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A supplement to
The 1971-72 Nationwide Installation
of the Multiunit/IGE Model

for Elementary Schools

A PROCESS EVALUATTITON

THE FPALL 1972 FOLLOW-UbP

Foreword

The follow-up study reported here is a supplement to the process eval-
uation of the 1971-72 MUSE/IGE nationwide installation effort undevtaken by
the Wisconsin Rescarch and Development Center. That eviluation--concerned
with over 250 schools in ten states--was completed in the summer of 1972,
and was contained in a two-volume report submitted to USOL in October and
distributed to the national and state agencies which cooperated in the in-
stallation project.

The earlier report focused on several major purposes: accounting func-
tions related to school participation in training programs and their status
in implementing the new patterns: provision of normative data on a number of
implementation practices at the school level; description of installation
plans and services provided by state and national agencies; provision of a
Lody of feedback potentially useful in planning, training, and preparation
for future installation activities. Along with interpretation, conclusions,
and rccommendations, the report included several detailed case studies.

The follow-up, on the other hand, had but one major purpose: to deter-
mine basic implementation status in a number of schools--well into the sec-
ond year--using the same criteria as had been employed earlier. This pur-
posc was applied to the sample of schools studied in detail in the spring
of 1972, to'a group of schools which had implemented late in the 1971-72
year, and to another group which had reported intentions of installing the
MUSE/IGE patterns in the fall of 1972, Brief questionnaires were sent to
principals and IIC's in a total of 98 schools, and a few schools were con-
tacted or visited in order to add to the previous case studies.

The study was predicated on the postulate that it is not sufficient to
establish that the innovations were initiated in 1971-72 or the fall of 1972,
It is equally important to discover that the patterns have been continued and/
or strengthened in such' a way that a minimal acceptable quality of implemen-
tation may be inferred. This follow-up is an initial step in that direction.

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 0-71-3705

o i ) ) L . - .
E l(jiucatianal Testing Service Durham, North Carolina February 1973
rorecrosieio enc) ’
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CHAPTER 1

Background, Purpose, and Summary

As it beeame apparent, during duta-gathering activities of the 1971-72
school year, that a number of schools included on various rosters were
cither implementing MUSE/IGE elements Iate in the year or planning such
impleumentations for 1972-73, the importance of a follow-up phase was re-
cognized. Since an original emphasis-in the cvaluation project had been
on auditing the installation program, a follow-up step scemed useful in
order to account for the involvement of these schools. Moreover, as noted
in the previous report, it would not appedr sufficient merely to determine
implementation on a yes-no basis; it would be more appropriate to define
their participation in terms of certain basic implementation events or
decisions,

Thus the existence of th.se two groups of schools--those installing MUSE
and IGE late in the school year, and those indicating fall 1972 installation--
provided the impetus for the follow-up activity. As it was considered, other
potential benefits were noted as well which would apply to additional groups
of schools.

For example, it had of course been understood that many schools would
initiate the patterns at the beginning of the sccond semester of 1871-72, and
their status in the subscquent ycar could he assessed to a degree (along with
some of their needs). Too, it would be worthwhile to include a sample of
schools which had installed in the fall of 1971, in order to determine some-
thing of the permanence of the organizational/instructional changes initiated
at that time. For all groups of schools, it would also be possible to discover
clues as to whether or not the hiatus of the summer period had represented a
source of renewed vigor and commitment for the second year, and whether or not
there had been any attrition over the summer from actual practice of the
innovative patterns.

Perhaps the most compelling consideration was the recognition--again as
noted in the earlier report--that the sets of implementation criteria in use
by the schools came increasingly to represent end-points after more than one
year of exposure and practice; they could not justifiably be applied in their

full form as first-year indicators of successful implementation because of

-1-
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tireir number and complexity. (This is all the more important in view of the
fact that the 1971-72 installation cffort itself got off to a later-than-
expected start in the spring of 1971, This wus because of the funding
schedule and the resultant pressures on state and local commitments, training
arrangements, and preparation lcad-time in many schools). Thus the notion of
A follow-up permitted an application of this awareness, with attention (for a
fair number of schools) to status necar the middle of the second implementation
yoar,

Finally, as is truc in most follow-up ventures, it was felt that gathering
fresh data might lead to new insights or reinforce prior conclusions. In
addition, such an activity could contribute to the growing bodies of data about
multiunit/1GE schools around the country (their backgrounds, nature. needs,
inventiveness, adherence to models, solutions to problems, populations, organi-
zational changes, and so on} and potentially lead to further recommendations

for practice at various national, state, and local levels.

In summary, the major purpose of the follow-up study was to determinc
basic implementation status in a number of schools--at about the midpoint of
the second ycar of the overall installation program--using selected criteria
related to both MUSE and IGE programing. Since the study involved four groups
of schools which varied by reported installation date, this purpose can be
further detailed in terms of the following questions:

1. Did those schools which intended to initiate MUSE/IGE in the
fall of 1972 actually do so? To what degree do they satisfy
the four fundamental implementation criteria set by the R § D
Center?

2, Did those schools which initiated part or all of MUSE/IGE in
late spring 1972 continue with the patterns and build on them?

To what extent did a sample of schools which initiated MUSE/IGE
in either January 1972 or September 1971 continue their involve-
ment and satisfy the more extended implementation criteria

which were employed with this sample in the May 1972 administra-

tion of the detailed questionnaires?

[ ‘

To the extent possible, it was also purposed (a) to obtain further feed-
back on status, needs, and practices which might be useful to national and
state agencies, (b) to note growth in the fulfillment of basic implementation
criteria over time, and (c¢) to arrive at potentially useful conclusions and

recommendations.
2.
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Limitations

Several limitations are noted which define the scope of the work or
which indicate differences from the original evaluation study,

L. Only schools which were originally on the 1971-72 state and
national rosters were contacted, regardless of their actual
or intended installation dates. No "new" schools {that is,
those added to the rolls for 1972-73 implementation) were
included. 7

It

The same relatively few criteria (the four basic ones supplied
by the R & D Center in February 1972, and the twelve included
in the spring detailed questionnaires) werc employed, whether
schools installed MUSE/IGE in september 1971 or September 1972,
No additional criteria were employed for schonls entering their
second  full implementation vear, 7

3]

No attempt was made to study the training domain at any level,

or to detcrmine the Kinds of support given to the schools by
any source. :

4. All data reported, for both questionnaires and visits, were in
terms of the period December 1972-January 1973, For convenience,
we will refer to the data-gathering period merely as "midyear."

5. No attempt was made to assess children's learning or achievement
under the new organizational/instructional patterns.

6. No cross-checking was done in accounting for -participation in
MUSE/IGE; school responses alone were considered.

7. Very brief instruments were employed, and thus MUSE practices
and those in the area of IGE instructionail programing were noted
in "gross," pot detailed Fform.

Summary of the Follow-up Study

A. Procedure. In all, 98 schools were chosen for the follow-up phase, in-
cluding (a) the sample of 68 which had been selected for detailed reporting
in spring 1972, (b) 13 schools which had reported initiating MUSE/IGE in
the late spring; and 17 schools which had indicated plans for 1972-73 in-
stallation. There was a little overlap among these categories, which will
be explained in the following chapter.

Very brief instruments (included as Appendix A) were dc&el@ped by
selecting items from the detailed questionnaires used in the main evaluation

study. These instruments were reviewed, revised, and then mailed in early
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becember 1972 to principals and 11C's of the 98 schools, A follow-up admin-
istration to non-respondents was conducted in late December. 1In all there
were 79 completed responses from principals and 74 from 11C's, with the

vast majority coming from the same schools; other information was received
from 5 schools. There was a response ratio of approximately 83%. Findings

were analyzed by reported initiation dates, scparately for principals and

In addition, 3 school visits were made in the late fall, and n fourth
school was coatacted by telephone. These chools were selected on the sub-
jective basis of their having had installation difficulties in the 1971-72
school year; all four had been on the 1971-72 visit schedule, and represented
3 different states. The same informal visit-report forms were employed as

had been used in prior visits.

The major findings of the follow-up phase are summarized below:

1. Most schocls polled--including the 9-72 group, appear to mect to an ex-
tent the four basic criteria set by the R § D Center: an active IIC,
multiage grouping, IGE instruction, and full unitization. However,
even among the 1971-72 groups, there are schools reporting no IIC or
indicating multiage unit grouping without necessarily having multi-
aged instruction. A few schools reported having no specific IGE

subject, and not all are fully unitized.

(%]

Based upon those returns received, the vast majority of schools which
indicated intentions of implementing in September 1972 did accomplish
this goal--in terms of the basic criteria. One did not.

3. Based upon returns received, all schools which identified themselves
with MUSE/IGE in 1971-72 continue to do so at midyear. There are =
few indications of decreased commitment or less certain practices,
but no instances of outright attrition. At the same time, it must be
recognized that "identifying with MUSE/IGE" has different meanings to
different schools and indeed there are cases where the labels are
more evident than actual changes in school practice.

4. There were wide variations (within groups and within states) in the

implementation practices engaged in, as had been true in 1971-72.

In practice, there is no single definition of "an active IIC" or of



"fully unitized school® or of instructional programing--atthough of
course conceptually these features have been clearly defined,

There continuc to be diverse definitions of what constitutes the initial

i

steps involved in adopting MUSE/IGE,

6. A considerable need for technical assistance was cxpressed, as much
among the earlier-installing schools as among the 1972-75 group,
across a large number of topics,

7. Schools indicated a wide range of obstacles to effective implemen-
tation, with all groups particularly noting lack of "time available
for planning, grouping, preparation...in the units." A closely
related--and major--arvea of concern was the instructional programing
model in its several dspects. Needs for assistance and training and
reinforcement were indicated in scvera; different items.

8. As perceived by principals, staff attitudes at midyear were primarvily
positive toward both MUSE and IGE, in all groups of schools, By
proportion, more staffs werc reported as "enthusiastic” among fall-
1971 implementers than among other groups; even so, in 3 of those
schools none of the staff was rated as "enthusiastic," and in §

schools more than 20% were rated as "ecautious,"”

C. Conclusions. All evidences point toward the conclusion that the MUSE/IGE
organizational and instructional changes have taken hold in the majority of
schools responding to the follow-up. Apparently attrition has been slight
if existent at all, and many schools have come closer to institutionalizing
the two arcas of innovation. It can also be concluded, however, that 'success"
in onc arena does not imply success in the other. The expressed needs for
assistance with appropriate instructional programing are so numerous as to
suggest that this is a difficult thing for schools to adopt and put into
practice, even in the second yeur. The organizational and facilitating
aspects of MUSE, on the other hand, appear to have been more generally imple-
mented in all groups.

Another conclusion is that the fulfillment of even the basic criteria is
difficult to ascertain in absolute terms--and that therefore the schools

treated here have made changes of one sort or another which may be taken to

represent adoption and continuation of the MUSE/IGE innovations. In other

ERIC
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words, it is no more easy this vear than last to determine "which schools
have really installed the patterns.” And it the answer to that muttérs,

then we are left to rely on and suggest cither [a) the prognostication
approach mentioned in the carlier report or (b) the subjective though cum-
hersome approach involved in site visits. The latter can be both informa-
tive and useful as well as rewarding and stimulating, but the former requires
some carcful rescarch into precise and powerful predictors,

A fourth conclusion is that postponing most or all implementation tasks
to a later time may not result in making gains in fulfilling the implemen-
tation criteria. A number of schools, associated with MUSE/IGE at various
levels in 1971-72, deluyed "initiation" until the fall of 1972 and in effect
extended their preparation time; however, as a group, thesc schools still
lack certain features or practices, just as other schools did in 1971-72,
and in addition indicate a number of problems and needs still to be met. 1t
may be that there is a critical point in awareness and commitment (though
extremely difficult to define) when schools should simply proceed and work
things out little by little, rather than postponing til a more propitious
time. Unless that interim period is an active one (with érabihg’ experi-
menting, organizing, grouping, and so on), it may be of limited value.

A related conclusion--perhaps more a speculation--is that unless schools
do get a fairly good start, and determine strong teacher commitment, and
begin changes in a number of related MUSE/IGE factors, then they may find it
difficult to "make up" for a weak start later. There are some schools--
based upon questionnaire data and/or visits--which appear at midyear to be
at about the same level of operation and expectation as during the 1971-72
school year. While such a circumstance may not be unexpected among so many

schools, it is unfortunate; and it suggests the need for a well-defined set

‘commitment, materials, support, and awareness.

It is concluded that there continues to exist a very real need for
technical assistance to the schools (and reinforcement of steps already
taken), regardless of their installation dates. To be sure, the follow-up
did not assess use or availability of resources, nor the nafure of help
being provided--but regardless of those resources, the majority of schools
indicated a number of continuing needs in effectively putting into practice
the instructional programing model, in particular. Other needs were expressed
as well. Quite obviously, the means for meeting a number of these needs
either do not exist conveniently, OT are simply not known about.

-6-



CHAPTER 11

Procedures

Instrument levelopment

The instruments were adapted from the "detailed installation question-
naires" which had been developed for usc in 1971-72 (see Appendix [ in

Volume I of the carlicr report)., Separate brief questionnaires were pre-

pared for the principal and for the Instructional Tmprovement Committee

(the TIC), with the expectation that the [IC would work as a group in
completing the form. Instruments used in the Fallow-up are contained in

Appendix A of this report.

several considerations governed the sclection of items, Of greatest
importance, of course, was that the items should provide data on the ful-
fillment of basic implementation criteria--both the original four emphases
outlined by the R § D Center, and the expanded group of major topics which
were utilized in the end-of-year assessment. These questions were concen-
trated in the TIC instrument, and dealt with the following concerns:

1. School has an active 11C

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 MUSE/IGE
School has differentiated staff functions

Teamwork works in the units

There is effective unit leadership

The level of commitment by teachers is high

== = < TN W R R O

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

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
emphasized by R & D Center staff members in 1971-72. Moreover, because of
the nature of the follow-up activity, many fewer items were employed than had
been used in 1971-72; but reliance was still placed on the final question for
the IIC which summarized on a yes-no basis a total of 26 specific queries
covering the 12 major topical areas. As had been true in the 1971-72 study,
these criteria--and the items related to them--reflected an awareness of in-
puts rather than outcomes. That is, emphasis remained on the conditions and

decisions which presumably would set the stage for MUSE/IGE implementation

o -7-
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and which would also nurture the innovations in the opening year or two,
The full range of criteria (or objectives) contained in the implementation
guides are still perceived as outcomes after a two- to four-year period;
their fulfillment could not be expected much earlier than that in most
schools., Thus the twelve areas dealt with in the main study and in the
follow-up relate to the areas presumably basic to a good start and then to

the maintainence of satisfactory programs.

