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\ © pBsTRACT : .

. . . .
,This report preésents the results of an initial .evaluation study’
of Individually Guided Edutation (IGE). A matched sample of IGE, and
non—IGE schools was compared on a varlety of direct and indirect
. outgome measures. Findings indicated general support for 'the achiev
mejit of direct outcomes, with few dlfferenqps between IGE and contro
schools shown on indirect. outcome measures. fg%nclu91ons and rec
dations are directed both toward further eva tion efforts as w¢l
to 1dent1fy1ng issues in furthering research and develoﬁment on
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VA . : o
S T , , INTRODUCTION X .
gy \‘ , '

Indivi uided Educati: (IGE) is a major educat onal 1nAdva

tlon, poss1bly he most widely recognized achievement ®f, th edugptional
cent%rs furided by the” federal gove hment. There are

‘the IGE program. There is a network of IGE coordinat rs in 23 sta
with schools banded. together in leagues, hubs/ and regl
ating counc1ls--akl of which has occurred with a minimum
funding support. Many universities now offer teacher education courses
.ip IGE; the Sears Foundation has supported the devélopment ‘Qf a substan-

¥ial number of textbooks, fllmstrlps, and supporting mater1als for use .
in the teacher education effort. The National Association for IGE, forped
Bnly four* years ago, has already drawn mor € then 1,000 participants at
‘one of its national conferences. IGE may not ultimately become the -alter-
native to the traditional age—graded, self-contained elementary school
classroom, ‘but it has already- come"”closer than any other elementary school
1nnovat10n4§f this era. S

Interestingly,-IGE-has had “this 1mpact wit 'ut s stantial evaluation

information available on its effectiveness: Thehe havd been a number of
studies conducted by the R & D Center, by /1/D/E/A/, and by local "schools.
Th&se that could be readily identified are tev1ewed-1n Chapter III; v
undoubtedly others exist that’ wegwéfg not able to identify or locate. .
But there is little question that these studles of IGE are fragmentary,
lack comprehensiveness, and in many ‘instances have serious ‘methodglogical
limitations. In addition, the findings are by no means overwhelmingly
supportive of IGE. Results of these studies are in general -not compel—
ling enough to change anyone's prlor ‘opinion about IGE. ,

< A dlscuss10n of why IGE has. grown as it has without evaluative in-
formation’ would gd beyond the purpose of thTs report and the expertise
of thq wrlters.\ It would r,eqvﬁj an analysis of the sociology of educa- .

tional innowations  and the 1i s of current educaticonal evaluation pro-.
cedures as a source of decisio king. However, the lack of -evaluative
°information for IGE is understandable given the following set of:
circumstances. - g Ce . N

1.. The outcomes of the IGE program have never been totally defined.
The most comprehens1ve (but'by no_means universally accepted) set of
outcomes is that developed by 71/D/%/A/. These 35 outcomes have proven
very useful to the /I/D/E/A/—orlglnated IGE schools for self-evaiuwation .,
of thelr»programs. However, as objectlves for evaluatlon studies, the

~ . . . v e
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/1/D/E/A/ outcomes have serious limitations. They combine both’implemen-

-

a

tation .and, outcome objectives, and instrumentation for thesé.,outcomes is
primarily‘designed for self-evaluation. Fimblly, 35 objectives are far
too .Jmany to try to deal with in any single study. . % . (
On the other hand, the R & D Center has published a“set of 88
performance objectives, almost all of which are implementation objectives.
Like the /I/D/E/A/ outcomes, no criterion levels are‘establiéhed,_although_

the R & D Centér has- attempted to Sequence its objectiveé (earlier

. objectives to be achieved come before later objectives) to a greater ..

degree than.has /I/D/E/A/. . Like the /I/D/E/A/ set, the R.& D Center .-
performance objectives are intended primarily for self-evaluation. Only

- recently has the R & D Center begun to define outcomes of IGE. Given’

: the status of available materials defining IGE, it is not surprising.

 total comprefiensive ‘package. Thus, in comparing IGE .and non-IGE choolg,
. the particular, treatment being assessed may occqg.,),a’g.most as frequently 1i #

that field evaluations of IGE have tended to be fragmentdry.

2. Much of IGE, at least in regard to all seven of its components,
has only recently been completed; several compgnents have been s;arted
just within the past few years. Original evaluations of IGE were in fact
evaluations of only one component-~the multiunit school. Yet much of
the interest in evaluation has focused onginstructional change, which is
dependent on curriculum materials not widely available until very recently.

' 3. IGE is a comprehensive multi-faceted program for changing elem-
entary schools. As such, each school defines it somewhat differently,
and the simple experimental-control evaluation design that is often desired
is inappropriate. Adding to this difficulty is the fact tha any of the

compongnts of IGE are not unique to IGE schools; what is unique is the '%

the control schools as the IGE schools. »

4. IGE is a very complex program, demanding sqvgral years to fylg
implementﬂapprop:gétely, given consiferable resouféeé%;nd effort. There
is a tendency in evaluating educatio¢fiX‘programs to want to measure
effects immediately after the Ptogram has been jnitidted. Such an approach

_in IGE is bound to fail; studies of this naturéfdegenérate to implementation

studies, regardless of their intent. 3 e :

5. Until very recently, the R & D,Center found it impossible to
obtain funding for IGE evaluation after the initial multiunit school
evaluations and formative evaluations of curriculum materials. There is

"a case to be made for this approach, as the remaining components of IGE °

were not available to the, degree that would have made large scale evalua-
tion efforts justifiablel But the absence of funding has also meant that
the planning and preparation for evaluation that sheuld have been going '

‘'on for the past thr to four years was not done; available staff had to

be assigned to othe evelopmental efforts that were ,being funded.
6. What resources thé R & D Center had for IGE were channeled into

. implementation rather than evaluation. Our point is not to criticize

this decision; in fact, we are convinced that this was the correct strategy
to adopt. The point is that other centérs did not adopt this strategy, thus
collecting far greater evaluative information, but’ with less emphasis on
implementation of their programs.. Therefore, . today their prodiams have
evidence of an evaluative nature, but fewer schools are using them. The ~
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"R &ancenter is in the converse situation, with many schools and little
evaluative information. . Both approaches are open to criticism: the

R & D Center for”implementing a program without extensive data; and
others for not getting the program to the field.

conditions for evaluation of. IGE have now changed #The National
Institute o ducation has adreed to support a three year effort, begin-
ning in Janvary™1976. IGE has now been available to schools for

a sufficient number ears,. so-that the program (or at least the s
first version of the prog 'shauld have\stablllzed The curriculum
‘materials developed for IGE-~-Wi§ ain Design’ fpr Reading Skill Develop-
ment, DevVeloping Mathematical Processes, ndividudily Guided Mdtivation,
and Prervading--are now commercjally available or“w1§§§‘e .in the near
future. Perhaps of greatest importance, IGE schools are now- faced with,
demands for accountability from parents, comminity, and- school boards,
and are fervently requesting evaluation information and assistance.

The balance of this report presents preliminary plans and procedures
for IGE evaluation. Chapter II is a discussion of specific concerns. that
arise in the attempt to evaluate IGE, and identifieﬁfsome of the unique
problems associated with this type qf evaluation. Chapter III is a -
summary of the available IGE evaluatlon studies, employing the d1st1nCr
tions developed in Chapter II. Chapter IV presents a summary of an
exploratory pilot study that was carried out ‘'in January and February’

1976 involving 15 IGE schools and 15 matched non-IGE Schools., :

Although the structure of this report follows the typical research
report format with literature review preceding 1r1ca1 data collection,
the activities reported in Chapters .II &nd II were actually carried out
at the same time. It should not be assumed that these activities were
carrled out under optimal conditions. In fact, they were’ conducted with

minimal resources, and under time constraints hat did not permit exten- °

*sive advance planning. However, we do’ feel th¥t what has been done. will
;provlde a base for further, more systematic efforts to evaluate IGE. It
is in this context that the follow1ng chaptéers are presented

v
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& 16 E_‘LALUATION RE o i

. CONSIDERATIONS IN EVALUATING IGE = / N ’

One of the 1ntent10ns of this report is to draw together the previous
IGE evaluations; there has been no summary document published for a number .
of. years._ Yet the studies present 4 wide rande of approaches and findings
that are bound to defy any s;mple,éummar;zatlon. This is not surprising, .
as IGE itself is complex, thus not yielding to a simple evaluation design.
In order to organize the prevlods studies, as well.as prOV1de a structure
for the evaluation study dlscugged in. Chapter Iv, some issues relevant to
evaluating IGE are presented here. :

One wa¥y to view the erAuatlon of an educat10na1 program is, to treat
it as a research study, applying . the same expectations and procedures.
From the research perspective, a treatment (in this case an educational
program) is introduced apd, its hypothesized or ‘expected effects are mea-
sured. A design (e.g.AfeXperimental-control or pre-post) is utilized
that is appfopriate to/the jnferences desired. Any effects the program
has will be observed if reasonable diligence has been shown. '

There is no. questlon that educational evaluation must follow the °
research model, as /it represents the scientific approach' to the collec-.
tion of emp1r1cal EV1dence. But researchers trained in laboratory or
quasi-laboratory /settings have often failed to take into consideration.
some issues of considerable_ importance 1n the evaluation of edficational
programs, regarding both independent and dependent variables.

. . T

IMPLEMENTATION OBJECTIVES, DIRECT OUTCOMES, AND INDIRECT OUTCOMES

An educational innovatjon is introduced for a purpose and it is .
reasonable to expect that, if effective, the innovation will-produce
certain predicted effects. often the effeéts of educational programs
have not.been carefully stated; due to the. complexity of real life
educational settings, seldom is there an opportunity to map out the com-

* plete causal network that exists between program input and oftput. But
failure to identify the major causal outcomés of an educational innovation
leads to a totally untestable intervention’which must necessarily die out
jonce the initial rush of enthusiasm has passed, to be replaced by the -
next innoevation.
. A simple model of causal inference in evaluatlon is presented in
Figure 1. According to the model, when an educational program has been
properly implemented, this jmplementation should lead to 'specified direct
outcomes, the achievement of which in turn may lead to indirect outcomes

. e

-



o,

 »Implementation
O{ganizational'Strpctures
' e | ;
Program activities

) . Proce:es )

~ '-‘f,'
&,

* Direct
, Outcomes =~ -
1. Criterion-referenced
achievement changes
2. Specific behavig
'~ changes Cor

3.  Direct reactions or
opinions regarding
the program

Indirect
Outcomes

1. Norm-referenced
achievement changes

2.. General attitudinal
and behavioral changes

3. Other

<

16

Figﬁre 1. Model of causal inference in evaluation. °
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of the innovation. /Impl menta gﬁ object1ves are the spec1f1ed orgaﬂ&za-
tional changes, program ‘activities, or. processes that are to be carr1ed
out in order for the program to be operationalized. In research terms,
1mp1ementatlon object1ves are independent variables under the control of
the program staff, and cr1teria'shou1 be.the dichotomous, " yes=or-no
type of decision. Direct outcomes are the high probability effects of
the 1nnovatlon. ‘In other words, diréct outcomes -are the effects that
should follow if the ‘program is properly 1mp1emented, if they are absent,
developers and Proponeénts of the program should seek changes or abandon Jdt.
Indirect outcomes are eithey | oped/for or unexpected effects resu1t1ng
from pFoper lmplementatlon of the/program and achievement of the direct
outcomes,. but' on which the program does/not directly operate. These may
be highly; desirable outcames, but they are not outcomes for which the
programdfhould have a vested 1nterest {failure to achieve .these should
~ not inv¢lidate the program). /For example, decreasing vandalism might
"« be an indirect Jutcome of greater school involvement by students'. Failure
".w to achieve decreased vandallsm might be a d;sappointment, but in no-way

invalidates the Rrogram if it 'indeed has created greater school 1nvolve-.
ment. ¥ -
As intuitively obvious as the model is, digect outcomes have not
been distinguished-from indirect outcomes in much of the evaluatlon
literature. In social stience research the degree of. probability of a
hypothesis' is left strig¢tly to statistical test; if results are signifi-
cant, the lack of a logical rationale for the relationship is not ques-
tioned. While. the abzzrdities that can result from this approaeh have
. been documented {Lykken, 1968) , many educational programs do not include
" statements of direct'outcomes, and most dissertation writers continue to
. search only for statistical significance,--no matter how meaningless their
hypotheses might be, This approach has been termed the " oxX model" .
"» implementation of the program is hypothesized to lead to sézcified in-
direct outcomes, but the causal network through which-this should occur
. is never explicated. Failure to achieve the indirect outcomes leads to
" a rejection of the program without the adntecedent knowledge necessary to
make this decisi Z,'such as whether the program was ever implemented,
whether direct o tcomes followed from implementation, or whether achieve-
ment of direct ZEtcomes was pos1t1ve. Without verification that.the
program has created the expected direct outcomes, there is little reason
to-declare*the program, per se, responsible for the indirect outcomes.
/1/D/E/A// has approached the problem in a manner.that takes this
somewhat into /account., Its 35 outcomes are in fact combinations of im-
Plementation pbjectives and direct outcomes. According to its ratlonale,
‘-the IGE proggam includes the impleméntation element and the direct out-
comes element,. but not the indirect outcomes. Individual schools are
freé to detgrmlne whatever ‘indirect outéomes of the IGE program they
might’ desire, but /I/D/E/A/ does not consider attainment of any of these
indirect odtcomes as an indicator of the effectiveness of the IGE program.
Thus /I/D/E/A/ utilizes the first two boxes of the model.
pDistinguishing implementation from direct and indirect outcomes
‘provides several insighits into the problems. of evaluatlng IGE. "First,
. as mentioned earlier, the R & D Center's performance objectives are '

/ o ‘ ‘ . e
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primarily implementation objectives, and until very recently, the R & D
Center had not attempted to speCify direct outcomes for IGE. ° (It was
for this reason that the Evaluation Section was ferced ‘to define direct"

outcomes. for "the study- to be discussed in Chapter IV of this regpoxt.)

‘Lack of specification of the diréct outcomes has also germitted schools * °

. to adopt the IGE program for opposing reasons. Some schools may have

“ev

vE7

adopted IGE to decrease competition among students while ‘others have * -
hop Efthe program would increase competition. If the program were truly o
thi¥ ible, then it would nged to be declared’ totally unt:;jable and

4
i would be unnecessax

However, there are serious problems with the causal inf nce model

Aitself (rigure-1); when applied to any innovative educational program.

Most programs have impacts that are too broad ‘and diverse to be encap~
sulated in a simple causal network. Effects are often multiply caused,
and there are probably a number of levels of direct outcomes. Further,
it is-a gross oversimplification to suggest that the causal arrow always
moves from left to right. 1In fact, achievement of direct outcomes will' |
often influence implementation”and achievement of indirect outcomes, -
which will. probably influence both implementation and direct outcdmes, ’
and so on. -

The pOint is not to minimize the problems associated with trying to

‘explicate a causal network; in fact, a description.of the total logical ’

set of relationships for any program would undoubtedly be too complex to ,
be of any practical value. Nonetheless, some logical sequence of expec~
tations is reasonable for any egducational program and jit .should. be pos-

‘sible to define, at least'in probability terms, the relationships through

which the program .expects to fulfill its outcomes. Without this, evalua-
tion is a "fishing expedition.™ h ? o IR

"If a program is indeed introduced for a specific purpo , then the
simplest approach is' to adOpt the Skinnerian, operant learning model. From
the Skinnerian perspective, it is clear that an educationaL—program should
begin with its expected outcomes and th€ program should be devised to meet
those outcomes.: Thus, a program should be tailored to achieve certain

- effects, and the evaluation question should indeed be relatively simple,

as the outcomes to be achieved would already be specified. However, in®
practice, this is not the case. Some outcomes. are undoubtedly recognized .
from the beginning of the program, but these are seldom clearly specified
Rather, the program is defined :and implemented and then the outcomes are
determined, often. by the evaluator rather than the program staff. There
are two major reasons why programs are designed in this sequence.' Firdt,

" program or project developers tend to be "true believers"; they need no rf‘

vevaluation information to be convinced -of the worth of their programs. j,

As long as the processes have been Jproperly implemented the deveioper 9
are Willing to assume that the  odtcomes will automatically follow. Sel¥g
for a .substantial number of innovative edicational’ programs, outcomesfayg
spec1fied irrespective of the nature of the program. This- selection is-
done not by the program developers but by administrators, schoeol boards,

or other significant groups and .usually. consists “of . standardized achieve—
ment test scores. Despite: arguments questioning the, meaningfulness of -,
standardized achievement measures for most educational programs, the groups.
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with dec1s1onmak1ng power have réfused to understand and/or accept i.
broader set of outcomes. o .
Each of the elements of .the causal model also creates problems from
A research perspective. Implementation objectlves may not be clearly
specified. While this is often simply a reflectlon of inadequate program

-/ﬁevelopment effort, it muét be recognized that a program operatlng over

é

a one or two year period cannot includesall the detail specified ‘in the
typical experimental. treatment. Further, the school is not a controlled
settlng. "All applied researchers havettheir own expériences of ungched-
uled breaks in the-academic program due to weather, str1kes, a winning
basketball team; etc. Procedures are violated because people resp nsible
aren't available for questions at a critical moment, or they aren't con-
sulted when procédural changes are made, or they are\consulted but don't ”
think it would make any difference anyway. These are the constraints
" within which an educational program must operate in the real world.
- In addition, no matter how well specified the program, and how
motivated the school, ghe
leading to the comparisoh of experimental-control or pre~post scores which
‘really reflect non-treatment vs: nonrtreatment, or-as Charters ehd - Jones
*(1973). have termed it, "the appraisal'bf non-events." The particular
problem.wnth educatxonal programs is that- lmplementatlon can seldom be
redhced to a: s1ngle yes—no decision because it is composed of a whole
set of procedures to be cdrried out.. The R & D Center's 88 perfgprmance
objectives for IGE arxe more elaborate than many programs, but.the problem
is similar. Schools adopting IGE almost always 1mplement some part of
the program, ‘but almost never implement all'of-it, at least in the first
few yeags. low much is enough to declarflfimplementation appropriate?
And whi¥h aspects of implementation are re or less critical? Answers
to these questions are very seldom available: : .
Regarding outcomes, it is necessary to d13t1ngu1sh between two char-
acteristics of outcome measures--ob3ect1v1ty and. relevance. Object ity
. refers to the degree to which attalﬁment of the outcome aan be publi%h
‘ verified. A set of paper and penc1l.standardlzed test scores are h1ghly .
. objective, while. the opinions of an educational specialist after an
‘onsite visit are highly subjective. But objectivity is not synenocmous
with credibility. Standardized achievement test scores can be meaningless
because of lack of relevance to the particular innévation, language
problems, or lack of motivation. On the other hand, subjective insights ™
' provided through® observatlons are often the most penetratlng evidence to '

»

be found; yet they are, as we have said, not objectlve or 'easily verlfled.‘

‘While there is no question that, in genera}, the more: objectlve the _
measure the more credible it is, the subjective measure can be made more
credible by increasing the number of observers and carefully specifyiry
the. conditions of observations.’ Subject1v1ty is oftey less an issue of
credibility than of cost, as it is almost always more costly to secur
credible subjective evidence than credible objective- evidence.

Relevance is the degree to which a measure reflects the content of
the program. In’thé psychometric iterature, the term validity is used
_rather than relevange. However, v 1d1ty can be implied to be a charac-
teristic of the ingtrument 1rrespect1ve of the sﬁttlng, while here the

re are times when the program is ot implemented, -

. sy
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_emphas1s is bn the functlonlng of the 1nstrﬁment in a spec1f1ed setting;
thus the use of the term relevance. : S
’ Return1ng to the dlstlnctlon of d1rectlon and in 'rect outcomes,
‘mehsures of dlrect utcomes are (or should bef high levant to the’
program, If measures of ‘direct outcomes are irrelevapt bit is an dindica-
tion that th’\loglc of .the relatienships hypothesl has not been ade-
quately conceptualized.” 'These outcomes would not Have to be measured by
subjective -means, but by the -nature of'many educatxonal programs, they '
often are. Measures of 1nd1rect outcomes are often less relevant or even
1rrelevant because the 1nd1rect outcomes themselves aré irrelevant to
the program. ~ However, they have tended to be highly objective- (e g.
standardized achievement scores, cost data, attendance rates, etc )
. except where inherently sub]ectlve, as with attitudes.’
One other cons1deratlon in d1scu551on of the evaluation stud1es is
that evaluation: can ‘be conducted a2s a micro study or as a macro study.
The dlstlnctlon.of macro versus m1cro refers tQ the speclflclty w1th g

. investigate spec1f1c behawloral changes relat-L5F .4 ,-f. am. Inves-
+ tigations of whether students spend moreptiminf;“' § ua 1nstructlonal.

WOuid be micro studles, as the specxfi
”program are in fact asse§ed. Macro %F
_attempt to assess whether: 1nd1v;dualab >

to.the program actually occurred Rathi

best, only reflections of thg actual beha
the program. Most of the’ natianal pollcy;‘
gonducted, such as Headstart, have been‘(& this mature. Evaluations.of

,the 1nd1rect outcohes are almost alway_ﬁ cro studies; implementation

evaluations will by nature ‘be m1cro~stud1es (even if summarized.across

a large number of schools)‘ and evaluations of direct outcomes might-be '
. either macro or micro. ‘'Micto studies of direct outcomes would require

actuyal observatlon in the. schools of behavioral changes occurring after‘

program imp entation, whlle macro studies might infer the. behavior
changes through 1nterv1ews or onsite observations after the fact.

S

.f changes attributable‘
‘&comes assessed are, at
iéfal changes resulting from -
evaluatlons that h been

1‘-

\,' [ ¥

CONTENT ORGANIZATION FOR IGE - .
The IGE model has. seven coinponents--the multiunit school organization,

the Instructlonal Programing Model (I?M), measurement and evaluation pro-
cedures, “‘curriculum mater1als, home/school/communlty relations, facili--
tatlvp env1ronment$, and. cont1nu1ng research and development. Most of
these components have been operatlonallzed, at least in regard to the
elementary school. However, the seven components have been. useful -
primarily from an input or implementation perspective. = It would. q; S
difficult to argue. ‘that each of the seven components necessarlly develops ‘

. separate outcomes, except - under contrived conditions. For example, | 1 ?’
would be possible to de51gn a study that looked-at the effects of the
curriculum materials, without having the measurement and evaluatlon pro-
cedures that are’ 1nherght to the currlculum programs. -However, "the

S
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results of such a study would have’ lltt;e to say about how IGE functlons in
a real life setting. A re realistic approach is. to group the IGE. program
components into broader dimensionsg or constructs, and to employ these as
"elements in evaluatlon stud1es. Co
There are no accepted or agreed upon broader constructs for the IGE
program, but the Evaluatloh Section has found it useful to- group the IGE
program into thtee dlmens1ons--organlzatlon, instruction and facllltatlon.
Organization. This refers ko the multiunit school organization within
the specific elementary school bu11d1ng. Teachers, aides, and interns
are organized 1nto Instructional and Research Units (I & R), with a unit
-leader. The unit leaders and the principal (and perhaps others) form an -
\}nstruct onal Improvement Committee (IIC) for the building as a whole.
Instruction. (The Instructional, Programing Model .is applied to the
1dent1f1catlon of objectives for,the building and units, preassessment to
determlne needs of the students, instructional program p1ann1ng by objectives
for ‘each student, and reassessment-after instruction to determine effects.
This \dimension 1nc1udes the curriculum materlals and: many of.the assessment '
and evaluation procedures. )
- Pacilitation. This refers to the 1nc1usion of the 1nd1V1dua1 school

bu11d1ng in a System-wide Program Commlttee and .also interdistrict relatlons,f

such as Reglonal IGE Coordinating Councils (HUBs, the .Amend Network, etc )
Home/school/communlty relations would-also be placed in this category, as
it focuses on activities expandlng/b yond* the partlcular school bu11d1ng.
o Crossing these three IGE conten dimeffsions with the three elements "
of the causal inference model discussed aboVe yields a- three-by-thiee matrix

. of cells (see Figure 2). This matrixyill be#dused to organize and discuss

the IGE evaluations presented in the following chapter of. this report.

By employing this matrlx, it begpqgs easier to identify the types -of studies
" that have been done, and the areas in which little or no 'evaluation has

been conducted to.date. However, it cannot be,assumed that the’ d1mens1ons L

& that make up this m{.plx.are indgpendent. At times it is difficult" to

distinguigh lmplementatlo“k\bject1ves from outcomes, and the line between
direct and\indirect outcomes. is often somewhat arbitrary. Likewise, dis-
tinttions between the three content dimensions are not always- completely
clear, particularly in regard tc a component like coptinuing research

“and development, and it dis someWhat arbitrary to distinguish separate
-indirect outcomes for the three content dimensions. Nonetheless, the . -
.matrix does lead to many independent questions, some of which have been. . N
wr1tten into the matrix. as exampl ‘ -

"There are some general 1mp11catlons for evaluatlon of IGE to* be
derived from the matrix:’

1. In any study of effectiveness of IGE,.some, criteria for degree
of implementation will need to be established. As there are no published
‘'standards, these will need to be set somewhat arbitrarily.- Nonetheless, -
if the assessment of non-events is to be avoided, there must be some"

" benchmark set for appropriate inclusion 1n the study. The exceptlon

to this rule is when the- study itself concerns degree of implementation,

thus making 1mp1ementatlon the dependent rather than 1ndependent variable.
X
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Implementation
.Objectives-

L

.
. Direct
Outcomes

v

‘Staff

®

Indirect
Outcomes

Students

Figure 2.

" Content Dimehsions

) -

- Organization '* Instruction Facilitation o
-1, Is the school 1. Havé objectives lﬁ Has an SPC been -
g beefi identified | | formed? '

{

unitized?

Has a unit lead-
er been identi--
fied for .each-

o unit?

£ g . .
Has an IIC been
.formed and does

it meet?

fof building
and units? (~“

Is instxuction

organized by A

obJectlves?

Has pre- and .
post-assessment
occurred?

2,.- Has the-dlstrlct
joined- with
ther districts
.in a network
activity? o

3. Has a home-
"school-commun-
Lity Pprogram-. -

" been 1nsta11ed?

I's-more instruc-

' tional coopera-

tion occurring?

Is decision mak-
%ing decentral~
ized?

~ A
Has role differ-
‘entiation actu-~
ally occurred?

. What are the .

reactions to
the organization?

1.

Are atudents
achieving the

- objectives. of -

the instruc-
tional program?

Are stqdents
more self-
directed for
‘their education?

'What are reac-
tiofg to the
instructional
program?

1. Do’ IGE schools
" share ideas with-
in the district?
2. Are teachers
. and administra-
tors more pro-
-fessionally
. active?

3. Have home-school
community rela-
tions improved?

ol

. Does staff work

more closely/.
effectively?

- Is staff turn-~
over lower?

Is school climate
more open? intel-

" ‘lectual? etc.?

1.

Is the staff.
positive about
the effects of !

. 1nd1v1duallza~

tion?

Does staff. feel

more profession<
al responsibil-

ity?

