districts. Of the total of 287 schools listed from all
sources, it appeared that at least 33 (or 11%) were incorrectly included:
some had installed up to 3 years prior to September 1971, many did not plan
to participate until September 1972, and a few indicated no past or future
association whatsoever.

B. A related finding was that there existed diverse definitions of the
initial step§ involved in adopting MUSE/IGE. The detailed questionnaire
revealed that among 45 principals, 14 different initiatory criteria were

reported, in some cases relating to the MUSE organization only, in others

which either training or commitment took place.

C. Because of these circumstances, it was not possible to report how many
schools did indeed install the MUSE/IGE patterns in the 1971-72 school year.
Based upon the returns received and modest projections concerning the non-
responding schools, it seems safe to guess that between 200 and 225 schools

made changes of one sort or another which might be taken to represent

4
|
l
|
1
|
to IGE instructional programing only, and in still others to the points at
adoption of the MUSE/IGE innovations. Clearly, some of these schools were
' close to fulfilling most of the implementation critefia provided by the
R § D Center's guide, while others moved hesitantly toward the significant
changes involved. Thus any figure that might be provided would almost surely
mask the "quality" and extent of the installation at individual schools, and
the problem of definition is not sclved. 1 {
D. Another major finding, borne out by all the data sources, was that the |
implementation criteria provided by various guidelines lacked the specificity !

which many school personnel required. For many, it was not clear what the
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sequence of installation steps should be once the innovations were initiated.
Moreover, they felt a lack of priority listings among the myriad possible
steps, and also noted the need for an implementation time frame. ' Many
principals reported using several sets of criteria but still indicated
frustration over having to find their own "local expertise' in the place
of clearcut and sequenced guidelines and models. Similarly, teachers and
others in many locations apbeared to have only vague notions of the educa-
tional and organizational outcomes toward which they were headed, and they
reported this as a weakness in their preparation.

With particular reference to the R & D Center criteria (performance

objectives), it should be noted that they were carefully outlined and

presentud in a most readable manner. However, whereas they initially

descri:bed a first-year operation, they léter were billed as indicating
endpoints after 3 or perhaps 4 years of installation effort. To fill this
gap, the Center announced four minimum conditions which should describe a
satisfactory status after several months: multiaged student groups, active
Instructional Improvement Committee (IIC), fully unitized school, and in-
structional programing in one subject area according to the IGE model.

These fgur criteria, however, were not achieved by all schools. As
determined by the survey instrument, 94% reported having an IIC, but a
number of these met so short a time (or had no agenda or minutes as a basis
for action) that their active nature might be questioned. Some 99% of the
schools reported the organization of units; but on the basis of strict
standards, it appeared that 56% of the 205 schools were fully unitized. In
11% of the schools there was no multiaging of students. Moreover, in many
schools the children were organized into multiaged units within the building
but received all instruction in grade-level or self-contained groups. On
the final basic criterion, IGE instructional programing, the detailed instru-
ment and site visits made it abundantly clear that this area, too, suffered
from many definitions, and that a fair number of schools were not following
the model, or were just beginning to develop their own instructional objec-
tives. In fact, in a number of locations the IGE subject was in the process
of being selected.

Related to the last point, it was discovered that many schools lacked
the resources to adopt a packaged curriculum appropriate to IGE programing.

As a result, they either began to develop their own system (objectives,
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materials, assessments, etc.), or they delayed the IGE aspect of MUSE/IGE
to the following year, or they adapted existing programs to one or two
aspects of the model. To be sure, many schools did adopt the Wisconsin
Design for Reading Skill Development (Word Attack Section) and th¥s served
as an excellent vehicle for both demonstrating and using the instructional
model. Other schools chose published programs in reading (most frequent),
mathematics, and science as well as social studies. But the finding holds
that for a large number of schools, IGE programing remained an ideal some
distance away from their reality.

A bit more specifically, it is noted that most schools arranged for
two important elements of support for individualized education along IGE
lines: 97% of schools provided in-school time for unit meetings (from 1/2
to 5 hours per week), and 82% of schools typically had the services of an
aide in the units (from less than 1/2 to as many as 3 aides per unit).

Another finding--which surely reflects the ''shakedown' nature of the
first year's installation--was that there were wide variations in the in-
stallation activities at all levels. This has been alluded to earlier,
and relates to such matters as training opportunities provided, development
of linkage groups, support and assistance, decision-making, communications,
commitment, and actual MUSE/IGE practices in the schools. In fact, there
were notable differences within schools, where units made different decisions
concerning multiaging, IGE subject-areas, grouping, programing, inservice
training, and so on. Clearly, at state, district, and school levels (and
even at the unit level) the participants were finding their way and in the
process developing separate priorities and procedures.

it appears that the suggested training sequence of five elements
(national awareness, state and district commitment, one-day local commitment
three-day training for school leaders, and three-to-five day training for
entire school staff) was not a constant which was practiced or recognized by
all personnel involved. While some district personnel participated in all
five steps, this was not typical, and indeed relatively few participated in
the local commitment and training sessions. Nor was it typical for princi-
pals to be involved in the four steps which applied to them. There were
many gaps, in varying degrees among the states and districts. For example,
some schools did not have the local preschool training for the staff,
although substitutes were arranged in some cases. Certainly not all princi-

pals and unit leaders attended the training arranged for them at the state
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or university level (in many cases beciausc unit leaders had not yet becn

assigned). \nd many districts did not hold a local commitment/overview
session for school staffs,