(]

A few other items were repeated because of their particular interest or

importance. For example, principals were asked to indicate when the school
had "beecome a multiunit/IGE school' in order to-clarify the accounting task,
and similarly i1t seemed valuable to know how many principals were new to
their schools this year. In the same way, I1C's were asked to indicate
Ctheir gross assessment of the value of their League relationship, and to
report whether or not the school had at any time developed its own "imple-
mentation timetable."

Other items were included for their feedback value--related to continuing
problem areas, nceds for technical assistance, and overall staff attitudes.
view of format and inclusion of appropriate items. It was determined that
they would be suitable for administration to the various groups of schools,

regardless of their initiation dates.

Administration and Response

Instruments were administered by mail in early December 1972, to a
total of 98 schools in 9 states (Nebraska and California schools were ex-
cluded, as they had been from the spring 1972 administration). A second

mailing was made to non-respondents in late Decemher.

Schools were selected on the basis of several different criteria, and
are identified below in terms of these groupings:

A. The sample of 68 schools which had earlier been polled for
detailed reporting of implementation status and practices,
in May 1972; this group included September 1971 and January
1972 installers, and also included one school in Connecticut
which indicated that it would ''really' be implementing in
September 1972.

B. All 20 schools in New Jersey; none of these had been included
in the May 1972 sample, because implementation generally was
initiated in April. Moreover, a number of these reported plans
to install in September 1972 as opposed to the previous spring.

F i%:‘ C. A group of 10 schools in Illinois which had reported plans to

P install MUSE/IGE in September 1972, rather than earlier.
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conditions within the groups of s
comparisons on the basic criteria
involved, it seemed appropriate n

separate states. In addition, fo

¢ with three other principals (two by mail
the total number of schools on which some

for follow-up interpretation.

ferent state, were visited in the late fall.
and included IIC and unit meetings where
rmal interviews and classroom observations.
the 1971-72 visit schedule, and visit records
discover clues as to the solution of certain
schools were chosen because of their status
The third was selected after receipt of
of references to obstacles in both MUSE and
of a fourth school, the earlier raparting
llation was the basis for selection; it was
implementation strategies. However, tele-

e that a visit would not be appropriate.

analyzed by summarizing various practices and
chools already identified, in order to allow
across groups. Because of the small numbers
ot to attempt to analyze or report by

T certain critical items, comparisons between

May and December rcsponses were made for those schools which had completed
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Visit observations were summarized in case-study format. Two reports
may be studied in relation to the full case-studies included in Volume I
of the earlier evaluation report; the third combines references to an early

1971-72 visit and the 1972-73 midyear visit.

.Communications

Communications with a number of state coordinators and R § D-éenter
staff were continued, but to a lesser degree than in 1971-72. Announcements,
newsletters, monitoring instruments, and reports of training and other
cooperative endeavors between the states and the Center, were all studied
and used as a "context'" in which the follow-up was conducted. (However, the
resulting information was not codified or summarized, and no attempt was made
to report on these interactions or the sorts of support and assistance
supplied to tﬁe schools).

The R § D Center continued, in 1972-73, to work through the state coor-

larger communities planning to install MUSE/IGE in the 1973-74 school year.
Thus, an effort has been made to make the Center's expertise and experience

more directly available to local schools. The Center also reported the

MUSE/IGE patterns.

It should also be noted that--based upon available information--certain
state coordinators have arranged needed assistance to schools, promoted
smaller and therefore presumably more effective Leagues of schools, and begun
to initiate monitoring and feedback procedures between the state office and

the schools.



CHAPTER II@-

Findings and Interpretations

It must be reiterated that generalizing is a difficult practice to avoid.
Since schools involved in the follow-up were not selected on a strictly random
basis, aﬁd since in several cases the numbers are so small as not to justifty
tests of significance, it would he inappropriate to attempt generalizations to
the larger cohorts of schools which these subgroups inescapably ''represent,"
For example, we have no information from several schools which reportedly were
to install in September 1972; the fact that all but one of the responding
schools apparently did proceed with installation cannot be used to suggest
anything about the non-respondents' status. Similarly, the frequency of
particular obstacles reported by the subgroups cannot assure similar fre-
quencies within the cohorts nor guarantee equally cxtensive differences across
cohorts, ‘

We do suggest, though, that three sorts of applications of the findings
may be made. One is to infer, cautiously, that thQ'EEEEE cf practices, prob-
lems, needs, and solutions which emerged in the study probably occurs among
schools not polled or not responding. It seems likely, in other words, that
variations may'reaSQnably be expected--and perhaps even specifically predicted--
simply on the basis of broad general experience in the field of educational
practice. (We would not suggest, however, that one assume that "95% pf schools
have active IIC's" just because this appears to be true in the present sample).
The second possible application is to draw the sort of conclusion that says,
“thﬁhggwhagg}.ithé MUSE/IGE patterns appear to...and are likely to continue..."
The third application, of course, is that when one finds a ﬁctewerthy simi-
larity or difference in these findings, he might suggest that indeed the
matter be put to the test in a formal way.

The findings are reported for three subgroups: those installing in (a)
September and January of the 1971-72 year, (b) late spring 1972, and (c)
September 1972. The second group is of special interest because of the in-
stallation date; and the third, of course, because it represents potential
fruition of expressed intentions.

Reference is made in the text to tables, which appear as Appendix B for
data supplied by school principals, and as Appendix C for IIC data. Table
numbers use the P prefix for principals, and I for the IIC., The table head-

ings show in each case the total number of respondents for the instrument,

~11-




though there might be "omits" for particulir items. Percentages are entered
where this information might be useful.

Comparisons are also made between two sets of responses for a group of
43 schools, those whose principals and IIC's responded in both May 1972 and
December 1972 to the same items. These were all 1971-72 schools, and were
included in the sample whose implementation was studied in some detail at
year's end. Most of the 44 installed in September 1971 (and some 5 in
January 1972); they are treated here as a single group, just as they were in
the original evaluation report for the '"detailed installation sample." Data

are contained in tables with the S prefix, in Appendix D.

Findings from the Principal's Instrument

In all, 79 principals responded to the questionnaire in full, and 2
others sent in brief notes. On the basis of response to the question ''Became
multiunit/IGE school in...," all of these 81 schools may be identified as
participants in the two patterns as of midyear 1972-73. (No responses were
received from schools indicating that either they had reduced the degree of
their involvement or had not installed as intended in September 1972). Of
the 67 schools installing in 9-71 and 1-72, the 58 respondents reported their
schools' continuing in the MUSE/IGE patterns; of the 13 which installed in
4-72, all 8 respondents indicated continued participation; and of the 18
which had announced plans to install in 9-72, the 15 respondents revealed
that indeed they had proceeded with those plans.

The findings discussed above were borne out by principals' responses
concerning numbers of unit leaders, staff attitudes <:ward MUSE and IGE,

definition of MUSE/IGE initiation, and problem-areas experienced. Thus,

(Beyond those schools referred to above, there was one instance of non-
participation noted. This was determined by phone when an attempt was made
to set up a visit. The principal had earlier indicated plans for fall 1972
installation, but by midyear reported that other circumstances (a building
addition, preparation for new stud:nts and teachers) had precluded their
taking formal implementation steps).

An interesting sidelight on this very high degree of continued partici-
pation is that in each of the three '"installation-date categories" referred
to throughout this repaft (9=71 and 1-72; 4-72; 9-72), a few schools (from
2 to 4) have taken on new principals for the 1972-73 year. We have no in-
formation regarding principals' transfer from one MUSE/IGE school to another,

but in view of the states and numbers involved, this seems most unlikely.
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What appears impressive is that 4 schools with a 9-72 installation date (and
thus with spring 1972 planning and preparation) proceeded with MUSE/IGE under
a brand-new principal. (There are also 7 cases--in the 9-71/1-72, and 4-72
groups--where the present principal was not in that role during the 1970-71
school year, suggesting something of the durability of the preparation and
installation steps under a changé in leadership).

The remainder of this section reports on other data from the principals
questionnaire, most of which is in the nature of feedback.

As shown in Table P-1, when principals were asked to mark one act or
circumstance which best defined the beginning point of MUSE/IGE installation,
as a group they indicated 11 different activities. This range is almost as

wide as that for the spring 1972 respondents, and illustrates again--parti-

a decision long antedating any direct effects upon children. In all 3 groups,
the most frequent response was the school staff's decision to become committed
to MUSE/IGE. As was true last year, the criteria indicated for the beginning
point of MUSE/IGE installation are indeed diverse and perhaps contradictory,
at least at the school level.

Two principals supplied marginal notes of some philosophic interest. One
backed off and remarked, "We are only a modified MUSE school," implying that
after all they had not formally begun {?), while the other had a much broader
view of the meaning of initial implementation steps. Said he, "Not yet. In

Table P-2 outlines what principals reported as serious and continuing
obstacles to installation. The item most frequently checked in all three groups
(from 40% to 64% of principals) was teachers' overworking, foilowed roughly by
problems in the area of inservice training, ineffective leadership in some of
the units, unit problems in teamwork, and lack of assistance from outside the
school. Difficulties, of course, are anticipated, and the number and range of
responses is not surprising. What may be of note, however, is that certain
problem-areas continue to emerge in the 9-71/1-72 group, those schools now in
their second full year of implementation. Principals in 20% or more of these
schools noted that unit leadership, role confusion, teacher overwork, lack of
outside assistance, unit teamwork, the IMC, and inservice training all posed

obstacles at midyear.
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A few of the other entries are alé@ of interest even though indicated by
a very small number of schools: (a) serious implementation of the programing
model, (b) time for IIC meetings, (c) problems in the area of mﬁltiaged
instructional groups, and (d) unit planning time. On the other hand, it may
be taken as a note of encouragement in the whole implementation process that
so few principals (in any group) indicated pioblems with (a) training new
teachers, (b) conflict with other District programs, (c) teacher resistance
to unit leaders, and (d) scheduling special subjects.,

Across all three groups, number of problem-entries ranged from 1 to 7
per principal, but with meaningfully different averages: 2.5 for the 9-71/1-72
groups; 3.5 for the 4-72 group, and 4.0 for 9-72 schools, It would appear that
the 'newer" the school, the larger the number of percecived obstacles (and the
converse also noted).

Tables P-3 and P-4 describe principals' ratings of staff commitment to

the MUSE and IGE patterns, scparately, as an indication of the school's
”éffective atmosphere." Using a 4-point scale (cautious, neutral, agreeable,
enthusiastic), principals were asked to rate total] staff attitude.

Table P-3 shows the range of reported attitudes in all three groups and
across both MUSE and IGE patterns. Lach row represents the categories into
which principals placed any staff, regardless of percentages. Thus, for
example, in 32 schools alltold, entries were made at all four points -- while
in a total of 21 schools, all teachers had been ranked as feeling "agreeable"
or "enthusiastic." The most fascinating combination--reported by 2 principals
--was the division of the staff into those who were cautious and those who
were enthusiastic; in both cases, 15% or more of the staff were ranked as
cautious.

Certainly the overall finding is that principals ranked their staffs to-
ward the positive end of the scale. This is less true, however, in the 9-72
group, where 11 of the 14 schools had some staff ranked as' "cautious'" while in
only 2 schools was the whole staff rated agreeable and/or enthusiastic. The
chart below provides additional information about the nature of the ratings
across the three groups, in terms of number of schools; these are overlapping

counts and do not add up to the total N's of any group.



No staff rated cautious-

No staff rated enthusiastic

More than 20% staff rated cautious 7
Majority rated cautious ) ' 0
Majority rated enthusiastic 25
Majority rated agrecable -
Majority rated agrecablc/enthusiastic 14
Majority rated cautious/neutral 0
Majority rated neutral/agrceable .3
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Analysis of the percentage findings strongly supports the gencrally
positive attitudes indicated above. Table P-4 shews the percentuage ranges
and means for MUSE and IGE scparately, for each of the three populations,
With one or two exceptions, the findings are practically the same for both
MUSE and IGE in each group, but there is a pattern of difference observable
between groups. Using the 9-71/1-72 group as a base¢, it can be seen chat
the 4-72 group is less enthusiastic but more agreeable (with virtually the
same proportions in the cautious and neutral categories). The 9-72 group
shows the same mean percentage in the cnthusiastic category, but the re-

~mainder are spread over the other 3 classifications more evenly. Thus there
is a clear hierarchy in "level of commitment" from the group which installed
carliest up to the most recent set of schools,

Principals were asked to rate unit leaders on a number of desirable
qualities. Table P-5 outlines the findings for tke 9-72 group only, using
a scale of Poorly, Adequately, and Well to define midyear performance,
Principals as a group are clearly satisfied with unit-leader leadership,
since in every case 85% of more of the 46 unit leaders involved were rated
as doing either Adequately or Well on each item. The highest proportions
in the "Well" category were for participation in the IIC (59%), schoolwide
liaison functions (56%), and good teaching (54%). In just two cases was a
sizable proportion of unit leaders (15%) rated as doing poorly,,.(a)
monitoring all aspects of unit operation, and;(b) maintaining effective
communication with parents.