-

Is the attitude
toward school/
learning more
positive?

Is the student's
self-concept
1mproved?

Do.stqdents
show ifhproved
achievenent?

|

evaluations.
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2. Since direct outcomes of IGE are as yet not provided by the
R & D Center, it will be necessary to adopt the./I/D/E/A/ 35 outcomes
or to develop a set of direct outcomes unigue to each study.. If the
/I/D/ 2/ outcomes are ut111zed, it will be neceéssary to.distinguish
implemegtation objectlves from outcomes to avoid equatlng input w1th
output for som of the outcomes.

3. Indlrect outcomes of the IGE program may be selected for each
study, at the _instigation-of the investigators. HOWeVer, if it 4s to
ve an evaluation study, there should at least be some logical rationale
provided so that the IGP program “might create the particular indirect ‘
outcome chosen. ther, there will need to be evidence collected’that -
the IGE program dlgrmeet implementation and direct outcome criteria; -
otherwise, the study is likely to be little more than a collection of
instances whete the IGE program was never established, and inferences
regarding outcomes of the program are, then bound to be meanlngless.
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REVIEW OF IGE EVALUATIONS .

'Evaluatiorn is currently a very popular ‘term 1n‘;he educatlon litera-
ture, ‘and because of this it. has been applied to a wide range- of different
act1v1t1es ranglng from simple- descrlptlve "snapshots" of phenomena to
hlghly controlled "hypothesis-generated research studies. Evaluations
of IGE have ‘been partlcularly varied because:of the manypaspects of the
IGE model anﬁ the fact that- IGE has® moved - from research to development
to operatlonal implementation in the schools within a relatively brief

- period of time. .As sessions at the AsBociation for Individually Guided
Education have demonstrated, a call for examples of IGE evaluation is
llkely to.collect almost- any kind of study that somehow relates to IGE.
'J For the purposes of this paper, we are adopting the definition of

.'jebaluatlon‘glven by Worthen and" Sanders (1973) which holds, that evaluating

' meéans to determine the worth of something. By nature, judging the worth
of something requires a comparison; simply describing a phenomenon is

3'hot enough. There are thiree bas1c ways in which the comparison might be

: 1ncluded in an evaluatlon..' ‘ S ‘ : ;

t

-

1. xControl group comparlson. This category includes the standard
control groTtudles, e.g. IGE schools versus non-IGE schools,- and
studies that- compare schools at differing points algng the contlnuum
(IGE schools that have implemented much of the program versliis schools that
have implemented only a small -amount, or schools that have been IGE for a’
number of years as opposed to just beginning). The value of the control
group will of course depend upon ‘the extent tor which approprlate control-
llng variables have been identified and actually- employed in the design.

Yy

2.. Pre—post comparisons. Poss1bly the most potent of the- evaluatlon

studies are those which compare a school at one point in time to that

«~ school at'a later point. . Unfortunately, ve:y few of the IGE evaluation
studies have been longitudinal in character; undoubtedly reflectlng the '
fact that most of the evaluation studies have been doctoral dissertations
where data collection generally occurs over a relatively short time span.

e

3. Comparisohs'to -objectives. This refers ‘to studies which assess
the degree to which' the program has matched its own objectives, and could
be termed criterion-réferenced evaluation, Neither control groups nor ‘
pre-post measures are required in this category.” For IGE, this type of <
evaluation is appropriate only for implementation, as neither direct nor’
indirect outcomes and their expected criterion levels have been off1c1ally

¥
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establlshed for. IGE, maklng a comparlson to expected outcomes impossible.
The exception is opition studles, where schdbl staff,'students. ‘and
. parents are asked their reactions ‘to IGE. While therée -is generally no
ect comparison in these stud1es, there is at least-the notion of an'
. ' absolute sta:%;;j. For examﬁle, if 90 percent of the parents support

-~ IGE, even though other programs might be equally popular, a study of

* this nature Hge$, provide the information that .the large majority of the \

* parents are express1ng satisfaction with the existing IGE programs.

-7 Following is &.short. summary of each of the IGE evaluation studies - that

. we befieve in some manner meet ‘the mlnimal ‘criteria to be considered an evalua-
tion of IGE. Not included-in th1s “list are a great number of research» studies

" of IGE,  ymany of“whlch have’ been very informatlve. However, these  studies have

lacked a comparison whlch‘we cons13er essentral to evaluation. The evaluation

tudies are presented alphabetlcaily, by author, in Appendix A. Note -that in

each of the summaries, we have attempted to* give. some indication of the manner o

in which implementation of IGE was determined, the control Varlables used, and -

the type of outcome measures employed._ ’ \ <

: i - »
- A" ’ . . 7

SUMMARY OF EVALUATION STUDIES

: The studies summarized below have been categorlzed by type in Flgure 3.
AdG1tlonally, each has been classified according to whether it is a macro~
or micro study, whether the measures used are'subjective or objective, and
whether the f1nd1ngs were generally positive, neutral or negative. . Cat®egor-
ization of the studies was somewhat arbitrary in a few instances, -as they
contained some elements that might have been included in other cells. of .
the matrix. The attempt has been to place the study in the’ cell where
the preponderance of flndlngs would be most relevart.:

// . There are some general conclusions to be reached simply by reviewing

the matrix. ' First, there have been no studies regardlng f30111tatlon in

| any of the categories. There have been some initial, exploratory studies
done by the R & D Center but the fact that most’ facilitation issyes have

- only recently been addressed- is-reflected in the pauc1ty of the studies

" available. Additionally, there have been no studies dealing primarily

with :the implementation of instruction and the IPM. ‘'This has been touched -
upon in a number of the- studies, but it is fair to say that very little
is known about the status of implementation of instruction in IGE schools.

Vi

S R

Implementatlon of Organlzatlon (MUS)

The major study by Irons1de (1973) and smaller studles by Klausmeier
et al. (1971), La Bay'(1970), Watkins et al. (1974), and Iowa State Un1vers1ty -
(1976) have all been positive.: While ‘there has been a good deal of varia- :
tion in implementation in these studies, each has reported that the organi-’
zational aspect of IGE has been established in a major proportion of the
schools studied. The studles by Gresso (1974) and Paden (1975) represent

- ’
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- -_. hb .
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' " Burtley M, s, + | Flournoy M, o, + .
CEPM - M, s, # Gervase | M,;o, + !
: . Edwards .M, s, + | Hackett. M, o, + _
Indirect Outcomes : . B : Ve B
. . Gresso M, s, + Harmon - M, s, 0 )
Herrick - M, s, + | Hohl M, o, O
Kelley " M, s, 0‘ Kennedy : M,o/s,+
Mantzke . M, s, + | La Bay - M,o/s,0
\ .
Parsons” M,o/s,+ Nelson M, 5, 0
Richardson M, s, 0 | Quilling @M, o, O
'\Walter M, s, + Schneiderman M, o, O
Ames, Iowa M, s, + | Watkins (2) M,o/s,0 -
< AN e
' ‘Ames, Iowa M, s, 0
M = Macro "o = objective study o+ = posiéive’findings
'm = micro study s = subjective study . 0 = neutral findings
o/s = objective and subjective - = negative findings

* (2) indicates the authdr was Listed in two separate studies.

Figure 3. Classification of IGE evaluation-studies.
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a somewhat different approach; in these two studies degree of implementation-
was used as the independent rather than the dependent variable. In each,
» differences were discovered between the schools that had implemented more

of the program and those that had lmplemented less, w1th tlie- results favorzng
n;glementatlon. . :

: - o » '
.Direct Outcomes of Organization

In regard to the direct “outcomes of organization, Essig (1971) found
a greater amount of teaming in IGE schools and‘greater involvement by the
teachers in decisionmaking. Pellegrin (1869) found fewyfa}ndi!id::ipgecisions
and more group decisions in IGE, that unit leaders as well as principals -
were persons of influence in IGchchools, and that 1nterdependency relation-
ships were within the unit-rather than within the grade level as they were -
in non-IGE schools. Olzsewski (1973) found greater shar1ng in teacher
- behaviors in IGE schools than in non-IGE .schools. Finally, Watkins et al.
(1974) reported that the students in IGE schobls experienced very different
activities throughout the school day than did students in a non-IGE school.
It should be pointed out that only in the Pellegrin study was degree of
implementation actually controlled, and only in the Pellegrin and Watkins
studies were the matching characterlst;cs of the IGE and non-IGE schools
carefully controlled. S :

Direct Outcomes of Instruction

Regarding the direct outcomes of instruction, only the studies by

Joyal (1973) and Klausmeier (1971) looked at student and teacher outcomes
- other than attitudes or reactions to the IGE program. Using observation
techniques in a longitydinal design, Joyal reported an 1ncrease in the

number of students using a wzder variety of .instructional materials, gredter
variety in size of learning ‘groups, -and increases in the frequency of- teacher-
pupil interactions and teacher-directed learning activities. Klausmeier

found an 1nd1cat10n of greater reading achievement', as measured by -the
" Wisconsin Tests for Readzng Skill Develobment. Bradford (1972), Hackett .
(1972), La Bay (1970) ;> and Paden- (1975) all reported pos1t1ve reaction to

the program by teachers, students, and parents. While none of these studies’
could actually demonstrate more favorable reactions glven the cross-sectional
designs employed, “n a number of these studies the questions were worded

to ask whether reactions were more favorable this year than in the previous
year. Degree of implementation of the IGE program was indicated in all but
the Bradford study, and matching characteristics of IGE and non~-IGE schools
were given, where relevant, in all of these studies.

-

Indirect Outcomes of Organization

As might be expected, there is a substantially larger number of evalua-
tion studies dealing with indirect outcomes of the IGE program. Bernal (1973)
found the IGE schools in his study to be more open in organizational output,

27
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while Bowers. (1973) reported the IGE schools to have slqnlflcantly less
control press and inhibition, and more téam and motlvatlon orientation
toward change. The intellectual climate was also stronger in the IGE
schools, although there was greater impulsiveness and disorder.’ Burtley
(1974) found greater teacher cooperation and compatibility. The Center
for Educational Policy and Management (CEPM) study (1973) at the UniWersity
of Oregon found greater task orientation interaction in IGE schools, more
involvement in school-wide decisions and greater job satisfaction with:
teachers. Edwards (1972) reported student attitudes toward school and
peers, more positive, and IGE teachers more progressive and less. tradltlonal.
Gresso's study (1974) dealt with degree of implementation as measured by
' the /I/D/F/A/ outcomes, and found that the -high implementation schools
were perceived as more open, showed greater autonomy, and ha r1nc1pals
who were less aloof and showed more consideration. Herrick ( 74) reported
multiunit schools to be less centralized, less stratified, and with more
highly: motivaﬁed teachers. "There were no differences in the organizational
characteristics of size, complexity, and. formalization. ' Kelley (1973) found
IGE schools in the second year of 1mplementat10n to have a more.open climate,
although these f1nd1ngs were not borne out with the schools in the sample .
that were three years into IGE implementation. Mantzke (l973) reported
increased satisfaction of principals in IGE schools: ‘with regard to the:
supervision of instruction, curricular deVelopment, student guidance, staff
relationships, and securing and managing - fiscal resources. Parsons (1971)
followed students from an IGE school into junior high school and found that
former IGE students were rated higher by teachers in decisionmaking, self-
responsibility, self-concept and interpersonal relations. Walter (1973)
reported that IGE schools were not different from non-IGE schools in organ-
izational structures, but.were significantly more adaptive. The Ames, Iowa
study (1976) found that teachers viewed IGE as more positive in terms of
interaction patterns, decisionmaking, continuous progress, and learning.
Only two studies reported neutral rather than positive results. Bolin
(1975) ‘reported no differences in overall scores on the Organlzatlonal
Climate Description Questionnaire, although the IGE schools did exceed the
non-IGE on the subtest of esprlt, and were below the non—IGE schools in
the subtest of production- ‘emphasis. Richardson 41972) found no differences
in role perceptions and role behaviors of elementary school principals
between the perceptions of the principals and the perceptions of the pro--
fessional staffs as to role behaviors in IGE schools. '
‘It must be noted that all of these studies were macro studies, and
all employed subjective, self-report measures, other than a portion of
the Parsons study. . . |

%@ Indirect.Outcomes of Instruction . . : : -
Concerning the indirect outcomes of instruction, there are three group-
‘ings of studies to .be considered. A substantial number of the studies deal -
- with standardized achievement scores, a somewhat - lesser ‘group deal with
affective student outcomes,. and a small group deal with other types of
" attitudes and practices in the school. For the student achievement studies,
s . Bradford (l972) found 51gn1f1cant differences favoring the IGE schools in
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math and reading, using the Metropolltan Achievement Test in first and ‘third
grades. Burtley (1974) also used the Metropolltan Achievement Test at gracdes
two and three and found 51gn151cant increases 1n~both reading, and mathe-
matics over-a three year period. Flournoy (1975) ‘utilized the Cooperative -
Primary Test (grades one to three) and the Californla Test of Basic Skills
(grades four to six) and found all but the sixth grade Btudents meetlng B
or exceeding expectations. Gervase (1974) used a culture fair 1ntelllgence
test as predlctor and the Gates MacGinitie Reading Scale as the cr1ter10n,
flndlng that students in grades eight to eleven had higher reading achieve-
ment than predicted. Using the Metropolltan Achievetnent Test, Hackett
reported differences favorlng the IGE schools in all areas but spelllng
at the second and sixth: grade. With the Iowa Test of Basic qkllls, Kennedy
61972) found increases in gradee .three and five across a six year perlod.
*La Bay (1970) employed the Gates MacGinitie at grades one and two and the
Iowa Tests of Basic Skills in grades four. through six, finding significant ~
differences in reading comprehension favoring the IGE school. Quilling
(1972) employed a. whole set of standardized tests, including the Starnford
Achievemerit Test, the Dorow: Readlng Diagnostic Test, and the ITBS. Results
"were mixed and contradictory, dependlng on the test] and the particular grade
level tested. K Schneidermann (1973) used the ITBS at grades four to six and .’
found no differences between the IGE schools and the other programs. Finally,
Watkins et al’. (1974) employed the California Achievement Test and found no
differences in reading and a difference in math favoring the non-IGE schools.
Summarizing, more than half of these studies found significant stan-
{ .*  dardized achievement 8ifferences favoring IGE. However, there has been a
large array of tests employed at a variety of different age-grade levels.
Further, there'is question as to the comparability of the IGE and non-IGE
schools in many of the stud1es, calling into question what 4@ p051t1ve or
negat1ve finding might mean. . : . .
Regarding affective student outcomes, Bradford found positive results
with the Piers-Harris self-concept measure, while Harmon (1975) found no
differences with the California Test of Personality or the attitude measure
"About Myself in School this Year." Nelson (1975) found no significant
differences on a learning climate. measure,. although the direction of the
findings favored the IGE schools. La Bay reported positive findings on a
short school attitude measure. The Ames, Iowa, study (1976) employed the
Self—Esteem Inventory for eight and ten year olds, finding similar .student
self-concepts in IGE and non-IGE schools. Finally, Watkins reported no
differences on thevPlers—Harrls.‘.Summarlzing, there have been sever%%i .
positive findings regaFding affective student outcomes, but it is difficult
to make any general statement about this class of indirect outcomes. Again, :
there has been a wide range of instruments used and a variety of age levels.
Finally, there have been several studies looking at teacher outcomes
and behaviors in IGE schools. Claytor (1974) found that teachers in IGE
schools had both more open beliefs and practices than teachers in non-IGE
schools. Hohl (1973) found no differences between IGE and non-IGE schools
on the measure "Indicators of Quality,” a rating scale measure of different
school attributes. . : :
It must be)noted¢that the whole set of studies in the indirect outcomes
classification represent a complex range of IGE practices. Some of the
studies, sucqjas Bolin, have employed schools that were just beginning the
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IGE program but classified them as IGE schools. A number of studies
attempted ,to ‘control _implementation by requiring that the school be an
IGE school for a set’ period of time to be included in the study, but no
information was provided as to actual practices. A few others, such as
Nelson (1975), Pellegrin (1969), and Walter (1973) have attempted to

increase the confidence in implementation by requiring the multiunit
structure and unit leaders that have held the position for some number
of years. There have been very few studies that have actually attempted

- to verify the implementation of the program in other than these broad,
superficial requirements; an exception is the Herrick study (1974) ‘which
used state department personnel recommendations régarding implementation.
In addition; the studies range widely in the degree to which matching
charagcteristics have been employed. " Some have attempted to match on
measures such as "school district, size of school, socio-economic status,
pup11 ethn1c1ty, etc., while others employed few, if-any matohlng var1— '
ables as, control.

G1ven the serlous limitations of many of these studies, it is diffi-
cult to Ads more than teritative conclusions. However, there is evidence
to suggest that a number of IGE schools have been able'to implement the
organizational ‘(MUS) structure, and that greater implementation does lead
to greater outcomes. In all of the studies that addressed direct outcomes,
positive findings were reported, although the outcomes measured for the '
instruection category have primarily been subjectlve reactions to the pro-
gram that are open to Hawthorne effect and other influences. Indirect
outcomes of the organization have been positive for the most part, suggest-
ing IGE schools do have more open climates and are more flexible, However,
it is quite pos51b1e that the IGE schools, having demonstrated an interest
in innovation, brought these characterlstlcs to the program, rather than

_their being the result of the program.  Indirect outcomes of instruction
are less certain, although increased standardized achievement was found in
some of the studies. The most glaring deflclency in the. IGE evaluations
to date is the lack of information about the implementation and direct =
outcomes of the instructional program. Except for the Joyal study (1973),
there is virtually noth1ng available 1n this most ‘critical area.

. - \ .

L4

30



- IV
s, © A PILOT STUDY OF IGE EVALUATION
o | :. ' r}

. ' It is somewhat unorthodox to label th1s sectlon a pilot study, glven
i the number of IGE evaluatlons that have already been done. However, as we
\” have seen previously, the studies have been scattered and without: a clear
ratlonale, suggest1ng a pilot study 'i% appropriate. AddltlonaIly, this
represents a pllot effort for future R & D Center evaluation efforts, as’
the R & D Center has not had funds for th1s type of activity since the late
. 1960s. B
. . Although the need for the study was clearly recognized, the impetus
E and direction were actually determined by a research study being carried
out by the Organizational and Administrative Arrangements .component (R3)
of the R & D Center, as no funds existed to initiate the evaluation study
separately. In'late summer of 1975, Professor Lipham and the R3 component
proposed to carry out a major correlational study in a national'sample of
IGH schools. The Evaluation Section of the R & D Center was asked to par-
cipate in discussions of this study to determine what mlght be done to
add an evaluation component to it.

- The proposed study possessed a number of. strengths. A great variety
of measures were scheduled to be given in all ‘40 of the schools,: 1nc1ud1ng
standardized achievement, self-concept, and organizational measures. There.
were also four graduate students from Educational Admlnlstratlon who would.
bé travelling to the schools to do actual administration of some of the
measures.' Further, Professor Rossmiller was adding a cost effectiveness
component to the study, thus making financial and time allocation infor-
mation ava11ab1e on each of the schools.,

What the study lacked, 'from an evaluation’ perspectlve, was any type
of comparison. -While it might have been possible ‘to define some level of
implementation difference within the final sample to use as an independent

' - . . ' variable, it was the feeling of the Evaluatlon Section that the major com-
parison being requested by practitioners was a comparlson of IGE wersus
non-IGE. - Both the Evaluation Section and the practltloners recognized
that there is no simple manner -in which the IGE/non-IGE comparison can
definitively be made, but this is nonetheless the question that is raised
by school boards and commun1t1es in deciding to adopt or to terminate IGE.
Therefore, the Evaluatlon Section ‘propased to select a group of non-IGE

" schools to compare with tho$é IGE schools selected for the study.

' Since the IGE school sample was to be geoqraphlcally scattered, and
represented a wide range of demographic characteristics, -it was felt that
¥ the best way to select a sample of non-IGE séhools would be to draw non-.
IGE schools with similar characteristics from the same school districts
. . as the IGE schools. We knew that this strategy would cause some attrition
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in the sample, due to the fact that some scﬂool districts would have fo
adequate matching school, some districts would be unwilling to- commit two
schools to this massive testing effort, and some schools might be reluc-
tant to participateqdue to a fear that the study might be. considered a
- <.~ "horse .race" by they chools or by individuals in that district. . Never-
theless, this seehefl the best strategy given the difficulties of finding
a randam sample to match against the IGE schoo{; and given the llmited
amount of time for actually “identifying schools? o
In addition to the matching non-IGE schools, the Evaluation Section '
added to the’ study an onsite observation and interview procedure leading.
to ratings of implementation and direct outcomes. The intent was to begin
"to.define and identify direct outcomes for IGE, and to determine whether
such direct outcomes were more prevalent in the IGE than’the non-IGE schools.-
_ The rationale employed was that althofigh implementation ratings would be
appropriate only in the IGE schools, the direct outcomes of the IGE prograﬂ
_ might be as prevalent in the non-IGE schools as the IGE 'schools (through -
"‘other program efforts). Clearly, a school should weigh seriously whether
it would wish to adopt the IGE model with 211 of" its complexities and demands,
if the school could achieve the same direct outcomes without implementing
the IGE program. It was an initial look at. this,question that the on51te
interview and observations were intended to pro@&de
: One caveat needs to be made in regard to the whpble: study effort. The
- Evaluation Section had very little control or 1nput into the decisions that
. were made regarding the IGE school sample. While we were invited to par-
ticipate in some of the discussions of the study,  the sample selection ]
procedures, output measures and procedures for collecting the information
in the IGE schools were completel ,Ain the ‘hands of R3. The sample of non-
IGE schools could not be defined until R3 had identified those (IGE) schools
to be. matched, which meant that there was very little time left for gaining
school participation. Twice during the planning phase, the Evaluation Sec=-
tion threatened to resign from the effort unless more stringent minimal
. controls were set on the nature of the IGE- sample selection. Ultimately,
it was our feeling that this ma%siye test1ng effort presented too great
an opportunity for collecting standard evaluation information to refuse
to participate, but the study was not conducted in the manner that the
Evaluation Section would have chosen had it béen .our responsibility.

o

METHODOLOGY

Sample Selection

pefinition of the IGE sample began in early fall, 1975. The 40 school
limit had been set as a practical constraint on data. collection. It was
decided to define urban versus non-urban subsamples within the 40, based
proportionally on the total known population of IGE schools. This propor=-
tion, for a total sample of 40, was 32 non-urban and 8 urban schools.
Within each of these categories a random sample of schools vas drawn. The
procedure used was to randomly select 80 schools and call them serially to
request participation until the required 40 schools had been obtained. A
second random sample of 80 was necessary to achieve the 40 school sample
w1th1n the constraint of agreement by the schools..

~ -. br :




) R ,_ o . 1.

The only constra1nt placed on the sample*b R3 orlginally was that
the school needed to contain an intermediate unilt (approximately grades
four to six), as the form of the achievement battery was chosen for this
age level. In add1t1on, the Evaluation Section wished to set the follow-
ing controls: CoE

1. The school should be fully unltlzed, since the 1ntermediate un1t
selected was intended to represent the whole school. )

2. The unit should be multl-aged in accordance w1th the IGE 1mple-
mentation specifications. :

3. IPM should have been in use for at léast two years prior to best-

*+ifg in reading and at least one year in mathematics, as standardized achieve-

ment tests vere to be used in both major subject areas. v
4., The\school should have a functioning multiunit structure with ,
non-rotatlng unit leaders (up to one year), and a functlonlng 1nstructlonal
improvement committee. .
_ 5. The sc¢hool should participate in some IGE network activ1ty, such
as an SPC League or Reglonal IGE Coordinating Counc11 so that the facili- ‘

N

~t ion cotiponent of IGE would be represented in each of the schools.

The Evaluation Section .worked with R3 to develop a telephone interview
that would tap each of these aspects. However, dlfferences in interpreta-
tion of this information led to the Evaluation Section's later rejection of
approximately one third of the total 40 school IGE sample because of our
conclusion that the schools did not meet the above-stated basic implemen-
tatlon criteria for IGE.

For the non-IGE schools, the bas1c m1n1mal criteria set were that the
school should be 'in the same district (or, if impossible, ‘an adjacent dis-
trict), have a self-contained, age-graded organization, and have approximately
the same $ize, proportion ethnicity, SES, and staff age and experience as
the IGE school. Since student testing in the IGE schools occurred only at
the 1ntermed1ate level the matchlng school also had to contain the same .
intermediate grade levels, as well as those below the sample tested (to
control for input to the tested grades) .. Classes at the appropr1ate age
grade level were randomly selected to approximate the size of ‘the IGE
school unit. v

The procedure followed in select1ng the non-~IGE schools was to call
the superintendent of the.school district, expla1n the pufpose and general

. scope of the study, and ask the superintendent to designate a school within

the district that met the criteria established.-' While this meant that the
quality of matching was dependent upon the dec1s1on of a person within the
particular school district (usually with consensus from the principal of -

the control school), it was felt that this was the best procedure to follow -
given the time constraints and the fact that the local. school personnel
would be more aware of local conditions an idiosyncracies than someone
selecting the schools from outside. "In some cases, the super1ntendent

~arranged agreement with an appropriate school, while in others suggestlons

were made to contact other personnel directly. Further, in some cases
written information was requested by superintendents or principals for
presentation to school boards or other decisionmaking groups on the local .
level, somewhat delaying selection. In large city school districts, this
delay was so great that there was 1nsuff1c1ent time to gain permission for
non-IGE schools, result1ng in the absence of matches for any large city
IGE schools._f
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It is important ‘to fote that the criteria established for matching
did not include any constraint’ involv1ng programg innovation, or quality-
other than the multiunit schop organization. Ashlong as the non-IGE
school was traditionally organized, it ‘could have’ agy of the other ghar-
acteristics of IGE. It was recognized that this could very well lead to
the definition of a "tough" control group for the study. However, our
intention was to assess IGE‘in toto, and not attempt to compare it ;
against schools that would have none of the characteristics of an IGE

'school. ©Our observations in the ‘hon-IGE schools ‘confirmed that this was

indeed a "tough" control, being schools of high quality and great dedi-'
cation. :

Data for this study,were originally scheduled to be collected in
October and November of 1975, Had' this schedule been followed, the non-‘
IGE schools could not have been included in the study, as the Evaluation
Section was unablé to obtain’ funding from the R & D Center management at
that time. “However, the need for Office of Management & Budget clearance
of instruments delayed the study until early 1976, permitting the IGE
versus non-IGE comparison-to be included.” This meant, however, that the

definition of the non-IGE sample'had to occur in the period from November

15th to December 15th, in order that ‘testing could begin early in January.