At national and state levels, a number of additional training oppor-
tunities were provided. The R & D Center had arranged for several special
mid-year workshops for principals and unit lecaders, and by and large these
werc well attended by staff members from the 1971-72 schools. And many
activities of a training and mutual-support nature were sponsored by state
and regional linkages of schools as well as by state coordinators. These
included school visits, training for aides, policy meetings for principals,
and IGE training for general school personnel,

Through these many agencies, then, there were literally dozens of
carefully defined as well as general training opportunities provided to
school personnel. It appears that the R § D Center workshops directed to
specific groups and the activities promoted by local, linkage, and statec
initiative were potentially as important in the whole training design as
were the elements of the formal training chain, The findings suggest several
interpretations: a) there was a real and continuing need for these oppor-
tunities; b) in sum, the whole array of training events favored principals
and unit leaders; c) many individuals had what may be considered a minimum
of training; d) schools, rather than persons, were recipients of the trzin-
ing; e) school staffs (and others) found ways of fulfilling their training
needs on a local basis.

Personnel at all levels (in the sample of schools polled) noted parti-
cular weaknesses in the training provided and suggested a number of changes
in the training plans. A major concern was that it had all happened too
fast and that a longer planning period--along with more practical training--
was needed for effective installation. These sentiments of course do not
typify group reactions, but were frequent enough to suggest legitimate
concerns.

Regular inservice training for the school staff was also promoted in
the overall design. Amounts of such training varied tremendously among
schools, from no reported inservice (21% of schools) to 30 or more hours
within the first few months (reported by 5%). Topics most frequently
covered were reading, IGE concerns (objectives, grouping children, report-
ing), and unit functions. About half the schools reported having a pre-
determined schedule for inservice training.

-17-
iy
)

s it




M.

Of particular interest, a number of schools reported that inservice
took place within the units or in ad hoc groups smaller than the whole
school staff, and that even meetings and newsletters were considered to
be inservice training. Moreover, 8% of principals indicated that inser-
vice training is an ongoing condition, involved in all aspects of the day,
and thus is not defined in formal terms. These schools did not have 'in-
service for the whole school staff" but did report the range of activities
which for them constituted on-the-job training.

One final important area should be mentioned. Based upon input from
all sources, there was a wide range of attitudes toward the MUSE/IGE
patterns and toward the means used in implementing them. In some schools,
the majority of the staff indicated dissatisfaction with methods and pur-
poses, and general unhappiness with what '"they had been forced into." 1In
others, the level of staff enthusiasm was extremely high and it appeared
that people, materials, and processes were pointed together in the direction
of meaningful changes. Staff rcaction in the majority of locations might be
characterized as positive hesitancy...a favorable attitude mixed with cautious
implementation activity.

It was possible to view MUSE and IGE as distinct domains; and there were
individual and group differences in the level of acceptance of each. (IGE had
a slight edge over MUSE in the total sample population). On the whole (based
on returns from the sample of schools), school staff members were favorably
disposed toward both patterns, although there was a clearcut hierarchy of

acceptance from principals, to unit leaders, to librarians, to staff teachers.

POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

Outlined below are the major policy recommendations growing out of the

findings and interpretations involved in this study of the 1971-72 nationwide
installation of MUSE/IGE. They are concerned mostly with the national and
state agencies carrying out the installation project, but relate also to any
group or agency which might participate. While the recommendations are
expressed in abstract form, they have implicit reference to future installation
efforts which might be undertaken on a national, state, or even local level.

It is likely, of course, that a number of the matters considered here may

already have become the subject of discussion or action.
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1. There is a need for clearcut and sequenced criteria which may be
followed in initiating MUSE/IGE implementatinn at the school level, and
which would also describe typical or reasonable first-year activities as
well as year-end expected status. Such criteria, once developed and
widely disseminated, would likely serve to reduce local anxiety and in-
crease implementation efficiency. Existing guidelines and criteria (those
of the R § D Center, I/D/E/A, the New Jersey Department of Education, and
other briefer versions) might be studied, revised, and combined in such
development,

2. A related recommendation is that such criterion-guidelines be
presented in several packages so that schools in varying circumstances
might choose the most appropriate set, at least for the initial periodrof
training and installation,

3. Districts and schools should make every effort to send the right
staff members for various sorts of training (including the training chain,
workshops for stated groups, and other training and exposure activities).
Those who attend the first such trzining events, moreover, should con-
tinue to attend the remainder, and principals should no doubt be required
to participate in all formal sessions. If the concepts underlying the
planned training sequence and the whole notion of training are valid, then
attendance and participation might well be insisted upon by state coordi-
nators and others.