Finally, principals were indirectly asked about their major implementation
concern; this was approached in terms of a workshop they felt most important

for the school staff to undertake. Table P-6 lists the 17 discrete topics

o ~15-
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: =



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

which resulted from the content-analysis and shows the frequency within ecach

of the three groups. As in the case of continuing scrious obstacles (sec

L
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o

[
[

table P-2), it is not remarkable that the 9-72 population had a range of

concerns similar to those which emerged in the May inquiry; but it is note-
worthy that a number of those matters are still of concern to the 9-71/1-72
group of principals. In particular, the nced for improved group pProcesses,

reaquaintance with concepts of individulization, and practical aspects of

the instructional programing model are noted.

Virtually every response related to a need which a workshop could be
addressed to, and which presumably would requifé the assistance of outsiders.
does "Workshop not nceded." Of special interest are two of the single
entries: organize an IIC, and evaluate our progress; the former reflects
a lack in basic installation steps, and the latter reveals a concern with

overall assessment and improvement,

Findings from the IIC lnstrument

Completed responses were received from 74 schools in all, in almost
exactly the same proportions as returns from principals; numbers for the
three scparate populations are indicated in the tables (Appendix C). While
the principals' returns werc used for determining whether or not a school was
participating in the MUSE/IGE patterns, the IIC instrument served to indicate
something of the degree of that involvement. For example, items were included
which related to time spent on various IIC functions, characteristics of IIC
meetings, unit organization, IGE subjects, and the summary of 12 basic im-
plementation areas. From a numerical as well as percentage standpoint, the
tables may be used in comparing the three implementation groups as well as
in acquiring a sense of overall status in the 1972-73 midyear point.

In order to clear up tesbulating confusion, it is noted that (a) one IIC
instrument was received at the last moment and only its summary item (see
Table I-8) was included in this report, and (b) 3 IIC forms were returned with
the notation that the school did not have an IIC, although on one of them much
information had been supplied.

Interestingly, those 3 schools had installed MUSE/IGE in the fall of 1971
and were located in the éame state; all had reported last year not having an

1IC set up, so they do not represent a specific IIC attrition, They do,
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however, pose important practical and thcoretical questions about the
nccessity of having the IIC and its ultimate importance in the accomplishment
of individualized education. ..especially iﬁ very smill schools. (All of these
have fewer than 200 students and are organized into I or 2 units).

The nature of the IIC--and its place in the school structurc--is made a
little more moot by responses to the question, 'When did the 11C begin func-
tioning as the governing group for the school's instructional pragrqm?”

Along with dates supplied by most [IC's, there were those notations provided

by others:
(a) 9-71 and 1-72 -(b) 4-72
"mot in toto" "TIC makes suggestions,
"haven't" not decisions" '
e () 9172
"to a small degrec" "not yet"
”GOVIRVLNL group?777?" "does not apply"
1173 14

Such marginal notes give pausc...about the necd for absolute criteria,
and also about the eventual success of MUSE/IGE in those schools. With that
in mind, Table I-1 may be studied regarding the number of IIC's engaging in
various formal functions (drawn from the implementation guidelines). For any
of the 6 given functions, the number of schools reporting its inclusion varied

from 62% to 100% though to he sure the great majority of IIC's indicated some

attention given to all 6 areas. Considering the 3 populations, the area attended

to by the greatest number of schools was ""planning for 1972-73 and 1973-74
operations' (average of 96% of IIC's); the area given least attention was
"planning and arranging schoolwide inservice training" (averuge of 75% of the
11C's).

Great variation was found in terms of reported time proportions devoted
to the various functions, many of them repcrtéd at 5% of IIC time.* Some 47
of the 74 IIC's emphasized one area to the deemphasis of the others, some-
times reporting as much as 80% of their time on one topic. The chart below

indicates the number of schools reporting from 40% to 80% of IIC time on a

given function.

9-71 + 1-72 _4-72 _ 9-72

Monitor IGE implementation; evaluate 4 0 3
Deal with, explain to parents 1 0 0
Aid units re IGE subject; materials B 10 1 2
Plan, arrange schoolwide inservice 0 B o 1
Manage school, & personnel relations 16 3 1
Plan for 1972-73 and 1973-74 operations 4 1 0

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

* Dne 11C repgrted its time devated to all 6 categories, totaling 100%. . .
and then added 50% time under '"Other." A marginal note explained: '"We
work 150% of the time. Ha Ha!"
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asked to indicate the 4 most scrious obstacles. As noted carlier, attention

s directed to the fact that the 1971-72 group of schools checked all 28
items, suggesting the pervasive and continuing nature of these pafti:ula:
problem-areas. On the other hand, the 4-72 and 9-72 populations checked

fewer items, notably omitting "supply of large varicty of teaching materials,™
"implementing the IGE programing model," and '"teaching all the various sizes
of instructional groups.'" Tor the 9-72 group in particular, other evidence
corroborates the lack of apparent difficulty with the instructional -programing
mouel,

In all 5 groups, the most frequent obstucles (ranging from 33% to 63% of
the 11C's) werc "keeping records and recording student progress for [GE" and
"time for planning, evaluating, preparation, in the units." Several other
topics were emphasized (33% or more) but not necessarily by all three popula-
tions. These were:

grouping students for instruction
multiage grouping
overall school and unit schedules
coordination of use of space, staff, materials
Across all groups of schools, it scemed important to get at the "active

nature' of the IIC in terms of its mceting. Table I-3 describes several such

features,

The vast majority reported méeting'cn a regular basis, for at least 1
hour per week. In most cases these were scheduled at a given time, although
this was unaccountably not the pattern for the 9-72 group. About 80% of all
IIC's regularly prepared agendas for the meetings, (though many of these did
not distribute them in advance). The maintainence of minutes or a log, how-
ever, was much less common in all three groups; an average of 63% of the 11C's
kept such records, which appears to weaken the potential benefits of this
governing group. In the majority of schools, minutes were regularly distrib-
uted after meetings and non-IIC members-were sometimes asked to attend -
meetings,

Overall, IIC's appeared to be active groups...holding regularly scheduled
meetings, preparing agendas, and addressing a wide range of concerns (as re-
ported in Table I-1). On the other hand, some IIC's may be judged to be less
vital, by virtue of irregular meetings, failure to keep a formal record of
decisions and actions, omission of a prepared agenda, and emphasis on 1 or 2

responsibilities to the detriment of others. Spe ically--and in addition
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to the 3 schools without IIC's--a total of !l schools were found to have
neither agenda nor log; and 5 in all had neither agendn, log, nor regularly
scheduled meetings.

Table 1-4 shows that relatively small proportions (48%, 12%, and 25%)
of schools had at any time developed an overall implementation timetable.

In view of the complex nature of the practices envisioned in both MUSE and
IGE, this seems an unfortunate circumstance. Of course, this may rcflect
the intention to implement only partially, but in any case it would appear
appropriate for 1IC's to outline carcefully the sequence of their proposed
steps.

On the question of active membership in a linkage group, Table I-5
reveals that an average of 71% of schools considered themselves to be in
this category. Schools which responded NO to this item are in 7 different
states; to our knowledge, all 8 states involved have formal linkage groups,
so that either some schools are inactive by choice or do not know this re-
source is available. (Iwo schools made marginal notes to the effect that it
"would be a good thing, if we had one.") The majority of I1C's noting their
active membership also reported that the linkage group was gencrally of value
to the school; again, thosc responding NO to the question of benefit are
located in 6 different states.

As outlined in Table [-6, IIC's were asked to describe their 2 or 3 "most
pressing needs for technical assistance,' Most entries indced referred to
needs but not specifically needs for technical assistance. IIC's apparently
used this opportunity to repeat their concerns with such matters as Planning
time, personnel, materials, and so on, and many schools limited their entries
to these non-technical areas. The table shows these in Section B;_thebuppgr
portion is used for the more frequent entries, and the lower portion for cases
where an item was mentioned only 1 or 2 times. As can be secn, the two B
sections contain a number of real, though non-technical, concerns (for example:
discipline, duplication of testing materials, and money!).

The A sections list what may be considered true technical assistance
needs. The most frequently-mentioned topic was ''generul help in implementing
IGE" (a total of 12 entries across all 3 groups). 1In addition, many schools

listed separate elements more specifically:
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grouping students (3)

techniques for evaluation, assessment (5)
record-keeping (5)

writing objectives (3)

developing learning modules (3)

l:xcept for these aspects of the instructional programing model, there are few
clear signals as to the most commen pressing needs. Much of the response to

this item is in strictly local terms where a particular need has developed or,
more importantly. been recognized. For example, it is cncouraging to note
certain more sophisticated entries such as evaluating teacher effectiveness,

use of learning cunters, multiaging, coutinuous teacher-training, and integra-
tion of primary and kindergartcn programs.

We infer some difficulty in defining specific needs in the MUSE/IGL schools,
and in recognizing those Ghich might be technical in nature. Many schools, to
be sure, indicated very real requirements for continued assistunce, but others
listed the sorts of needs that any non-IGE school might have. Moreover, 13

[1C's omitted this item, 4 noted 'unsure'' or words to that effect, and 3 others

The area of unit organization was also studied. Table 1-7 reports on
various unit characteristics, showing, for example, that an average of 70% of
schools were fully unitized. The most common exception to full unitization
was a separate kindergarten program, though in a few schools various combina-

tions of grades 1 through 8 were not yet organized into units. DMoreover, 4
schools in the 9-71 population which had had but 1 unit in 1971-72, continued
at midyear with that same unit even though these were schools with large stu-
dent bodies,

The table also reports the number of schools in which all units -appear to
be multiaged; across the 3 groups, an average of 80% of schools were so clas-
sified. In the remaining schools there was a mixture of multiaged and grade-
level units, or simply grade-level units. What appears equally important is
that when it comes to instruction itsélfi oftentimes that is done on a grade-
level basis even in multiaged units, This is true for both the formal IGE
subject (s) and other instructional areas. Tt can be inferred that while the
great majority of units are multiaged as an organizational strategy, the en-

suing instruction is much less frequently addressed to multiaged groups of

~20-



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

children. This

i

is true in all 3 populations, with some variation where perhaps
1t

tiaged for one IGE subject but not for another. It appears

instruction is mu
important to emphasize the fact of extensive instruction to non-multiaged
groups, especially in view of the number of schools which lngItEd 2, 3, and 4
formalized IGE subjects at midvear,

Table T-7 further reports that about 75% of the units use their meeting
time for occasional inservice training (in all 3 populations), and that almost

90% of the units report that all unit teachers teach the IGE subject (s). While

the latter is the intent of the implementation plan, it also reflects the fact
that many teachers are functioning in cssentially self-contained grade-level
classrooms, and thus in fact teach all subjects, whether IGE or not.

The final question in the [IC instrument was intended 45 a summary state-
ment of status regarding twelve major aspects cf implementation. Responses to
the 26 discrete items are contained i“.TEE}E,Iiss with separate entries for
the 3 populations of interest; YES and NO tabujations are shown, along with
indications of partial fulfillment (in the column headed "?1) . On a cautious
assumption that each item "should" have been answered YES in order to comply
with installation intentions, it can be seen that in many instances this
criterion was not attained, Percentages of YES responsies varied from 37% to
100% across the 3 groups, with the great majority of YES responses above the
75% level. ;

As to the four basic implementation criteria, there were some differcnces
apparent. among the 3 populations. For example, approximately 90% of the
9-71/1-72 and the 4-72 groups reported an "active I[IC" in terms of regular
meetings and instructional decisions; for the 9-72 group, it was about 85%
of the IIC's, with more reporting decision functions thun indicated having
regularly scheduled meetings.

, On the question of mulﬁiaging; 86%, 75%, and 100% indicated multiaged
units, for the 3 populations. Percentages were lower in each case with respect

to instruction's being typically directed to multiaged groups.

Regarding the IGE subject, 100% of all groups reported having at least
one such formal IGE subject-area, and approximately 88% of all gr@upsirepcrted
its being implemented in all the school's units. As to the instructional
programing model, however, there was less unanimity; respectively, 74%, 88%,

and 77% of IIC's reported the model's being followed in all the units with ICE
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subject(s). (The frequency with which this model has been mentioned as a
problem-area, or a topic for technical assistance, should be recalled).

As to full unitization, 74%, 100%, and 70% of 1IC's reported that all

students were organized into units. There is some confounding here, how-

cver, since many schools reported both full unitization and a separate

kindergarten. Apparently, integration of the kindergarten (if there is one)

Full unitization.

As Table 1-8 reveuals, the other areas of concern present a wide range of
implementation status within and across the 3 populations. Arcas which uappear
té need strengthening in all groups are (a) the IMC, both its stock and its
utilization, (b) instruction to multiaged groups ot children, (¢) use of the
instructional programing model as a rule within IGE subjects, (d) full
unitization and kindergarten/primary intégration, (e) unit leader assignment
of a variety of responsibilities within units, and (f) periodic or regular
inservice training. On the other hand, several areas stand out as especially
strong in all groups: (a) regularly scheduled IIC mectings, (b) open lincs
of communication in the school, (c) encouragement of new instructional
practices by the principal, (d) presence of at least one [GE suﬁject; (c)
satisfaction of unit members with their peers and with tcamwork, and (f)
general atrmosphere of commitment to individualized education, which épparently
is more highly valued than the multiunit structure itself,

All things considered, the variations within the 4-72 and 9-72 groups are
not unexpected. By midyear they had been involved in actual implementation
for 6 months at the most (not counting the summer), and their status must be
considered as "first-year status.'" On the other hand, the 9-71/1-72 group

responded very similarly (in percentage terms) to the basic implementation

_aspects discussed above...and yet most had been operative for a total of 12

or 13 months. Strengths and weaknesses were held very much in common, as also
discussed above, :

At this juncture, one is led to the speculation that certain MUSE/IGE
input components are inherently easier or more difficult than others to
implement, and that the passage of time and addition of experience may have
neglible effects on the improvement of criterion fulfillment. In all groups,
for cxample, the instructional materials center (IMC), in terms of its stock

of materials and utilization by staff and students, is apparently a quite
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difficult component to implement. Similarly, inscrvice training for the whole
school staff hus not characterized the MUSE/TGE implementation in any of these
groups, even when labeled "periodic.” On the other hand, TIC's are quite
apparently casy to set up and schedule meetings for (although this is not so
much the case for actunl management of the instructional program), and the
adoption of un IGE subject is a relatively simple task (though the same cannot

be said for implementation of the instructional programing model per sc)

Comparison Group of Schools

In a rough way, it is possiblc to compare the detailed-questionnaire

Findings from May 1972 (for a group of some 55 schools) as contained in the

Lo

carlier report--with the data acquired at midyear from the approximately 5¢
schools in the 9-71/1-72 group. This would be possible und legitimate with
respect to items administered to the principal and the 1IC. HOWEVER, the two
groups of schools are not the sime, =ince some responded at one time but not
at the other.