- This was not enough time to secure an adequate matching school in. some

districts, or to receive approval of research and evaluation committees,.ﬂ
school boards, or other decisionmaking structures or personnel within the -~
district, and had‘the effect of decreasing the size of the sample further.
Ultimately, with the districts eliminated by the Evaluation Section because,

‘the IGE schoel did not meet minimum criteria, and with the time constraints
and other problems involved in identifying non-IGE schools, the final

matched IGE/non-IGE pairs were reduced to 15. Appendix B gives, in greater

.detail, reasons-why particular schools'were dropped from the final sample.

i

Instrumentation L

The R3 component had'defined'instruments for the principals, unit

':leaders,'teachers, and students._ {For more complete information on R3
'»_instrumentation selection or development, see Bocian, 1976; Feldman, in
-press; Mendenhall, in press; and Sigurdson, ‘in press. ) These instruments

were rewritten for the non-IGE schools, where possible. Generally, this
meant the elimination of .terms such as unit and unit leader (and other
IGE-specific terminology), and most of the changes were‘minor,enough.that
equivalency’ of instruments éould ‘be assumed. However, the I & R Unit's
Effectiveness questionnaire was eliminated for non-IGE, ‘as ‘there was no

" equivdlent 'structure in the non-IGE schools. Following is'a brief descrip-

tion of the instruments. included in the study. Appendix C contains-copies
of R3 instruments as adapted for the present study. Both!Principal and
Teacher forms are included in Appendix C. S '
Principal/Teacher’Background Information. The purpose of this instru-
ment, . developed by the;R3 component of the R & D Center, was to gather data
on the education, experience, and . related professional activities of the
participating staff in each school. Minor changes in terminology were made,
eliminating references ‘to IGE-SpGlelC activities and structures.3
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e " Building -Complexity Checklist. This instrument was developed by the
Iy R3 component as a measure of organizational staffing. Principals of each
school estimated the number of qualified people working in the (listed) .
specialty at least 10 hours a week. Occupational specisalties were cate--~
P gorized into four groups: administrative staff, teach1né staff, pupil
personnel stdff, and auxiliary staff. A total of 32 occupational special-. .
. ties were estimated by principals, ‘with provis1on for write-in specialties
. provided. Aga1n, minor alterations were made, eliminating IGE-specific . ..
. .- terms. . L
Lo Time Allocation of Instructional Personnel. This form, filled out
* by the principal, participating teachers, aides, interns, and secretaries'

(where apvolicable) requested est1mates of time per week (in hours or. by -

. percentage) on-two major classes of- ‘activities occurring in the normal

school week. Estimations of time Spent on ¢one category,. direct instruc-v

- tion of pupils, were made for major curriculum subjects as well as pup11
group size: Activities other than direct instructional activities (e.g., '
planning, administrative, etc.) were also assigned time estimates per
' " wéek. Minor terminology changes from the original form déveloped by the-. =
R3 component were made By Evaluation staff, in order to eliminate speCific';
IGE termlnology. ) ) '
Decision Involvement Analys1 Quest1onna1re. This 1nstrument attempts
to measure the actual decision structure of the school. For the companion
study to this effort, R3 researchers, categorized the decision structures
identified :in the original instrument into three scales: :extra school®
decisions, school-wide decisions, and unit-wide decigions. Further mod-
ification by Evaluation Section personnel eliminated those items dea11ng

with IGE-specific decisions. .

'f7 " Principal Leadership. This form, filled out by part1c1pating teachers

o 1n -each school, assessed the- degree of satisfaction of teaching- staff with
the 1eadersh1p behavior and characteristics of the pr1nc1pa1. The 24 items
in this instrument were adapted from an existing survey of organizations,

" by R3. researchers. Responses to each item took the form of a five point
scaleﬁ from "to a very little extent"” to "to a J%ry great extent".

Job Satisfaction Survey. This instrument was derived from an exist—
ing “index of organizational reactions by R3 researchers. Modifications
made by R3 researchers consisted of the inclusion of two. scales pertaining. o
to satisfact1on in the school setting. Minor modifications made by Evalua-
tion staff eliminated IGE terminology. The 50 items on this,instrument_’
were: filled in by principals as well as participating teachers in each
school. Responses took the form of a t po1nt scale ranging from "not
sat1sf1ed" to "very satisfied".

School Expenditure Data. This instrument was developed by.R3;inves—;

T tigators to gather data on the schools' resources and internal allocation
of funds. All categories of information requested were represented in
documents reasonably accessible to principals (or central office personnel

. in cases where records were centrally controlled). - Additionally,,defini-
tions of all terms necessary for accurate estimates’were prov1ded with the
form itself.

Interview and Observatlon Forms. The overall purpose of;this set of
instruments, developed by the Evaluation Section, was to gather comprehen-
sive data on all.aspects of school functioning. The individual instruments,
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described in more deta11 below, were developed by Evaluation personnel,
drawing on the general IGE personnel resources of the R & D Center as
well as local IGE school personnel. The instruments were designed for
‘use by two persqpn teams of observers/interviewers.,

General development of the full set of forms proceeded ‘in the follow-
ing mainer. Evaluation staff, working in conjunction with developers,
suppor personneL, and’ users of IGE specified the domains of school func-
‘tioning thought to have a high probability of being impacted by operation-
alizing 'IGE. -As' a result: of. this analysis, a.total of 10 concepts were
identified (see Rating .Scales discussion below).. A 'second central pur- -
pose of these instruments was to assess the overall implementation of the
"MUS Orgaulzatlon, IPM, and Facilitative Environments (IGE schools only).

" In oxder. to assess these concepts, a set of. questionnalres, Obser-
vation checklists, and documentation guides were developed for use within
the follow1ng limitations. Due to time anﬂ resource constraints, it was
possible for trained two person teams té be /onisite at each school ‘approxi- -
mately one full day only, " thus. limlting the type - and depth of information
‘that might be collected. This led to the decision not.. to,attempt to define
or ‘look for d1rect outcomes of facilltation, as - it was felt that informa- . -
tion regarding fac111tation would have to be collected outside the school,
"and there simply was not adequate time, For implementation and direct
_outcomes in the areas of organization and instruction, Evaluation staff .
‘members drew up 1¥ts of potential questions that might be asked and obser-
vations that might be made.- These were ‘circulated throughout the staff; and
to selected members of the R3 study and other sections of the R & D Center.
‘These instruments and ratings were tried out .in the pllot the Evaluation °
Sectlon ran in early January, 1976, and revised versions of the instruments -
were prepared:for the study.‘ These too were circulated in the R & D Center
for final comments. Appendix D conta;ns copies of 1nterview, observation,
‘and rating scale instruments.

Observation Checklist. - This. rnstrument was developed to gather infor-
‘mation on.such aspects of school functioning as bu11d1ng structure, space
- allocation, ‘accessibility of mater1als, student movement, etc. Two highly
comparable forms were developed. ‘one for the IGE and vne for the non-IGE

school setting. This allowed more specific information to be gathered -
from the IGE schools on IGE implementation and functioning, while permit-
ting comparisons to non-IGE schools on several dimens’ ins. :

Principal Questlonnalre. This interview: form was developed to assess
'the actual role and functioning of the schools' principals. Since the

interviews were not formal 1nterV1ews to be conducted in a set amount of
time, the forms were fairly unstructured, . and it was not expected that all
possible information would be cdllected from each respondent However,
certain information was more central to’the comparative evaluation, and
was sought if at all possible from each respondent. The Principal Ques-
tionnaire primarily sought information on his/her role in school decision~-
making, instructional programs, budgeting, and other activities trad1tlon—
ally in the domain of the- principal (as.well as those activities encouraged
“by IGE). _Again, terminology chan&es resulted 1n a comparable instrument
' for the non-IGE schools. '

Teacher Questignnaire. This instrument was deslgned in a similar
manner to the principal form. Its purpose was to gain information on the
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actual role and functioning of the teacher in overall sghool operations.
Specific information was sought on the teachers' rolelin school decision-
making, development and use of instructional programs, exchange of and

E responsibility for students, and so on. Again, due to time and design

constraints, it was-not expected that all possible information would be"
gathered from'a single taaqhero In this instance, the IGE  form also

_assessed the role and_functioning of the unit leader as well as the team

teacher. Non-IGE forms contained 'no such distinction.

Student Questionnaire. The purpose of the student interview forms °
was, to assess the students' roles and perceptions of 'school operations.
Information was sought on the amount and type of interaction with adult
school prirsonnel; students' active or passive role in instruction, and

present knowledge of content and purpose of instruction.

Onsite Summary Report and Rating Scales. These forms were de51gned

. to be filled out by the two interview/observation team members at the end
. of the observation day. Each team discussed the results of their inter-

views and observations; recorded where, when, with whom, and how long each
interview/observation took; and jointly rated {(on a seven point, scale)
the concepts discussed earlier. 1In an attempt to maxxylze inter-team
reliability in. ratings, narrative descriptions of each scale point were
derived and 1ncluded with onsite materials to gu1de ratings by all teams.

~ Procedures. As a number of the final forty schools in the sample
were in Wisconsin, four of’ these schools were identified as pilot schools
for purposes of testing procedures. Results from these schools were in-
fact retained ih the larger sample, but they were eliminated from the com-
pariso study because they were visited in fall, 1975, with no opportunity
to dev lap matching samples. The Evaluation Section participated in one
of these pilots in' late November, 1975, and identified an additional matched
non-IGE Wisconsin school as a pilot:school for our instrumentation, which
was visited in early January, 1975.

" The schedule for visiting the individual IGE schools was developed

. by the R3 component and consisted of an early morning organizational meet-
" tng, followed by a schedule of standardized achievement test administration,

and brief discussion with the principal regarding school characteristics.
The Evaluation Section attempted to visit the IGE schools on the same day
as the R3 component, and to keep the conditions of administration in the
non-IGE schools as parallel as possible., However, it was not aiways possi-
ble to follow the schedule determined by R3, which necessitated;a_separate

-visit to some of the IGE/non-IGE pairs by the Evaluation researchers. Such

visits took place within“a matter of days after. the R3 r archer's had
visited these schools. In addition, certain. alterations.in the order of
administration of the standardized tests were made in order to cut down
the testing time for the schools (time was a major consideration for many
non-IGE schools). Observation and interviewing occurred simultaneously
with the testing, and continued throughout the day. As the procedures

- were established, two members of the Evaluation staff visited each school,

and one became responsible (with teacher assistance) for the administration %
of the tests while the other was free to do observations and interviews. '
Both members of the Evaluation staff did ohgervations, and interviews through-
out the balance of the day, and ‘compared rggygiahs immediately after the
onsite, deriving a summary statement and conse sus r ing of the school.
.
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"7 and 14). They are 3l1so somewhat more pro
. non-IGE counterparts, as evidenced in questlon 3, 4, and 9 through 13,
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RESULTS
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The analysis of the data was done by instrument, with IGé(;;dvﬁon— L
IGE responses matched on equivalent items and total scores. It was neces- \
sary to eliminate some questions from the IGE/non-IGE comparison where the
non-IGE .schools had not received an item (due to IGE specific terminology).
For the IGE/non-IGE comparison, the.principals, teachers, -and students ‘
within each of the classifications were treated as a group and’hd attempt
was made to analyze by schobl. The exception to this was with ‘the cost
data, where’ information was kept only if available from both the IGE and
non-IGE schools within a district, It was felt that the cost information -
would simply be too variable unless the matching control was retained. .

The data presented in the following-tables is purely- descriptive. - -
No attempt was made to run inferential statistics on any of the infor~ '

'mation because this'was a pilot study, and in no way‘tould it. be argued

that the non-IGE schools represent ‘a ‘random sample, ‘This information

should be treated as an indication of initial flndlngs*that may need to

be replicated on a larger, more random sample' of schools., - { ;
The results are grouped into the.following categorles: flrst, the '

descriptive, demographic information collected from the pr1nc1pals and )

teachers; second, the instruments that deal with implementation and d1rect '

outcomes of IGE; and third, the indirect outcotme measures. '

e i . P W; L S,
Descriptive .Information ’ : ) '

Background information from pr1nc1pa1s and- teachers is given in Tables
1 and 2, respectively.. Note in these tables, and: in others to follow,
that the number of respondents will often vary. sllghtly between questlons
as. certain questions were not answered by some respondents. Also mote that
the non-IGE school sample totalled 15, but the*=EiGE sample is only 13 or 14,
as the IGE schools did not return all. information to the R3 students.
Regarding the demographic inf ation, thé IGE principals were some-

ionally active ‘than their

. what younger, with less teaching and adminisggaflve experience (questions

There were no differences in education: or current enrollment in degree

programs between the two sets of pr1nc1pals. 'For the teachers, those in’ ’ .
IGE schools were also somewhat younger, with less years of teachlng exper-

ience.. than those in the non-IGE schools. IGE. unit leaders had ‘somewhat

more teaching experience and were slightly more professionally active than

IGE teachers. There were no marked differences in professional act1v1t1ez’ b

'ribetween the IGE and non-IGE groups, although the proportion enrolled in a
degree program was somewhat higher in the IGE schools. It can be conclud
. that' the demographic characteristics of the principals and teachers 1n the

IGE and non-IGE schools included in .this study were similar. ;
Organizational staffing of the two samples of schools is g1ven in

Table 3. Since the matched schools were drawn from the same school dis-

trict and wexe approxlmately the/sahe slze,-ln most instances,’ it is not

surprising that the level of st fflng is approximately equal, Also, there'

were very few dlfferences in stdffing. pattexns ployed.. Thus in-the

descriptive characteristics collected in this{tgﬂdy, the samples of IGE

and non-~-IGE schools were very a . -

° : ? . e
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’
A TABLE 1
/ PRINCIPAL BACKGROUND INFORMATION R .
«%) Question ; ‘ - . . non-IGE IGE
. 1. Highest 1e§e1 of_professionél :
) preparation?: : . Bachelors 0 -0
N ~ Bachelors + 16 o* ° 1
//} : A Masters .. | - .3 5
4  Masters + 16 = 6 4
Masters + 32 .5 2
Doctorate -1 2
Total 15 14
* oo '
2. Presently enrolled in degree §
_-program? o _ Yes 3 1 ‘ 1
L No- 14 - 13 -
Total, ‘ 15 : .- 14
3. Presentations or articles in )
past five years? . Yes - 8 - 11 -
= : No A ‘ 7 ' 3
Total = . ' 15 14
4. 1If yes to 3, how many? % ﬁ © 8.00 9.00
1 . s . .9.85 11.61
» " Rénge - 1-31 0-40
N 8 : 1
5. Sex? : S .Female .3 ‘ -3
~° . "Male : 12 ‘ o 11
¢ Total - 15 ' 14
R - J . " J: . .
6. Participated in.staff develop- ©oe o _ . P
. ment workshop in past 2 years? Yes f 11 ‘13
No . 4 1
‘ Total . 15 ’ 14
7. erafé of teachiﬁg“and admini~ _ B C
strative experience? X 20.13 © 15,57
‘ ' S 6.99 5.94
Range y 12-35 - : 8-29
N . 15 ' 14
8. Years principal in distriet? X 8.93 7.%5
, . s 5.40 ¢ 5.30
. Range 1-19 : 3-21
N . 15 ' v 14
39 ,




2 ‘
TABLE 1 (continued) o
: . i " . N 4 2 -
Question S . non-IGE IGE
s . . . %“«ﬁ&‘ r N N
9. ,Years_princib';i in present _ : !
- school? . - ' ' 5.26 - ' 6.00
Range ‘ 1-10 .. 3-18
N ‘ 15 . 4
10. . Numbe_r_bnfn?'district _ ; - ) '
committees? X' 2,20 . 3.53
‘ ] g 1.01 o 1.94
Range s1-4  1-8
< . . N B ' 15 - 14
_ 11. Number of professional or- ° _ : o '
) ganizations as member? X 4.00 o 4,57
- ~ S : | 1.81 ' 1.28
Range o 1-8 | 2-7
N 15 . 14.
12. Professional meetings ‘ _ : .
attended each year?--— X 9.40 .19.30
- S 8.06 - 12.87
. Range - 1-30 - 4=48
N | 15 . - 13
13. Number of professional o - ) éﬁ? -
offices in past 5 years? X 1.26 L 1.92 .
| o s ©1.16 . 1.43
v i Range ' 0-4 _ 0-4
N 15 S 14
14. Age? X | 45.37. % 40.50
- o s | , 6.72 '8.88
7 Range 33-58 - 32-57
e N ST 14
15. Number of new teachers hired. _ o
in school in past 2 years? X 4,60 5.35
- Range - ) 0-10 w0 1-12
: N 7 15 , 14
5 .
;
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- TABLE 2

TEACHER BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Question - '; ' o non-IGE IGEL Unit Leader

1. Highest level of professional

preparation? : o Bachelors® =~ 31 23 5
. ' - Bachelors + 16 25 18 .0
Masters s 14 3 o7
Masters + 16 3 0 ) T
Masters + 32 -~ . 0 1 2 =
. Total 495, 45 . - 14
2. Presently enrolled in degree - o :
program? : . Yes _ ' 13 13 4‘<\\
No ; 60 32 10
o Total 73 45 14
3. Presentations or articles-in past _ : . -
‘five years? " Yes 10 9 3
: ' ' No * . - 63 36 11
i o Total .13 45 14
. &4, If yes to 3, how many? X L 0.94 1.13 3.80
' : ' s ' 0.85 1.24 4.49
Range o 0-2 0-4 0-10
5. Sex? ' . , Female 55 .. 34 e 7.
' Male 17 11 7
Total 72 44 14
6. Participated in staff develop-
ment workshop in past 2 years? Yes 50 37 11
) No 22 7 2 -
Total - 72 44 13
g :
7. Years of teaching experience? X 11.44 9.24 10.5%
: S : 8.27 9.02 "6.54
Range , 1-43 ~ 0-40 3-27
N 73 45 14
8. Years teaching in district? X 8.61  6.40 7.50
' : o S T e 6.67 5.99. 6.02
Range LT 1-31 0-20 - 2=25"
N 73 . 45 } 14
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TABLE 2 (continued) - ‘ S : -
6 . s ° N . . . ) ' . . \
Question : ' : " - non-IGE IGE Unit Leader -
9. Years teaching in present ) ' ’ .
school? X 5.1 - 4.28 4.21
- S : . 3.46 . 3.96 2.39 -
' Range - - 0-16 " 0-15 1-8
N : 73 45 - 14
, . </ _ . S ‘
10. Number of district committees? X . o - 1.02 . 1.13 1.6
e ' ~a : s - .- 1,01 1.19 ° 1l.12
[ . © " Range 0-5 0=6 0-4
o . N . 72 ° 45 13
11. Number of professional organi- . o / .
zations as member? X : : 2.71 - 2.68 3.29
- s 1.27 . 1.14 1.49
Range 0-7 -5 . 1-6
N ' 71 45 14 :
: S R
12. Professional meetings attended ' : T
' each year? X - 6.07 6.37  8.38
” o S : 5.62 4.90, 8.34
Y, - Range . . 0-30 0-18 1-30
P g N ‘ 67 45 . 13
13. Number of professional offices : :
in past five years? ' , X » 0.47 0.68 0.62
‘ : S . 0.94 _ 1.17 1.12
Range . 0-5 0-4 - 0-3
N , ¥ 72 - 44 13
14, Age? ' X o 38.23 34.77 33.38
: S ' 11.28 13.27 8.37
Range . 23-65 24-65 23-55
) N o 73 45 13
15.. Time per week spent in coordi- ‘ g )
nating activities (in minutes)? X - : 216.90 163.30 283.85
. 8 . 188.32 152.05 255.91
o Range 0-660 30-720 30-900
- ' . . N \ 68 44 13




o , TABLE 3. _
S oncmzumm s'rmmc |
¥ TR '/ : S L » ' , -
' ¥ e e
,\. | . ree! . Non-TGE* A
. _ - # Schobls. . ..} Schools -
Staff* . - Range Mean . w/ N 1 - Range Mean w/ N 1 '
Admin. Staff . R . o
Principal 1-1. 1.00 - . 13 - 1-1 .5 1.00 15
Asst. Princ. - 0-0. "  0.00 0 . 0=1 0.07 . 1
Dir. El. Ed. _ 0-1 - 0.08 1 0~0 - : 0.00 -0
Supervisor = . 0O-1 . 0,08 1 Q-0 . 0.00 - O
Adm, Intern . - 0-0': 0,00 0 0-1 0.07 ‘1
Other - t0-2 0.23. 2 . 0-0 0.00 - 0
Teaching Staff t : : "
Classroom Teacher 7-33 - 15 00 13 - 7-28 - 16.53 = - 15 .
Phys. Ed. *0-1 '0.69 9 - 0-2 - 0.67 9
Music 0-2 0.69 8 0-2  1.07 13
.Art SR 1% 0.46 6 0-2 0.60 8
Spec. Ed. 0-6 - 1.15 7 0-4 - 0.9 7
Phy/Ment Retarded 0-1 . 0.08 1 0-1 . 0.07 1
Teacher Intern 0-6 0.92 4 0-1 0.13 2
Bractice Teacher . 0-5 1.00 .. &4 0-9 1.73 6 .
Instruct. Aide -9 4.61 10 0-20 . 4.60 11
Other . 02 0.31 3 0-1 0.20 3
-~ _Pupil Persommel _
o Guidance Counselor 0-1 0.23 . 3 0-1 0.13 2
"~ School Psychologist 0-1 0.31 4 0-1 0.47 7
‘Social ‘Worker 0-1 0.08 1 0-1 0.13 2
School Nurse. . ~~ 0-1 0.31 © 4 0-F 0.67 8
. Speech Therapy - 0=2 - 0.62 6 0-2 0.93 13
®.  -Spec. Learm Dis.  0-2 0.53 6 o 0-3 0.67 7

" Attendance Off. . 0-0 0.00 ) 0-%. .0.13 2

‘Remedial Reading 0-3 0.84 9 0-2 A 0.60 8
Remedigl Math ' 0-1 0.15 2 0-6" - -0.00 0
PR Other ' 0=1 0.08 1 0-4 0.46 4

3 N N .

‘ Auxilia:y Staff . \ v ) ;
School Secretary - 1-2 1.15 13 S 1-5 . 1.33 15 °
Instr./Cler. Aide -0-6 1.00 6 0-9° 0.87 5

' Lay Super. (Pd:)  0-2 0.31 2 0-1 0.20 3
Lay Volunt. .(unpd.) 0-15 4.00 5 0-12 3.13 8
Custodian . ~* | _ 1-4 . 2,23 12 1-3 2,13 15
Cook - 0-11 2,61 9 0—9 2.46 12

. Bus Driver : .- 0-4 1.07 4 1.60 7

. Audio-Visual 0-1 0.08 1 O-i/ 0.20 3
Other 0-1 0.08 1 0.27 3

%A1l numbers based on full time estimates for all categories

‘ 1Based on data taken from 13'IGE schools
o . ' 2Baséd on data taken'from'IS non-IGE schools
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'Implementation and Direct Outcomes

Summarles of the rating scales completed ons1te by the Evaluation
Section staff are presented in Table 4 for each-of:the pairs of matcﬂbd
schools and for the total sample. Looking first at the implementation
- ratindgs for the IGE schools, the organization (MUS) was found to exist
to a considerable extent in the IGE sample, with an overall mean of 5.4
on a scale of 7. The Instructional Programing Model was somewhat less
apparent, with a mean rating just above 4 for the overall. IPM and the
ind1vidual subjects. Mathematics was found to be the’ curriculum area in-’
which the greatest amount of implementation of IPM had occurred. Finally,

facilitative environments were found to exist to a considerable extent in ~_

this sample. It should be noted that the facilltatlve_env1ronments rating -
was- limited to self-report of structures existing, as»fhe onsite inter- -
viewers had no means to actually observe the degree to which facilitation
was occurring,. although meeting minutes and other observable evidence of
facilitation were collected where poss1ble.
Outcome ratings were available from both the IGE and non-IGE schools.

For each of the ten outcomes’ 1dent1f1ed plus the overall rating, the IGE
schools were rated higher than the non-IGE schools. Most of the IGE schools
- were at 5 or above, while the only rating for the non-IGE schools that -
reached a 4 was in the area of student success. The greatest differences
between the IGE and non-IGE samples were for involvement in decisionmaking,
instructional cooperation, professional regponsibility and the use of
instructional objectives. The last of these might very well be considereéed
an implementation objective rather than an outcome. The smallest differ-
ence was recorded for student success, which was rated highly in both
samples. PR

Overall, it can be concluded that:the Evaluation staff discovered
differences between the IGE and non-IGE samples in this study. These can
only be presented as tentative findings because of the potential rating
‘biases, limited onsite time, and small number of schools involved. How-
ever, this does argue that differences between the IGE program and other
_programs are likely to be found if the dependent measures focus on direct

_outcomes; our ratings indicate that something different is occurring in
the IGE schools. It should also be reiterated that these findings are in
no way an evaluation of the non-IGE sample, as these outcomes are not
necessarily desired outputs of the program in use at those schools. Rather,
they are an evaluation of the IGE program, with the non-IGE schools as a
reference point.

The onsite observations and interviews also revealed some important
hints about the current status of the IGE program. Most importantly, we
found considerably less individualization of instruction than we would
have hoped. Most of the IGE schools were employing some version of homo-
geneous grouping as their approach to individualization, except where

"they had a curriculum product that facilitated a more powerful strategy.
For school-developed curricula, this Was'usually in mathematics and for

" reading it was almost always the Wisconsin Design. We found little indi-
vidualization occurring in other subject areas. :
> However, our findings regarding individualization of instruction were

not totally negative., We observed several outstanding schools and almost

44
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all of the IGE schools in this sample were trying to increase indiVidual-
1zation. But the management problems of individualization are overwhelming.
"The recordkeeping for even a single curriculum area is a major effort,
and adding other areas places burdens on teachers they feel they cannot
handle, unless aides are available for the clerical activities. . Even o
more serious, however, ‘there is no rationale available for how iGE schools-__
-are to group. ‘children for instruction when there are multitudes of differ-
ent objectives in different curriculum areas. Clearly there.is'a. need for
further theoretical development of instructional programming in IGE; w1th-~
out it, IGE is likely never to show much instructional' impact. .
F Another of our findings was that variation of implementation across
)its in the IGE schools was immense. While the R3 study targeted inter-
mediate units in each IGE school, we purposely emphasized observing addi--
tional units. What we found was that the unit studied often bore only o
slight resemblance to other units. In some instances, the intermediate -
uhit demonstrated far more of the IGE program than the other units,-while -~
gthers ‘the intermediate unit had far less of the program. It is reason—‘a'
lé to conclude that the within school variation was as great ‘as the )
:gr ss school variation in our sample. This clearly has implications for .
eidesign of future evaluation studies of IGE.
. Time allocations of the teachers -and principals in the two' samples,
plus the unit leaders in the IGE schools, are presented in Table 5. For
the sake of comparison, the time allocations of the total 40 IGE school -
sample are also included. In total instructional hours, staff in the- IGE °
schools reported more time spent than in the non-IGE schools, as was the
case with the noninstructional hours. .In the allotment of the noninstruc-'
tional hours, the IGE teachers- spent‘less time on supervision and clerical -
responsibilities, and more E&me on planning, testing, and recordkeeping. =
.~ The IGE principals put . in markedly less time on supervision, planning, and’
"_recordkeeping._ These results are partially explained by the presence of
‘unit leaders, who take a portion of these responsibilities from the prin- '
“cipal. IGE principals also spent more time on inservice activ1t1es and

@ general administrative congerns.
%o . These results support th the strengtlis and weaknesses of IGE, as

3]

o Rt

practitioners have been saying. Time allocations of teachers and princi-

! pals in the IGE schools are different from non-IGE schools. There is

" less time spent on caretaking and clerical -tasks, providing more time"

for planning and for direct instruction. However, the IGE program does .

demand substantial amounts of recordkeeping time, which argues the need

for techniques such as computer-managed instruction, and the staff in

IGE schools puts in more time than those in non-IGE schools. While the

staff in IGE schools may wish to put in extra hours, the program nonethe- - .

less requires substantial dedication. We know that in a few instances

the staff of an IGE school decided the extra time required was too much

of a burden. '
It'is 1nterest1ng to note that in the comparison of the total sample

of IGE schools with the 15 matched schools used in this study,- the matched

sample schools had generally higher 'time allocation than the total sample.