4, In the same sense that a training design is included in the in-
stallation model, a design for monitoring all schools would be a boon to
the nationwide effort. Regular but brief and standard feedback to state
coordinators and/or the R § D Center is recommended on such matters as:
problems, status, needs, procedures, plans, and outcomes. The means by
which districts and schools enhance implementation would be as important
in such feedback as the actual fulfillment of MUSE and IGE requirements.
And such feedback would permit interactive relationships among devélopers,
programers, policy-makers, evaluators, and school personnel, and thus
could be a part of the total installation process. Further, a monitoring
mechanism is recommended for checking on the fulfillment of certain condi-
tions, above and beyond a written agreement. The district's willingness

and ability to provide resources for inservice training, to allow unit
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planning time, and to obtain IGE curriculum materials are by definition
requisite to implementation success. Equally important is the assurance
that school staffs have expressed acceptance of the concepts and definite
commi tment to proceed.

5. MUSE and IGE concepts should be clearly defined and promoted as
separate parts of an ultimate integrated whole. They represent two
distinct though related packages of change (one organizational, one in-
structional) and need to be understood separately so that they are
implemented fully. One term or the other is very frequently used to
refer to the whole MUSE/IGE innovation, and thus various necessary aspects
are cverlooked or deemphasized in practice. Such clarification would help
in using sequenced guidelines, initiating the new patterns, training staff,
making plans, and marking progress.

6. If the accounting of schools participating in the MUSE/IGE patterns
is important for various policy, funding, or dissemination reasons, then im-
proved procedures are needed. Numbers, locations, status, and even plans
should be determined accurately at all levels, and using a few ''vital
criteria" might be helpful in so cataloging schools. Apparently the use
of written agreements or statements of intent will not suffice for such an
accounting function.

7. It is recommended that careful study be made of the ways in which
cooperation and common involvement of the R § D Center and I/D/E/A may be
advantageous and disadvantageous. There clearly exist different and some-
times conflicting loyalties among schools and within states, some different
training materials and procedures, separate guidelines and definitions,
and different installation frameworks -- and thus the need for integrating
philosophies and procedures is underscored. On the other hand, the ultimate

- purposes of individualized education are virtually the same and there have
already been many instances of cooperative endeavor in the separate installa-
tion projects of the two organizations. If it is not feasible to study these
relationships further and merge efforts, resources, and materials, then it
is strongly recommended that only one installation model be promoted and
followed.

8. There appear to be several advantages in carrying out the installa-

| ; tion effort through coordinators at the state level and by means of state
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and district written agrecments. Within this framework, however,'it is
recommended that--to the extent possible--the role of the state coordinator
as an individual be defined so as to cover such matters as responsibilities,
relationships with schools, authority., communication, and feedback. Some
coordinators have had most demanding jobs to fulfill, while others have
devoted less cnergy and imagination. There have also been different levels
of response to requests for feedback to the R § D Center as well as varying
perceptions of what the coordinator can or should accomplish. Equally
important, it has not been clear what degree of '"authority" the coordinator
has over local decisions or plans, and thus the matter of quality control

is in doubt. In any case, a role definition would be a boon to all concernzd,
especially if it also provided for consistent functions across the states.

9. Typically, the state department of education has been the implemen-
tation agency in the 1971-72 effort. In the interests of communication,
efficiency, and provision of resources, further consideration might be given
to making formal arrangements with city, university, and county agencies as
well.

16. If training materials are an essential element rather than an
optional kind of assistance, then they need to be good enough that all will
use them. If films are dismissed as ideal, or booklets are distributed
casually, or guides are employed only minimally, then the practical value
of the training materials is consequently diminished. As new materials are
developed, consideration might be given to a careful survey of practitioners'
reactions and needs.

11. Similarly, if the training materials are requisite (in theory or
reality) to effective implementation, then it must be assured that all
school staffs have and use them. For schools to proceed without them, or
with limited use of them, appears unwise.

12. Equal or at least minimum access to materials, training, assistance,
consultants, and other resources needs somehow to be provided within and
across states. While a school's optional use of the whole realm of resources
may certainly be acceptable, the problem has been the existence of very
different degrees of access. Coordinators (state, university, and district)
have sometimes been unresponsive to school requests for assistance; some

training materials have been available only on loan and at the state level;




finances have prohibited attendance at important training opportunities,
have limited or denied inservice activities, and have affected the use of
consultants; linkage groups have not been easily available to all schools
and have had very different sorts of programs; members of the R & D Center
installation team have visited some but not all schools; a number of
schools have been psychologically and geographically isonlated; and curri-
culum materials from various sources have not always been available for
IGE programing. It is recommended that the whole area of resources be
studied, guidelines be set up for minimum access, and fur+her, that
guarantees of such access be required at the time formal agreements are
arranged. This might approximate some sort of screening of schools.

13. It is recommended that a study of continuity be conducted in order
to follow schools beyond the first year of activity. This might include
longitudinal study of selected schools over a span of years. Such a study
might answer questions like these: once installed, are schools irreversibly
committed to the pattierns? to what extent do the first year's 200 to 225
schools refine operations, survive difficulties, maintain momentum? do the
schools move closer to the classical MUSE and IGE models, or do several
models emerge? if the latter, how are these judged? what sorts of con-
tinuing assistance do schools need, or can most be expected to proceed on
their own after the first year? Since the first year effort was, at all
levels, a pilot effort so far as widespread installation is concerned, these
questions have more than academic importance. For the same reason it would
appear important for the R § D Center and state coordinators to follow and
assist the first-year crop of schools even while installing new groups of
schools throughout the country.