In order to sct up an appropriate comparison group, and permit at leust
a lnok at change from the end of the fi rst year to the middle of the sccond,
data have been examined from a group of 45 schools whose principals and 11C's
responded in both May 1972 und at midycar 1972-73, ‘These schools represent
8 states, and virtually all of thenm initiated implementation in September

19701, A few items in particular were considered and are discussed hclch

Two items from the principals' instrument were compared, piimarily for

" their feedback value. The first concerned asses:zment of general staff

attitudes toward MUSE and IGE, using the scale Cautious-Neutral-Agrecable-
Enthusiastic. As indicated in the chart below, the positive and negative
changes reported, along with the 17 situntions where the ratings were vitually
the same in May and December--revealed that the net effect across all 43
échcais was '"no change." There were about as many changed ratings in the
positive direction as in the negative, and to roughly the same degree.
(Entries below relate to combined ratings for the MUSE and IGE innovations).

Nature of Ratings Number of Schools

1. 30% or more staff changed from

Agreeable to Enthusiastic o 9
2. 30% or more staff changed from i R
Cautious to Neutral or Agreeable ) 1
5. Some small overall change to the p031t1ve ] 3
4. Vlrtually same ratings at both points 17
5. 30% or more staff changed from
Enthusiastic to Agreeable or Neutral B 7

6. Some small overall change to th;ﬁnggaﬁivgi' _ 6
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What uppears important here is that the reported attitude changes for parti-
culur schools may indeed be significant. So Far as principals' perceptions
are voncerned, in some schools the staff is notably luess favorably disposed
to the patterns, while in others the converse is true,  And again, the

attitudes in 17 (or 31%) of the schools apparently changed not at all. (From
the validity standpoint, it should be noted that in 41 of the 43 schools the

same principal made the ratings both times),

The other item concerncd o checklist of continuing and scrious problems

perceived aus hindering effective implementation. Table S-1 provides some

hints. about the possible first-ycar problem arcas which may tend to become
resolved in the second (or third) year.
There was no case where a problem dropped out of the picture, but a

deerease was noted especially in the following areas:

confusion over r@lcs
avail’ ;

IHL natell ls, 3tdtf1ngi and ut;l;;atlan
inservice trglning factors

In addition, two increases were noted, though small: staff lack of commitment
and departmentalization within the units,

In considering this particular list of potential problem-areus, it may

help also to indicate the number of checklist ¢ changes, by schools. The chart
below shows the number of principals who checked more or fewer items in

December as compared with May. 1In 8 cases, exactly the same number was

checked at both points.

Number of problem-areas either
decreased or increased

1 2 53 4 5
Number of schools indicating
_decreased number of problems 11 14 1
Numbe: of schools indicating o -
increased number of problems 6 1 oz
* * N * & £ * *

Three IIC items were chosen for comparison and for indications of growth
toward an implementation in line with the original R § D Center installation
criteria. The first does not represent a particular criterion, but does seem
an especially important step for IIC's to take: the development of an overall

implementation timetable.



In May, 19 schools indicated that by then they had already developed
such a master plan. Another 24 schools reported that they had not Jdone so,
and these are of interest, Asked the same question ar midyear, 15 of those
ITC's responded that they had engaged in that activity, and 9 reported no
such attempt.  Little can be said in the way of interpretation, except that
some growth was noted and the value and utility of the resulring implemen-
tation timetable can be inferred. We have no empiric evidence that lack of
such a master plan makes a difference in the quality of implementation, but
site-visit expericnce strongly suggests such an inference; it is a point
which should be pursued.

Table $-2 reports on the "active nature" of the [1C with implied indi -
cations of vitality and relevance in the schools. Four charicteristics were
chosen, relating to (a) regularity of meetings, (b) regular preparation of
I'TC agenda, (c¢) maintainence of minutes and/or 11C log, and {(d) distribution
of minutes after cach meeting,

The May responses are indicated for the 43 schools, in scparate YES and
NO columns, followed by the midyear replics. ™ As can be seen, of the schools
which originally indicated not engaging in the particular practices, some had
made positive changes by December. For example, 1 I1C now has regular mectings
and 9 TIC's now keep a formal log. 'These may be considered gains in implemen-
tation practices above and beyond merely "having'" an IIC. Surprisingly,
however, there were also losses in euch of the 4 categories. Of the 26 JIC's
which in May kept a formal log, for example, 4 apparently dropped this
practice by midyear. Two schools reported not any longer having 'regularly
scheduled' IIC meetings.

In terms of numbers involved, the gains excecd the losses. But the
existence of the "losses'" at all is mzzling., What is needed, of course, is
some evidence that these IIC characteristics are essential to MUSE/IGE
operations; they may not be. But at face, they appear to be important indi-
cators of a healthy MUSE structure. As the table makes clear, there were a
number of schools which continued not to have various of the 4 features (as
noted in the right-hand column).

Of greatest interest, perhaps, is comparison of responses to the summary
question relating to the twelve basic implementation arcas. Table S-3*
reports on findings from 41 schools, relating to the 26 separate items. The

May 1972 responses are tallied as a comparison base (Yes, No, and "pariial'');

*Two schools did not complete this summary question,
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then entries arc provided showing number of change responses, (a) from NO in
May to YES at midyear, and (b) from YES in May to NO at midyear. These
include a very small number of "partial responses, which for present purposecs
arc considered the same as NO responsces.

Two TIC's reported cxactly the same status in both May and December. The
changes for the remaining 39 schools arc discussed below,

There were 112 changes in all from NO to YES, covering 27 of the 28
separate items. As can be scen, 14 of these were at a frequency of 4 or

move, 4 being arbitrarily sclected as a useful cutoff point. The largest
number of positive changes (9 and 11 respectively) were made concerning the
[MC stock of materials and the utilization of the IMC by staff and students.
For three other factors, 8§ NO-YES changes were reported: differentiated
staff functions in the units, increased instructional involvement of the
principal, and adherence to the instructional programing model.

Comparison of the NO column for the May administration with the NO to

YIS changes--shows many items where all the schools involved changed from NO

to YES, supporting a high degree of satisfactory implementation status at
midyear...for those schools...and for those particular implementation
activitics. For example, all 5 schools which had previously indicated not
having an IIC which made decisions about the instructional program, by mid-
year had changed that to a positive response. The same holds for having at
least one IGE subject und the multiaging of units.

lHowever, as Table S-3 also makes clear, some schools reported regression
with respect to 26 of the 28 items, for a total of 62 YES to NO changes;
these were most pronounced in the areas of following the instructional model
(6 changes) and conducting schoolwide inservice (5 changes). Thus, in the
twelve areas of major concern, as well as in the 4 basic areas (active IIC,
full unitization, multiaging, and use of IGE programing model)--there were
both gains and losses. In a few cases, these losses exceeded the number of
gains. In net, the whole Eiréﬁmstance raises certain questions about (a)
the permanence of some MUSE/IGE features after being instituted, and (b) the
real importance of these particular elements. Of course some of them are
inherently the substance of the innovations, and without them, the MUSE/IGE
patterns would not exist at all. Others are more supportive and facilitory

in nature, and may not be so important.
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(It must be said, in this connection, that aftor atl, schools did parti-
cipate in 1971-72 in the new patterns, ddid initiate many of the criteria
which had been promulgated, and did indeed institute real instructional

changes along individualized lines...even though they were not able to

respond YES to all of thesc 28 basic items. ‘The yuestion is more one of a
healthy growing implementation, and one of a prognosis of permancnce of
meaningful educational practices: and presumably the more of these clements
which are present, the more likely the school will be to continuc its MUSE/
LGE participation. As with the vitality of the TIC discussed carlier, this
1ssuc requires further cxploration).

There were 112 NO to YES changes, and 62 YES to NO changes.  The
difference--50 changes to the positive--was accounted for in large measurc
by just 6 schools, one of which had 14 new YES responses (and 2 new NO's),
From onc point of view, it is discouraging that the net of 50 YES respon:. s
does not reflect growth across all schools; Eraﬁ another, it is useful to
note that a few schools which were at a low level of implementation status
in May 1972 had, by midyear 1972-73, altered that status in what appears to
be a very meaningful way,

In order to give a sensc of the nature and frequency of changes reported
by given schools, Table S-4 provides a matrix of YES to NO changes as against
NO to YES changes for the 41 schools involved, (Two schools had no changes
in cither direction), 1t is clear that a number of schools experienced un
equal or near-equal number of changes in both the positive and negative

directions.
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Chapter TV

Site-Visits to Multiunit/IGE Schools

Visits were made to three clementary schools, cach in a different stute,
partly to keep in touch with the "real world" of implementation in general, but

mostly to study current status at the nidyear point in these particular schools.

A1l three had been on the visit roster for 1971-72, and records and re-
ports were available for study and comparison. For schools 203 and 913, their
cuase studies may be read in Volume I of the earlier report, for reference on
background, problems, successes, and general 1071-72 developments. For school
605, the report in this chapter will include some information concerning 1971-
72 status, as a basis for study of the recent visit report,

During the one-day visits, efforts were made to have interviews with
principal, any district administrative personnel, staff teachers, librarian,
unit leaders, children, aides, and student-teachers. Where possible, TIC and
unit meetings were attended as well; and observations were made in clussrooms,
library, and other learning centers.

(School Number 913)

The situation by midyear had changed very little as compared with the
spring of 1972. The potential for MUSE/IGE development appcared to be at about
the same level and no notable implementation advances were observed. This scems
best expl:incd by the apparent fact that attitudes and conditions noted in the
spring had co:zinued, and had not been countered by decisive actions, plans,

or changes

Both MUSE and IGE are ''vague concepts" in this school. Most staff do not
identify with these labels and appear not to be aware that their school is on
the outer fringe of a potentially valuable educational change. This secms
closely related to a major finding here: there has been virtually no contact
with other persons, schools, agencies, or materials related to MUSE/IGE. The
state agency has not visited (in the fall) nor provided other assistance: but
the school itself has also remained aloof. No representatives to League
meetings; no teacher to a problem-oriented workshop sponsored nearby; no one
has visited other nearby schools. (As P said in referring to the latter, "What
could I gain except their problems?'") Inservice training has come to a stand-
still. Use of booklets and filmstrips in and by the "units" has virtually
ceased.

To be frank, one gets the impression that the staff is in effect deceiving
itself about being an IGE school. To be sure, there is considerable agitation
and action relating to individualized instruction, but this is limited to 1
unit where all children are in "open classrooms.'" Academic progress is not
assessed systematically there, however, and instruction is not geared to stated
objectives. :

In another unit it is not clear just what is happening. In the third, an
individualized math program has been adopted, and some teachers have received
training in it; the attitude is that this program is the ultimate, and that
adopting it automatically makes this an "IGE unit." But there is no cross-
teaching; very little sharing of materials, methods or purposes; no instruction

~28-
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cxcept in self-contained classyooms: cach tonchor hias his/her own goals and
textbooks; and they are playing with individualization in reading ("Yes, we
have divided each room into 3 reading groups, by their ubility of course").
Three teachers independently implied that they do not expect cver to share
children, rooms, resources, teaching shills, or..."real" decisions about T
classroom.

Probably the most telling observation iz that s distinet rivalry has in-
deed developed between the Open-classroom unit and the [GE-unit. The I1GE-unit
group feels that P and [IC have catered to the Open-group, and as a result have
com to defend the traditional, sclf-contained, closed-door, texthook-orivnted,
grade-level, §ingle-aged, teacher-dominsted sort of oducation they arce offering.

As to the librarian and the library, that situition has not changed. The
librarian is bright, eager, child-oriented, and full of ideas for making the
library into a true IMC. lowever, additional space was not provided, teacheors
arc still reluctant to confer with librarvian about studv-units, and most teach-
crs still feel that the library is a place for "quict reference and merely
choosing a book." Librarian is not an 11C member this year, since P feltr this
would be an imposition on her tiwe. The specialists-unit of which she is UL
appears to exist in name only; its main function is to meet so that UL can
distribute messages for I'. (lhis is--unfortunately--not an cxaggeration),

Suffice it to say that two "unit mectings' were observed.

The TIC mecting was observed. It may have been atypical that day. P did
not show up; there was no agendu; the invited advisor from district (on certain
unit financial matters) had 2 UL to discuss with but no chance for decisions or
binding plans, and he soon left; alternate for a sick Ul came, saw, and left:
finally the observer left. Atypical or not, the 11C here scems to be a "general"
sort of committee now, not responsible for actually guiding the instructional
program. Quite a change from the I11C reported on last spring.

SUMMARY. Compared with the potential evident in late 1971-72, this school's
participation has decreased markedly, and based upon the visit cannot be called
a4 MUSE/IGE school. At best, it is marginal. This is not to say that good things
are not happening here. They are. Teachers explore and experiment; a truly in-
dividualized math program is being implementéd in one unit; the librariun sets
a valuable tone in her domain; teachers have indeed become more independent of
“the office" and make some decisions as unit groups; the TIC is scheduled to
assist in interviewing new staff members; children appear productively involved.

llowever, there is no semblance of the instructional programming model here;
the IIC appears to have dissipated its energies and functions; contact with the
outside world of MUSE/IGE has ceased; there is little clear sense of direction
about where--in IGE terms--this school is headed; the school program, except
for open classrooms, looks to be strictly traditional.