‘This suggests that the 15 schools selected for the study were probably

drawn from the upper portion of the sample, thus validating the sampling

procedures used. .
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| | TABLES "
" TIME ALLOCATION SUMMARY DATA =

-

a: Total sample Teacher © . - Principal. Unit Leader
. b: Matched  IGE® non-IGE IGE®  IGE® non-IGE IGE® IGE®  IGE®

.33 0.88. 23.85 26.25

.00 0.00 . 1.54 1.20 .
- 0.42 1.98 '2.78°
.00 -0.00 2.37 1.68
.00 0.00 0.03  0.10
.00 0.00 0.00  0.00

' Total Instruc. Hrs. - 24.14 ~23.11 25.20  0.84
- ~1:1 . 1.76 0.85 1.66 - 0.10
' Small Gp.  2.27 1.32. .2.02. 0.18"
Reading Class Size 1.92 2,38 2.03° 0,36
.. > Class, 0.02.. 0.43 0.04 0,00
" Other’ © 0.01 0.21 0.00. 0,00

- N -N-N-R- )
[
o

1:1° . 1.10 .0.61 1.12 -0.00 * 0.00 0.00 .0.90 0.85

0
Small Gp.  0.64 - 0.49 0.60 0,00 0.00 0.00 0.53 - 0.83
Language Class Size 2.39 ~2.92 = 2.42. 0.02 0.00 - 0.00 2.74 2.85
Arts . > Class 0.02 0.02- 0.04 0.02 0,00 0.04 p0.10 0-20
- Qther 0.00 0.03 0.00 - 0.00- 0.00 0.00 -0.00. 0.00
1:1  °© 2,06 0.74 1.70 0.14. 0.00 0.00 2,07 2:33
: .Small Gp. 1.20 -0.77 1.06 . 0.00 . 0.00 0.00 1.74 2.15
' Math -Class Size . 1.65 2.35 1.45 0.04 0.00 - 0.00 1.95 . 1.65
R > Class 0.00 0.56 0.00 . 0.00 0.00 0.00 ' 0.03- -0.00
- " Other 0.00 ©0.04 0.00 . 0.00 0.00 0.00 Q.00 0:00
1:1 0.90 0.11 -0.94  0.04 0.00 0.00 0.38 V-
.Science  Small Gp. 0.48 0.59 0.50 0.00 0.00 °0.00 0.30
- % Class Size 1.82. 2.14 1.98 ' 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.41
> Class 0.03 0.08 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.10
Other 0.00 0.00. 0.00 0.00 .0.00 0.,00 0.00
1:1 0.73 0.25 0.61 0.04 o0.00 ©0.00 o0.57 0.35
“Small Gp.  0.45 0.53 0.49 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.24 0:30
Social  (¢y459 Size 1.93 2.73 2.43  0.02 0.00 0.00 2.32 2.58
‘Studies ()agg 0.06 0.31 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.00
' Other ,0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 o0.00 0.00
1:1 0.59 0.18 0.80 0.00 ©0.00 0.00 0.47 0.40
: ~ Small Gp. 0.35 = 0.38 0.57 0.00 0.00 .0.00 0.32 0.10
Other ~ Class Size 1.73 2,00 2.53 0.18 * 0.83 0.42 1,78 3.40
> Class 0.05 0.03 0.13 0.04 0.00 0.00 : 0.24 0.25
Other 0.00 0.07 0.00. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total Noninstruc.Hrs. 18.42 17.98 19.84 44.17 42.67 43.08 20.33 20.25
A. Supervision 1.29 2.38 1.41 3.72 8.73 3.98  1.19 1.68
B. - Planning 6.31 5.66 8.35 2.91 5.31 2.54° 6.61 7.18
C. Testing 3.06 2.25 2.67 1.59 1.85 0.92 - 3,26 3.10 -
.D. Recordkeeping 2.65 -+ 1.73 2.33 0.84 2.27 0.17. 3,07 2.15
E. 1Inservice . 0.79 0.54 ' 0.83 3.74 1.83 3.85  0.67 0.90
"F. Clerical 3.34 4,87 3.16 1.55 .1.88 0.17 4.03 3.75
G. Administrative 0.34 0.09° 0.24 21,77 19.79 20.17 0.64 0.80
H. Other 0.69 0.21 O

.94 7.83 8.83 10.85 0.82 0.70
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Results from the Decision Involvement Aﬂalysis_Questionnaire are pre-
sented in Table 6 for the IGE and non-IGE teachers and the IGE unit leade:is.
Since much of the information to be taken from this- questionnaire was
basically nonquantitative, only the questions deallng with the level of
involvement and satisfaction with that level of involvement were analyzed
for this study. In general, the ratings for the two samples were very
similar. The IGE teachers claimed to have more involvement in approval
of instructional materials (question 1), amount of planning time (question
3), procedures for evaluatlng instpuctional materials (question 4), and
groupings to be used in 1nstruct10n (question. 8), The largest dlfference
was for question 15,  the areas in which teachers should specialize. The
non-IGE teachers had more involvement in decisions involving number and.
nature of parent conferences (question 6), and the design and content of

-, curriculum within classes (question 10). Satisfaction with involvement

-3‘: generally followed the pattern of responses in level of involvement. The

© ' 'IGE unit leaders had much hlgher 1nvolvement and satlsfactlon across the
total set of questions. :

OVerall, the results from the Dec1s1on Involvement Analysls Questlon-
'na1re were -as expected IGE teachexrs have somewhat greater involvement : -*
in selectlon of instruct10nal materials, plannlng time, and specialization,
while  the non-IGE .teachers have more involvement in decisiong relating
d1rectly to the- partlcular self-contained classroom, such as nature of
parent-teacher conferences and designing content of curriculum within the i
class. However, .ratings of the two samples were in general quite similar.
The major difference in decision: involvement between IGE and non~IGE schools
relates to the unit leaders, who do”have‘a much larger, role in decision-
making than the teacher in e1ther IGE or non-IGE schools, .

T

.

Indirect Outcome Measures

Mean responses on the Principal Leadership: Questionnaire for IGE -and
non-IGE teachers and IGE unit leaders are given in Table 7.'3The"pattern
of results in this table is quite consistent across questions. The IGE
unit leaders are the most favorable, followed by the non-IGE teachers;
with the IGE teachers being least  favorable. This probably reflects the
fact that in the IGE school the direct contact with the principal is made
through IIC by the unit leader, thus giving the unit leader a better
opportunity to assess -leadership capabilities and more opportunities. to
have favorable responses. In the non~IGE schools there is the possibility
of more direct contact with the principal, and thus the somewhat more
favorable responses of the teachers in the non-IGE schools. However, it
should be noted that for all three respondent groups, the ratings of prin-
cipal leadership were very high, w1th most means at 4.0 (satisfied) or
above. T .

Job satisfaction_(Table 8) shows: some of the - same trends. “The IGE
unit leaders almost always express greater satisfaction than the other
two groups. This is most marked in the opportunity to have influence in '
school policy (question 22), the fairness of the administration in the
.assigning of extra duties (question 6), the opportunity to discuss problems
with administrative personnel (questlon 7), and the unit leader's school
‘as an organization for which to work (question 18), :
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TABLE 6

_DECISION INVOLVEMENT ANALYSIS QUESTIONNAIRE

| "

How much  How satisfied
involvement with'level of

F ~dn decision? involvement?

\

2.
T ¢lasses (units)

ACoordination of curriculum across
Amount of planning time

Procedures for evaluating

v 4,
: instructional materials
P
5. Criteria for evaluating
instructienal materials
6. Number and nature of parent
conferences ,
7. Procedures for evaluating
principal's performance
8. Groupings to be used in
‘ instruction’

within class ~(unit)

St T '
é%ﬁL&’Design and content of curriculum
: ygé??
fu

11.

l2.

Procedures for evaluating
teacher performances

Criteria for evaluating
preservice and-inservice

Non-IGE -
«Unit Leader

IGE
Non-IG

'Unit Leader

. IGE

Non-IGE
Unit Leader
IGE |
Non-IGE-

‘Unit Ledder

)

IGE
Non-IGE
Unit Leader

IGE

. Non-IGE
Unit Leader

h\
IGE
Non-IGE
Unit- Leader

-IGE .
Non-IGE
Unit Leader

IGE
Non-IGE
Unit Leader

IGE
Non-IGE
Unit Leader

2

" IGE

Non;IGE
Unit Leader

3.14 3.05
2.90 2.78
3.57 3.50
2.77 ©2.68 .
2.86 3.05
3.43 3.07
2.11 2.16
1.82 2.21
2.14 2.07
2.86 2.74
2.34 2.44
3.36 - 3.36
2.40 - 2.80
2.29 2.40
2.86 2.93
2.57 2,77
2.93 3.14
2.64 3.00
1.23 2.11
1.26 2.38
1.5% 2.07
4.39 4.18
3.97 3.68
4.07 4.14
3.43 3.18
3.78 3.56
2.21 2.50
1.79 2.43°
1.72 2.61
2.21 2.50 -
2.19 ~ 2.37
1.96 . 2.24
2.21 2.37

-
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TABLE 6 (continued) .. . Lo

¢

How much  -—How satisfied
o _ o © ' involvement with level of
. ‘ ' : Group  in decision? involyvement?
13. Nature and extent of consultant IGE . 1.95 . 2.59
help o : * ° Non-IGE ' 2.00 ' 2.54
s ' Unit Leader 2.71 2.79
14. Topics for ‘inservice programs 'IGE = ©2.33 ©2.46
. . Non-IGE 2.40:. ' . 2.68
Unit Leader = 3.50 - 3.21
15. The areas in which teachers _ IGE ' 3.73 . 3.7
should specialize NOn-1IGE 2,97 . 3.43
: Unit Leader 3,36 3.14
16. Instructional objectives for IGE 3.95 ° T 3.77
each child | ‘ Non-IGE* > 3,75 = 3.64
: Unit Leader 3.79 - 3.93
17. The amount and nature ef - IGE’ 2.02 - 2.57
supervision . : -Non-IGE 2.100 2.93
. : . .Unit Leader 2.36 3.14
18. The budget for your school "IGE - 1.74 2.31
Non-1IGE 1.49 2.53
Unit Leader 2.57 2,36
°19. Extent of invovement of parent  IGE 1.5 2.35
advisory‘groups . Nzy:&GE .1.72° o ! 2.73
__ o . o Uit Leadef 2.21° 3.00

* Numbering is not complete because not all questions were equivalent for IGE
and non-IGE .samples. - ‘

#
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\\ , | k -~ﬁ§;rg\h__': I Q&§
N ' -TABLE 7 - T _ o™
\ ' N ' . - : o " -‘
~ PRINCIPAL LEADERSHIP -
o _ IGE . Non-IGE ~ IGE Unit
' . N  Teacher = Taeacher - . Leader: :
Question S S C (N=44) T (W= 72) T (N=14)
1. How"friendl} ond‘éosy to'approach_is o~ 7 ST t;;;-‘ ]i o
your principal? 4.16 o 4,29, 464 T
C 2. Hhen you talk with your principal to | | o
- what extent does he/she pay attention R T A
to what you're saying? -~ 4,20 ° 4,28 - 45T, g
3. ‘To what extent is your principal _ .o :' L _' ’ R ?i '
willing to listen to your problems? - . . v4.18zr:;' 4,29 4,50
4, How much ‘does’ your principal en- o ‘g
_courage people to give their best K < e T
. effort? - - . ) 3.88 4.21 o 4.00
5. To what extent does your principal main- - - ‘ R
‘tain high standards of performance? - 4,16 4,17 7 4.00
1'6,”'To what extent does your principal show _‘ .
: you how to improve your performance 2.98 3.26 .- ' 3.36
7. To'whatvexrént does your principal pro- ) _
vide the help you need so that you can R .
séhedule work ahead of time? .+ 3.55 - 3.78 - 3.86
8. To what extent does your principal of-
fer new ideas for solving\job-relatedf . B - )
problems? .  3.45, -“ 3457 3.7 s
9. To what extent does your principal en- ;- ‘ .
courage the persons who work for him/ S -
her to work as a team? . : 3.93 3.74 4.29 ‘
) ’ - S S
( 10. To what extent does your principal en— L _ T g .
4 courage people who work for him/her to A T
exchange opinions and ideas? R 4.02-  .3.94 4,14
11. To what extent do you feel your prin- ,
* cipal has confidence and trust in you? 3.93 4,28 4.36
12. To:what extent do you have confidence o o ‘
and trust in your principal? : o _-4.02 4,19 4.36
@ A
PR )
{.
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TABfE 7-(continued)

- - - Co e o g

o . . [ IGE Non-IGE IGE Unit
Question . _ Teacher Teacher Leader

igg. To what ext@nt does your principal
.handle the.technical side of his/ - _ : o
her job--for example, general exper- ' ,
. tise, knowledge of job, technical : S
. skills needed in the profession? 4.13 4.30 . 4.36

‘ 14. To what extent does your principal -do’-
a good job of representing your work'
to other teachers? ("Represent"

‘means telling others about what you

. have done.and can do, as well as ex- ' _ - ,fliég"
plaining the problems you face and : ) ' R
your readiness to do things.)‘_ R , 3.70 3.54\:‘ 3.86

o . . : ) . Tl
To what extent does your principal have:
. L . ro.

15. 1information about how his/her people

_see and feel about thiﬁgs’ i . 3.55. "3.70 v ‘3.93
16. ‘knowledge of what it takes to be a ,;\
good leader? L v . 4.07 3.97: 4.36

17. an attitude which encourages partici-
: pation and commitment from those who

work for him/her? ) t 3.89 ~  3.89 4.07
'18. administrative skills? . 405 409 4.36
19. skills for getting along with others?  4.09 4.00 . 4.36

20. a work situation which -allows him/her S :
to be a good leader? _ -3.93 3.94 4.36
. U S T . . i
- 21. .interest and concern for the people who .
work for him/her? . 4,25 o 4.09 § 4.57

* When it is necessary for decisions to he made that
affect you, to ‘what extent does your principal do
~ each of -the following ‘before final decisions are made?

22. Provide you with information about the

‘ decisions? _ 3.73 3.93 4.36
23. Ask for opinions and ideas from you? 3.84 ’ 3.87 4.64
24. Mebt with his/her teachers as_a group, ‘

present problems that must be solved and - .
work with the group to find solutions? 3.77 ©3.97 - 4.07

c .. [ 55




TABLE 8

JOB SATISFACTION SURVEY

.
‘ IGE Non-IGE . IGE Unit
g : o o, : . Teacher Teacher Leader
Question ' © (N =45) (N - 72) (N = 14)
How satisfied are you with: :
1. the professional competence and leader- ; ' o o 5§@
ship of your administrators? . . 3.87 . 3.12 4,36
2. the ability of your administrators to o
encourage people to work together? 3.51 : 2,97 . 4.36
3. the manner in which school poiicies :
and regulations are enforced? e 3.38 3.02 - 3.86
4, the recognition you receive from your
administrators for your teaching ‘ ,
.achievements? oo 3.27 - 3.10  3.79
5.. the procedures used to evaluate ) ' _ ' o -
teachers in your school? . 3.2 - 2,92 '3 H3
. 6. the Fairnese of the administration in . ? ‘
the assigning of extra duties? 3.96 y 3.46 . 4.50
. ) Hﬁ .
., 7. the oppoztunities provided to discuss .. - : ,
. problems with administrative personnel? - 3.78 - 3.18" 4,21
8. the trust you have in your admini- | v
strators? : .~ ‘ 4,11 3.06 4.29
9. the administrator's trust in you? 3.93 | 3.33 4.14
10. the innovativenesse of your school _ '
©  administrators? 3.87 3.25 - 4.00
11.. the personal and social relationships e
you have with other teachers? . 3.98 4.09 4.07
.12. the’ recognition you get from other l
teachers for your work? ﬁ ' 3.71 . 3.75 4.00
' 13. the quality of work of other teachers : ,
in your school? ‘ 3.80 3.92 3.93

\

14. the amount of work done by other' . 3 _
teachers in your school? - 3.74 3.85 3.93

56 .




- 47

TABLE 8 (coutinued) ' : ' ' K A

IGE Non-IGE '  IGE Unit

Question o : ' - Teacher Teacher - ~Leader
How satisfied are you with: )
15. the teaching, in light of what you ‘
: expected to be doing as a teacher? 3.60 3.76 4.07
16. your future in your school district? S % 3,64 3.68 _ 3.71
17. your opportunities for growth in your .

profession? . . » 3.71 ~ 3.60 3.36
18. your achooi as an organization'for,.

which to work? : 3.75 3.90 4.29
19. the professionalism your school .

district shows toward teache&s? B 3.20 2.89 - 3.50
20. the degree of your invéivement in . ‘

your school? : . 3.69 - 3.73 4.57
21. * the general reputation of your school? i 3.87 3.99 §.93
22. the opportunities ‘that you have to\in- . o

fluence school policy? . - 3,27 3.13 4,00
23.. your awareness'of what is "going on" ‘

in your school? . . 3.40 3.36 3.86
24. the goals emphasized by your school? - . 3.58 ’ 3.69 4,00
25. the amount of money you make? 3.11 2.62 - . 3.36
26. the salary schedule and fringe benefits | ‘

'in your school district? : 3.11 2.74 2.86
27. the physical'facilities-of your school? “ 3.24 <3.49 . 3.57
28. the number of‘studeots accomuodated

in your school? » 3.31 3.33 . 3.43
29. the availability of appropriate in-

structional materials and equipment? -3.40 "~ 3.41 3.79
30. the arrangement of space and equip- ) v .

ment in your school? - 0 3.24 3.32 3.64

N




TABLE 8 (continued)

‘Y e
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- ) IGE Non-I1IGE IGE Unit

Question ' _ Teacher Teacher Leader
How' satisfied are you with: E
31. the amgunt of preparation time provided- e 4

for teachers in your school? _ 2,71, 2.79. 2.64

" 32, the custodial services provided in your o -

school? | 3 o ) 3.51 3,03 " 3.57"

33. the quality of the work you do? 3.62 . 3.19 ° - 4.21

' 34. the extent to which you are -moti- ‘ 3
vated by your job? ) ! 3.60 3.87 3.71

. 35. the freedom that you have to experiment , / _
3 ”with instructional methods? » 3.80 4.20 4,29

36. the intellectual stimulation that you : ‘
receive from yOur work? - . 3.53 -+ 3.58 3.86

*T37; the opportunities that you have to ' .
-~ teach in your major areas of interest? 3.51  ~ 3.70 4.00

38. the amount of work you are expected ’ o
to do? . 3.24 - 3.52 3.21

39. ' the amount of time that you actually »
spend in teaching? E 3.31 . -3.68 - 3.50

40. the total time that you spend with ’ .
- students? 3.29 3.74 3.79

41.. the number of students for whom you , .
» are responsible? 3.07. 3.49 3.43

‘42. the extent to which.you are able to
meet your students academic needs? 2,89 3.23 3.29

43. the extent to which you ate able to :
meet your students' affective needs? 3.17 3.33 3.50

44; the quality of your interactions with C
your students?’ » 3.62 3.80 4.14

45. the extent to which thexcommunity

recognizes and appreciates its C , _ ,
educators? _ . 2.69 , 2.89 2.79

58
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TABLE 8 (continued)

59

, ,  IGE Non-IGE IGE Unit
Question Teacher ° Teacher Leader
How satisfied are you w;th. ,

46. the adequacy of financial support
provided your school by the ’
community? _ 2.87 2.86 - 2.86
47. the understanding of ybur school's
program by parents and the ! '
community? - 2.71 - 2,67 3.00
48, the community's involvement in your o iﬁ-' ‘
school's program? 2.80 TN2.72 2.71
49. the methods used to communicate
with the community about your school? 2,98 3.05 3.21
50. the methods used to report student
progress-to parents? 3.09 2,77 3.21
M 4 ?
Range 1-5 for all variables >
1 ) .
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The IGE and non-IGE teacher. samples gave very similar responses w1th
the non-IGE teachers being slightly more satisfied. . The major exceptlon
to this is in the first 10 items of the survey that deal with att1tudes o 3
toward the administration. Here the IGE teachers were considerably more
satisfied, which probably reflects the inclusion of the IGE teachers by*.
the unit leaders as part of the administration. Their contact with the
unit leader is undoubtedly closer and their feeling:of influence is prob-
ably greater, leading to greater satisfaction. In the other areas there .
was no marked difference in satisfaction between IGE and non-IGE teachers.
A summary of school expenditure data is reported in Table 9. In
order to adjust for differences in enrollment, all entries have been expressed
as per pvpil costs. As mentioned earlier, there were only 10 schools: in
‘ each of the samples that were used in this analysis, as mlssing data for one
: school led to the dropping of the matching school. Complete cost 1nforma—
tion could be obtained for only 10 pairs. - )
Costs in the two samples were very similar.  The teacher salary f1g—
ure was slightly higher in the .IGE- Sample,,but the cost, of other certified
personnel was higher in the non-IGE school.” LItgshould also be p01nted out
that the teacher salary-classification would. inclyde unit. leaders, who "are
often pa1d somewhat hlgher salar1es for the additlonal administratlve respon-
s1b111t1es that they carry.. Y ox : vooa ¥
. Instruchaonaleupplles were somewhat hlgher 1p the IGE schools, but
purchase of«t%xtbooks was; somewmat less. Afhig is an expected findlng, as
~ the use of. ¥he Instructlonal Programlng Model should lead to a ore dlversee
A approach td\ﬁhst;uctlon. -Ind general, it can-be concluded - tha he IGE and
» f. - non~IGE schools repr?sented in ghese samples have approximately the same
- per pupil cost.’ | o5 . 3 : > / .
% . Pupil datarare reported 1n.Tables 10 and, llu I ;Table 10, - tnp read-;'
-ing, and mathhsubscales of the CTB$ are; summarlzéﬁ’for each pair of schgols :
. ané for the total samples. . _?here wer}»no substantlab'dlfferencesdap stan- _
. ;' dara*zed achievement between’ ghe IGEJand non-=IGE schools in the samples. o
ﬁwIn~fact,Vbhe}e was marked® co: 1stéhqy in resul‘% One 1nterest1ng side#.
A glght‘ls thax, therk_was more, than ao age-grade year dlfference between
\\ Jle gourtﬁ apd £1fth,> ard lefth and si grade samples .ih¢both the JIGE
n

ol

‘e

e

v

-« -

“@i d non-IGE ' ls,°wh1ch might be inte¥pretedto nean that students , 7
‘benef it from mored time’ in both/of these samples of schodls., . - =~ o

T Final ;_1n-Table\ll results 'bﬁ the Student. 6bsérv$tlon Scale” ;;

#5 (sos) are summarlzed for, the 1nd;vtdua1 Pl irs a the totaldsamples. ~ ¥

R There were no* suhstantlai dlfferences‘bn any ‘of. the su@scales of the- SOS %
N é"‘It ‘must be notgﬁ that the scores .generated on the §OS are normdreferencedl
- stapdard score$, andiit is- poss1ble that any var&a ion Between,. IGE and

ff\g-;f-non -LGE schools has been loste’by trans?ormatlon of the raw scores through
. . -

14
o
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. o TABLE .9
N e e » . ' T ' )
SCHOOL EXPENDITURE COSTS ON A PER PUPIL'BASIS*'IN'DOLLARS
Y
—
Y MEANS PER PUPIL ~
Variable Nan-IGE IGE
Total 1. Principal Salary s 36. 63 37,66
School 2. Teacher Salary - 418.74 469.06
: 3. Other Certified Personnel . 58,96 39.30
» 4. Secretary/Clerical ' 17.22 18.82°
. ‘ 5. Other Salaries o -~ 18.11 29.68.
Suppli 6. Instructional Supplies | . 8.97 1i.58
upplies 7. Other Supplies - .93 2,58
- 8. Textbooks ' 6,09.. 4,31
Textbooks, 9. Library books 2.86 3.43
Library, and 10.. Periodicals/Newspapers ' .25 - .24
-Audio-Visual 11. Audio-Visual 1.63 1.50
120 other » » 066 . 033.
uo Travel ' " '} 047 091
Other 14. Expenses for Inservice : - 44 .50
Expenses 15. Other Expenses . 10 1.19
Plant 16. Plant Engineers - 7.10 | 7.72
Operation 17. Custodians ' ' 31.60 33.73
‘More 18. Supplies and Materials 4,22 3.22
Plant 19. Utilities 22,93 . 19.02
Operation 20. Other Expenses e - 1.94 2.06
Repairs 21.- Repairs to ?laht e o 5;37W“ 4.43
Capital 22, Replace-Instructional Equipment 1.55 .96
Outlay 23. Add Instructional Equipment 2,11 - 2.88
. '24. Elementary Teacher 22,27 23.94
giscr ct 25. Principal--Elementary - 35.72 . 37.16
Selanoe 26. Instructional Aides | 9 6.45 7.07
alary 27. Secretarial/Clerical ' 9.70 11,52
. District 28. Elementary Teacher _ - 1,91 2.57
_ Fringe 29, Principal--Elementary ' 2.85 2,96
' Benefit 30. Instructional Aides : .60 - .91
Average 31. Secretarial/Clerical 1.04 1.29 -
.Allqcation 32, Yes = 1, No = 2 o - ' ;Q93 .003
N .10 10
y > .

-;Each Variable was. divided by the N for,the School.