14, The R & D Center and state coordinators have developed many means
of communication with the schools. These should be continued (and expanded
in some states). Newsletters, outlines, League bulletins and activities,
prototypic training materials, schedules, visits, lists of materials, over-
views, and so on have provided valuable substantive and moral support for
many practitioners. It might be useful for state coordinators to exchange )
such materials for the sake of sharing their individual approaches and the
extension of common philosophies and procedures. If this could be con-
veniently systematized, it might result in the development of a cohesive
installation strategy based upon continuing input from a variety of sources.

15. It is recommended that linkage groups be further encouraged, espe- ;

cially on a regional basis within states. While such groups (leagues, pacts,
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networks) were not an integral part of the installation model, they provided

important means of planning, problem-solving, communication, and cooperation.

16. In view of several problem-areas noted in the nationwide installation,
continued availability of on-site technical avsistance should be arranged, of
the sort provided to some schools by the R § D Center installation teams.
Through some means, such Technical assistance should be made at least avail-
able to all schools. These efforts could be directed to the proposed crite-
rion-guideline packages (see recommendation #2), and might embrace a monitoring
function as well as provide assistance in the use of training and curricular
materials.

17. The existing specific implementation criteria might be even more
useful if the responsibilities of staff teachers and principals were spelled
out separately fog.aeople in those positighs. At present, the guidelines
detail the unit and unit leader roles with little precise mention of the staff
teacher; similarly, many presumed aspects of the principal's role are sub-
sumed in the IIC activities.

18, It is recommended that "inservice training" be defined, required,
and monitored so that it becomes a consistent part of the overall training
design. (Certain activities which some considered to be inservice would not
be accepted by others, and indeed many schools had little or no such addi-
tional preparation). Minimum standards would be needed in order to assure

the benefits potentially inherent in systematic inservice programs.




SUMMARY OF PROJECT OUTCOMES

. Accounting and process-evaluation of national and state-level
installation procedures; schools involved; training provided
and undertaken; basic implementation practices in the first

few months; and accounting of detailed implementation practices
at year-end in a sample of schools.

. Derivation of feedback on numerous “USE and IGE implementation
practices at the school level, some after 4 to 5 months and
some at the end of the first installation year.

. Development of survey and detailed instruments, and visit
report forms, now available for adaptation or direct use by
personnel at all levels,

. Provision, during the visits, of feedback to school staffs and
consulting on curriculum programs, common implementation prob-
lems, behavioral objectives, and local evaluation.

. Periodic feedback to state coordinators on visit findings and
accounting discrepancies, and discussion of general evaluation
practices. :

. Preparation of case studies of implementation practices in
several schools.

. Normative data on school-level implementation status after
several months; on a sample of schools at end of first year.

. Reactions of school personnel to training events, training
needs, MUSE/IGE concepts; and their advice to others plan-
ning MUSE/IGE installation.

. Report of the frequency of important implementation prob-
lems at the school level.

Report of early indications of impact (at school and district
levels) which may suggest areas for further examination and
expectations for newly installing schools.

. Provision, to a sample of schools, of the means by which they
might examine their own status and progress, and explore
their local implementation dynamics near the end of the first
year (through completion of the detailed questionnaires).

Conclusions and recommendations as to national and state in-
stallation practices, and implementation at the school level.
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CHAPTER I1I

INSTRUMENT DEVELOPMENT

Instruments were developed for four purposes. A survey instrument was
prepared for administration to principals of all schools newly installing
MUSE/IGE in the 1971-72 school year. Another survey questionnéire was de-
veloped for a representative of each district with new MUSE/IGE schools.

The third was a report form for use after site visits were completed at
MUSE/IGE schools and for their formal inservice training sessions. The last
instrument is more properly called a set ¢f questionnaires; these were sent,
at the same time, to various categories of persons covering the complete
staffs of sixty schools selected as a sample for study.

In a sense, instrument development began with OE's Request for proposal.
The process of internalizing the whole domain of MUSE/IGE history, purposes,
criteria, and alternatives--and also of establishing lines of contact and
communication--in order to prepare the proposal and initiate the project...
all of this also served as important background in the process of developing
meaningful survey and detailed content. The resources studied at the outset
of our activity, and also during the opening months, have been outlined in

Chapter I.

Administration as an Aspect of Development

The survey instruments for the schools and districts were first admin-
istered at the end of January (1972). The report forms for site visits at
schools were used throughout the school year, commencing in October. And
the set of questionnaires for the sample of schools was initially mailed
toward the end of April. These dates provide a framework for understanding
the schedule by which the instruments were developed. The visit report
forms stood pretty much by themselves, although of course they were intended
to record information potentially useful in setting questionnaire content.

But the questiornaires were temporally related: the January forms were
survey instruments for all schools and one purpose was to set the stage for
(and provide certain bases for) the later detailed instrument sent to the
subsample. Moreover, there were two other general but very important sche-
dule considerations. One was the period needed for study, preliminary try-

out, review, pretest, and revision. The second was the formal review and

)

-390

CY SNNPDSSY S N

.




FI. v -

approval process (within the Office of Education and the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget), which typically requires about two months.