- Active IIC...no

Multiaging of students...no
Operation of IGE subject...no
Full unitization...yes and no
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schedules. As an aid in summarizing certain overall practices across
schools this year, please answer each item below with a yes or no, indi-
cating present operations and features of your school's MUSE/IGE
implementation. Please answer in terms of the 1972-73 school year.

Lff{giz> Schools are implementing MUSE and IGE in different ways and on differen:

- Y

[YES| NO
1. (a) Do you hold rerular IIC meetings on a scheduled basis?.........¢ 0 0'un.n. -

X

(b) Does the IIC make decisions concerning the instructional program?....... 7
2. (a) Is the IMC/library adequately stocked with instructional material?,..... X |

(b) Is the IMC/library being "used to capacity" by students § teachers?..... |x

3. (a) In general, do teachers in the units take on different roles
within the units (differentiated staffing) . i e X

(b) Are paraprofessionals contributing to the instructional program?........ [ X

4. (a) Are lines of communication in the school fopen?'. Ll O

(b) Are tcachers' concerns and needs considered by the IIC and principal?... [x |
(a) Are your units multiaged (with a 2 to 4 year spread) ... e inrienns

L

(b) Within the units, is instruction itself typically directed to
multiaged groups of children?............. ..

L T TN

6. (a) Has MUSE/IGE changed the pfiﬂcipal'é role to one of increased partici-
pation in the instructional PTOgTam?. o . i i e

(b) Has the principal been able to encourage teachers to experiment with

different instructional approaches?

7. (a) Do you have at least one IGE subject at this ﬁime?,.!_,.ii.....g.ii...!i

(b} Is it being implemented in all the Units? ... ... i iiinenrennns

(c) Is the 'instructional programing model' being followed in all the
units with respect to the IGE SUDJECt? Lttt it e e e,

8. (a) In general, are the units tunctioning as “warking groups?" That is,
are the unit staffs doing cooperative planning and teaching?..........

(b) Do most tcachers appear content with their "teammates?'.................

9. (a) Is your school fully unitized at this time? That is, are all students %
and regular classroom teachers in units?... Ceaeh e '

10. (a) Are unit leaders focusing unit attention on the IGE subject and the
instructional programing model?......... : seas

(b) Is the Kindergarten instructionally integrated with a primary unit?.....

(b) In general, are unit leaders finding it easy to encourage or assign X
a variety of teaching responsibilities in the UNitsS?................. .

" \J\

11. (a) On the whole, does the school staff appear to be "sold" on the idea of
the multiunit school SETUCTUTEY . . i iiinieernereerannnnnnea. | X

(b) Is there a general atmosphere of commitment to individualized

education among teachers at this time?..ii._,...i-_.!....i.g..{.ii!,.i X
12. (a) Do you have periodic or regularly scheduled in-service training for

the whole school staff?_i.i,!ii,.!!.i......._i.....,iiigi?.,ii_..!gi,.
(b) Have school representatives attended various sorts of training and
conferences sponsored by agencies outside the school since 6-727...... | X

(c) Huve you called on other resources or consultants for assistance?....... |[x

~ Four Most Serious Problem Areas

MAYeArs | Noted by I1C in Detailed Questionnaire

3. Multiage grouping in rooms,
classes, or units

l. Keeping records for student
progress in IGE

4, Assessment of students'
achievement status/needs

2. Stating instructional objectives
in behavioral terms

Thank you for your assistance.

Educational Testing Service Durham, North Carolina
-30-




[School Number 2

The Y-hour IIC meeting was a disappointment. \s wis the case last vear,
it more resembled a ''faculty announcement meeting' than anvthing c¢lose to the
classical IIC. No instructional matters were considercd: members sat at
convenient distances from cach other; the unwritten agenda included social
cvents, PTA membership, and parent confercnces: meeting dominuted by P with
virtually no interaction and no energy in evidenced by anvone. The apparent
purposc of IIC here is to pass on to all teachers the matters discussed,
announcements, problems, etc. (Prior to 1971-72 there had been a faculty
advisory committee, and when MUSE came along the newly-appointed 11C asked to
do "more than just instructional things" and took over previous "advisory"
Functions. This may explain the abortive IIC in this school).

The only topic of substance was scheduling parent conferences, [t became
clear that the whole matter was I''s domain, including answering parent calls
about rescheduling! UL's made a suggestion or two about conferences, but. .,

It is still not clear what the role of the "resource teachers” is. They
don't scem to know. As one put it, "I'm a high-class aide, I puess.  Frustrated.
No, 1'm not involved in IGE or multiunit, the others are." {(Yet she's an 1IC
member) . Besides her resource activities, she teaches in onc unit: she teaches
all subject-areas except her field of special preparation (math).  Blames P,
but P indicated that he blames superintendent. Therc is a real problem here in
using personnel to best advantage, even aside from their involvement in the MUSE
structure.

On the more positive side, (a) all classrooms and "open-space" units are
multiaged, and all instruction is also. Two grade-levels per unit. It is
planned to do what was done last year, in putting a fow kids from grades 1-2
into the KG parttime; other than that, nothing.more concrete in integrating Kg
and primary...(b) the library is quite well-stocked (with much more than just
books}, and does serve many student needs for individual study, group study,
reference, take-out, use of AV materials, instruction with aides, etc. Many
children were observed moving freely in and out, and productively engaged while
there. It is still NOT used by teachers as a resource for study-units or con-
ferring with librarian. But it does serve children, and teachers increasingly
permit them to use the library-IMC....(c) P reported improved relations in one
unit of 4 teachers, where last year they hardly cooperated; now they at least
teach/work in two pairs, so have two sub-units in effect..,.(d) in 5-6 unit,
much instruction was observed in language arts; it appeared to be well-planned,
well-controlled, and individualized. This unit works together very well, and
their unit meeting was productive, though no agenda had been prepared. Members
are in an open-space area, and were observed working together continuously....
(e) each unit decides how to assign instructional jobs; in one, 3 teachers
manage science while in another just one teacher takes care of science alone...
(f) regrouping with the WD was done last year by P and reading specialist; it
is now the responsibility of each unit separately. All units have gone IGE
with the WD in word attack skills, and so has the Kindergarten.

There ave some falterings as well, however, Not all teachers teach the
WD, and those who don't thereby do not identify themselves with IGE or over-
all MUSE/IGE purposes. This was quite clear here. Also, the 5-6 unit staffs
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clearly assume that WD is meant for grades K-, and any kids they have who are
still in it are "leftovers," the kind who "should have finished it last yvear."

~This is of course inimical to the individualized instruction concept, and their

attitudes show. P appears to shure this notion about "slow students.' Third,
aperation of sub-units may not be desirable; there is little evidence of unit
planning or of combined teaching and responsibility in the units as a rule;

rather, | teacher or 1-2 teachers plan, teach, group, ctc.

Unfortunately, IGE in this school appears to be defined almost exclusively
in terms of the Wisconsin Design in word attack skills. Tt is not conceived in
broader terms (yet) and therc is little evidence of teacher conmitment to in-
dividualized instruction. (Another school in the district also has WD, but is
not a MUSE/IGE school. Tt would be valuable to learn what the operational
differcnces are between the two schools). Similarly, P pointed out that other
schools in district arc integrating some Kg's and primaries (and are not MUSE/
IGE schools)....and again, one wonders what the differences are. And why cun't
it be made to work better in this school?

SUMMARY:  This appeared to be a marginal MUSE/IGE school in 1971-72. 't
still does, although this report is intended to make clear that at midyear it
was stronger than school number 913. Here, the TIC is more a vestigial body
representing a committee which does not deal much with substantive matters;

P dominates as before. There is a considerable amount of resistince to IGL,
its cxtension to other subjects, MUSE, and the P; this appears best explained
by a continuing weak relationship between P and staff. And there are several
indications of minimal teamwork in the units. On the other hand, IGE is
functioning along program-model lines in the Wisconsin Design, and in two units
there is a good working relationship among teachers. Morcover, the library/IMC
is functioning quite well as a learning resource center.

P appears committed and sincere, but holds quite, tight reins on the staff.
lle seems reluctant to share decision-making, especially at the 11C level,
though there are signs that units this year have more responsibility and
latitude. A major problem is the underuse of "resource teachers' (who still
are paid more than the UL), and another is within-school communication.

Active IIC....no
Multiaging of students....yes
Operation of IGE subject-area....yes

Full unitization....no

I
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frhools are implementing MUSE and 1GE in different ways and on di

schedules. As an aid in sumnarizing coertain overall practices a

schools this yecar, please answer cach item below with a ves or no,

cating present operations and features ot your school's MUSE/IGE
]

=
implementation. Plcase answer in terms of the 11972-73 school vear,

Do you hold r:agular 11C mectings on a scheauled huasis? e
Does the TIC make dccisions concerning the instructio
Is the IMC/library adequately stocked with instructional material?......

Is the IMC/library being "used to capacity' by students § teachers?.....
In general, do tcachers in the units take on different roles

within the units (differentiated I e
Arc paraprofessionals contributing to the instructional program?. . .
Arce lines of communication in the school Topen?'. L.

Arc teachers' concerns and needs considered by the TIC and pri
Are your units multiaped (with 4.2 to d vear spread) .ol e
Within thc units, is instruction itsclf Lypically directed to

multiaged groups of children? . o e
Has MUSE/IGE changed the principal's role to onc of increarved partici-

pation in the instruction:l e
Has the principal been able to cncourage teachers to experiment with

different instructional PPToaches? . o L e e
Do you have at least one IGE subject at this time?........... s aa s
Is it being implemented in All the units?, .. . e e et as
Is the "instructional programing model" being followed in all the

units with respect to the IGE SUD Oty e e
In general, are the units functioning as "working groups?'' That is,

arc the unit staffs doing cooperative planning and teaching?..........
Do most teachers appear content with their "teammates?' oL oo,
Is your school fully unitized at this time? That is, are all students

and regular classroom tenchers in L8 2 I o
Is the Kindergarten instruc ionally intecgrated with a primary unit?.....
Arc unit leaders focusing unit attention on the I1GL stibject and the

instructional programing MOde ]l e
In general, are unit leaders finding it easy to cncourage or assign

a variety of teaching responsibilities in the Units?, . oo,
On the whole, does the school staff appear to be ''sold'" on the idea of

the multiunit School StIUCLUTET. . ...\ 'eels e e e
Is there a general atmosphere of commitment to individualized

education among teachers at this Lo 11T

Do you have periodic or regularly scheduled in-service training for
the whole school staff?.ii_igi..ig.ii,,;ii..giki;iigg_,ig?g..ga%.,..i.
Have school representatives attended various sorts of training and

conferences sponsored by agencies outside the school since 6-727......
Have you called on other resources or consultants for assistance?.......

objectives
terns

Thank you for your assistance.

Educational Testing Service - Durham, Morth Carolina
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| School Number 603 |

A visit in early 1971-72 revealed a well-organized ILC, a beautiful
example of a productive TIC meeting, considerable evidence of staff commit-
ment (particularly to individualization), P-staff interaction, and good
attitudes toward the need for planning. The school had baneflted by earlier
association with a college project in which a few of its teachers received
special attention in re team operations and individualization. (At the same
time it took on MUSE/IGCE, it continued with the college project and also
moved toward full integration of a school population approximately 70% black).
The library was that; it could not be called an IMC in the full-resource

sense.,

The IGE attempt at that time was in language arts, but not in a systematic
way. ‘There was some individualized instruction, but no record-kecping, no
assessment, no specific objectives. The attitude was apprgpriute, but the
means were weak. All classrooms were on a grade-level basis, as were units;
though for 2 units walls had been removed in order to allow {ur a flew of
activities.

‘The midyear 1972-73 visit found the situation much the same as before.
The atmosphere was that of a ''good place to be," the units  operated as work-
ing tcams, efforts were continuing to put language arts into the IGE mold,
staff appeared comnitted, and therc were several indications of meaningful
inservice training as well as continued staff-P interaction and respect. A
district supervisor was visiting, and corroborated much that both P said and
the observer noted. Quite obviously, the supervisor has had a continuing
hand in the development of this school's program.

At this time, the school population is about 60% black, the recsult of
the "return'" of many whites who had left the year before. P and some staff
credited the atmosphere created by MUSE/IGE for this change in ratio; also
noted that white parents had visited and SEEN that the program was ”gand" and
that indeed some cfforts were made to individualize instruction in 1971-72.

It should be added that at the time of the midyear visit, ecvery room, unit,
sub-group, and ability group had white and black children (working together);
there was no evidence of racial separation once the children entered the dese=
gregated school. The same may be said for teachers. T

Not possible to observe an IIC meeting. But vi.itor inferred a healthy
and active IIC from (a) study of the log, (b) interviews, and (¢ noting
numerous matters of instructional moment 1in the weekly agendaz of recent
months.

Units are still organized strictly by separate grade-levels. Appears
to be some staff resistance to multiaging notion, as well as quite thorough
lack of ideas on '"how to do it, if it is a good idea." (Visitor provided
some ideas and resource suggestl@n: on multiaging). P acknowledged lack of

confidence in own ability to makc it work, but saw 'value of it." The net
result is that all instruction is tc irsle-age groups, and teachers stick
with the same materials, books, ::d pians they have always had. There is
security in that.



P explained that "next year we will begin multiaging by retaoining students .
They plan to reassign some kids to the same unit. Sulection would be on hasis
of those needing further instruction. Apparvently the UL were given task of
discussing this in the units and coming up with ideas, for the meeting of Unit
3 was devoted to this topic. (A well-managed, productive meeting, with parti-
cipation by UL, 2 teachers, 1 aide, and 2 student teachers). ‘Topic was
approached not as foregone conclusion, but as something to probe about. The
model which resulted: kid would be retained in grade (unit) 3 for say, the first
semester of following vear. By then he would have "caught up with his grade"
and then be moved to unit (grade) 4. At which time he would proceed in that
unit. No thought was given to likelihood that such : child would already be
behind in the unit 4 work (by half a year at least), since the whole point here
was to Find some way to multiage children,

There is, to repeat, some resistance to the notion of wholesile multiaging,

P-attended part of this mecting, and acted only as resource when called
upon. Meeting considered above topic: also quick discussion of printed minutes

of previous IIC meeting; also placement of new child--good group process in the
needed decisions; and announcements from the |IC.