“r.
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., CTBS SUMHARY TEST RESULIS

-

. Teading Vocsbilary .| Reading Comprehension Math Concepts & Applic. | Math Computations.
© Grades Grade 4 Grade Gradg'ﬁ Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 6| Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 6 Grade4 Grade 5 Gradeb
District TestedNX'NX,NlX.NXNXNXNXNXNXNXNXNX

i b BB WN - - 8N 0N - -7 LN - -7 A LB
WelE S B L 525 - |82 5H - - 1W 8N -l 2T .-
g 5 61 B - -(ERIH - - BoBB - -3 BAR - -
g b5 UW ML e - |mA 2N - S|AA 2N - - LD -
3@ 45 WM DR - - (018 W - - |[1B WU oI LB - -
NlE b5 BB BB - - (5% BU - - [BB BN - BB BIA - -

-~
T
Rv=y

GTE 456 52 731 123 oT% uUB|wHW 1B INWY 7B
OB 456 132 7% 13|16 TN WN|eB 1R LI L 6% AN

Csmm ksecEl 718 9BLBL TW 9 BALL 4B BB inund
olGE G56 919 152 12|92 15 % L%|WA 9B TRWY BALD
s 1w W H|wy 7% 04| 8B BN WBEUBIULA

C6IGE 45,6 16 | [ _ ,
L5616 00 19 28 26 3|14 4 1933 2637 |2 2 18 % 18 42116 2% 17 % B

o Nog-ICEV

Dl A6 161 W85 B leu 8 U 5[5 D NN WAL 0DL6D
ol b6 4R UL R B[WD DI 2K 1Y %I NS NE

B 56 - - WO BM|- - DB Y. L TR. . L%
el 56 - - BB U Ele c BB T W o BB BA) - BBDE
Sl 56 -o- D53 % WPE el W X[ . nA DA . nBLBE
B0 dowlzz 56 - - % B N[ - BN WA o WA VB VB URY
01 56 - - 63 WA - 6% WR .o WA IR . WB I
Tl 56 - - N D H| - - W BN . LN B 165D
UM 56 - - DD R - - 0N 6| - BB NH 1B
w56 - - 08 Bulo o wE Rl ns 28] R

EKC

A FuiText provided by Eric . ’ N .
. .
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TABLE 10 (continued) B - R | \?

‘Reading Vocabulary | Reading Comprehension | Math C‘o.ncepts & Applc. Math Computations
Grades Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 6 | Grade 4 “Grade 5 Grade 6 | Grade 4 Crade 3 Grade 6f Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 6
C Distrfet Tested X N X N X (K X N X N X NX. N XN Xy ¥ ¥ X ¥ X

CRIE . 56 - - 262 B[+ - 2630 BAN|- - BB BU - - DIBY
Noolg 5,6 - - 92 19 |- - 92 193 |- - 53 B[ - 8% B
BIE . 6 - - = = AR - - - - AB |- - BB e - B

P R R .} R O B TR O] R

WIE 56 - - 116 05| - - LB LN BB BRI~ - BBBB
NowelGE 5,6 - - N A % 2|~ - BN WUB|- - /;z 7 0 |- - NV Y

ST 56 - - 190% 163 |- - 192 1,6 B |- -
T heelE 56 - - WL 19N - - WK WH - - - - - s o

1

8

Rav Score Mean 69 18019325 30 |69 21 193 28 191 30 [65 22 206 28 165 3|65 19 206729165 37
Grade By, - Y 4b 56 68] 44 B8 69| &2 56 700 37 TSI 69
Percentile R, 49 53 se| 5L ‘6 » | 4w 8% 4l

- -

~Non-IGE:

Ry ScoreMem 101 19 252 34 206 2 262 27 5 3 QL5 B 207 31198 30 20 WU Y
o Grade Eq. ! 416 5.4 . 603 4.7 . 5-6 6-9 4-4 ' 5.9 ' 7-2 319 503 6-5 .

~ Percentile Rk, 5. 50 49, 54 53 550 5 .57 60 ¥ 4 )]

* %edns rounded to nearest vhole number for conversion to G, E. and P, R,

bConversions to G, E. and P. R. made only on "rawv 8cores

0n
W
1]
X | . - f . ; Y | ) ‘ * . . |}
. \‘ . ‘ ‘.‘ 7 . . . . ) .
ERIC R A | _
. PAruntext provided by eric V . - . ' ' . . :



s TABLE 11

" ~ SOS SUMMARY TABLE ’ T
L]
Self - Social Social . -
o Accep-  Self Matur- Confi- . M o _
District tance Security ity dence  Schopl Teacher Peer | N
. —5
1. 1CE 46.53 47.06  39.45 48.00 58.02 47.02  43.47 47
Non-I[GE 06,18 46.82 38.91 © 45.50 59,27 46.32 v 43.86 22
Noo~ IGF 53.05  46.50 . 42.32  47.02 61.00 51.02 46.80 44
2. 10k 47.49  AB.60 51,45 52049 47.40  47.56  48.67 55 -
Non- 16K .48 A7.44 0 DALTIR O 67041 50.41 - 53.52  47.26 - 27
1. IGE R0.00  Ah.10 AYNG B4 4706 4785 47,35 37
Non-TGE 50,68 49.24  49.18 53,00 51,50 47.97 50,20 18
U4 HGE - USH76 511 51.a% 55067 516 5290 52,90 0
o CNon—ICGE ~ 49.33 "47.96  49.78  57.82 A7.00 30049 49.67 45
5. ICE 48.61  48.10  47.84 49,32 47.97 TATNIE 4832 31
Non-IGE  49.54  48%.24  49.65  54.08 52,97 _ 48.19  49.92 )
6.. IGE 52.09  49.73  S53.67  55.58 50.00  52.24 50,87 33
Non-IGE  51.21 °54.63  51.18 51.53 | 45.26  49.58  53.66 * 38
7. 1IGE 53.17 54.62 53.19  57.93 52.02  54.88  53.81 42
- Non-IGE  52.17 48.60 52.13  55.90 52.35 54.25  51.45 40
8. IGE 51.62  46.83 53.14 58.31 50.62 29
Non-IGE  53.09 48.48 53.06 55.70 50.45 33
9. TIGE 52.21 48.57 47.89  53.79 50.18 28~
Non-IGE  52.45 50.43 50.95 54.98 152.33 42
10. IGE 51.06  48.44  55.61 . 57.61. 50.22 18
Non-IGE  50.94 51.33 51.44  52.44 52.00 . 16
11. IGE 50.20 48.53  48.53  51.87 51.13  50.07 . 48.80 15
Non-IGE  45.58 47.79 43.63 49.74 54.58  45.88  44.33 . 43
12. IGE 47.00 47.79 49.75 54.67 - 50.17 49.04 46.63 24
. Non-IGE  53.08 -47.27 53.27 55.71 52.12  53.20 ~ 51.29 49
13. IGE  * 54.30 46.75 53,35 57.35 ° 51.90 54.05 50.10 ° 20
Non-IGE  53.93 50.49 53.42 ’'57.84 52.88 53.81 52.63 - 43
‘14. IGE 52.93  47.68 51.54  56.68 55.39  53.68 51.07 28
Non-IGE  50.85 50.09 . 52.20 56.47 50.65 53.16  50.65. 55 °
15. IGE 50.42 50.75 51.15 53.67 50.38  49.52 50.10 - 52
‘ Non-IGE  50.37 48.72 49.26 54.11 52.96 52.17 48.91 54,
MEAN: IGE 50.76 48.74 50.54  54.29 50.97 51.05 49.54 480
Non-IGE 51.18  49.22 50.35 - 54.25 51.82 51.57 50.14 604
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS .

3 ! -

In summary, IGE, as a comprehensive'system of_e}ucation and a viable
alternative to the age-graded, self-contained classroom approach, is making
an impact. This impact is shown not only by the over 2,000:elementary and
secondary schools already utilizing IGE, but also in the active national '
organization; 23 state networks and the accompanying leagues, pacts and.
hubs; -and the numerous teacher education institutions with IGE programs,

' . Further evidence of impact can be found in the numerous evaluations
" of IGE to date. Evidence has been presented by many researchers that the
" implementation of the organizatjonal component of IGE has occurred in most
schools studied; and that further, increased involvement in terms of time
spent results in greater implementation.
. Studies examining the direct outcomes of 1mp1ement1ng IGE have reported
a number of effects on schools studied. IGE school staffs have shown more
teaming, -involvement in’ dec151onmak1ng and shar1ng than non-IGE controls.
Further, evidénce has been ‘presented whlgh indicates that IGE schools show
a markedly different pattern of interrelationships within the staff, and
that students in IGE schgols receive a different set of experlences in
school than do non-IGE control, students. The latter finding is probably
tied to other results pertalnlng to the impact of implementing the instruc-
tional component of IGE/as well. Other studies of the instructional pro-
‘gram have shown that & wider variety of instructional materials as well as
instructional group sSzes are evidenced in IGE schools, possibly contribut-
ing to the overall poditive attitudes of students, staffs, and pr1nc1pals
of IGE schools toward the concept.

Past evaluation efforts have also 1dent1f1ed ‘a number of indirect
outcomes of IGE. Studies of school. oxrganizations have shown’ that IGE schools
are less centralized, s stratified, and inhibitéed; and have dreater motivation
toward change, principal and staff satisfaction, teacher.cooperation and
compatibility, staff inolvement in decisionmaking, task orientation, and
intellectual cllmatem/' -

Examination of indirect outcomes of instruction has . reVealed mixed
findings. Student achlevement in math -and reading was found to be superlor
in IGE schools in some studies, while no differences were found in others.
Slmllarly, student -affective measures have given IGE the advantage in some
evaluations,’ but in others no differences were apparent.

A summary of the results of the present study serve to corrobate and am-
plify many of the previous results (see Appendix E). Present findings-have in-
dicatkd that ‘the present sample of IGE and non-IGE schools were quite’ similar -
in terms of‘demographlc characteristics of staff and staffing patterns. ‘Further,
there were indications .that the ¥GE schools did, in fact, attain more of the

-

| u ‘ f 55




direct outcomes of IGE, both in terms of onsite ratings as well as in self-
reports of time allocation and decision involvement. Greatest differences
‘between IGE and non-IGE- controls were shown in the presence and function-
'ing of the MUS organization and facilitative environments; as well as
increased professional involvement and responsibility, involvement in deci-
sionmaking, use of . instructional objectives, and degree of instructional
cooperation. Present findings.also indicate that most schools studied have
not fully implemented the individualization of instruction component., How-.

R ever, this finding is balanced by the obvious efforts to increase individ-

. ualization, as well as by the fact 't materials for individualized instruc-

v tion have only recently become cdommer¢ially available. Couple this with L "

the result that time for planning, testing, and reoordkeeping»ie<also " o
o 1ncreased in IGE as compared to non—IGE schools, and it is accompelling EASAUN
o argumeng for some system like cdémputer-managed instruction. S ¢ S CL e

'In terms of indirect outcomes, the present findings indicate that
degree of satisfaction with roles and leadership structure parallels the 7
perceived degree of involvement in the decisionmaking and leadership strucr
ture of the schogl. Trends indicate .that as IGE schools increase .involve-
ment, measures of satisfaction increase concomitantly. Further, expendi-
.tures in both samples were similar. Finally, there was no evidencé of. A .
"+ difference in the student outcome measures of ‘standardized achievement and
.student self-concept. o : .

v
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study here, that instruction in IGE schools has not _changed ta the deg¢='

]

o VI <
RECOMMENDATIONS

. Recommendations derived from.the present as well as previous evalua-
tion efforts have two foci: those involving further research and develop-
ment, and those regarding specifications for future IGE evaluation efforts.
First, there is no compelllng e$idence that IGE schools differ from non-I1GE

- schools in any of the indirect outcomes specified in this study. Given the

marked similarity of these samples on measures such as standardlzed achieve-
ment, it must be argued that further 'study of indirect outcome measures
for IGE 1é 11kely to be a waste of resources; g

A more fruitful approach would be to emphgdlze more complete defini-
tion and 1nvestlgat10n of the direct outcomes of the IGE program. Present
findings have. indicated that there are some differences between IGE and
non=IGE schools in the area of direct outcomes, despite the fact that measures
in this area are considerably more primitive because development has not
emphasréed them. It is recommended that future research and development

. efforts with regard to IGE focus on further definition and ranking of direct
‘outcomed, Further, future evaluation efforts should utilize these defini-

tions, as well as relate them to the relative availability of all seven
componehts of theJIGE’concept_ In other words, it must not be expected that
direct outcomes specified for recently completed components be as effective
(no matter how clearly defined)-as those specified for more long-standing
components (e.g., the MUS organlzatlon). Further considerations in assess-
ment of specified direct outcomes relate to the availability of the neces-
sary support structures. For example, little is known about the impact
of the facilitative environments component of IGE. However, even extensive
definition of expected direct outcomes of this. component will be of little
evaluatlve us€ in instances in which facilitative env1ronments do not yet
exist or are-in early stages of - 1mplementat10n. . : N
There is considerable evidence from the literature, and from the

that organization has. This is predictable, both because administrati
changes are much easier to make than instructional changes, and because
development of IGE initially stressed the multiunit school organization.
The present findings indicate that instruction changed only when the cur-
riculum materials used demanded an instructional change. In addition, it

was found that individualization of instruction in only one or two" subject
matter areas greatly increased recordkeeping efforts. Without further ] .
development of ‘alternative forms of regdrdkeeping (such as - computer-managed’’
iqstruction) it may be unreasonable tdggxpect full individualization of =
instruction., It is recommended that a r study of the process necessary
to implement the IA;tructlonal Programing Model, including documentation '
of cigoing .efforts to individualize, and problems encountered be initiated.

- . ' e
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It must also be recognized that almost -all of the studies of IGE-
have utilized very crude measures of implementatién. When dealt with at
all (beyond studying schools that have adopted the label of IGE) the most
common approach has been to select schools that have been in the program
for a year or two. Certainly this is better than to choose schools just
beginning to use the IGE model, but it is at best a very primitive indica-
tion of the degree to which the program has actually been adopted and imple-
mented. Several studies went one step -further and added some additional
-criteria (sugch as pequiring that unit leaders occupy their positions for
more than a year) which have certainly improved the studies, but have in
no’ way guarénteed that implementation has occurred. Even in the present
study, we were .forced to use relatively crude measures of 1mp1ementatlon
.of instruction, as so little is known about the implementation process in
this area. It is recommended that future studies of the IGE program utilize
actual observational data as a basis for determining implementation.  This
will be an expenslve endeavor, and will undoubtedly result in studies of
relatiuely narrow scope. /However, it is senseless to continue to col%ect

1nformatfon about.the IGE program in the absence of reliable data that “thet b~

program itself exists in the targeted schools.

! The major portion of the evaluation studies of IGE,to date have been
macro studies lacking information regarding. either implementation or direct
- outcomes. While these studies have supposedly been program evaluations,

asking "Does IGE work?" they have in fact been policy evaluations asking
whether the resources expended on IGE have led to any discernable effects
on specified school outcome measures. Such studies are certainly of value
in the area of edicational pblicy investigations, but they yield little,
if any, information about the influence of IGE uriless a functioning IGE
program can be demonstrated., It is recommended that implementigaon objec~
tives and direct outcomes be identified and criterion levels established
as part ‘of the des1gn specifications ‘of future IGE evaluations. = Further,
instead of asking the question "Does IGE work?" it is recommended that
future studies ask "Can IGE work?" Given a positive answer to this question,
following studies should ask "What needs to be done to make the program
"work?” so that schools can decide whether it is worth the timé and effort
. to adopt the program. The problem with asking "Does any individual program
work?” is that it ignores the real life variability that exists in the field.
Results almost d;ways indicate that a program has worked in some places but
not in others, yet\hqw much of this is due to the program, 2__ se, is never
. determined. It would make much better sénse to design a:program m evaluation
under real 11fe condltlons with operating, non-developmental schools, within
budget constraints that ‘make it reasonable for -schools to.cooperate, and
in settings where the program will be given a very fair chance of succeeding.
If the IGE program cannot succeed under these conditions, then it is reason="
able to assume that it will be' of little value té other schools. If, on

! 4, the program does succeed under these conditlons, then further

13

:

date dlfferept school conditions, such ‘as urban or suburban settings$,, a..‘
;1arge school versus small school, or to 1nVestlgate specfal problems,yi“
as thé problem’ of handling kKindergarten or special students. =Such’a stnategy
would answer the prograﬁ evaluation questions for the developers and fu@ﬁing
agencies, and at the same time provide the ‘information to schools that they
need 1n order ‘to make program decislons. o o

o
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Bernal, L. C. The introduction of the Individually é;ided Educatiqu )
>. Multiunit Elementary School. Model in selected elementary schoofs
and the effects on organiaational output. Unpublished Ph.D. dis- ~
sertation, Boston University, 1973 . v :
e
O “ The major'question 1nvest1gated in .this study was whether
" staff and students would view the organizational output of~ an IGE/
. MUS school as more open than a?contror school. The sample
- consisted of 359 students and 63 teachers in four schools. Two
- schools were IGE (implemented in 1971-72) and the two control .
schools were chosen to be close in physical makeup to IGE. Testing
oécurred in school year 1871-72, during-implementation. Both . _
teachers and students responded to various questionnaires. Findings .
indicated that the perceptions of teachers and students were that -
n the IGE school was more open in its organizational output than the
control. .-

. Bolin, J. B., Je. ‘A study of organizational climates of selected IGE
schools. and’ non~IGE schools in Kentucky. Unpublished Ed.D.. dis-
sertation,JUniversity of Tennessee, 1975. - s es

, L) " ——

The purpose of this study was to compare the organizational-

, - climate of six IGE and six non-IGE schools in Kentucky.: ,Principals
and teachers in the 12 schools, sampled were administéred the "Or- '
ganizational Climate’ Descriptioﬁ Questionnaire. All 8 sub;ests
of the OCDQ were of interest in this study. The six IGE séhbols
studied implemented IGE under the. auspices of Title -III in.‘Kentucky.
All six were admitted into the sample of the study at the time they
had -signed the commitment- to.change over to IGE. The .six control
schools consisted of six schools in similar districts that did not
sign a commitment to change over to IGE. Findings indicated that
overall. there were few differences between .the IGE and non-IGE T
schools except in terms of the subtests "esprit" and "production
emphasis." IGE schools shoéived - significantly‘greater esprit and
less production emphasis than the _non-IGE schools. The overall
t-test comparison (summing over the 8 ‘subtests) showed no signi-
ficant difference between IGE and non-IGE schools.

Bowers, G. R. The organizational climate in selected Ohio multiunit

and traditional elementary schools. Unpublished Ph.D. disserta- .

tion, University of Akron, Ohio, 1973.
This study presents ‘the results of a comparison of organiza-

~ tional climate between IGE and’ non-IGE schools in Ohio. Forty-

eight Ohio schools, (24 IGE and 24 non-IGE) responded to a mailed

questionnaire assessing organizational climate. IGE schools were ¥

required to have organized within -IGE prior to the 1972-73 school

yedr. The non-IGE schools‘galected were matched to the IGE.schools

RN
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e ) ;
" in terms of school size, percentage of majority, the percentage
of disadvantaged,. the per pupil expenditure and the district.'
Data collection occurred in March of 1973, so most IGE schools
would have beeén at the end of their second year of 1mp1emeqta=*~\f
tion. The instrumentation used was the Organizational Climate
Index developed by Stern and Steinhoff which measures several
dimensions of organizational climate. Findings indicated that =
in IGE schools there was significantly less control press and in-
hibition. Conversely IGE schools showed more achievement motiva-
tion and more orientation toward change and toward science. Simi-
larly, the intellectual cl{mate was shown to be stronger in the
LGE schools. Finally, impulsiveness and disorder were more evident
in the IGE schools than the non~IGE schools. These data must be
interpreted with caution, however, as the percentage of return of
the questionnaires was low. : o

.'i' . éﬂﬁ

Bradford, E. F. A comparison of two methods of teaching in the elemen-
tary school as related to achievement in reading, mathematics aqﬂ
self-concept of children. Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Michigan

State University, 1972. : . .

The purpose of this study was to compare an IGE with a non--
IGE school on reading and math achievement and student self-concept.
The IGE and non-IGE schools were matched on the basis of sex, socio-
economic status and overall reading and math achievement scores.
The degree of implementation in the IGE school was not indicated.
However, the extensive discussion of inservice activities related
to implementation of IGE indicates that the IGE school was early
in its- lmplementatlon phase wheﬂ'the study took place. Children
in grades 1, 2, and -3 were given the Metropolitan Achievement Test .
and the Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale. A total of .
~N 299 IGE students and 93 control school students were tested. Addi-
" tionally, the attitudes of students, parents, and teachers toward
individually guided education were sought. Findings indicated
that_there was significantly higher math achievement andr,student
self-concepé in the IGE school as compared to the control school. .
exgon = apparent on reading achievement although the
IGE sé/‘ Wed-margimally, greater scores. Attitudes of teachers
' “””=‘-'f‘ d IGE overall were positive. Attitudes of students
were® posi ive . t-g- d some aspects of IGE and negative toward others.

o 14

Burtley, N. A comparison\sf\tezghgr characteristics and student achieve-
ment in Individually Guided Education (IGE) and traditional inner-
city elementary scheols. Unpublished pPh.D. dissertation, Michigan
State Ungversity: 1974. , ,

The purpose of this study was to compare an IGE and a non-IGE
* school on teacher characteristics and student achievement in irner-
city schools. The teachers and students in both schools were
tested three times over two years. A total of 32 teachers were given

7
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June 1972, and October 1973, A total of 292 second and third
grade students were given the Metropolitan Achievement Test
Battery fn May 1971, 1972, and 1973. The study spanned the

first two ears of IGE implementation in the IGE: schools. There-
fore the i igree of IGE implementation in the experimental school
was not high. The two schools were matched in terms of the same
district, matching achievement scores, socioeconomic status, per- .
centage of welfare, median income level, pupil ethnicity, percen-
tage of students eligible for free lunch, school size, and school
enrollment. Findings indicated that IGE encourages more teacher .
.cooperation and compatibility than a control school. Further,
individualization results in achievement gains in both reading

and math at both second and third grade levels.

4

‘ ’

Center for Educational Policy and Management. . Management Implications
of Team Teaching. Project Report No. 2, ¥hgene, Oregon, Univer—
sity of Oregor, October, 1973. : ‘ .
study reports a comparison of four multiunit Wisconsin
schools and four control schools on teacher attitudes and inter-
actions. Information on degree’of implementation and matching
‘tharacteristics of the sampled schools was not available. Find-
ings indicated that. 1GE - teachers were significantly different
from the control school teachers in the following characteris-
tics: IGE teachers showed a greater task orientation interaction
than control teachers, more involvement in school-wide decisions
than control teachers, and expressed greater job satisfaction
than control school teachers.  This report was abstracted from
a secondary source as a full copy is not yet available.

Claytor, A. The'relationship betweeh teachers' beliefs and practices
in IGE schools and evidencel of classroom behavior as compared in
IGE and non-IGE schools.‘_Rutgers University, 1974.

This study sought to investigate the relationship between
teacher beliefs and teacher classroom practices. Sixty-three
teachers from four elementary. schools and 30 prospective teachers
‘participated in the study. Thirty—three,of the teachers were
from IGE schools, 30 were from non-IGE schools. Degree of .im-~
pPlenientation of the IGE schools and any matching requirements
were Rot- given. Classroom teachers were observed and rated

the Group Dimensions Descriptions Questionnaire in October 1971, <

-

. according to the Classroom Observation Rating Scale. Additionally,

teachers filled out a. corresponding questionnaire. Prospective
teachers filled out only the questionnaire. Groups were compared
on the basis of -their open beliefs and their practices. Beliefs
and practices were correlated and t-test comparisons were made
among the three groups. Information was not available on the
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. AY .
questiontfaire or on the scoring procedure. Findings indicated
that teachers are more open in their beliefs than they are in ,
their practices. Overall, IGE teachers were more 6pen in both
beliefs and practicds than traditional teachers. There was a

- + significant negative correlation found between the years of ex-
perience and open practices for traditional teachers. . o
' .

Edwards, F. H. A study of affectivcichange in elementary -schools im-
pPlementing Individually Guided Education. Unpublished Ph.D. dis-
sertation, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 1972.

This paper reports the findings of a study focusing on
teacher and student attitudes in IGE schools. Six schools were
studied, three IGE and three non-IGE. Schools were matched in
terms of the same community, the number pupils, and the size
of the faculty. A total of 394 sixth grade students as well as

" the entire faculties of all schools were studied. A limitation
of this study is that it was impossible to determine the level
of implementation of the IGE schools. .Teachers were administered
the Kerlinger Attitude Toward Education Scale VII. Students were
administered the /I/D/E/A/ Attitude Scales. Findings indicated
that student attitudes toward school and toward their peers were
more positive in IGE schools. Furthermore, IGE teachers were
overall more progressive and less traditional than control school

 teachers.
. R

'_ Essig, D. M. The effects of a multiunit differentiated staffing or— -
ganization upon teachers attitudes and instructional programs.
Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University.of Oregon, 1971.

This paper presents the results of a study of the impact
of IGE/MUS on the instructional program and attitudes of teaching
staffs in two IGE schools in Oregon._ Instructional programs in ,
two IGE and two non-IGE schools were assessed prior to implemen-
tation of IGE in the two IGE schools in the sample. Instruc-
.tional programs were then reassessed one year later, in 1971.
Attitudes were assessed by means of an authof-devcloped attitude
survey which was based on Osgood's Semantic Differential. The
results are descriptive as no tests of significance were run.
Findings indicated that the IGE schools showed certain changes
(e.qg., teaming) in the organézzsiyn for instruction which were
not shown in ‘the edntrol sch Further, greater involvement
by IGE teachers in decision-making related to planning and develop-
ment of the instructional program was also shown. No differences
were found in teachers' attitudes in IGE and non-IGE schools.
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'Flournoy, L. Untitled'achievement data. - lllth Street School, Los

=, Angeles, 1975. - ”

Although ‘a complete copy of this report is not available
at this time, preliminary achievement data for pupils in 111th
Street School are available. Reading and math ‘achievement were
assessed for each of grddes 1 through 6. Data were collected in

" the 1972-73 school year. Grades 1 through 3 were given the

Cooperative Primary Test. Grades 4 through 6 were given the CTBS.
Some groups” were matched, others were not. Expected gains ranged
from .7 to 1.0 at all grades. Findings indicated“that -grade
level equivalent gains expected after IGE implementation were
achieved or exceeded in all except the sixth grade (and even the
sixth grade level approached the goals).

¢

Gervase, D. J. and Lindia, A. Final report- The - evaluation of the -IGE
program in the Windsor Public Schools (reading) School year
1973-74. Windsor Public Schools Report; Windsor, Connecticut,
1974.

The purpose of this report was to replicate the evaluation
of the effectiveness of ‘the reading program in the Windsor Public
Schools. Comparisons were made on the basis of standardized:

-+, -achievement tests as well as comparisons between expected and

- ‘achieved reading scores. ‘The .Culture Fair Intelligence Test and .
the Gates MacGinitie Reading Test were given in March 1974. Ex-
pectancy was determined by the formula: (years in school x IQ)
+ 1 = expected grade performance. Results showed that pupils at
each of years 8-11 showed higher reading achievement than was
expected. These results must be interpreted with some caution,
however, as it appears that an independent t-test was used on
dependent .scores. . .

Gresso, D. W. Individually Guided Education and organizational climate;
Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of Missouri at Columbia,
1974.