The interaction of these various elements--with both their opportu-
nities and their constraints--resulted in the final schedule of develop-
ment and administration. It was necessary to allow for all these considera-
tions:

1. Development time sufficient for a thorough understanding of
MUSE/IGE purposes and processes

2. Sufficient time for meaningful tryout and review, and also for
formal approval

3. First questionnaire administered far enough into the instal-
lation period so that training could be accounted for
and so that basic MUSE/IGE steps would have been initiated

4. First questionnaire administered late enough in the year to
permit polling schools which installed in the second
semester and--as it turned out--quite late in the second
semester

5. First questionnaire administered soon enough before the
second to provide a "rest' for the responding schools...
as well as an opportunity for us to study the first re-
turns while completing development of the second instru-
ment

6. Administration of the second questionnaire to the spring group
late enough for them to have gotten well into implementation,
but soon enough not to conflict with end-of-year pressures
at the schools

7. The need for followup activities in relation to all administra-
tions.

It was possible to adhere to these requirements. However, even with
follow-up efforts, some returns from the first que:tionnaire trickled in
throughout the spring, and indeed, several of the subsample schools re-
sponded to the detailed questionnaire well into June. Thus the schedule

for analysis was also affected.

The Visit Report Forms

These two forms (see Appendix G) were constructed as vehicles for
reporting site-visit observations, findings, and unanswered questions.
Although the visits and interviews were unstructured, the record forms
were fairly detailed. |

The first was concerned with observation at the school on a normal

instructional day, and outlined the following broad topics:
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-Interviews (with whom and for how long)
-Materials studied and/or included as part of report

" -Meetings attended
-Facilities observed (building, library, unit arrangements)
~-Activities observed (library, classroom instruction, other)
-Topics to be followed up on later visit

The instrument also contained a long list of questions for the visitor to
use as a further guide in interviews and observation. These, plus inter-
nal memoranda and the record forms themselves, covered the purposes and
helped to make the visits standard within schools and across schools.

As can be seen, the instrument was meant to serve as a basis for con-
ducting a subsequent visit at the same school, and this accounts for some
of the detail required. For example, knowing who was interviewed, which
unit's meeting was observed, what materials were obtained, and what parti-
cular questions seemed unresolved would constitute the starting point for
the person making the second or third visit.

The second instrument was developed for recording observations at
scheduled formal inservice activities for the whole school staff. It out-
lined topics covered, methods employed, purposes, outcomes, leadership, and
attendance. These were all presumed to be of importance in summarizing in-
service activities across all schools, above and beyond merely indicating
that it had occurred.

Clearly, the content and outlines of these two report forms reflect the
biases of the developer, which in turn were based on the implementation
plans and criteria of the sponsoring agencies. The instruments were pre-
pared very early in the school year, after a certain amount of background
work had been accomplished, but before site visits were begun. They served

the visit purposes adequately, and accordingly were not revised.

The First Questionnaire - Principals

This survey instrument, intended for principals of all schools in-
stalling in 1971-72, had two fundamental purposes: to record the extent
of training undertaken by school staffs, and to discover in a general way
to what extent basic implementation activities had been initiated. (Appen-

dix A contains this instrument).
It was of course necessary to consult every available resource in order

to determine which training activities were 'required" or expected, which
were optional, which were the most likely to have been attended by a siz-

able group of school people, which ones were intended for what special
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groups, and so on, and to determine specific dates and places where appro-
priate. It would be an understatement to say that this posed a challenge.
We consulted the Wisconsin R § D Center, I/D/E/A, state coordinators, news-
letters, records, and school people in determining the best list of training
activities. (By so doing, we were able to include specialized workshops for
school leaders up to the one held in January 1972). The next step was to
attempt to call them by standard names or to define them clearly enough to
overcome ambiguity. We discovered a considerable degree of variation among
states, and a confusing array of terms and purposes. Surely some school
people would be dismayed at the number of training events we had to list in
order to cover the diversity. We attempted to explain this, of course, in
the cover letter to principals.

An added consideration was that training and implementation overlapped
to an extent. For example, attendance at the Staff Development Workshop
(or Principal-Unit Leader Conference, as it was also called) constituted an
aspect of training. But if the school leaders actually made plans and de-
cisions at that time, then implementation steps were being carried out.

This overlapping was even more true of the Preschool Workshop (originally
called the Pre-Installation Workshop), since it was indeed a training session
but also included the setting-up of units, unit meetings, and in some schools
was the vehicle for beginning IGE processes in instructional programing. As
a result, the first questionnaire purposefully included checklist items to
record attendance at training sessions; but it also encompassed separate
pages devoted to some detail concerﬁing the Staff Development Workshop, the
Preschool Workshop, and formal inservice training.

"Training" was generalized to include use of various film and print
materials, training and exposure opportunities offered by district or state
groups, contact with state coordinator, and employment of an implementation
guide.

The more involved aspect of the job was development of items related to
the basic steps of installation in the schools. Again, all sorts of resources
proved helpful. 1In particular, three series of visits were of inestimable
value: visits to staffs of three 1970-71 schools in August, atteadance at
five Preschool Workshops, and scheduled site-visits to 16 schools in October/
November. These set the stage for realistic expectations of what steps mignt
be taken by schools within the first few months. At the same time, the ex-
tent of variation in practice also became apparent, and items had to be

framed in such a way as to answer all situations. This resulted in over-
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definition in some items and lack of precision in others. It also meant
that some items were of necessity openended and that in some cases éx-
planations had to be provided along with the questions.