Unc problem arca is the librarv. It has a plentiful supply of books and
refercnce materials (and some AV equipment), but is used primarily by class-
room groups for (a) library instruction or (b) book selection. A few children
were observed using materials freely, on an in-and-out busis. Librarian's
attitude is expressed in this remark, "If I have a class in here, T can't be
bothered by an individual who comes in for reference or has : question."

The ICE subject here is language arts; instruction does not follow the
programing model, however. (Staff considering a structured math program for
next year, and this would be excellent choice...since it is so developed as
to fit the model very nicely). Tnstruction was observed in language arts,
math, and history in various classrooms, and it may be said that small-group
instruction prevailed in somewhat free-floating atmosphere, where teachers,
student-teachers, and aides constantly moved ahout giving help or direction.
(A couple of very weak teaching situations were also observed, but the above
was the norm). Since three units have double-room areas, it was possible to
observe 45 to 70 children being taught at same time, each subgroup cffectively
ignoring the others for the most part, and teachers obviously procceding by
plans, not whims,

In addition, efforts made to IGE in reading. ABC's "READ" program is in
use, but, as the supervisor noted, 'mot the assessment or diagnostic part.
They have trouble with that kind of an idea."

SUMMARY.  This report makes clear that School Number 603 has maintained both
the successes and difficulties of 1971-72, and in addition appears to deserve
a prognosis of continued MUSE/IGE development. While grade-level instruction
is the rule here, such instruction is conducted via team planning and sharing
as well as various groupings which change periodically. While the programing
model is not being followed, introduction of a Systematic math program next
year may provide the example nceded for this staff. Morcover, staff relation-
ships are good, the 1IC is apparently functioning adequately, and units have
developed good working procedures for both planning and teaching. They ''think
as units" and do not just "go ask the principal.” ‘

Active IIC....yes ' Operation of IGE subject...yes and no

o Multiaging of students....no Full unitization...yes
ERIC ~35-
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Schools are implementing MUSE and IGE in ¢ifferent ways and on different

(b)
(a)
(b)
(c)
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Are paraprofessionals contributing to the instructional program?........
Arc lines of communication in the school "OPen?"...vu.'serre e sennnnnn...
Are teachers' concerns and neceds considered by the IIC and principal?...
Are your units multiaged (with a 2 to 4 year spread)?. ... i e
Within the units, is instruction itself typically directed to

Has MUSE/IGE changed the principal's role to one of increased partici-

Has the principal been able to encourage teachers to experiment with

Do you have at least one IGE subjcct at this time?.........oveeerinrnn..
Do most tcachers appear content with their "teammates?'.................
Are unit leaders focusing unit attention on the IGE subject and the
On the whole, does the school staff appear to be "sold" on the idea of
Do you have periodic or regularly scheduled in-service training for

Have school representatives attended various sorts of training and

Have you called on other resources or consultants for assistance?.......

schedules. As an aid in summarizing certain overall practices across’

schools this ycar, please answer cach item below with a yes or no, indi-

cating present operations and featurcs of your school's MUSE/IGE
implementation. Please answer in terms of the 1972-73 schoul year.

NO

Do you hold rerular TIC meetings on a schediiled DasiS?e..vurerrerennns..

Does the TIC make decisions zoncerning the instructional program?.......

Is the IMC/library adequately stocked with instructional material?......

Is the IMC/library being "used to capacity" by students § teachers?.....

RSN E]

In general, do tcachers in the units take on different roles
within the units (differentiated Staffing)?....veeevvnreeneennesnnn..s

AN

multiaged groups of children?. ... ettt

pation in the instructional Program?...........eovveerreennnenerannnns

<

different .instructional approaches?......, e s e

AN

Is it being implemented in all the units?.............. et

Is the "instructional programing model" being followed in all the
units with respect to the IGE SUBJECE?. . u.y .ttt etineenrenranennsenn,

In general, are the units functioning as "wafking groups?'" That is,
are the unit staffs doing cooperative planning and teaching?..........

AN

and regular classroom teachers in 18 T I

Is the Kindergarten instructionally integrated with a primary unit?.....

instructional programing model?. ... .......eiuiseurreneeeneennerennenn,
In general, are unit leaders finding it easy to encourage or assign
a variety of teaching responsibilities in the units?......

the multiunit school o oo 1B of

Is there a general atmosphere of commitment to individualize
education among teachers at this time?.........eeeeevennnn.. Ceieseaass

A0

the whole school e 2 B o U

conferences sponsored by agencies outside the school since 6-727,..,..

‘;\ AN \

Four Most Serious Problem Areas

Noted by I'IC in Detailed Questionnaire

Midyear:

Multiage grouping

4, Costs for staff, materials,

Level of support from District
training

Thank you for your assistance.
Educational Testing Service Durham, North Carolina

,x SXGE o

3. Time available for planning
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Chapter V
The Follow-up Picture

It seems quite clear that virtually all of the schools which responded
to the follow-up instruments--regardless of their reported dates of instal-
lation--may be counted as participating in the MUSE/IGE innovations as of
the 1972-73 midyear pbinti It 1s equally clear, however, that such a state-
ment implies "participating at varying levels of implementation progress.'
These :chools identify themselves, through the principal and the IIC, with
the MUSE and IGE patterns regardless of the extent to which they have ful-
filled the implementation criteria provided in the guidelines. That of
course is not "bad," but it does mean that the term '"MUSL/IGE school' does
not have precise referents in actual practice. Some schools have emphasized
the MUSE structure over the IGE instructional process (and the converse is
true), while even within each of those domains wide differences exist in
dctual status at the midyear point.

The differences referred to above and throughout “his report do not
apply only where installing schools of September 1971 are contrasted with
those of September 1972. They apply equally within the September 1971 group,
and for that rcason they suggest several imp@rtént questions about the imple--
mentation process and about expected status after a year's exposure and
experience. One wonders whether certain components are inherently more
difficult to implement than others, for example, and further, whether this
possibility may have been taken into account in the whole installation pro-
ject. Apparently most schools proceeded by attempting to initiate the basic
elements which had been advocated, but many of them either did not fully
understand what was required or else tried to implement and had minimal
success. For example, it was calculated that among the 56 IIC returns from
the 9-71/1-72 installation group, 8 schools had not--by midyear--instituted
a regular and active IIC; this was based on their actual entries, not on the
interpreters' inferences. Moreover, 4 schools were still not multiaged, 8 were
not fully unitized (excluding cases where the Kg was separate), and fully
14 indicated that they were not implementing the IGE instructional programing
model. In a few cases, those data reflected backward steps as compared with
May 1972 reports from those same schools.

The point here--the question--is to what extent these basic and specific
criteria may be employed either as (a) requirements for the initial period of
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implementation or as (b) indicators of Sétisfactary implementation status at
a later point. What is it that makes a MUSE/IGE school? Can a school pro-
ceed 5ati5factarily with individualized education without having all of the
MUSL components in operation? What accounts for the fact that schools report
attritions from their carlier 1971-72 status in a number of important MUSE
and/or IGE features? And when that happens, may the school still be acknow-
ledged as a MUSE/IGE school? And when that happens, is that a signal for the
need of technical assistance? -

We do not have or propose answers to those questions  But certainly the
follow-up activity has emphasized the importance of asking them, and of re-
commending further developmental efforts (and study of existing data) which
might shed light on these matters.

This seems such un important problem, from both theoretical and practical
points of view, that we calculated other reported statuses in the 4 basic
implementation criteria (active IIC, multiaged units, IGE subject using the
model, and full unitization). Among the 56 schools which implemented in
1971-72, it was found that at midyear 20 schools reported having 3 of the 4
features; 4 schools reported 2 of these characteristics and partially a 3rd;
2 schools had 2 features; and 2 other schools reported only 1. Even these
data are artifactual to an extent, since we know that "having multiaged units"
does not necessarily mean that instruction itself is multiaged, and that

"following the IGE instructional model' often means employing parts of the

model .
The foregoing puts emphasis on the schools which now are in their second
year of participation. The same questions may be raised about implementation

undertaken by later groups, notably the 9-72 group of schools. As noted in

at about the same percentage level as for earlier groups; and it may be
anticipated that later fulfillment may present some hurdles for these schools
as well.

It can be said, however, that the 9-72 group did initiate the MUSE/IGE
implementation, and thereby did follow through on 1971-72 intentions. The
only case of outright attrition from the patterns was in this group, and has
been referred to before; the school simply did not get off the ground in its
installation efforts.

; But were there other cases of attrition? This is difficult to answer
since our ex?arience to this point tells us that such a decision almost

incvitably requires a site visit. (The converse may be posited as well,

-%8-



that visits are necessary in order to discern evidence that a school is
maintaining a high implementation status). Questionnaire item. at this time
are not subtle enough to permit firm conclusions even when the instruments
have been completed and "look' and "feel" accurate as well as thorough,
Midycar site-visits suggest that one school from the 9-71 group has maintained
a low level of ﬁritericnsattainment, and that a school from the 4-72 group has
done some backsliding of a considerable sort. A third visit evidenced main-
tainence of a "good" status as well as intimations that progress may be
expected. The follow-up study, in its entirety, does suggest the need for
further refinement of monitoring instruments so .that they may be sensitive
to actual status and can TEPIJLE to an extent the need for multiple site-
visits. A

Beyond the conclusions summarized in Chapter I, another appears obvious:
the follow-up study verifies the admonition that MUSE/IGE implementation may
take 3 or 4 years (in terms of local satisfaction and in terms of fulfilling
the many implcmgntatiqqicrétﬁyigji?‘S@mc school people, researchers, and
coordinators have perhaps hoped that the major hurdles could be mastered in
the first year by most schools; this appears 4 questionable assumption at
best, in-view of the data reported here. And as noted repeuatedly in this
report, one major areca of diFFiculty and concern has been the IGE instructional
programing model...and it is at the very heart of the individualized education
which schools arc attempting to promote. IIC's and principals indicated in
various ways their problems with actual 1mplenentatlan of the model, and also
expressed the need for technical assistance in doing so. Many also noted that
staffs need constant reaquaintance with the concepts of individualization, the

rationale underlying the model.

It is not the intent of this report to sound a pessimistic note. 1In
fact, it may be that the follow-up findings (or at least many of them) can
be put to constructive use by outlining to school people certain reasonable

) expectations they should entertain as they adopt the MUSE and IGE patterns.
It is clearly not enough to have good intentions or to take on labels. In
addition, it is hoped that coordinators will discover value in some of the
feedback contained in the report, which may provide clues as to technical
assistance needs and at the same time outline the particular aspects of

implementation status in which they are most interested.

Q =39
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Most importantly, perhaps, the report leads to certain questions about
implementation criteria and their essential nature in the total plan. It
also raises questions concerning the permanence of certain changes, the in-
evitability of successive approximation in fulfilling the criteria,
definitions of acceptable practices in MUSE and IGE, and the need for addi-
tional inputs to make the innovations take permanent hold. These are
questions which may be addressed by individuals or agencies which are in a

position to pursue them.
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APPENDIX A

Principal - Green
The IIC - White

Qo
ERIC



" OM.B. No. 51-5-72023
_Approval expires 12-31-72,

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR THE PRINCIPAL

As a follow-up into the 1972-73 school year, we are requesting that IIC's and
Principals complete very brief instruments concerning present status, plans,
and perceived needs relative to the MUSE/IGE implementation. Items and ques-
tions are excerpted from the longer instruments completed last year; they
should be answered now in terms of the present: December 1972,

An addressed and post-paid envelope is enclosed for your use. Please complete
and return the questionnaire within two weeks. Thank you for your help.

(::) RATING UNIT LEADERS ON VARIOUS ROLE ASPECTS.
Considering activities and performance at this time, please indicate the
number of unit leaders you would rank as doing poorly, adequately, and well.
For example, assuming 5 unit leaders, you might rate them on a given task
in this way: ‘1 performs poorly, 2 adequately, and 2 well,

Total Number of Unit Leaders:

- ADE-
: POORLY| QUATELY | WELL
(a) Is efficient in discovering and utilizing resources: | - )
. staff, space, materials, assistance N . ~
(b) Performs liaison functions between tho unit (its con- -
_cerns & needs) and the IIC and principal L B
(c) Assists interns, student-teachers, aides, -and new ) ’
teachers in their unit roles ) - L - ~
(d) Evokes positive attitudes toward new methods, and new|
materials, and curricular § +instructional changes B B
(e) Plans and carries ocut the instructional program in
____the unit for the IGE subject(s) B B 1 _ i
(f) Maintains effective communication with parents } B
(g) Conducts constructive unit meetings, including plan- )
___ning, in-service, problem solving : o

(h) Contributes meaningfully (through the IIC) to the edu
_cational program of the whole school ) L ] ) _
{1) Demonstrates and practices good teaching approaches | | |
(J) Makes use of opportunities to perfect his/her skills | . _
(k) Monitors and coordinates all the aspects of the unit -

as a "school within the school" - _ L

Were you principal of this school in 1970-717? in 1971-72?

(::) Became multiunit/IGE school in [0-71 ) [Z-72__] [5-72 ] [Other ,ilf;;g

(i:) Please try to describe the present general feeling and attitude of the total
staff toward the multiunit organization (MUSE) and toward individually guided
education (IGE)--as you see it now. Please enter rough percentages of the
staff in any or all of the 4 categories (to the nearest 5%).