‘ . . R
The purpose of this study was to compare IGE schools showin&_,

a high degree of implementation with IGE schools showing a' low
degree of implementation on organizational climate. The popula-
tion studied was all IGE schools working with /I/D/E/A/ in 1973-,
1974. Criteria for sample selection were that IGE schools had
implemented IGE for at least two years. ‘Additionally, a high im-
plementation school was defined as one that had met over 66% of
JI/D/E/A/'s 35 outcomes. A low implementation school had met
less than 34% of the 35 outcomes. A total of five high and

‘five low implementation schools were chosen. The organizational
climate description questionnaire developed by Halpin and Croft

-~

890

‘\/
.
-

s
€

vy



69

in 1963 was the 1nstrument used. Findings indicated that high
implementation schools were more .Qpen than,;ow implementation
schools .as perceived by the teachers. Additionally, high imple-
‘'mentation schools showed greater open autonomy than low implemen-.
tation schools as rated by the teachers.: Finally, princlpals 1n
high implementation schools were less aloof and showed more
thrust and consideration than pr1ncipals of low implementatlon .
scheols. ) - . . L ? -

-

Hacket, J. and McKilligin, G. A study of the Multiunit/IGE elementary
schools. Janesville, Wisconsin, August, 1972.. ’ )

! ' This, study compared two mult1un1t and two transitional schools

- v w1th1n the Janesville, Wisconsin schooljiidstrict. Participating
. schools were matched in terms -of SES, méan IQ scores for the school,
-é??& ’ . and building design. Degree of implementation of IGE was not re-

ported. Achievement scores for second and sixth graders on the
MetropolltanrAchievement Tests were higher in the multiunit schools -,
with the exception of the. spelling . sub-test. Additional findings
indicate that multiunit schopols have a lower per pupil cost for
personnel than the traditlonal schools. Finally, positive teachﬁr,
pupil, and parental attltudes were reported for the multiunit
"school. A possible linMitation of the attitude data reported was
that there is no indication that this data was collected from the

. traditional schools. ,

<~ : o

Harmon, J. A. and Tylke, L. V. .A comparison between an Inle1dually
Guided Education school and a more traditional elementary school
on attitudinal and personality variables. Paper -presented at’ oL
WERA, 1975. o C

_ . ,
This paper reports the Yesults of .a comparison of an 1GE
school with a non-IGE school on student achievement, student atti- .-
! tude ‘toward school, student attitude toward themselves, and student Y,
i tude toward others. .She IGE school had been operating for
l/2 yegxs. Schools were matched by socloeconomic~status and IQ..
Twenty-' ree students in each of grades one through six in.each .
school. participated in the study. Procedure was as follows:
~ Both faculties were given the CSE 106 Educational Objective Cards
* to be rated. A subsample of highly rated objectives was chosen’
. for the study. Progress toward these obJectives wasdmeasured by
two instruments--the-California Test of Personality, and AMASTY-- .
About Myself and School This Year. Results showed no’ clear dif-
' N ferences between the IGE and non-IGE school. A possiple limita~-

. tion of this study, however,.ls that the measurement 1nstruments )
may not have been appropriate for' the objectives chosen, A ¢ hef
sequent study compared achievement in’ the two schools and aga1n
found no differences.

~
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S

Herrick, H. s. The relationship of organizational structure to teacher
mot1vat10n in multiunit and non-multiunit elementary schools. Tech-
nical Report No. 322, 1974. ) '

KJ

. The majdr,purpose of~this study was to exgmine the' relationship .
of organizational variables to teacher motivatlon. A secondary
purpose was to determine the differences, if any, “which exist be-
tween organizationai structures of multiunit and non-multiunit
schools. A random sample of 40 multiunit schools in Wisconsin "
and a further random,pample of 40 schools in Wisconsin that had not . . «
1mplemented IGE were chosen. Multiunit- schools were required to ;
bave been multiunit for at least one year, and to have been Judged .

) . adequately multiunit by -the Department of Public Instruction.’ . .

< "Within schools chosen, a random sample of 15 teachers was selected
" to prov1de the data. The major findings of the study wage that ‘
there Were ‘no significant differences between multiunit.and non-
. multiunit schools in size, complexity, and formalization. 'Multi-

unit schools were shown to be less centralized, lesg stratified,

- and had MQre highly motivated teachers -than non-multiunit schools.’
School size and centralization wefe significant predictorxs of

- teacher motivatiqg An both_ maltiunit andjnon-muﬁtiunit schools.

%

>

»

Ironside, R. A. Process evaluation of the 1971- -72-73 nationwide,instal-
lation of the Multiunit-IGE Model for elementary schools. Paper
_presented at WERA, 1975.- .l . - '

°

_ This report presents scme of the fiﬁdings of a process evalua-
;. tion the installation of 250 1GE7MUS’schools. During the first ¢
.. year of!implementation an attempt was made to ument n1ng and in-
. stallation as well as. to describe the extent ofgih imblementﬁb o,
. tion in the schools. Installation in the schools was measuxed by
- the performance objectives developed by the,R & D Center.. Fdur
) basic. elements consituting several of the objectives were the
< criteria indicating satisfactory 1mp1ementation by the middle of
'thg < the first year. These four elements were: an active IIC, use of
\yi.. ' the IPM in one subject, a fully unitized school, and a multiaged
g K\ organization. Data were gathered through questionnaires, inter-
N\, views, s1te visits, and study of existing and emérging documents of
\\\\ all sortg. " Findings indicated that in the early stages of imple-
i mentation’ it is difficult to'determine the date or degree of :
. 3\ "commitment." However, ‘the criteria of satisfactory implementa- : ~
B "\  tion was attained by a large proportion of the schools at the end
L of the first- half year. Further, considerable variation was found .
\ both within and between schools-in the degree of implementation
f 'of both the multiunit and IGE patterns. Additional findings in-

dicated that teacher roles may be difficult to assume at once,
- ; and individualization was found to be one of the least attained - ¢
. ' ' ///- objectives. Finally, with respect to implementation, findings in- .
L. dicated that use of ﬁGE/MUS is not tied to the building structure.
- ~ However, support was needed to effect implementation. .

- N . r
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' Ironside, R. A. .A supplement to the 1971~72 nationwide installation
e of the IGE/MUS model for elementary schools--a process. evaluation:
T The fall 1972 follow-up. Princeton, New Jersey, Educational Testing
s Service, 1973. A e o . . . o .
) : . The purpose ofvthis study was to determine tH@ 1mplementation :
£ . status of IGE géchools one year after the original Hationwide in-
' R s stallation’study. A major question of interest was whether IGE PO
e ~ schools are different in the second yeafbof impIementation. This -
_ study was considerlbly smaller in scope “than the original. only = .
/# some of the IGE: 'schools were studied, no -attempt was made’ ‘to -compare ;
... children on either achievement or learning, and the same crgxeria R
v J were used as in the main study but truncated instruments;Were s .
v , employed Findings indicated that by the second year most schools
.meet the four criteria of-an active -IIC, multiage groupin indi-". .
vidualized instruction and full unitization. Further, al}kchools. &
ddentify themselves with IGE in the second year aithoug side varia-
Epn in 1mplementat1¢n practices were .shown. A wide for . .
ynlcal assistance in 1mplementation was expressed L
schools._ Finally, it was concluded that it is still difficult to
determine gains 1n both reading and math at both second “and third

N grade levels: o . s oo o

o

I3 . rl

- ) : - . ot
’ ) . . ) LA L . .,,A“{‘ .. x

Joyal, L. H., Jr. A comparison of the types ‘of learning patterns of R
: - studentg in a self-c8ntained and a multiunit elementayy school. & « &
N o . Unpubl/zned Ph.D. d1ssertatfsn, University of Wisconsin-Madison,, ‘
‘. Y 4 4 1973. ' : i . ’ ot . -'r,..;. -
. “f.s This paper presents the results of a three-year study (1968-
.1970) of the size and variety of instructional.groups, pupil self-
direction, and variety of learning'materials used in IGE and non- A
"IGE schools. Subjects were 25 children in grades 1 tﬂ!ough’ ;u‘}f et
b . ) in a single school. * In 1968 the school was self-contained, in. - ‘
1969 they implemented IGE, and in 1970 ‘they had.been two years'lnto 5" -
IGE. Three students at each grade level were observed individuallx ' é
‘for fifteen minutes each year. Students were rated’oh~the Obser-. . - -
vation of Students' Learning Style Form developed -at the R&D o
s .4 'Fenter in 1967, The types of -activities the students engaged in r',if e
: "~ were_recorded ‘each minute. Changes in'the utilization of instrue-,. . . 3,
- tional materials and audio visual equipment, in the’ number of sub- - N o
- ) jects working in a specified c¢lassroom area, in the size of learning - S ‘
groups, im the frequenoy of teacher-pupil interactions, and ‘in the . .-
frequencymof teacher—directed .learning activities were predicted -
Results*Sh ed’ that there was an increase in the number of studentd
using a wider variety of instructional maﬁerials and audio visual ~ .= #
~ equipment under -IGE. L Further, a qreater variety in size of -learning 3
groups was shown, as qgll as a greater’ variety in the number of )
. T students working 'in a specified class area. : Finally, the fre-
“e . L~ quency of teacher—pupil interactions,increased as did the‘frequency
;// .. of te&cher—dlrected learning activities under IGE.

. S - S
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. ﬁ., and Joek&f-‘ Jt‘-'
d thetimplementation“
Unlvéngity of fiebi

?hls study 1nvestigated teac“er perceptions of -the climate
in 545 IGE schools in their first, second, and third years of
' 1mplemantatlon. The sample was stratified by 1location (rural,
. suburban, - urban, and inner city), and lengtmi:plementation.
Teachers ‘in ‘the 545 schools. respondg e izational
=Climdte Index. Findings indicated, Be climate in:IGE schools
_ wasﬂmore operd in the 'second year off gentatibn than it was
J’“. in the first. However, the climatée e third year was not
Y dlfferent from the climate in the firs year,%gﬁvgesting a Hawthorne.
o ‘ 1m1tatlon ‘of this latter findfhg, however, is that.

’
. . . .
. - -
. . . N

Yy  Thréee year evaluation. The multiunit elementary
hool and 1nd1v1duallzation.\ Cedarburg, Wiscon81n Public Schools,.
ugust.‘l972._ LT

IiThe paper reports a descrlptlon of the changes occurring in

7,"« thqée Cedarburg schools since the fall of 1969 when two schools |

Jbéhame ‘IGE,” and a third developed an individualized study program
‘as & result of a Title ISI grant. \Achievement, as measured by
f'Iowa éesbs of Basic Skills, showed a. 7% .increase in the 1972
-§éores ‘for ‘grade 3 when compared to the scores in 1966, a 1% de~ ,
_\réase for grade 4, and a 5% increase for grade 5. Results of a
pupil. attitude survey, assecondary studefit~visitatdion study, and
8 ‘comments from visiting ‘educational profe531onal personnel are
-5 also reported. Possible limitations of the study’ include the fact
tilat pupil attitude and teacher time allocation data were collected
{ at only one school and used as indicative of what was happening
.at all three schools. .. Further, there was no attempt to assess .the
;level of IGE 1mplementatlon in any of the schools.* :

Klausmeier,'H. J., Quilling, M. R., and Sorenson, J. S. The devélopment'

and evaluatlon of the Multiunit Elementary School 1966~1970. Tech-
nical Report No. 158, 1971. : '
This paper summarizes some early evaluation data regarding
. IGE schools. Several procedures were followed in the formative .
-.evaluation of IGE. Observations of the I & R and IIC operationg
were made. Structured 1nterv1ews and. questionnaires were. used in 4
both the. IGE schools and the coqﬁrol s&hools.; Criterion-refef%nced

*This report includes a prohlbltion agalnst maklng the narratlve or -
data public without express.written perﬁ%ssion. y )
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? _‘~tests iw reading were administered ;b,o children in the IGE schools
" before the reading program was introduced, and readministered. the
! ~ following year. Findings indicate’ %hat .I & R units mét their
\’/ perfogmance criteria Xeasonably efﬂgptively, although there was
™\ variability among units. Further,Oﬁhe majority of IICs were seen
e _be functioning reasonably well. - Interdependence relationships

'-in\these _three multiunit schools and three control"chools were & .

assessed (Pellegrin, 1970 abstracted in“this paper). Further there
was some indication of higher Student achievement in reading.
as ik :

i -l
'."'/
"\

Mantzke, J."W. An analysis of the effectiveness and satisfaction of

! ‘ ’ teachers, principals, and’ superintendents who function within un-
. differentiated and differentiated (IGE/MUS) staffing structures
jﬁi;_ in the State of Wisconsin. Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Univer-
E e Sity of Wisconsin-Madison, 1973

' The primary purpose df this . study was to compare the effec-
tiveness and satisfaction of printipals ;teachers functioning
within undifferentiated and differentiate organizational struc-
tures. The study sample, was chosen from the Multiunit School *
Directory Those schools having implemented IGE for at least two

. years were considered for inclu?ion in- the, study.. *aAlY schools who
' - fit this criterion and who were” willing participated in the study.
A total of 31 schools was chosen., - Five teachers; the principal,
.and the superintendent.of each school were asked to respond to the
<+ . principal effectiveness questionnaire. In order to select ‘the
—)b,,_control schools, the IGE schools were grouped according to the _
K Q:Wiscohsin Edugation Associmtion classification of school districts.
Thisg classification is based on the number of professional wo kers
in the district.' Controlgschools were chosen from Wisconsin
"~ be comparable by rimber of professional 3%rkers to the@IGE schools
chosen. Findings indicated increased satisfaction of#%
o R in IGE schpols with’ regard to supervision of instruction, curricu-
i St e -0 lum d opment, student guidance, staff relationships, and securing
. . and @ing, fiscal resources.

23
. Nelson, R. G.; Junker, L. K., and Fischbach, T. J. . Learning climate
: . in IGE/MUS—E schools. Technical Report No. 213 revised, 1975.
B . The major question investigated in this study was whether .
- IGE/MUS organizational structur resulted in a characﬁ,ristically
> different learning climate than a traditional self-contained .
] structure. To answer this question, pupil attitudes toward
e . (a); themselves as learners, (b) other pupils, (c) teachers,
(d) instruction, .and (e) school were assessed. Thirteen IGE
schools and twelve non-IGE schools served as the sample of this
study. IGE schools werEJrequired to be fully functioning multi-
~N . unit schools and to have used IGE for at least two years. Matching
characteristics were not gM&en. Findings indicated no differences -.
between IGE and non-IGE schools on the general measure té&med
learning c¢limate. However, students in IGE schools showed a higher
self-~concept than students in non-IGE schools. .

'¢
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Paden, J. S. A national evaluation of the /I/D/E/A/ change’béogram

‘a Flanders Interaction procedure.  Findings indicated that teachers

trators, teachers, students, and parents to the impl

%,
b

{y . . . N . N

5

_Olszewski, ﬂ W. The effect of a multiunit/open space school structure

‘on teaglfer behavior. Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University
of No Dame, 1973. - ¥ .

¢ Two main hypotheses were investigated. First, teachers in

"IGE schools were.expected to show a greater range of teacher beha-
~viors than teachers ‘in. control schools. Second, teachers in IGE

schools were expected to show more shared teaching behaviors than
teachers® in control schools. The study sample consisted of one

IGE school -(in opexation for one year) and two contr 1 schools, * T
(matching charactgﬁistics unknown). Two of the fo its in the L;- -
IGE school were selected for study (one“primary, one intermediate). ?;1

Eight teachers'were also sampled from two- control . schodlﬁr Each =~ s

teacher was observed four times for a total of one hour each using

in IGE schools did not show a greater range of "teaching behaviors .
than teachers in control schools. However, IGE teachers did show. “:@_-
an increased sharing in teaching behavior patterns than teachers bﬁ*,ggﬁ
in control schools. NS

o \X

>

fo: IGE. Belden Associates, Dallas, Texas, 1975. -

-t

.i

This study was designed to assess the attitudes’ of @dm

IGE schools implemented by A&/D/E/A/. Data were) olleoted ffcm..,“ .
participat ng ., .
Lt

IGE. The study represents M?vu--year data collection
y
d&:s prio to

May to July 1973 and from to July 1974. Schoo
in the study had implemented IGE one, iwo, or three.
the collection of the data. Four questionnaires ‘
all expectations of administrators, teach’rs, paren
were givgn. Comparisons were made in the" attitude
in ‘schools having high levels of IGE impleémentation
low Ievels of IGE implementation. Additional compar sohs. v &
between those individuals in urban areas and thosein. ng%iban\'. Py d

areas, between those in mostly white IGE schoo&s ‘and tho n non- L Z
white IGE schools, and between those in schools implementi IGE

prior to’' 1972 and those who started IGE after 1972. Axd

of- the IGE schools with a control group were not H@-f'

tive attitudes increasing as the length. time spent i Y
the - _E”'r of /I/D/E/A/ outcomes increased. Finally, i
:;ementaﬁion of IGE caq!result in perceived teacher




Parsons; F. R. (Principal) "What happens when they get to the junlo l-;>ﬂ.
, hlgh?" Evaluatlng an. IGE school in the affective domain. Jeff i
'glemenxa \‘Sehool Report, Menasha, Wiaconsin., : . a,, :

S .
e T
a3 .

® -

= _ mreport presentS\the results of a seif—e@aluatlon oi two
*@chdol's" in Menashq" wisconsln,"that 1mp1emented IGE’in 1969-1910.

\"“m~\;\\ .They sent quest{onnaires to parents, ltu_gnts,'-, ﬁféﬁshqgs-;.L,,,<*- T
“~Although no data are given, they reportfthat.the re' sﬁdﬁ?these : s
L questIonnalxes were supportlve.\\A ‘second’ approac ' to 1nvesti:‘~ o

Vo " gate what happéned\to their IGE students when ‘théy’ r@ached tﬁe : ,”‘if\\\

Junior ‘high, which receives .both IGE and nonrlggxschOGl stuﬁents. .
A questionnaire was developed assessing decislon-making, ‘self-re-
‘sponsibility, self-concept, and interpersonal relation i« ~ALL '
junior high:- teachers rated each student on all of thd¥ "IGE dimen=- -_
"' gions listed above. Junior high teachers did not know which students®
were IGE and which were non-IGE. Each student was ratqﬁ by approxi-
mately three to five teachers. Findings indicated‘ 't on all
. dimensions IGE students were rate gher. Finall an ‘attempt
was made to 1dentify the students the Menasha Schools who might
L - have potential performance or adJustment problems in the schools.

r ' " .  Such factors as poverty level, intgéligence, family problems, S
learnlng dlsablllty, emotional pro ems.and social adjustments were
rated. . It was found that the IGE schools contained 25% of the
students in the district yet . the IGEFschools contained from 40 to
59 percent of the students with potential problems.

L

’ ' Pellegrin, R. J.. Some organizatlonal characterlstics aof multiunlt schools.
e . wOrklng Paper No. 22q@g§69 oo , R

o The purpose of this study was to prov1dé rg zationdi

. pMfile of multiunit schools in' terms of int endéncy relation- 7 ..
ot ships. The study compared four IGE with four. noh-IGE schools. :

' Three of .the four IGE schools were fully.. unitized in the year of 37

testing. The fourth' was eventually dropped as--insufficiently -

multiunit. A questionnaire and interview procedure was used to

: .study  the . interdependency relationships (work-related interatctions) - - ﬁf
', among ‘the staff. Findings indicated that the interdependency A '
relationships in IGE schools were mainly copfined within units, -

while ;n the non-IGE schools they were most y confined to the grade
level's Fewer individual, decislonﬁ were made in the IGE schools,

.;‘1 emmorefgroup declslons were” made., In non-IGE schools decisions
;J:;&ade/prlmarlly by fnd1v1dua1 teachers with the prineipals.‘
RS . AN & alpsis of 1nf1uence’h1erarch1es infiicated that in IGE schools,

e . pr1ncipéis4and unit. leaders are very influentlﬁl. In non-IGE

fv sq.pols - the pr1ncipa1 1s the most 1nf1uent1a1 indlv1dua1

RS 4 & L. e
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- ‘ , Copies’ of these papers are unava!lableAalthough they have A &

- . _been ordered. o é L
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Quilling, M. R. and Sorenson, J. 'Student achievement and attitudes
_in instruction and research units in Winslow Elementagy School,
. Racine, Wisconsin. 'A: 'rwo-Year Report, 1967 1968 and 1968-1969.

.

..o .. Working Paper No. 96, 1972. B s
v This paper presents«the results of a two-year study of the" _ o
. achievement of pupils in Winslow Elementary School. The study - .

= . was undertaken in the fall of 1967 as the multiunit organization _ .

: was implemented. Reading and ‘math achievement of Winslow pupils
T was compared with that of a; tched control school (matching_ L
characteristics unknown). \d results were obtained. In the P
: first year, first‘yrade children id the IGE school outperformed
. ,’-- *%ontrol pupils. However,. unitized’ third gradgrs progressed less
: ' - in reading than controls. During the second year of the# dy, '
: reading achievement improved. Also there was some evidence that‘
: _non-transient pupils in the multiunit school progregsed more than
did a comparablg control group in the control schooil. Overall, )
.-haq fer, margiff® in favor of one school were counterbalanced by s
¢ | _ " thdse of the other. school on different measures. The results of -
©.2 the study indicate that academic pfogress is not different in a
’ <sultiunit and control school after two years of program implemen-
tation. . .

"

Richardson, E. R.. A study of ‘the chanqes “in role perceptions and role-'
behavioxs of principals in IndividuallyQEuided Educatlon/Multiunit
elementaryﬁschcgls;//nnpubl1shed Ph.D. dissertation, Auburn Univer-

sity, 1972. _ , e
Qy Thls paper reportsﬁthe results éﬁre study assessing the
.aghanges in the role perceptions and. e behaviors of elementary

“school pr1nc1pals involved in implementing IGE. Of particular
% . interest were the nature-of the interactions between the’ pr1ncipal'
. and the profes'ional staffs 1ﬁ.the publio school settings. ‘Twenty- -
“ three elementarygschpols in Alabama': seﬁﬁﬁg as the sample. ;Ewelve
R qgﬁ schools were in lhe~first year of implementing IGE, - and eleVen .
. % 43 of the schooly; re not invalved in an IGE program and were ‘classi-
Y fied as- cdatro “(matching chpracteristics, if anyy were not given) .
N The 1nstruments used were selectedrfrcm an earlier study of the,
A pr1nc1pa&s&ip performed byfﬁross qnd Herriott. Findings indicated
' that thgge were no differences between IGE and non<4§gE schools
. ‘ with one qyception. There was’more 'congruency between the percep- '
' - tions of th hcipals and the perceptions of the professional
‘ staffs as to’ role behav1ors in IGE schools. :
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Schneiderhan, R. M. A comparison of an Individually Guided Education

¢

~of these variables to the ddaptive

st dy. Data were gathered using a

N
ﬁIG

-_Ind!v
“ ti‘”

(tGE) program, an Individually Guided Instruction (IGI) program
fd a traditional elementary educational program at the - inter-.
., ediate level. Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of
Minnesota, 1973. : .

The purpose of this. study was. to compare IGE, IGI, and
tradiflogal schools on achievemenl, student attitudes toward
" schools, and student selffconcept. -Two schools in Roseville,

Minnesota, were tested. One entire school was in the IGE experi--
" mental program. The other school placed one-third of the students

in the IGI experimental program and the remaining two-thirds were
assigned to self-contained classrooms. Both-the IGE and IGI pro-

grams were new during the period o testing. Schoels were matched

only to the extent that they were rom the same district. Teachers

_igi-both- schools volunteered for the program of their choice. L
Students in grades 4 through 6 were given the Iowa Test of Basic
Skills, the IOX School Sentiment .Index, the IOX Self-Appraisal
Inventory and Odis Lennon IQ test in the fall and spring of the -

. 1971~ 72 school yelr. Findings indicated no differences in achieve- =~
\ ment,” attitude, i self-conoept among the three progra:hs

v

&
IR

Walter, J. E. The relationship of organizati““l*structure to, organi-

\

zational adapt1veness in elementary schools. Technical Report
ko. 276, 1973. . _h
- g .4 ) «
' The purpose of. this study\wa!~to examine the orgahizational
structures of elementary,schools“gnd to analyze the reftionship?

iirty-eight schools (20 MBS, 18 non- s) participated in the
ques ionhaire distributed to
; principals and 10 randomly selectefl teachers in each school.
schools in>the sample were required t meet the following
teria' Multiunit™ qrgaq‘zation had ‘been{, lemented at leést
twb\ykats, principal “had been in the buildi g at least three

years, a: ‘majority of the unit ledders had n unit leaders for

, two years, and there were more than ten teachers in the-building. .

Non-multiunit schools wete matched 'in terms of distgict, SES, and
school size. . Findings indicated that while multi t and‘non-
multiunit schools were not substantially different ‘with reg

- to the organizational structures, multiunit schools were sigﬂafi-flf

cantly more adaptive. _ o - AN

y i .

Watkins, R E., Jr., Holley, ‘F. M., et a1. 1973-74 evaluation report.‘

ﬁﬁ» Department of Educa-
Develppment Report, Austin, Texas, 1954. - T -

,dﬂally Guided Education (IGE) progr

o
e This zﬁg%ré presents the findings of an dValuation of IGE

in ‘the|Austin Independent School Distrilft in 1973-74. All IGE
school had implemqnted IGE in the previous year. Eleven IGE

. ’ ol
!E . t | S _E;' :

-3

ss of elementary isols. "
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. L - ‘ . _

T - - . schools and 11 control schools were compared on the degree of A

’ implemeritatiqn of . various. outcomes or charaqteristics assoclated
with IGE. Classroom observations indicated that; on the whole, .~
the 11 IGE schools exhibited’ qreater degrees of 1mp1ementation .
of these characteristics than did, the control schools. Additional
" teacher questionnaire data in par ‘verified this finding. Con-
siderable variation was found -among the IGE schools (but this is
not surprising in llght of the fact that overall implementation
was not controlled). - Parents and staff generally expressed favor- .
able-attitudes toward IGE. Staff members, however, expressed
some dissatisfaction with the level of support.and training they -
receiveds No differences were found on various affective and.

] cognitive outcomes between IGE and non=IGE schools.  Focused
¥ o case studies-.of randomly selgfted students indicated striking dif-
- ferernces in how -IGE and comparison school students spent . their e

days.’ ' , .. : o

. B

y %+ Watkins, J E., Jr.,‘Holley, F. ‘M~, et al. 1974~1975 Final Report: In-
dividually Guided Education (IGE) program . Department of Educa-
tional Development Report, Austin, Texas," 975.
s P
This report presents the résults of a continuation evalua-
tion of _the, 1mplementation QﬁLIGE in the Austin” Independent
} " School Distnact. The. initialvyear of the evaluation took lace
. in the secamd year of" program implementation ip 1973-74. Evalua§ - Eﬂ *
. : tion effozfs continued “to. focus on the achi int of program - g
inputs, processes, and. outcomes ih the 11 IGE and 11 matched
i “« L . comparison schools chosen for the»first year stgdy. Due to the
‘ sle .. fact that control over-the degree of -implementation of IGE was -
_ L " mot obtained, .the major v?riahle under consideration in this
w7 evaluation may s1mply be they Tabed:. "IGE." Teacher and parent
* questionnaires, the CAT, selk-concept measures, neadin d mat
. DT - achievement, and.stident. behavior ratings were used 1nqt§2 ,study
ng: S in addition to classroom: obsgrvations.“ No aifferences werﬁr
: foun? between the IGE andéthe contrdI&schpols.-'
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APPENDIX B ;.

'REASONS FOR ELIMINATING SCHOOLS -
. FROM THE FINAL MATCHED PAIRS : .