-It was our task to select topics for the ''basic steps' domain. Both
the R § D Center and I/D/E/A, of course, had implementation guides, but the
two differed considerably. And neither one--at the time of our development
work--had ordered the myriad steps onto a sequenced time-line or into a
priority listing. Moreover, even the initial steps of implementation had
not been isolated; thus, an easy checklist of '"progress" steps or minimal
indicators was not available. (In this connection, R § D Center staff did
outline to state coordinators four absolute criteria for defining an accept-
able implementation start; these were enumerated at a meeting early in
February). Both organizations were in the process of refining their cri-

teria. In the case of tiie R § D Center, the implementation objectives were

so numerous that it would be a major undertaking to order them by sequence
or importance--and indeed too tight ordering might hamper the whole purpose
by ignoring school differences and the need for flexibility.

At that time it appeared that the criteria were viewed as equally im-
portant. So it was necessary to choose what appeared to us to be basic ele-
ments in implementation. The questionnaire reflects these decisions, showing
emphasis on the Instructional Improvement Committee, the unit structure,
multiaging, library/IMC, parent information efforts, IGE subject-areas, and
district relationships.

An additional topic was included, one that might be perceived as un-
expected. Advice was offered that there would be very few impacts in the
first year, but we decided to develop an item asking about first-year effects.
This was done in order to tap outcomes or impacts (either positive or nega-
tive) which accompanied the introduction of the new patterns. Especially
since this instrument was the only one going to all schools, it seemed
worthwhile to try to answer the questions '"What is different now?'" and "What
difference has it made?'" above and beyond the fact that the model had been
installed.

All questionnaire content, of course, was subject to review. Review
materials were sent to the OE project officer, R § D Center staff, and state :
coordinators, with a request for feedback, revisions, and suggestions. The
project officer had very meaningful input, and several coordinators went i

out of their way to study and review the instrument. Pretesting was
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accomplished by asking a number of principals and unit leaders--who had in-
stalled MUSE/IGE in 1970-71--to complete the instrument, fill out an evalua-
tion form, and make marginal notes. Nine principals and eight unit leaders
responded; all were from Colorado or Wisconsin and had been contacted through
the courtesy of the state coordinators. The total pretest and review activ-
ity resulted in numerous deletions, clarifications, and editorial revisions,
and certainly reflected the reactions and preferences of people directly
involved in installation.

A major concern--of developers and reviewers--was to keep the instrument
brief. From the outset this meant the exclusion of items which would be of
definite interest and utility, but which were expendable. Just one example:
we learned that staff members had attended training sessions outside the
purview of the R & D Center and state coordinators. But these workshops were
germane to MUSE/IGE purposes--individualized math programs, seminars on con-
tinuous progress methods, workshops on team teaching, and so on. We had to
reject such "related but unrelated" training from the lists of activities
attended. On the other hand, a few items were deferred for incorporation
into the second questionnaire.

In sum, development po:ed certain problems and forced certain decisions,
and the outcome may not have been satisfactory to all concerned. In any
event, there is likely a relationship between a first-year nationwide instal-
lation effort and any instruments designed to describe or document that
effort. From one point of view, the instrument may therefore have appeared
too static, in view of the changing plans, activities, and criteria of
the implementing agencies. From another, it may have seemed too tentative
or sketchy. But from yet another viewpoint, the questionnaire itself may
be viewed as developmental and in need of revision prior to additional use
with new groups of schools. In particular, we regret that it was not pos-
sible to point it very clearly to specific minimal installation criteria,
and likewise it is not possible to draw firm conclusions about installation
progress or even status. These are matters of interpretation, however, and

are treated in some detail in Chapter III.

The First Questionnaire - District Representatives

The preceding discussion applies equally to this instrument, in vir-

tually all particulars. The school district from the outset was viewed as
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an important facilitant in MUSE/IGE installation, and thus a separate ques-
tionnaire was developed. District representatives were to be a link in the
training chain, and polling them would also allow certain conclusions about
the apparent climate for change within the district. (See Appendix C).

This instrument was intended for one person (at the district level) for
each of the 1971-72-installing schools. Thus the items concerned themselves
with participation in training, assistance provided to the '"new' schools,
commitment, and policies governing certain facets of installation. »

Aside from coordinators and the OE project officer, supervisors or
superintendents from 9 districts assisted in review, pretesting, and re-

vision.