-Cautious Agrecable [Enthusiastic

[y
ria]

GENERAL FEELING TOWARD MUS

GENERAL FEELING TOWARD IGE..., %




i

p-2

llow do you define the "beginning point”of your installation of MUSE/IGE?
That is, what event or circumstance marks the point before which you

were in-the planning and preparation period but after which you would say
that your school was actually a "MUSLE/IGE school?’ Please check one
choice below, or indicate a more precise one under "Other." -

(a) Decision by school staff to be committed to MUSE/IGE
_ (b) Selection of the Unit Leaders
(c) First regular meeting of the 1IC
(d) Choice of subject-area(s) for IGE
(e) Organization of tcachers and students into functioning units
(f) Initiation of the Wisconsin Reading Design: assessment of pupil status
(g) Initiation of other individualized curriculum: asscssment of

pupil status

(h) Preschool Workshop for the school staff
(i) Development of the IMC or Learning Center or Media Center
(j) Initiation of in-service training
(k) Initiation of team functions (planning, sharing, teaching) in the units
(1) Delineation of general or specific objectives in IGE subject-arcea(s)

T

(m) (Other)

From your point of view as Principal, which of the following have given
particular difficulty this year in implementing MUSE/IGE? Please check all
applicable items, but only if these have been continuing or serious problems
to effective implementation. - T

(a) Inmeffective leadership of some or all unit leaders

{b) Confusion over roles and responsibilities

(¢) Teachers working too hard and long; "burn-out"

(d) A sizable number of teachers mot fully committed to MUSE and IGE

(e) Availability of effective consulting assistance from outside.the school

(f) Resistance to idea of teaching multiage groups of students

(g) Problems in teamwork, planning, § sharing within any or all units

(h) Departmentalization of instruction in the units

(i) Problems in communication in the school: between units; access to
the principal; teachers and the IIC; staff meetings; attitudes

(j) Problems in IMC: materials, staffing, space, and accessibility

(k) Problems in in-service training: content, frequency, time, relevance

(1) Competition among the units

| ] ]

(m) (Other) - . -

All things considered, if you could set up a workshop of your own devising
right now--concerned with MUSE/IGE installation and refinement--
(a) What would its purpose and topic be?

(b) For whom would it be held? That is, who would be the "audience?"

Cducational Testing Service Durham, N. C.



QUESTIONNAIRE FOR THE 1IC
(as a group activity)

"~ 0.M.B. No. 51-5-72023
| Approval expires 12-31-7

|

the 1972-73 school year, we are requesting that IIC's and
very brief instruments concerning present status, plans,
related to the MUSE/IGE implementation. Items and ques-
from the longer instruments completed last year; they
December 1972.

As a follow-up into
Principals complete
and perceived needs
tions are excerpted
should be answered now in terms. of the present:

Please involve only regular I1C members in completing the form, and may we sug-
gest that it be done as part of an IIC meeting. Time required: 10-15 minutes.

An addressed and post-paid envelope is enclosed for your use. Please complete
and return the questionnaire within two weeks of receipt, and sooner if possible.

w0

(:;:) a. The TIC regularly meets for _hours per week. YES

¢c. Is an agenda regularly prepared for 1IC Meetings?............

If YES, is it printed and distributed in advance?........

d. Does the IIC keep a formal log or set of minutes?............ -
¢. Arc minutes or reports of IIC meetings generally distributed

after the weekly meetings?. ..., ) )
f. Do you sometimes request non-I[IC members (of the school

staff) to attend IIC MEtings?. . ...v'u''re e e, _

g. When was the IIC set up? (month & year) _ 19
h. When did the IIC actually begin functioning as the '"governing group"
for the school's instructional program? 19 _

Roughly what percentage of IIC time has been devoted to the following

broad activities so far this year? (To the nearest 5%).
Monitoring IGE implementation in the school and evaluating progress
Dealing with, explaining to, or getting support of--parents -
Aiding the units in instructional programing in IGE subject(s), and
related assistance such as materials and recording pupil progress
Planning and arranging in-service training for the whole staff
General management of the school and personnel relations
Planning (of all sorts) for 1972-73 and 1973-74 operations.

__(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
— (e)
-

(g
100"

(Other)

Many have expressed a need for '"technical
MUSE/IGE implementation--above and beyond
terials, or other supportive requirements
3 or 4 most pressing technical-assistance

assistance" in accomplishing
the personnel, financial, ma-
they may have. What are the
needs at your school?

(use space below and at bottom of page 2)
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Any or all of the following topics may present problems to a school in the
process of embracing and implementing MUSE.and IGE patterns. This wide
range is based on feedback from schools engaged in implementation. As the
1IC group, please consider which of these have been really nettlesome during
this school year--items which have presented troublesome obstacles to a
smooth MUSE/IGE implementation.

Then, choose the FOUR of thosc items that have been the most serious in your
bChDDl'S implementation this year, and mark those four in the column shown.
Please check no more than 4 items,

1. hecpln; records and xgcgrdlng student progress
For IGE

~Stating instructional DbJELtIVL% 1n bEhaVlDle t:rm%
Grouping Studenta for instruction

Multiage grouping in rooms, clusses, or units ]
Assessment of ;tudent: 'ﬂ;thvcment status Jﬂd needg
WNorking on two or more IGE subjects -
’lgpleantlng the 1GL ins structional prgg;amxng madgl

- Teaching all the various sizes of instructional

____groups o e
9. Level of 5uppurt/caapciatlun from parcnts j

10. Level of gupport/caoperdt1an from district pcrscnnel 1

11. Reporting and explaining to _parents § community

12. Overall school schedules and separate unit schedules

13. Time available for planning, grouping, EVd]u1t1ﬂg,

& preparation--in the units

14, Teachers knowing § woTking with up. to 150 students

15, Costs for staff, materials, LDﬂ%thLthﬂ _training’

1
}m.‘ -..d‘ U‘u;‘ [ | R 28]
w I I R Y

16. Time for in-service tralnlng . -
17. Coordination of use of space, miterials, , staff
18. Roles and responsibilities of aides

19. Daily moving of students § tédLthb w;thln u11t5
20. Discipline, noise, :onfu51un L _ i
21, Nature of the bUlelngCSJ, layout; space; doors - !
22. Materials and cquipment in the IMC/library ] '

ESEVLQcat;on of 1MC/11brary, acce551b111ty E 513&

25;'€upp1y of largc var1ety Df teach;ﬁg materlalsrri'

25}7812246?’un1t staffs -
27. Children's adjustments to the new Troutines

28. Schedullng special teachers (art, phys. ed, etc.)
into the instructional programs of the units_

Has your school--AT ANY TIME-—develcped'an overall MUSE/IGE

"implementation timetable?". . . . . . . .. .. ... ... ... Yes__ No
If YES, a) When was this formally done? I -
b) Has it since been revised? . . . . . ... .. .. .. Yes__ No_
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Do you consider that yuur school is an active menmber of a linkage group
of MUSE/IGE schools (pact, league, network, sub-league)? . . Yes No

I'f YES, in general does the 1IC feel that this association is of

vialue to the school? ., . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . Yes_ No
UNTT ORGANIZATION
, (a) How many regular instructional units are organized at this time? _
(b) Do these units include all students in the school?, . . ., Yes_  No

If NO, please explain the "exceptions."

(¢) Is there any unit that does not have an IGE subject?. . . Yes No

(d) PLEASE PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION FOR EACH UNLT: (Most
items can be answercd with a Yes or No).

Units —_— X X . X X X X X

Grade-cquivalents in
the unit

ow much weekly unit-
meeting time (hours)

Regrouping for IGE sub-
ject(s) typically oc-
curs (weeks)

Hlow many formalized
_JGE subjects in unit?

Do you consider the unit
to be multiaged?

Ts instruction for IGE .
subject(s) multiaged?

Is OTIER Tegular instruc-
tion multiaged?

Ts agenda typically pre-
_pared for unit meetings?

Are unit- meetings some-
times used for formal
inservice in the unit?

Do all unit teachers
teach the IGE subject(s)?

Is periodic assessment in
IGE subject(s) done by
formgl test techniques?

Is periodic assessment
done by "general teacher
judgement'?

o - N SN B B A A .




10.

12.

(b)
(a)
(b) I
(e) I
(a)

(b)
(a)

(b)
(a)

(b)
(a)
(b) I

IiC-4

(i%;) Schools are, 1mplement1ng MUSE and IGE in different ways and on different

. schedules. As an aid in summarizing certain overall practices across
schools this year, please answer each item below with a yes or no, indi-
cating present operations and features of your school's MUSE/IGE
implementation. Please answer in terms of the 1972-73 school year,

Do you hold regular IIC meetings on a scheduled basis?.........o.ovunn.n.

Does the IIC make decisions concerning the instructional program?.......

Is the IMC/library adequately stocked with instructional material?......

Is the IMC/library being "used to capacity' by students § teachers?.....

In general, do teachers in the units take on different roles
within the units (differentiated staffing)?.... S ae s i aassaaans

Are paraprofessionals Lantrlbutlng to the instructional program?........

Are lines of communication in the school B ] 2=

Are teachers' concerns and nceds considered by the IIC and principal?.

Are your units multiaged (with a 2 to 4 year spread)?. ... ... . iiinnnnann.

Within the units, is instruction itself typically directed to
multlaged groups of chlldren?....!,.i....,,......................i.i!i

Has the prlnclpal been able to encaurage teachers to experlment w1th
dlfferent 1nstrugt10nal appraaches.....!.iiiiiig!g!_....i.ggg!g.....g.

In gereral, are the unlts fungtlonlng as ”wcrklng gloups?” That is,
are the unit staffs doing cooperative planning and teachlng?....i.g.ii

Do most teachers appear content with their "teammates?',...........o.o....

Is your gchagl fully unltlzed at thlS tlme? That is, are all students

Is the Klndergarten 1n§t1ugt10na11y 1ntegrated W1tH a primary unlt?..ii,

Are unit leaders focusing unit attention on the IGL subject and the
instructional programing Model?. .. ...u'''sevneerereernenennnnonesees,

In general, are unit leaders finding it easy to encourage or assign
a variety of teaching responsibilities in the units?..........vvuvuenn.

On the whole, does the school staff appear to be "sold" on the idea of
the multlunlt schaol structure?...i.........................._g!!!!iii

Do ygu have pErlOdlE or regularly scheduled in- service tralnlng for
the whole school b S

Have school representatives attended various sorts of training and
conferences sanSOred by agencles Dut51de the schgol 51nce 6 72?,i;...

Thank you for your assistance.

Educational Testing Service Durham, North Carolina
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Principals' Definition of ""Beginning Point"
of MUSE/IGE Installation

9-71 o
7 , \» 1-72 | 4-72 | 9-72
[N's. .. 57 8 | 14
N % | N § N %
Organization of teachers and students into functioning units|iz-21 | 1-12 |
Decision by school staff to be committed to MUSE/IGE........[13-23 5-62 4-28
Preschool Workshop for the school staff................... . |4- 7 1- 7
Initiation of the Wisconsin Reading Design: assessment...... 5- 9 3-21
Initiation of team functions (planning, §ﬁar1ﬁ§, teaching).. 9-16 | 112 | 3-13
Selection of the Unit Leaders.,.... e e 3«5
Initiation of other individualized currlculum assessment,.. 2- 4
First regular meeting of the TIC.................00c.... '...,J 1- 2 1- 7
Development of the IMC or Learning Center or Media Cuntcr T1- 2 | I
Initiation of in-service tralnlng....i,.é,.!,.i..,.!,..a.i.J 3= 5 1- 7
Choice of subject-area(s) for IGE. .. ....................... .
Delineation of general or specific ob;cctlves in ICE §UhJECE
Principal's initial training. ................coovoii T ] S
Superintendent's decision to enroll................... ... .. J 1- 7
Decision by the IIC 'to gD”,...................,.......f.... )
(Multiple response or no TesSponse) .. .. ..., ..,.. .. d 2= 4 | 1-12 | 1-7
Continuing Serious Problems as Installation Obstacles |Tab1; PEEV"I

(from principals' point of view)

“Ineffective leadership of some or all Unit 1eaders.............. 13-23 2-25 | 5-36
Confusion over new roles and r25p3n41b111t125,,..g,.2ia-,._i.igi 12-21 1-12 5-36
Teachers working too hard and long; '"burn-out" ................. 23-40 4-5Q 9-64
A sizable number of teachers not fully committed to MUSE “and IGE 7-12 | 3-38 | 1- 7

Lack of effective consulting assistance from outside the school. 13-23 4-50 5-36
Resistance to idea of teaching multiage groups of students...... 4- 7 2-25 5-36
Problems in teamwork, planning, §& sharing in any or all units...|[13-23 4-50 5-36
_Departmentalization cf instruction in the un;ts.ii,!ii.-...;!,,i 8-14 | 1-12 | 3-36
Problems in school communication: between units; access to -

the principal; teachers and the IIC; staff meetings; attitudes| 5- 9 o 5-36

Problems in IMC: materials, staffing, space, and accessibility..[12-21 1-12 %eES
_Problems in in-service: content, frequency, time, relévance...,;.14 24 2-25 | 5-36
Competition among the UMITS..............00000rviesovronenonn ol 3- 5 B 2-14
Inadequate time for unit plannlng,,,,,i,,i,,,,i_,,ii,iifi,_g,gii -5 2-25 1= 7
Pupil mobility through the year.............0.0o' v nrnnnnnnn.

Parent dlsappraval or lack of suppmrt..._.iii.j.fﬁ_f}f.j)jf,,ij. o .
Some teachers resist role of the unit leader.................... 1- 2 1- 7
Costs for materials, supplies, aides.............co.vvvvvrvnrnns. .

Have mo aides.......... ..o [ 3505
Have too few materials and other facilities ....................| 2= 4 2-14
_No one to compare notes with; need moral suppart._ii!,,{ljiif})} 1= 2 g
Deal with multiaged graups..!.i.i-,,_!.!..!ii-ggi,__;ig..,...i.i 1- 2 o e
Time for IIC MEEtINES . ..ttt vt ininninnnnenernnrnenensnoeenns 2. 4
Schedullng special suUbJeCtS. . ittt i i i e 1- 2
Other programs imposed byrDlstr1ct..,g.,.r e senesesasisss s m777 _
Getting new (untralned) unit tea:hers.ig... 7
Trying to seriously e ] 1-12 ) -




Principals' Assessments of Staff Attitudes
By Any Entries in Given Patterns

e __Response Category ) N
__CAUTIOUS _ NEUTRAL _ AGREEABLE _ ENTHUSIASTIC

X X ' X X 22- 38 2- 25 | 8- 57
X X X A 1- 2 1- 7
X
X

e g = |

X _ _ _ X ) ] 1 1- 7

a.
5.
6, i X X . ) ) )
2 - — 1- ]
8. X 16- 27  |4- 50 [1- 7
9. ) X 5- 9 |- 7
0. X T ] X 1S 12 1.7

Principals' Assessments of Staff Aftitudes
By Percentage Ranges and Means

CAUTIOUS _ NEUTRAL _ AGREEABLE _ ENTHUSIASTIC.