_79‘ .
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,was not requested it was not sent.

80

The procedure for ‘selecting the control schools followed as closely
as pos31b1e that used by the R3 students. The superintendent of the
districts conta1n1ng an exper1menta1 IGE school were contacted in order
to enlist their help in identifying a matched non-IGE school compar ison.
Superintendents--or the IGE school principal if no superintendent was
available for the district--were asked to identify a non~IGE school as
similar as po$sible.to their school in size, district, socio-economic -
status, racial mixture, and overall age and experience of teaching staff.
Several superintendents, as well as principals of the non-IGE schools
contacted, asked for written information pertaining to the scope and inte7t
of the study. en requested, this information was sent, and where it
was Telt necessary by the superintendents or the principals of the non-

IGE schouls, this information was taken to the school boards or other ',

cindividuals from whom permission was requ1red Where this informatlon

‘The following are the reasons why specific schobls were dropped~from
the final matched sample.

School #139. This was the only elementary school in the d1str1ct
“The uper1ntendent suggested seVeral other districtsito approach; severad
of -£hem”were contacted.’ ' Some had "job action problenmkand so dec11ned to
participate. Others siggply found no principal that was interested in the
study. Finally, time gy raints made' it impossible to send background

information and wait f*_;schobl board approval

School #694. There is no superintendent -in’ thig algtﬁjbtvana the-* ;T"“

IGE principal suggested contacting a parochial school 1n the ‘district.

The principal of the parochial school-felt they were not a. good match aq‘

the faculty of the school was against participation. Several other sug-
gestions were followed up on. However, the best match1ng school had to
present the study to the schoo} board for. approval ¥ The' conc%uslon of
the bpard as well as the principal was”%hat there was too much’ testing
going on for the ch11dren in ‘that school®at the‘present 'ﬁme and they
declined participation. ¥, /

School #866. The supgélntendent suggested two schools, one of which
‘was a better match than the other. The best match declined because'all
elementary schools in the district were to be evaluated that year and he
felt that.there would be too much testing for students. Other schools
suggested were simply not good matches. F1nally, there was not - enough
time to search for furthQE schools. - o

School #618. This school was *rejected because the school is half
IGE  and the rest is self-contained. Further, there wasﬁno.apparent inter=
action of this school with any other school in the are%ﬁ :Both of thesg{/%
conditions violated the minimal requirements set by the ﬁ‘hluatlon Sec

School” #400. This school was rejected because readlng regrouping-
was done b classroom-—not by skill groups or ipdrumdﬁals, as was mini-: -
mally req}( R -

School #688. This school fa11ed to meet m1n1ma1 conditions because
the IPM in reading was not used. schoolwide and the IPM in math had only
been in use slnc? September bf 1974 {less . than one year at the t1me of
testing). . o

School #754. ?hls school was rejected because they stated that -
teacher judgments were the onty assessment techniques used to implement -
IPM 4n math. Furthermore he school had no permanent unit leader last

92 .
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year--they alternated. Finally, a call to a local .consultant knowledgable
in IGE indicated that the school was not really IGE throughout and that
it was not a good example. She suggested we choose any other school 1n
the area (which was not an option).
School #772. This school was rejected because they saw themselves
~as a modified IGE school. The IIC met only twice per month and they had
. what they termed an "informal” IPM in reading. These conditions consti-
tuted failure to meet minimal criteria. :
. School #142. This- school was rejected chause'math was individual-
1zed only in some classes. .
? : School. #932. This school was rejected because the whole school was -
o . one unit, and reading had been individualized for less than two years.
o School #740. 'This school was a pilot school, and there was no time
to even attempt to match it. : . '
School #725. This school was rejected because it was tested for' the
pilot. Add1t10nally, it was not fully unitized (some classrooms were
self-contained). .
School #47. This school was rejected because the R3 students were’ "
tested in only one grade level--the fourth grade--and because they had a - ' o

rotating unlt Jeader. * . ®,
School #447. ~ This school was reJected because the school was not ’ N
fully unitized, the IIC met only twice per month and the R3 students
were testing only one (fourth) grade. .
School #530. This school was rejected because some classrooms were
- self-contalned, the IIC met only tw1ce .per month, and theythad an unqg ! -
thodox unit structure. o
. . School #76. This school was rejected ﬂbcause the whole school was . T

one un1t, and.because it was too dlfégcult to match a school containing
onl .grades four to six (there was: control over the‘IGE-ness of grades,

three) o ) : q
School #634. This school was reJected because thege was only one .
sc¢hool in the district that was a falrly good match’ and this school declin %ﬁ

to participate. Further suggestians for “other schools came too late to
. be followed up on. .
\\§ School #407. This school was rejected" because"the best matches )
efused part1c1patlon and the refusals came too late to 1dent1fy and;
contact other schools.
School #85. Th1s school was rejected because unit’ leagers rotated
annually.”
" - School #456. This 'school. was reJected because it was h1ghly ethn1c o
and -there was nb other schbol similar in race, socloeconomlc status, and ‘
. ~ district areags ' e SR .
J School- #12 . Thé§schqolwguperlntendent turned us down because “the
schools wer: ing too much testing alréady. The teachers were unhappy
. about the amg nt of . test1ng, and they would have had to have séen.all
'Vir-; of the 1nstruments beforehand. Consensus in the’district was that no
_.school would have agreed to anotfier- round of testing, even 4if- allowed
full review.of the’study and ihstruments, -~ =
- *SchoQls #445 and #257, - Both of these were large c1ty schools.~ These
were rejected because there wasn't suff1c1ent time tapwork through the
adm1n1strat1ve layers necessary to ga1n approval from a large dity school
-,dlstrlct. .

* .
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Other schools rejected were eliminated because the IGE schools were
identified so close‘to testing time that it was impossible to approach
the districts, contact the schools, -and receive permission.
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APPENDIX €
S

COPIES OF R3 INSTRUMENTS AS ADAPTED FOR THE PRESENT STUDY'
PRINCIPAL AND TEACHER FORMS
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" PRINCIPAL FORMS - -
5. INSTRUCTION SHEET . o

‘ﬂﬂ' . ';ﬂe sincerely appreciate your w1llingness to cooperate in this study.
PR : ¥our ass1stance in the project is vital in assuring our success.n;

S

&In our telephone conversations we 1dentified spec1fic cldssrooms that :
would participate in the study. There ig a,packet of materialg‘for each
of the teachers and the principal. ‘Each .of the packets is'so designated
on the outs;de of the envelope. The following steps are suggested as a

Tom

guide tc facilitate the completion of the packets. o uﬁ.wt

3

1. Distribute the envelopes contalning the questionnaires to the staff

members selected PR R . ‘ |
. : ) I SRR
2.
3. aff members that the qudstionnaires should be completed ‘ B
. ®y. Each person should respond to all the questions in *
;n-J", Wt ve a accurate picture of your school. .
4. S’prov1ded for each person are ‘to be used when the ques- !
§§S have been completed. Each person shquld seal the enyelope
‘the questionnaires have been completed. v“;/t/_
5. esearcher will retrieve each envelope when he/she meets with the

o] u;'l'lt.'-»- ’ . . .
L

Please encourage your staff to complete -each of _their instruments prior
. to the time the researcher comes to the school.

’ The pr1nc1pal packet contains the following. ] \ .

. ‘e \ X 1} ‘
1. Background Information and Organizational Survey crorm P) ~ this ipstru-
- ; ment contains. 19 background.items and an drganizational structure com- i

'plexity checklist. ..The time requlred to complete thns is approximately . .
10 minutes,, but due'. to ind1v1dual differences it may\take some perso sy
longer and other persons less time. Please read the instruction page
for -the instrument carefully ‘and when tﬂe instrument is completed plaFe
1t in your envelope, seal it,- and retain it for the reéearcher..

»
.

. 2. Sch” 1 E diture Data - this form deals with cos data of the class—
& ' rooms:indicH¥ted. : R ‘F\\\\\\ : .

" 3.7 Time Allocation’ of Instructional Personnel - this deals with the utiliza-
tion of time of the staff. You will find several extra copies of this
form._ Please distribute.xhpse extra copies to y non-certified personnel
that work with the specified‘'classrooms. When they have: completed their = @
copies please: collect them and place them in your packet of completed T

instruments. - . _ '
N a, ! - R X . L
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4.. Decision Involvement Analysis - (see Teacher PScket--identical to it).

)

The results of the study will be reported in the foim of a technlcal report,
and you will receive'a copy of the. .report when it becomes avallable from s
the R'& D Cehter. Let us assure you that when Wewreport the study's f1n41ngs,
there will be no 1dentif1cq;10n of students, staffs, or schools. : >

- -

.‘Please extend our gratltude to your staff for the t1me and cooperatlon they.

are giving 1n assisting. the Center with .this study; and for you interest
and. help, we are 51ncerely appreciative. We are looklng forward to visiting
with you and your staff shortly. R -

~ If you have any questlons related to” the 'study, pléase feel free to call

3
[

us collect at (608) 263-4342. .Thank you again. o S

Sincerely, - N . o

Dr. Conrad Katzehmeyer ) i
Director of Evaluation Services \

-ty ’.
. . &) ¢ .
Dr. Linda Ingison and Ms. Deborah M. Stewart

Evaluation Coordinators , >

N : ‘ ’ -

° 4 ) )
o8
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You are participating 1
. for Cognitive Learning." The purpose of this, instrutent ig to obtain background datd C

Your participation in this study is sincerely. appreciated. . L

W B ’ o
Y s | ) . '
. ., ] . )
] ! “

! S ‘

T | oo

v . . |

~ BACKAOD ,INFQRMATI('J‘N‘AND IRGAZATIONL STRUTIRE SURVE
) |

N

l‘ N y

in a study corducted by the Wisconsin Research and De*'elopmenf Center\

t

/

deternine the nature.of the organizational structure in your school.

o This instrunegt to be,complfeted'by the princip’él consiéﬁs of 19 background itensand a
 conplexity check list, Completion of the entire Ansttument .should tequire about 10 minutes
of your tine, It is important that all. items receive a response as any iten left blank will . .,

give a'dist,orted'picture; of your school, ALL responses will renain confidential and none -

1,
N

" Please answer the “questioﬁ about each item‘by blacing; your respbnsg in the spéce,.provivded. |

Upon completing the instrunent, please place it in the envelope prdyided and hold it for
the researcher who will visit“you: school and Apipk up your sealed-enveloge of completed

- instruments. oD ) x | ,
! toa P . , . . ; | | El. ' . . .

. |

W
r‘\t

 Published by. the Wisconsin"ReseArcﬁ.ané DeVelopﬁent Center for Cognitive ﬁga:ning,,.supportp§,
in part as a research and development Le |
. Education, Department of Health, Bducation and Helfare, The opinions, expressed herein do

nter by funds fron the Natiohal Institutq of

0t necessazily reflect the position of the National Institute of Bucation and 0 official

endorsemep‘t by the ﬂatidna%&li}ittitutetof‘ Education ‘should be inferred.”

;o

'will be identified by person, schdol, or school district. y

e

W

A o Y 2 Form Approved |



‘ STTe
BACKGROUND INFQRMATION AND ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE SURVEY o
! ' B (Form 2] '; ¢
‘ % ‘ ‘a .
‘e Part 1 * e L - v

[ i L . ‘
- - .

v

. ' £ -
‘Directidns: Indicate the proper response +in the spacb provided for each
o question. : o] K s : :

___°1. .Highest level of érofessional preparation comp;eted, )
1. Bachelors Degree " - T & -
2. Bachelors Degree + ‘16 credits . *° . .. AR |
3. Masters Degree T S .
4. Masters Degree + 16 credits . e ’ T T
5. Masters Degree + 32 cred1ts , . - Co T
6. Doctoral Degree . A e ' U
. 2. ‘Are you presently enrolled in-a degree program? S ’ o
1. Yes S, - : . T = .
2. ..NQI B . , . . v : : : ’ .

]
v

3. Have you given any presentatlons or written any artlcles for -

.- . professional organizatlons in the past 5 years? ¢
-~ _ .
. . T - . e L o o
1. Yes: -t
2. No
4. If yes to‘abgye question- 3, indicate the approximate number.
5. ' Sex. ,;i oy .z\J ’ R .
1. Female - . o . . B ‘
2. vale: - S 7
" 6. ‘Have 'you parﬁ}c1pated in a staff development workshop in the
© past 2 years? . . e
- - T » .
- 2. No. ) : e
<
7. Indicate .the total number of years of your teachlng and dmln-
. 1strat1ve experlence.;
- 8. Indlcate the total number of years that you have been a. princ1p_l -
. in thik dLStrlCt._ . .. - .. ; I

RN »\),n-‘ .

.Indicate the total number of years as princ1pa1 in your present .
schaol.

- > P s
1 : ; . . v vt . 1

. N
o MO ".‘ I ‘Y.
i ’ . s
@ - S ¥
; -, - T .
f BN 100
r ~- . .
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v ; Part II

[ < . l )
Yy This index is completed only by the building principal. Please-be'acqpraté
n your responses. C ‘ N . e

] '

o . .
elow is a list of occupational specialities which might be found in an .
leméritary school. Place the number of people. after 'the occupational o7
pecialities which are found .in your school, and which have gualifiéd .
eople working in the speciality at least\lp hours per week i s

-

.
Y

District‘kstate agency,‘and county personnel may also be counted provided

they meet the above criteria. o C
L ‘. . . &

. i ) . ~ e T v ' ) ~._ . RE— _~~___i
Administrative staff . No. . pil Personnél Staff . ‘No.- . L
. .« . : ' 9 T : . . .o
" Principal, L _ Guidance Couusg}or :
Assistant Prihcipal . School Psychologisﬁy. : t
N pirector of Elementary ‘ Social wOrkBr',:"E* o .
Education - . C— ’ - School Nurse R o
Supervisor (Curriculum . ’ ' C ‘
and/or. Instruction R Speech Therapist = T
Administrative Iﬁtern : . gg:z;zi;tgzzplng . )
cher'. — 4 — ‘Attendance Officer B -
] . : . £ . Remedial Reading e
—~- -7 7 Teaching Staff . ' " %  Remedial Math - - (l SR
Classroom Teacher v _ ’ Other - J,l‘ ' .
- . - - ¢ . B .o
Physical® Education = . . ' : RV ) ‘
» . ’ )
Music ., R . Auxiliary %ﬁ -7
' ‘ S - ‘ : . >
. Ar o~ — School Secretary
@ Special Education - InstructiOnal or
k . Physical or Mental -~ . Clerical Aide ' R RN
' 'Re ardation o Lay Supervisor (Paid) : '
. . Teacher Intern . ' o Lay‘Volunteer -
bt ) , 1 4 [ , .o ° o
~ Practice Teacher v B (Unpaid) oL
. Instractional Aide . Custodian : .
_ T ., R v4 .. -
Other - . . Cook c T . .«
, N : ' X Bus.Driver . ' '
. _ T+ =\ Audio-Vispal S -
\\.' Pl : - ° ~— & .
’ 4 \\ * ‘ L
e i A :
J‘i" (.Qu T ' \ . o




\ ’ 4 ¢ ;\ \\
. . . C _ - 4 ._"“\,'
o K -7 . _SCHOOL EXPENDITURE DATA . - CouT ”
“ o ] ’ o o 7 : . ' » ] . . . \ , . T\ 4 - »
- Directions- S | o o B
| \ | T ( . ;‘ ‘a 4 ' ) 4 l‘ ' l‘.\
. 1. This form .may be oqmpleted by: e R . v )
] ; . . . \ - .\. ,. <
Thp school principal if accounting data for the school are available .
. in the.principal's office . . . . C
> . . S : - s .
- 4 - . v I o ., . ‘ - or by .

, . . - ,,“f‘ o
‘ lQ’,‘l‘he school district's superintendent or business manager if. accounting '\
4data for each. school are available only in the district s central office,
N F alns
2. - The expenditure categories for:which data are requested are those
found in Financial Accounting for Local and'State School Systems |,
(Handbook II in the State Educational ‘Records and Reports Series
. publlshed by ‘the U S Offi e of Educationf. . {‘., . _ :
v e ot o
3. Attached to this form are escriptions and definitions of the various
' 'expendlture categories. g :

N \ - /’ L ‘?
' 4. We realize that not, iil school d1str1cts maintaln complete f{:ancial
records on.a school<b -school basis. For this reason we are requesting
data only for expenditure categories that are most likely to be main-
tained ‘at the school level. .It.is hoped that the school or school
district will be able to provide resonably accurate information on
", the expenditures in- these categories for the school._ . . L

#

<

.

S~

5. The expenditure data requested are for the l974-75 school year.

6. If questions should arise concerning the completion of this form, .
© please do not hesitate to call (collect) to Terry Geske at 608/263/4270
‘. * or Richard Rossmiller at 608/263/4200. oo - .
. - | | . L e
T : -'\> I : |
I Instruction:’ . : . a' - L Total School
S + % i - .
A. ~Salaries . _‘i ’ ” . A : _ .'__;_;____i
. —_— o , . , 4 _
Pripncipal(s) - .. ! :
e " L7 . h ’
* ~\A_Teachers( o Lo L e T )
-Other'certificated professional-staff, . S . T <
e 4 N ‘( : ' . ' . N . "‘ ' . p -
Secxetarial and ‘clerical: o -
. o \ 1 & -
) . . . . ~ * . . .
‘gﬁ\ Other salaries _ I e S <o _ G "
)" i o T N . ,‘. ‘ * ' B
) : N ¢
¢ L4 [ Pl ..




‘\\. .
. 1 4 . - ‘
| , : 4 g \ : ‘
A BN } v S
*\ " - B. Supplies and Materialg ) ‘
. . . : [
. . LR -
) . Instructional suppliegwggdimgggpials
\w . Otheée¥ supplies and matgriais% ‘. ’
\ ) Y
\ C. Tex ks, Library and Audiovisual
I , ] _ ¥
\ _ - : o L
' LT Textbooks I N
N \\' . . . ‘E'\
S\ . ’
CN ‘Library books . 5
f\ _ Periodicals and newspapers ' XK :
. ) Audiovisual materials . i 1\
. ’ R . . ~\‘ o
’Other . 3 . .. .- \
D. Other Expenses -
I Trayel . .
Y, , N .
Xxpenses of inservipe_educatibn
o . .
. 53Q£§er'expenses _ .
II. Opefgtion of Plant ' - ‘ -
A. - Salaties ™ . ‘
2 . . % Lad
. {Plant engineers -
, Custodians ” L L
‘B. Supplies and Materials 7
, C. Utilities
D. Other Expenses ' . ‘ ’ .
- , g )
. ) ) -
III. Repairs to Plant and Equipment v
' Iv.- Capital‘butlay' ' ) 7
. , ) ,

4 S »
Replacement of instructional equipment '

5 . o
N o ‘Addition to instructional equipment’

- . _

o . ) . e . , . RN

EMCG ) | | e . . :. . | . \ . » _: R

T

-y,

‘e

’ 2
- \ 0
.
\
v
.
v
. )
! .o~
. !
' \
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AN .~ s -
. <
. . * \‘J 1 - ‘ . . ¥
V. General Informatigg: s \f e
1. Pleage 1nd1cate the average salary paid the follow1ng categorles of T e,
'dlstrlct employees durlng the 1974-75 school year. e
e, , L ‘
A Elementary school (Grades K-6) teachers
R : : p (T
- . . ~Nx
Elementary school principals ”
- ‘u . ’\f -
Instructional aides , B

. Secreturial and/or clerical personnel
2, Fringe'benefits;represent a significant expenditure item in most gchool:

' districts.  Please estimate as accurately as possible the average jost

to the district of the fringe benefits (restaurant, social security, .
health insurance, -life insurance, etc.) provided for the typlcal employee

in each of the follow1ng categorle} durlng the 1974-75 school year.

Elementary school (Grades K-6)-teaéher5' . : (

Elementary school principalg\

- ¢ Instructional aides o o - T

~ - 3 . v '

JSec,tetarial and/or clerical personnel
, . . ‘

* 3. school diStricts sometimes establish guidelines for allchﬁing funds ™ _\,

for instructional supplies and materials, textbooks, library booksTvetc.
. if" your district has 'such a policy, please indicdte the amount allocated

per pupil, per. teacher, or per school for supplieg, materials, etc. ox

in&@ba@e the basis on'which such allocations are made.

Ry . » e
' -

~a . N o®
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Definition of'Expendit&re Categories )

~ ° LI 2
- R v .1 ) N )
Followmng are spec1f1c def1n1t10ns yhlch sg\hld help clarify the ‘costs v
to be 1ncluded w1th1n each expendltufe category: oL g
. _ v
A .- ST . . . i
% I Instruction o s . g

Instructlon éons1sts of those activities deallﬁq>d1 ectly with or
~aiding in the teachlng of students or improving the /quality vof
instruction, - Examples are tne activities of teachers; principals,
consultants, oY supervisors of 1nstruct10n, and guldahce and
psychologlcal personnel. ) .

[

N . LN

A. Salarles’ , o ot ﬁA i\

PPr1nc1pals - The full-tlme, part-time, and prorated portlons of
salaries of principals, assistant principals, and other perspnnel
performlng vhe adminisfrative duties of a principal. Salaries of
-+ principals who teach glasses are. prorated to this account in pro—
portron to the time devated to the ‘coordination and superv1slon
of the activities of the schG?ls. i ' S s
e N 3
%eachgrs ~ The full ~time, part-tlme and prorated portlons of salariés ;
or all teaching serv1ces rendered to pupils”in the public schools, s
1nclud1ng the salaries of suhstltute teachers.
i
Other Certlflcated fhstructlonal Staff - The full tlme, part-tlme
and prorated portion of salaries for services rendered by school
_ librarians,; television instructional personnel, audiovisual personnelT~
» guidance personnel, psychologists and psychometrists'. *
. ! - / y
-* gecretarial apd Clerical - The full-time, part-time and prorated
‘portions of salaries for secretarlal and- clerlcal assistants to
1nstructlonal personnel. v v

oo~ . -~
. ,

~,-. q.

o
PR

’ -

" Other Salarles - The full-time, part-time and prorated portlons of
salaries for .any, non-certificated ass1stants:o;,a1des to inStructional .

staff other thdn secretarial and clerical personnel, such as lay -
J

* - readers, study hall teachers, theme giiiiji:;fff‘—//;ﬁ/f”' s

B. Supplies apd Materials

Instructional \Eipendltures for all supplles and materlals whlch
are actually or consttructively consumed in’ the 1nstruct10nal program,
1nclud1ng the freight and cartage costs, are recqrded here. -

N

Examples of such supplles include chalk, paper, test tubes, ink,
pencils, paint brushes, paints’, chemlcals, shop supplies for voca-
tional courses, oils, cleaners, mus1c supplles, supplles for ’
operation of equlpment used in instructiohal prdgrams (typewrlter“ .
ribbons, etc.), workbooks, physical education supplies, printing

of crassroom materials, periodicals for classroom use (not library).

: ‘ . E. » "‘ C ' v . N .
N . e . 1 0 5 . . .- . c . ) .
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'Other\Supplies and .Materials - Expenditures for all supplies used
. 'by teathers other than those actually -used in the instructional program

are recorded here. Examples of such expenditures include stationery,
postage, desk supp11es, etc.
c. Textbooks Library and Audiovisual

»

Textbooks - Expenditures for replacement of textbooks furn1shed- .

.free to all public school puplls, bindings and.other textbook repairs,

and freight and cartage of textbooks. ,Purchase of textbooks rented
to the students are also 1ncluded here. > .

»

Library Books - Expendltures for regular. or incidental purchases

of school-library books available for general use by students.

Other expendltures included in this account are costs of binding,

. other book repa1rs, and - shipp1ng charges foy school 11brary books.

'Perlodlcals and ' Newspapers = Expepdltures for perfodicals and

ewspapers for 'general use by the school library. (A periodical
is any publication appearing at regular intervals of less than a

year and"continuing for an indefinite_period.)_ : ?: .

L3R}

.Aud10v1sual Materials - Expendltures for a'd10v1sual materlals (not ~

equipment) used in the instructional prograls, such as:fllms,
filmstrips," recordlngs, exhibits, 'charts, mapg, and teleyls1on and
radio materials; 1ncludang the rental of such ateria}s='s.

.o® R <. ~ .

. : o -~
Other 'Expenses - Expenditures for -library serviceg{.in lieu of main-

'-ta1n1ng a school library and for school library suPplies such as

\ -

. attending summer

.Other Expenses - M‘f‘

paper, penc11s, 1ndex cards, and other offige supplies,

’

D. Othér Expenses

‘£

aTravel - Expendltures for the travel of all 1nstruct10nal’personnel

and their ass1stants, includlng travel in connection w1thy!he

everyday instructional activities and travel to conventions, meetings,
1nst1thtes, and workshops. This includes meals, lodging, Yegistration
fees, etc. . / T .

Expenses of Inservlce Education - Expenses of workshops, profess1onal
libraries, conve?tlon expenses, reimbursément of expenses for '
sa%ooT\and extension courses, ete. | '

,ellaneous expendltures 1ncurred for the instruc-
tional program for such things as graduatlon expensesé assembly

speakers, Field tr1ps,.etc. -
‘ . .
’ 4l . . [ ‘
. \ . \ » X .
\ ! -
. g
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. Plant Engineers - The‘full-tim & part-time, and prg!

E 2]

-

”_C. Utilities

. +of custodians, firemen, .custodians' helpers, mdtrons, general utility ,
- _men, night watchmen, and other such personnel who sweepu,cléan, polish,

‘prorated betwe

Operation of plant consists gf e housekeeping activities concerned ) ‘w
keeping the physical pl open and ready for use. It includes

cleaning, disinfecting, laundering, dry cleaning, heating,* lighting,

4o

communications, power, moving furniture, handling stores, caring-
for grounds, and other housekeeping activities that are- repeated ’ ’ AN
somewhat regularly og~a daily, weekly, monthly, or seasonal.basis.

Operation of plant does not encompass the repair and, replacement of
. ~

facilities ahd equipmen®.

A.  Salaries : " ' -

ed portions
the staff

of salaries of personnel responsible for supervisi
serVicing building ' . .

v .

custodial ~ The full-time, part-time, and prorated por ons ‘of salarzes

R

mop, care for grounds, operate the heating and ventilating systems,-

and perform any other housekeeping duties. Salaries of custodiang

performing maintenance activities during vacation _periods shou{d be
;; this account and Maintenance if Plant.

..\'i

B. Supplies and Materials

Expenditures for krooms, mops,  s§ap, dusters,'electrical fuses,
electric light bulbs, fluorescerit ubes, “paper towels, hand
towels, floor wax, bath towels, paper cups, toilet paper, and other

s

such consumable custodial supplies. : : R W

” N

' Heat for Buildings - Expenditures for all coal, steam, electf%city,

gas, gasoline, fuel o0il, and wood used for heating, including T
transportation costs involved.. If electricity and.gas are used '
for heating and other purposes and if the bills cannot be divided between

£y

. heat and other utilitges, the expenditure should be recorded under f\\

thig account. . . . ,

Gas (Not Heat) - All expenditures for gas for any use other than
heating buildings should be-recorded here. . \ ’

a

.Water and Sewage - Expenditures paid to municipal governments'for .

water and sewage service. - Include cost of supplies such as chemicals’
for water or sewer treatment when the school district maintains

'ltS own water and sewer system.