The Second Questionnaire - for School Staffs

Fundamentally the same background was utilized for this instrument as
for the first questionnaire. However, since development covered a longer
period, it was possible to draw on the second set of site-visits, on con-
tinued contact with R § D staff and state coordinators, and on a growing
sense of the dymanics of the installation process. In addition, it was
possible to study first questionnaire returns. The second instrument (see
Appendix E) was directed to various populations in a subsample of 60 schools.
These were:

Principal

. All teachers (individually)
. Librarian/IMC director

. IGE subject-area specialist

. The IIC (as a team)
. Each unit (as a team)

(o W17, I SN FUR SR

In addition, a 2-page questiornaire was sent to a district representative.
The purpose at this time was to get much closer to the facts of actual

implementation throughout a school. As the first instrument was a survey

form, this set of questionnaires was more diagnostic of progress, problems,

plans, attitudes, and the dynamics of the installatioi process. For that

ST T . A

reason, different individuals and groups were contacted, as had been intended

from the outset. Beyond getting in touch with the full staff of each school,

this approach had an added advantage: it was possible to ask a variety of
questions and to cover much more ground than would have been feasible in an

instrument directed to just one person.
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Pretesting was done with the help of a few principals, teachers, and
I1IC groups in five 1971-72 schools which were not selected for the sub-
sample study--and also in a few 1970-71 schools. As before, review packets
were sent to staff at the R § D Center and to the several state coordinators.
School personnel were most helpful in their candid responses and evaluations,
and two coordinators in particular assisted in refinement, location, and/or
deletion of items. Those two persons commented especially about the greater
potential usefulness of the findings because the items were much more de-
tailed than for the first instrument.

That last point bears on the most difficult part of development. Just
as was true earlier, the question was, '"What are the crucial activities,
the criteria of greatest importance?'" If indeed we were to learn about im-
plementation in detail, then items would have to be carefully prepared and
judiciously selected.

" At this time, R & D CTenter staff had just enunciated four minimal con-
ditions which schools must satisfy. These were that a) the school be fully
unitized, b) all units be multiaged, c) there be an active IIC, and d) one
IGE subject be’taught according to the instructional programing model. This.
provided impetus for the selection of 12 basic areas to be examined through
the whole set of instruments, and in turn those 12 areas covered a large
proportion of the separate implementation objectives contained in the R & D
guide. Those criteria in their various editions were carefully studied and
built into the items in a number of ways.

We in no way attempted to include all the criteria, however. The main
reason for this was that there was no direct guidance as to which objectives
had priority, and by then it had become obvious that the criteria were
viewed more as outcomes at the end of 2 or 3 years--rather than inputs ne-
cessary to starting the installation process. Moreover, even in the latest
edition, the criteria were introduced with the suggestion that implementation
goals would be achieved thfough "utilizing all or most of the practices and
procedures contained in these performance objectives."

Thus, on the basis of interpreting all available sources, the 12 topical
areas were chosen for inclusion in these instruments. Accordingly, the in-
struments were built on certain educated presuppositions concerning what
practices should or might obtain in the sample of schools. The 12 areas

were:

-32-

37




. School has an active 1IC

School follows instructional programing model in one subject
. School is fully unitized

Students are multiaged within units

School makes use of many resources in fostering IMUSE/IGE
. School has differentiated staff functions

Teamwork works in the units

There is effective unit leadership

The level of commitment by teachers is high

10. Communications within the school are open

11. The library/IMC is well-stocked and well-used

12. Principal is an effective leader and catalyst

L= IR Be N7, B O S

No attempt was made to give these topics equal weight in developing

items or in projecting interpretation. Similarly, no attempt was made to
order them in importance, except that the first four mentioned are the
particular areas outlined by R § D Center staff members.

In addition to items bearing on the 12 areas, a few were included for
their feedback value to coordinators (for example, the principal's view of
the most pressing personnel problems, and the IIC's report on the use of

IGE training materials during the year).




CHAPTER I11

THE SCHOOL SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

Questionnaires received from principals of all responding
schools are discussed in this chapter. There are two main sec-

tions, first the Introduction and then the Findings.

The Introduction describes background and procedure, but is
concerned primarily with an accounting nf the numbers of ques-

tionnaires sent, received, and used in analysis.

The section on Findings analyzes responses to each question-
naire item and refers to the tables located in Appendix B. In most
cases discussion is called for beyond mere explication, and in some
other instances interpretation is also provided. Interpretation, of
course, does not strictly belong in a findings section, but, because

there are so many findings, it seemed best to discuss some topics in

depth contiguously to the findings related to them.
The Findings are treated under the headings outlined on the next

page; each heading is followed by the Questionnaire item numbers in-

cluded in that category.
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Background of Total Group of Schools

Description of Schools
Commitment to MUSE/IGE
History of Innovative Practices

Basic Practices Related to MUSL/IGE Installation

Instructional Improvement Committee
Units and Unit Organization
IGE Subject Areas

Extent of Training and Exposure to MUSE/IGE Concepts

The Standard Set of Five Conferences

Specific Stated Workshops at Particular Locations
Miscellaneous Opportunities for Training

Summary

Resources and Assistance Available and Made Use Of

Print and Film Materials
The State Coordinator
District and Linkage Groups

(1)
(2)
(3)

(9)
(12)
(12)

(15)
(16)
(17)

(11,13)
(8)
(5,6,7)

Staff Development Workshop for Principal, Unit Leaders (18)

Preschool Workshop for School Staff
Formal Inservice Training for School Staff

Other Areas of Interest or Concern

Library, Media Center, or IMC
Informing and Reminding Parents
Group Reactions

Impacts

(19)

(20)

(10)
(4)

(14)
(21)




THE SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRE

Introduction

The questionnaire prepared for school principals focused on two major
areas of concern. The first was an accounting of the school staff's parti-
cipation in the formal training chain which had been set up by the Wiscon-
sin R § D Center and the state coordinators. The second purpose was to
describe implementation status and progress in terms of several basic in-
stallation activities. For both purposes, it appeared feasible and
desirable to contact only the school principal, although some additional
and overlapping information was also sought from district personnel (see
Chapter IV).