29 - 59

MUSE Mean % , 5 7 0-80 0-100

% Range 0-30 0-40

IGE Mean % 5 6 29 60
% Range 0-20 0-40 0-85 0-100

MUSE Mean % 7 5 (
% Range 0-50 0-25 0-100 0-85
e — — - _ ,, — 4.

IGE Mean % 7 4 4?2 47
% Range 0=80 0-20 0-100 ~10-100

MUSE  Mean % 9 12 37 42
% Range 0-25 0-50 0-85 0-10




Principals' Ratings of Unit lcader Performance
(for 14 schools installing 9-72)

EgﬁiﬁmLéadér ?Qﬁél = 46 | \Paorlfﬂ \dequat;lv

N % N %

(a) Is efficient in discovering and utilizing resources:

___staff, space, materials, assistance I~ 2 22-48

(b) Performs liaison functions bctween the unit (its con o

____cerns § needs) and the TIC and principal 13- 6 | 17-37

(c) Assists interns, student-tcachers, aides, and now - -

____teachers in their unit roles - B 1- 2 23-50

(d) Cvokes positive attitudes toward new methods, and new i
materials, and curricular § instructional changes 2- 4 20-43

{e) Plans and carries out the instructional program in
the unit for the IGE subject(s)

I | ra
i
W
&0
]

11
(f) Ma;ntalnh effective communication with parents 7-1

(g) Conducts constructive unit meetings, including plan-
ning, in-service, problem solving 3- 6 22-48

(h) Contributes megnlngfully (through the 1IC) to the eduy
cational program of the whole school 1 19-41

(1) DemDnSLrates and pra;tlcéi gaad tea;h1ng APPIDJLHCS B 21-46

(j) Makes use of @ppcrtunltlés to perfect hl&/th7%k1L1%‘2-74 ) 21 46 -

(k) Monitors and coordinates all the aspects of the unit -
as a "school within the school" - o 7-15 19-41

Topics for High-Priority Staff Workshops
Needed as of Midrear 1%72-73

[N's... 57

| {

Graup prgcesses relationsh1ps sharlng, dec1alun maklng
REVIEW of the concepts of individualization

Develop performance objectives for IGE subject-area
Review instructional programing model procedures: HOW TO

EESESENIE T

Define roles & responsibilities in units and/or IIC
Translate a given curriculum into IGE terms
How to group and regroup

Develap assessment tools for students

p—

| ba e ralon Lo b

Plan for multiage instruction

Develop enthusiasm and insights for the programing model
Improved communications among all school-related groups
Instructional materials/activities for skill development

=

How to adjust to different learning styles
"How to find planning time

Organize an IIC in our school
Evaluate our progress and problems
Study the flexibile nature of MUSE

—

Not needed 7 . ~ '7 W . ';

ol Ll I S R R SR




APPENDIX C

Tables for the IIC Instiument




|
.
I [

Number of IIC's Reporting any Proportion
of Time Spent on Specific ITC Functions

Installatlon Groups

S _ ,
\f 1-72 4-72 9-72
[N's 54 8
Response Category ) ) N %5 | NS TN ¢
Monitor IGE & evaluate progress ) - 52-96 | 5-62 |10-83
Deal with, explain to, parents 45-83 6-75 | 10-83
Aid units (IGE, materials, records) i o 149-91 6-75 | 10-83
Plan, arrange schoolwide inservice ) 41-76 | 6-75 | 9-75
Manage school, and personnel relations 50-92 | 8-100 10-83
Plan for MUSE/IGE in 1973-74 i 51-94 | 8-100 | 11-92
Major Implementation Obstacles Noted by IIC's
(4 most serious)
1. Keeping records and rECDleng student progress o '
for IGE _ |18-33 4-50. 1-33
2. Stating instructional DbJEEthES in bLthiDT?l tcrm% 9-17 1-12
37 Grouping students fDr instruction - | 7-13 1-12 4-33
4. Multiage grouping in rooms, classes, or unltk"’ 1 6-11 | 3-38 2-17
5., Assessment of studcnts achievement status “and need% 6-11 1-12 2-17
6. WDrklﬂgﬁpﬂ two or more IGE SUbjECté . {10-18 1-12 2-17
7. Implementing the IGE instructional proﬁlamlng model | 6-11 J=_ 8
8. Teaching all the various sizes of instructional
_groups ,7 7-13 ]
9. Level of suEport/290perat1on from parents 1- 2
10. Level of sugpcrt/ccapcratlan from district p _personnel| §-15 1-12 1- 8
11. Reporting and explaining to parents § community 6-11 1-12
12. Overall school schedulés and separate unit schedules|]3-24 3-38 1- §
13. Time available for planning, grouping, evaluating, - -
& preparation--in the units 34-63 4-50 6-50
14. Teachers knowing & warklng with up to 150 students | 5- 9 1-12 1- 8
15. Costs for staff, materials, CGDSthCtlDH tralnlng 9-17 2-25 3-25
16. Time for in-service tralnlng ' , 10-18 2-25 2-17
17. Coordination of use of space, materials , staff — 16-11 4-33
18. Roles and responsibilities of aides | 1-2 1- 8
19, Daily moving of students § teachers W1th1n units | 3- 6 1- 8
20. Discipline, noise, confusion ) 6-11 2-25 3-25
21. Nature of the bulldlng(g), 1ayout, space; dDors | 6=11 1-12 1- 8
22. Materials and equipment in the IMC/1library o 6-11 B B
23. Location of IMC/1ibrary; accessibility § size 15-9 2-17
24. Qutside assistance for consultation § in- service - 15-9 2-25 1- 8
25, Supply of largﬁivarlety of teachlng mater;als B 1 7-13 :
26. Size of unit staffs. B 4- 7 1- 8
27. Children's adjustments to the new ‘routines | _|1-2 j1-12 i
28, Scheduling special teachers (art, phys. ed, etc.) -
into the _instructional programs of the units 12-22 | 1-12 | 2-17
Other . O ] 17-13 1-12 5-42




Characteristics of the

Response Category

IIC Meeting

Installation Groups

9-71
1-72

2

9-72

ECI.

17

| =

N %

--1IC regularly meets Indefinite 2 -4 11 -12 1 - 8
hours per week ~ 1/2 hour F -7 ) 1 -8
T 19 -35 4 -50 6 -50
1-1/2 13 -24 1 -12 1 -8
- T 10 -18 |2 <25 2 -17

4

1

--Regularly scheduled at given

[
=
|

oo
&
]

| g

--Agenda regularly prepared?

--(If YES), agenda distributed in advance?

--Formal log, minutes kept?

--Minutes generally distributed after

____ meetings?

--Non-IIC members sometimes requested to

atténd?

YES| 45 -83 7 -88. | 8 -67
“NO 9 -17 1 -12 4 -33
YES| 26 -- 6 -- 6 --
- N0 |19 -- 1 -- 2 -
YES| 35 -65 6 -75 6 -50
B NO | 18 -33 2 -25 6 -50
YES| 37 -69 |5 -62 4 -33
NO | 17 -31 3;3%j78=6?
-YES| 47 -87 7 -88 |10 -83
) - NO 7-13 |1 -12 | 2 -17°

"Has the school--at any time--developed an

Membership in Linkage Group

“YES
NO

~--Is school an active member 7
of linkage group of schools?

YES
NO

“YES
NO




11C Most Pressing Neecds for Technical

Assistance Reported by IIC's

\ T._lbli‘ I-6

___Insiullation Groups
9-71 | 4-721]9-72 [[Total
+ 1-72
_ . - N ) { N's 54 8 12 || 74
A Mare general help on IGE how to 1mplcant 9 2 1 12
General school management, scheduling - B 4 1 o 5
Techniques for assessment, evaluation ) 2 1 2 5
Group dynamics: how to work _together B ) 2 1 2 1 5
Record-keeping (on students) for IGE 4 11 5
Developing learning modules and units i i 1 | 1 1 3
Writing good instructional DbjECthES 2 1 3
ch to _group Students for IGE 1n5tructlon 1 1 1 3
B More TIME for IGE, unit 1eadeTs plaﬁnlng, ete. 4 2 2 8
More aides (paid and/or valunteer) - - 4 1 5
More help from State Department, R § D ] 3 1 1 5
Inservice and workshops o o 3 2 5
A model to visit and learn from R I 1 4
More personnel o B - 3 - 3
Developing materials - o 2 1 3
___ Curriculum L - - - ) o |l 3 3
A How to use the learning center 2
"~ Best organization of the IMC 1
How train personnel to manage the IMC 1
Help in establishing our long-range goals 1
How to_integrate Kg and primary _ . Aiif 1
How to multiage successfully 1
Cycling continuous teacher-training 2
Training for UL 1
How to report to parents 1
Integrating special teachers into IGE . o _ 2
Clarification of study skills materials 1
How best to utilize our space 1
Evaluating IGE teacher effectiveness 1
Better communication in the whole school 2
___How to make our IIC aCthE effective - B 1
B How to dellcate téstlng materlals 1
"~ Better ways to disseminate materials 2
Cognitive Domain 1
How to check daily classwork 1
_Motivation . _ } ,, , 1
Money B o i 2
Space 2
How to use A-V equipment 2
Discipline 1
Need an SPC 1
‘We need a learning disability teacher 1




Unit Organization and

Characteristics

[Table 1-7

l

Installation Groups

9-71
* 1-72 =72 | 9-72
[N's 54 8 12
Rcspanse Categgry ' N % [ N 5 | N %
-= Do the units lnclude al] YES | 37-68% 7-88 8-67
____students in the ch@ol?r ) i NO | 16-30 1-12 4-33
-- Reasons for "exceptions" ) ) - : ) ’
to full unitization:
Separate kindergarten program 7 1
Separate classes for Special Ed, EMR 1 1
Grades 4-5, 5-6, 6-8, not ;n:luded 3 1
Grades 1-3 not included 3
____Combinations of the above B ) 2 1 1
=~ Does any unit NOT have an ) - YES | 7-13 2-25 | 1- 8
IGE subject-area? - _NO | 46-85 6=75 111-92
-~ Number of units in school ALL [ 42-78 | 8-100[ 9-75
which appear to be multiaged SOME | 9-17 1- 8
__(NONE = grade level units) i NONE | 3- 6 ) 2-17
-- Is instruction for IGE subject(%) YES | 36-72 6-75 9-75
multiaged? NO| 3-6 2-25 2-17
(SOME = in some units) SOME | 12-22 | 1- 8
-- Is other regular instruction YES | 27-50 4-50 2-17
multiaged? NO | 15-28 2-25 8-67
- - B 7 SOME | 12-22 2-25 2-17
-- How many formalized IGE 11 14-26 3-38 |11-92
subjects, typically 1-21 6-11 1-12 |
in the whole school? - 2] 17-31 2-25 -
2-31 4-7 | 1-12 B
31 36 o 1- 8
3-41 4- 7
- - 4 4 6-11
* In 3 s¢hacls Speclal Ed EMR is a unit; in 5, Kg is ofganized 4s a unit.
- Number of weekly IndeflnlijE '
unit meeting hours 1- 8
2 - 5-42
3 3-25
o -~ o 4 H - ~3-25
-- Unit meeting agenda typically i ~YES 6-50
) prepared? 5 - - NO - ) 6-50
-~ Unit meetings sometimes for ) - YES | 40-74 7-88 8-67
__ __inservice in the unit? B ~ N0 |13-24 1-12 4-33
~- Do all unit teachers teach . - YES | 46-85 8-100 [ 11-92
the IGE subject(s)? ___NO| 8-14 o 1-8
-~ Periodic assessment done by - YES | 43-79 5-62 9-75
formal test techniques? NOj| 4- 7 3-38 3-25
_ i i SOME | 6-11
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Tables for Comparison Group
of 1971-72/1972-73 Schools

Qo
ERIC



Number of Continuing Serious Impleme.atation Probiems
May 1972 vs Midyear 1972-73 for 43 Schools

(Tab e

S-

1

B 7 . ) B . _May |Midyear
Ineffective leadership of some or all unit leaders ) 11 12
Confusion over roles and responsibilitics 17 11
Teachers working too hard and long; "burn-out" 20 17
A sizable number of teachers not fully committed to MUSL and IGE -
/\V.‘lllablllty of effective consulting assistancc from outside the school 14 9
Resistance to idea of teaching multiage groups of students 7 4
Problems in teamwork, planning, § sharing within any or all units 14 11
Departmentalization Df instruction in the units o i 5 8
Problems in commu.ication in the school: between units; access to -
the punc;pdl teachers and the IIC; staff meetings; attitudes 10 4
Problems in IMC: materials, staffing, %plLC and accessibility 13 7
Problems in in-service tra1n1ng content, frequency, time, relevance 19 12
Competition among the units o , e . e
Other . - - o ) 8 11

Characteristics of the "Active IIC"
May 1972 vs Midyear 1972-73 for 43 schools -

May Mldyeaf : ' Mﬁzgﬂ 7'M1dyear
o - YES | YES NOo | ["No [ YES WO
Regularly-scheduled meetings? 42 40 2 1 -1
Agenda regularly prepared? 33 31 2 10 6 4
Formal log/minutes kept? 26 22 4. 17 9 8
Minutes distributed? 27 22 5 16 10 6
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Frequency Distributions (for 41 Schools)
of NO to YES and YES to NO Changes in Responses
to IIC Summary Questions on Status of Implementation
May 1972 vs Midyear 1972-73

Number of Changes from YES to NO
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nber of Changes from NO
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