Since this first questionnaire was the only means of getting data from
all the schools, it was decided to expand the two purposes into more than
simple checklists for training and installation pract'.ces. Thus, for cer-
tain training events (preschool workshop, staff development training),
principals were asked to provide some detail concerning the nature of the
workshop. And for certain basic elements in installation (for exammle, the
IIC and the use of people and materials as resources), enough detail was
obtained to make the yes-no responses more meaningful. This seemed parti-
cularly important since from the outset it was anticipated that schools
would have quite different practices, problems, approaches, and purposes.

In addition to the two major topics of this questionnaire, information
was also sought concerning these other matters of interest or importance:

1. Background and descriptive information about the school

2. Gross attitudes of various groups involved

3. Notable impacts within the first few months

4. Reactions to certain of the training events

5. Informational activities directed to the school's parents

As indicated earlier, a number of means were employed in determining
content for this instrument. This included pretesting and review by school
principals, state coordinators, site visitors, and consultants. The instru-

ment is a general, cr gross, one in that it sought mostly the basic facts

of implementation and training without getting indications of the dynamics
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involved. It is a survey questionnaire neither suited to making fine dis-

tinctions nor sensitive to the attitudes of school principals.

Questionnaires were mailed to principals as follows: February 1, for
schools installing in the fall of 1971; April 1, for schools installing in
spring 1972; and May 1, for schools in New Jersey. (New Jersey's installa-
tion plans called for multiunit and IGE changes to occur in the schools in
the middle of the second semester). Thus it is clear that while responses
are treated as though they represent a single population, principals com-
pleted the instrument after varying numbers of months into the installation
process. The great bulk of them, however, responded after about 5 months
of MUSE/IGE activity during the 1971-72 school year.

Bases for the mailing lists were the R § D Center's directory along
with rosters supplied by state (and city) coordinators. Every effort was
made to keep posted on changes in the lists and to have ''pure' information.
Several coordinators supplied updated rosters as late as January; these re-
flected corrected addresses as well as additions and deletions.

- After one month, a follow-up copy of the instrument was mailed to all
non-responding principals. We estimate that this effort brought in about
15% of the full number of completed questionnaires.

A total of 227 responses was received directly from principals. As
indicated in Table P-1 (see Appendix B for all tables relating to the prin-
cipals' instrument), however, not all of these were usable. Alltold, 22
were discounted, for these reasons: 20 principals indicated (on the form
or with a note) that their schools either would not be implementing until
September 1972--or had done so prior to the 1971-72 school year. One
principal replied that her school was not involved in MUSE/IGE at all; and
another return was voided. As to the first two categories, we took the
principals' replies at face value, and they were automatically excluded
from analysis. However, many of them actually completed parts of the in-
strument.

Table P-1 shows, then, a total of 205 completed regpanses used in all

later analysis and interpretation. Furthermore, it shows responses by fall
and spring semester, and by state. Entries in all categories above the
heavy line represent the 205 responses treated in the analysis. Percen-
tages are also indicated for total and semester; thus 84% of the usable
returns are from schools installing in fall 1971 and the other 16% represent

schools installing in spring 1972.

-37-

42

)




How good was this return? Based upon the total number of question-
naires mailed (287), which in turn was based upon rosters supplied by
several sources, the 227 responses represent a 79% return. As surveys go,
this is perhaps a little above what might be expected. Of course, these
were schools involved in a stated pattern of installation and they were
committed--informally through their districts--to participate in various
evaluation efforts. Considering the usable responses, however (205 of
287 mailed), results in a 71% return.

The chart below indicates the number of schools to which instruments
were sent, and summarizes the number from which replies were obtained as
well as the usable returns. States are indicated by the 'state numbers"
which are used throughout the analysis and discussion. Lincoln, Nebraska
and the San Mateo area of California are treated as '"one state,'" for con-
venience only. These two areas received the first questionnaire but were
not asked to participate in other aspects of the total projéct; this was

mainly because state-level agreements were not involved.

State and Number Number Number

Number Sent Received Usable
1. Colorado 30 28 28
2. Connecticut: 23 21 21

3. 1Illinois 50 35 28 .
4. Minnesota 23 20 18
5. Ohio 21 19 13
6. South Carolina 20 17 17
7. Wisconsin 57 48 46
8. Indiana 19 14 13
9. New Jersey 20 15 11
10. Lincoln, Neb. 9 7 7
San Mateo, Cal. 15 3 3
Totals 287 227 205

Between 227 received and 287 sent remain 50 schools unaccounted for.
‘Most of these were not heard from or about, but we can account for some.
While responses from district personnel confirmed a number of the installa-
tion dates indicated by principals (either before or after the 1971-72
school year), a few districts in one state supplied information in cases
where the principal did not reply. Thus 5 more schools were shown to plan
installation in September 1972, and 3 others were reported not involved in
MUSE/IGE at all. And two non-responding schools were included on the visit
schedule a