Electricitx -+ All expenditures for electricity except electricity
used for heating -buildings should be recorded here. ; '
LY | ’ i~ ' ’ : .
P J/ - LN 3 -
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‘ 'Telephone and Telegraph - Expenditures for telephone and telegraph,
including rgnme telephone switchboards are recorded here.

D. Other Expenses ' : .
[ ‘

. Reimbursemeht of expenses foratravel by plant operation personnel
¢ in the performance of their Jjobs and in attending workshops, etc.
Meals, lodging, reglstration Fees, etc., are also recorded here.

Q\/’\

N ) R .
‘el III. Repairs to Plant and Equ§pment

(Eaintenance coniists: of those actiyities that are concerned
Wwith' kéeping the growfids, buildings, service s stems, furniture and
eqiipment in'good repair. Repairs to capital i gonsist of
expenditgres for contracted services, saldaries, and wages of school
. employees engaged for that, purpose, materials, and s plies'used in
the repai*fof existing buildings, grounds, service syatems, furniture
and other equipment.. Expenditures which add to existiny furniture
~ and equipment inventories and/or ifnclude replacements of
majot integral units of buildings or mechanic systems and -
. tures for site improvement replacements, are not recorded under the
4 : Capital Outlay.accounts, if they are not a part of a huilding con-
' _structlon, major remodeling or site 1mprovement project.

» A > s

* The follow1ng general gu1de is suggested for'the allocation of .
. expend1tures for maintenance of -buildings and service systems:

Expendltures which are incurred to repair existing partitions
walls, ceilings, roof structures, ducts, 'vents, windows, light
fixtures, boilers, etc., which do not redult in changes in these
kinds- of integral un1ts of the bull gs, \service systems, -and
. the integral unit has not been “total y replaced, the expenditure

? . ‘shall be recorded as.maintenance. ;If an integral unit has been
.o Teplaced in its éntiret and-i% not a_part of a remodellng proJect,v
o . the expenditure ordi y will be recorded in_the Capital Qutlay
-, account. N R T _ .
. ) S~
Iv. Capltal Outlay _ . - . )
’ , i Capltal Outlay expendltures are-those which, result in the acquisition’

. of new- fixed assets or addltlons or. 1mprovements to existing fixed
A 4 assets ’ 4 S : '/v-,,,lv'.r., ®

! e
. 4 e Y
VI Instructional Equippent - Expendltures to furnlsh and equip a newly '

-, ., constructed or remodeled bullding for instruction are'recordeﬂ'herer
'j" ;_Instructlonal equlpme that used by pupils, teachers, principals
C and supervisors of instru tion in the instructional program and is

not a built-in ftem. examples’ of instruction&l equipment aﬂe-

désks, workbenches; .E;:g ‘machinery and tools, musical instruments,
VoL typewrltérs, buslness machines, phonographs, radios, smotion picture
i projectors, sew1ng machines, science laboratory apparatus, encyclo-

' pedia sets, unabrldged dlctlonarles, physical educatlon apparaths,-
. . and other-equlpment used. in- the 1nstructional program. /

Sy .

—a



Instructions.‘ : . » o R . )

TIME ALLOCATION OF INSTRUCTIONAL . . - = -
. "PERSONNEL - SR SR

S

o

1.

. each selected teacher and by the princip&l L

"a) ‘the number of hours per week you typically spend in the vagg

. B . . v Q’

This form is designed to provide information abOut the utilization '
of time by gelected teachers. The form should be completed by

. Please esti.mate as. accurately as’ you ‘can: either. S KA

activities listed on this form , B «\
£ . .o~ ) )

L or - . : P .

. . - ety -
. N . .

N - .-

| _b.)- the percentage of yOu the you typically spend in the. various

activities Iisted on this form.: . _ S

-Q

.

"If you report your allocation of time in hours, the total of the e
- hours in Category II--Direét Instructim of Pupils, and Category IIX v

~-pActivities Other Than Direct’ Instruction of Pupils, should equal - ...
the total amount of time, both"in-school and out-of—school, thatwyou
devote to your jeb.i; . : ke _ : .““ e

If you report your time in percentage, the percentage of time in ‘ o

Category II--Direct Instruction of Pupils, and category III--Activi-

ties other Than Direct Instruction of Pupils, should total to 100%.. v

1f you are not involved in a particular activity enter a Zero (0).

If you are not directly ‘involved in instructlon of students, e.g.,

. 'principal or secretary, you may disregard SectiOn III of the form\

Pleas‘ekehepk you position. SRR ‘ ’ : o

If you are directly involved in instruction of students, we ‘are-

especially interested in the amount or percentage’ of‘time devoted
to the various modes of instruction (for example, .oné-to-one, small

.. group, large group, ‘etc.) in the various areas of the curriculum. ,
" ‘Your best estimate of the amount or percentage of your time spent .- T

in thege various activities is. sufficient; we do not expect "stop

watch" accuracy in your est:unates.
»

$~\.7-;_,,ﬂ -

I - LI L . Aol . S~

Principal ’ Intern ~

Teacher’ - Unit Secretary

Aide 7 ‘ : g’ ‘
/" A

100.
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' . oA
© II. Direct Instruction of Pupils

. Direct instruction.of.students includés those activities in which you
~© are directly involved in, teaching students. Examples would include
' * ©  lecturing to a large group of students, showing a film, ‘working with a
small group of‘students on a particular-skill, or working with an
_ individual student in a task or giving directions to a student who will
engage in independent study. . ' A

Ny

> vA.‘ Please estimate it?‘ﬁdmberﬂof‘qpurs per week Or percentage or time
per week that you spend in this. activity: =~/ L _‘ _T, T

e

B. Of the time you spend in direct instruction of ;tudents,'please _
‘indicate how that time is allocated among ‘the following curricular

.

" areas-and modes of instruction: : p

“Mode of.Instruction

Curriculum _ ' Small Group Class-size | More Than .
Area |, | 1:1 |* (3-5 Students) Group One Class Other
' Reading . _ s . B
. : _ < . -
Language Arts . - : : . : S :
' Mathematics : 5 /frl. ; '
Science ! 4 & - ' ) N
50c1a1 Studies. * {7 < v . — Ll
Other ° ] . ) ’ ; ‘ . . . -3: '\ . '
IiI. Activities Other Than Direct Instruction of Pupils |
\ : . “cr . - ,\ .
o et : . . No. of Hours/Week or Percentage
‘ of Time in This Activity:
A. Supervision of Pupils, e.g.,ﬂrecess, . K?.
lunchroom, playground, etc. ; e . ,‘**
. ° B. Planning, ‘g. , instructional . '
Y act®fities for pupils. J ' ‘
t - R . « " - - —
C. Testing/Assessing/Evaluating, e.g., ., I
activities associated with deter- _ ) : I

mining progress of pupils.

D. Recordkeepi@g;‘e.g., maintaining . ‘3;;)
up-to-date records on each pupil's ' !
progress. o ’ h : N

n
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Inservice Training, e.g., school-
wide or: system-w1de activities;
de51gned to pnomote -professiodal
development of the staff. 5/

Clerlcal/secretarlal, e.g.f typlng

" tests and instructional m¥terials,

correcting papers and tests, mimeo-
graphing or duplicating’/materials,
and-similar act1v1t1es. A
Adminiétrative, e.g., activitieé
such as superv151on of 1nstructlon

. which support the ‘instructional
program but are: not directly involved

with it.

. s - .
Other, any activities not identified
in the above categorles (please
spec1fy) K 1.r . : \x_

A

a“ cht
b By -
3 L.)'. -$ n.'é'?;'_\ .

111

No. of Hours/Week or Percentage

+ of Time in This- Activity

¢ )
B 1
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" TEACHER FORMS - o,
S | . INSTRUCTION SHEET o
We sincerely appreciate your - w1llingness to cooperate in this study. L,

" v Your assistance in the project is vital in assuring our success. The

‘- .. follow1ng directions are for your assistance in filling out the enclosed
questionnaries.

1. ‘In thls packet you. will find your, instruments. The'entire packet will
- ’ take approximately 2 hours of: yol# time. Let us -strss that youdo
m

not have to, lete all the instruments at one timdpand: there is no L
specific o "in which they have to be completed. Each 1nstrument N
) may be compléted separately and the' ‘time 1nvolved is printed 1n the

1nstruction sheet on each 1nstrument.»-x _—

N

2. Please read the specific 1nstructions printed ‘on the front page of _
: each instrument. . 5. e D Ty
3. It is important that. each instrument be completed prior ‘to the’ arrival \
of the researcher and that edch guestion be reSponded to in order’ to »
give an accurate picture of your school. ’,P . A
. 'L’ L -
4. As each instrument is completed place it in the envelope ‘provided and
when all have been complet Fiqal the envelope,and retain it until the .

researcher arrives in your 1. _ - .

5. The researcher will retrieve each. envelOpe when he/she meets’ the unit.

s
.

6. ,This"packet contains the following: T A _ ' _§?~’
. g . 3 R s '!.."*‘
a. Background Information - this contains background ' o
questions and requires approximately 5 minutes to complete.-‘-'fton-

. o’ ;
b. Principal Leadersh;p Assessment - this consists of 24 questions
measuring the leadership style of your pr1ncipal and requires

approximately 10 minutes to completeJ

c. Job Satisfaction Survey - this contains 50 questions’ concerning
your satisfaction with various aspects of your job and requires
approximately 30 minutes to complete.

'd. Time Allocation of Instructional Personnel - this deals with
the utilization pf time of the staff and requires approximately
20 minutes to complete.

e. Decision Involvement Analysis - .

112 0
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N

We appreciate the trme and cooperation you are giving in assisting the. ) . i
¥ ’ Center with this s.uay .Let us"assure you that your responses. to these .
1nstruments will never be 1dentified., - Co

!

3
-

Sincerely,

v
Dr. Conrad Katzenmeyer - S - . ',i R ' -
.Dirbctor of Evaluation Services . S . A , e -

.f’J ‘Dr. Linda Ingison and Ms. ﬂeborah M. Stewart .o . : b
Evaluation Coordinators. I . ' L e :

* . . ) . w0 C : ¢

. . —
‘ . Y - v ot
(608) 263—4342 _ . .
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Thrs 1hstrument lis to "be completed by teachers J:-a consrsts of 18 background and complexity
items and 20 stratification and fornalization

,should Yequire about 20 minutés of your time.
response as any item left blank will give a distorted prcture ‘of your school. All responses

R

v

1

Xorm Approved

OMBNo o

ems, Completion of the entire' instrument

" BACKGROUND TNFORIATION AND ORGANTZATIONAL STRUCTURE SURVEY

- .
»
. " .
L . X
- . :
” . . . ) Sy
4 e . vy

You are participating in a study conducted by the Wlsmnsen Research and Development Center or\
) Cogntta.ve Learning. The purpose of this 1nstrument is\to obtaln background data and to d?te 'ne \
the nature of the orgamzatronal structure in your School.

It is inportant that all items receive a

wrll remain confidentral and none. wrll be\rdentrfred by petson, school, ot school drstrict

Your part1c1pat10n in thls study 1s smcerely appre'éiated

T
. .
,
-@
¢

| Published by the Wisconsin Research and Development Center for Cogn1t1ve -Learnmg, sﬁ%ported
in part as a research and development center by funds from the National Institute 'of

e,

U

i\

b~ _
‘
-

| Please answer the questlon about .each item by placmg your response in the space provrded
Upon completing the 1nstrument pledse place it in the envelope provided and hold it for the
researcher who vlll v151t your school and. p1ck up your sealed envelope /of oompleted mstrmuents.

Bducation, Department-of Health; Education and Welfare The opinjons expressed herei:

do not necessanly reflect: the position of the National Institute of: Education and no off1c1al
endorsement by the Natlonal Institute of Educatton should be inferred =

K

l

TOT
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BACKGROUND (IN'FORMATION AND -ORGANIZAT'IONA_!. SURVEY = .«

. Partgl 3 o L /

T ) pirections: Indlcate the proper responsetgn ie space provided for each

questlon.f
T 1. nghest level of professional preparation'completed. o
. 1. Bachelors Degree T L . "'
. 2. Bachelors Degree + 16 credits - = . -
' 3. Masters Degree : L g -
. 4. Masters Degree + 16 credits ' A ; : .
5.. Masters Degree + 32 credits .
6. Doctoral Degree LT L
\ . ! S . : e Y XS
. = l 'A-.. N . . *
Ve 24 Are you presently enr011ed in,qz egreeﬁprogram? T
i '_'" - . . ..’, , G . .
= -} . | A Y}es

.' o . 2. “.No o fx%?{%} :L 7

3. Havev u given’ aanﬁ

h' s . profes 51ona1 organihat%"". ]
- e i P Y
A : .' . B ; .
S 1. £s ‘
' 2. - xﬁ ‘ 4' .
. . - s
. : 4. if yes to questlon gﬁ;above, ‘indicate’ the approxlmate number o
5. Sex.’ 'ﬂ' o ~;\: v _ , . DR
Vo : 1.. Female' ' - - :' oo ﬁ%
Co ek 20 Male v - | |
- 6. Have you part1c1pated in a staff development workshop in the past .
2 years? N iy -
. ) '_. S : ) ‘ o ..
o . . 1. Yes f‘.ﬁ*"ﬂ R o . : 4 . \ o~

2 B No i "o

o 7. Ind1cate the totak number of years of your teachlng experlence.
$. N .

s f“~; ‘BJSfIndlcate the total number of years that you have been a teacher .
... in this dlstrlct. :
9. ;Indlcate the total number of years as a teacher in your present
. ‘school. B R . S '

o

10. 'Indlcate the number of district committeeé of wh1ch you are a

’ ' <member (i. e.‘currlculum, in-service, eté.).
, 11. Indicate the number of profe551onal organlzatlons to which* you

¥

belong. - . ‘ ) N




-

L2

12.

13.

144

16.

the past 5 years in professional organizations.

15."

2 . : ' .. 103
, . g

a (4
.

Indicate the number of professional organlzatlon meetlngs you

‘attend éach school year. .

Indicate the number of offices that you hold or have held in
e

-

Indicate your age. R

How much time per-: week do you spend in coordlnatlng unit, team,
or learning act1v1t1es? N

Jdow much released time do you receive per week for planning of :

'1nstructlon. ; : : o

. . - . " . - \ - ' .,
' . N o o S * -
N N . . . SN :
. M ’g\‘ 4 > ¢
’//'s ’f:
v
~ f
- ; < ~
5 .
. ' N
[y
N/ AN o
N = - »
I - :,
P a
" )
¢
. \
£ 1
i -
= v
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S
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o - o | ' .| Forn Approved . -
| | | OMB No:

. PRINCIPAL'LEADERSHIP ASSESSHENT o - \\\\
- You are partrcrpatmg ina study conduct "by) the Wisconsin Research and Development Center for
o Cognitive Learnrng The purpose of th1 insprument 1 to dete ing the nature of the princlpal 3
| / B leadershlp in your school K ¥
, Thrs 1nstrument to be conpleted by the teachers consrsts of 4 leadership 1tens. The items are |,
. © used in this study by permission of.Dr, David G. Bowers and are adapted from the Survey of , .
S . Orqanigatiohs Questionnaire developed by the Instrtute for Social Research, . The UniVersity of - o
S ~ Michigan Orgamzatlonal Development Research’ Progran. Completion of the entire instrusent should R
' - require about 10 minutes of your time. It is.important that all items receive a response as o
any item.]eft blank will give a distorted picture of your school. ALl: responses will remain
confrdentral and none will be identified by person, school, or school district!
. Please ansver the questions about each 1tem by placing your response in the space provided,
. Upon completing the instrument please place it in the envelope provided and hold it fex the
Y researcher who wrll visit your school and pick up your sealed envelope of completed R
instrunents, o n

. Your participationin this study is sincerely appre:iated.' B o

. .. . . ) . ‘ . "
' - . L ; . o . k )

: : {

11 8 ' Publrshed by the Wisconsin Research and Development Center for Oognrtrve Learning ) supported‘
in part as a research and development center by funds ‘from the National Institute of Education,
" Department of Health, Education and Welfare, ‘The opinions expressed herein do not necessarily

reflect the position of the National Institute of Education and no offrcial endorsement by the

o National Institute of Education should be inferred. - b




nrw

S PQ\FCIPAL LEADERSHIP ASSESSﬁENT

o“.

K

°  pirections: ' T

Indlcate your fee11ngs cohcernlnz the leadership of the pr1nc1pa1 of your -

‘g. school. For each item please answer by circling the number in the column
' mdbt accurately descrlbing your fee11ngs. / B

) -1 = To a very 11tt1e extent o S T . -
\ .2 = To'a little extent - o _ : RE T
o ,*6:£fTb some ext \t AL R
'S 2 4'=1To a great extent = - L B - -
i B 5= To a very great extent
1.’?qu frlendly and easy td agﬁ%oaéh 1s youn prlnclpal? 1 2 3 4 5°
2. jﬁhen you talk w1th your pr1nci§al to what extent - '
: does he/she pay attention to what you 'fe saylng? T R 3 4 5 ?
"3, fTb what extent is your princlpal w1111ng to llsten R A .
: ~to your problems? o L c _ . 712 3.4 5,

4. How much does your prlncipal encourage people to glve;.' .
‘ their best effort? O o 5 : 1 2-3.4 5

5. To what extent does your pr1nc1pa1 maintain hlgh
standards of performance? . _ 1 2 3 4 5°

6. ip what extent does your pr1nc1pa1 show you how to . .
” mprove your performance? ' : 1 2 3 4 5

7. To what extent does your principal provide the help‘
you need-so . that you can schedule work ahead of ¢

time? . : ' 1.2 3 4 5
. . ' -~ - } - o ) : T
8. To what extent does your principal offer new ideas S
for selving job related problems? 1 2 3 4 5
9;. To what extent does your principal encourage the
‘persons who work for him/her.to work as a team? 1 2 3.4-5
10. To what extent does your principal‘encourage;people o \ .
. who work for him/hér to exchange opinions and ideas? l1 2 3 4 5 ER

11. To what extent do you feel your prrnclpal has conf1—

dence and trust in you? ) . ol 2 3 4 5
) ' 7 , R
12. To what extent do youvhave confidence and trust in ’ N

your principal? . : . .1 2 3 4 5




< .
N\ .
- 3 "1 =1To a very 11tﬂ!é extent
. ©2'= To-a little ‘extent .
"\ : 3 = To some extent . _ - N
: ) . 4 = To a great extent ~ R
;} 5=1To a vgry great extent e ",

To what extent does your princ1pa1 handle the _ .
technical side of his/her job--for example, Sy '
general expertlse, knowledge of job, technical - - .
skills_ nheeded in -the profess1on? P ' 1 2 3 4 5

. 14. Tb what extent does your principal do a good ,,' .
" Job of representing your work - to other teachers? . - C
'.("Represent"\means telling ‘othiers ‘about what - -

" ' you-have done and can do, ap well ‘as éxplaining - ‘- .
o ~- the problems you face and your readiness to do- . s o S
. © things.) -, . : _ R .12 .3 4 57

. ' In order to he_an'effective”leader, a principal needs certain kinds‘of N
-~ - information, skills,.values, and situations. To what extent does your
principal have each of the following: ‘ : ' '
$ . .

15,;fInformatlon about how h1s/her people see and feel e

v] . w_. ',”about things? ;' ‘ ‘;m:ln,Z 3. 4 5--“
16. Knowledge of,what it takes to be a good'leader? _. 11 2 3 4 5
A’i?. An attitude Whlch ‘encourages- partlclpation and |
o comm%tment from those who work for him/her? - 1.2 34 5
18. Adm1nlstrat1ve skills? * - | 1 2.3 4 5
‘19;ﬁ Sk111s for gettlné'along with others? o '1 -2h‘3‘.4 5

20. , A work- situation which allows him/her to be. 2 o
a good leader? : _ . .. 1 2 3-4 5

21. Interest and concern for the pedple who work for / : _
.n‘him/her? T X . : . 1 2 3 4 5

’

. .When it 1s.necessary for dec1s1ons to be made that affect you, “to what .
- v extent does your principal do each of the following before- f1na1 decisions

B 4

are made? .
7 22. Prov1de you with 1nformation about the deci81ons? 1. 2 3 4 5
f 23. Ask for opinions and ideas from you? ' 'L 2 3 4 5

<3 24. Meet with his/her teachers as a_group, present'
' problems that must be solved and work with thé
group to find solutions? ‘ 1 2 3 4 5

k2%
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JOB SATISFACTION SURVEY |

" You are participating in a study conducted by the Wisconsin Lesea'rch and Development Center- for

Cognitive Learning, The purpose of this instrument is to deternine.the nature of job satisfaction

in your school. ' T : | ‘

This instrumént, to be completed by the staff teachers, _consi‘sts of 50 job satisfaction items.
Completion of the entire instrunent should require about 3§ minutes of your time, - It is important '

that all itens receive a Tesporse as any item left blank will give a distorted picture of your - |
'school. ALl responses will remain confidential and none will be identified by person, school, ¢
or school districk - |- '

 Pléase answer the questions about each item by placihg ‘your- response ih‘e 'Space provided.

Upon completing the instrument please place it in the evelope provided and hold it for the
researcher who will visit yout school and pick up your' sealed envelope of completed instruvents.

LN
W

s,
™

'y

Your participation’in this study is sincerely abpreciated, -
‘ ! . L ‘ “J'

» ! 1y '
\ ¢ : ' -
S

Published by the Wisconsin Research and Development Center for Cognitive Leﬁning, supported

. in part as a research and develoment center by funds ‘from the National Institute of Education,

Department of Health, Education and Welfare. The opinions expr‘es%ed herein do not necessarily
reflect the position of the National Institute of Education and no official endorsement by the
National Institute of Education should be inferred. ~ = \ B
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JOB SATISFACTION SURVEY
.’_'L f v N . L . N
Directions: Plea e indicate youy feelings of satisfaction with your
’ situdtion. For each-item please answer by ¢i¥cling the
" - number in the column ‘most accurately describlng your. feellngs.

1l = Not satisfied
2 = Somewhat satisfied

S 3.= satisfied ' ’ . _
) 4 = Quite satisfied ° ' . o
5 = Very satisfied . ; » ' . '
(. . - - . " ’ .

How satisfied are you'with:

1. the professional ‘competence and leadership of
your administrators? R _ ‘ C o -1 2+v3-4°5

2. the ability of your administrators tokencourage
people to work together? *

/ 3. the manner in which school’ polxcies and regulations
A are enforced? . _ 1 2 3 4.5
4. ) the recognition you rece1ve from your administrators
for your teaching ach1evements? L 1 2.3 4 5
5. the procedures used to evaluate teachers in ypur - i .
school? P -, W - ..~ 1 2 3 4 5
- 6. the fa1rness of the adminlstration in the’ assigning ’ Co . N
* . of extra duties? - - _ ‘ 1-2 3 4475
7. the opportunities provided to discuss problems .
with administrative personnel? ' .. v . 1 2 3 4.5
8. the trust‘youzhave in,your administrators? « . 1 2 3 4 5
9.! the administrator's/trust/&n you? t -1 2 3 45
10. the innovativeness of your school adminisﬁrators? 1.2 3 4 5

ll. the personal and social relatlonships you have with
other teachers? , -1 2 .3 4 5

12. the recognition you gethfrdm other teachers for your '
‘. T work? 0 L 1 2 3 4 5

N

13. theﬁguallty of work of other teachers in your school? © 1 2 3 4 5

-

14. e amount of work done by other teachers in your . -
School? o . 1 2 3 4.5
. ’gv:, - . } . . . L . . a .

T q24




. 3 ¢
1 = Not satisfied : .
. 2 = Somewhat satisfied , S .
3 = satisfied - : R Y -
4 = Quite satisfied : - ' ) o ‘
5 .= Very satisfied - - » , - i

How-satisfied are you With-

© 1., eaching, in light of what you expected to be T }';ﬁf‘ s

doing as a teacher? : _ - + 1 2 3 4 5
iG._ your iuture in your school district? . E f‘ 1 2 3 4 ;Sh
b ' I o
17. your opportunities for growth in ‘your” profession? 1. 2 3 4 5
}8. your school as an organization € work fqr? o 1 223 4 5
19 the profe331ona1ism your school district shows L .
toward teachers? . ) - 1l 2.3°4 5
' 20. the)degree of your involvement in your. school? - 1 2 3 4 5 N
. 21. the general'reputation of your school? .. . . 1 2 3.4 5 7
22. the oppqrtunities ‘that you have to influence .
school policy? . , _ : 1 2 3 4 5
- 23, ~your awareness of what is “901ng on“ in your : - R f,_,”j
school? . . : 1 23 4 5
) 24. . the goals emphasized by your school? =~ = . 1 2 3 45
, 25. the amount of money you make? . . .+ 1.2 3.4 %
+ 26. the salary schedule and fringe benefits in your . .
school district? A _ .. r 2 3 4 5
. . ~ . . . N . vv“ ' .
27. the physical facilities of your school? . "1 2 3 4 5
28. the number of studcnts accommodated 1n\your . S .
school? . ' ’ 1 .2 -3 4.5
‘ ‘ l . N : . v ’ ) . o
29. the availability of appropriate. instructional _
materials and equipment? L . 1 2 3 4's
30. the arrangement of appropriate 1nstructiona1 3 T
" materials and equipment? _ L ; 1 .23 4 5
- 31. the amount of preparation time provided for ° . 4 -
teachers in your school? B _ 1 2 3 4 5
. - ‘ . , . o S
32. the custodial Bervices provided in your school? - 1 2 3 4 5

o . o IV - :l§3{>




How

33.‘

35.

37,

38. -
39.
40.

41.

42,

43.

‘44.

oM,

45.
46.
47.

48.

49.

. .50.

atisfied :

A
bWk -

n"u o u ]

‘

X ;
satisfied are you with:

No t satisfied
Somewhat satisfied /~

Quite satisfied
Very satisfied

the quality of the work you do?

the extent tg,whlch you are motivated by your job?

A

&

the freedom that you have to experlment w1th :\

instructionak methods?“,

’

/<&

the intellectual stimulation that you receive o

from your work? : .

12

the opportunltles that you have to teach in your.

major areas of intdrest?

the amount. of work you are expected to do?

the amount of time that you actually spend in

_teaching?
' L

the total time that you spend with students?
the number of students. for whom you. are respon31ble?

the extent to which you are able to meet ‘your ;

students' academic needs?

the extent to which you are able to meet your
‘students' affective needs? ' :

1]

the extent to which the community recognizes and

appreciates its educators?

N

. the adequacy of flnancial support prov1ded your

school by the ccmmunlty?

the understanding of your school s program by

parents and the-community?

the community's involvement in your schooi's program?

about your school?

the methods used to report student progress to

parents?_

b

~

\

Fd

i26

’

Fy

A

4

the quality of your_interactions with your students?

'the methods used to communicate with the communlty

~

FERY

]
3
lvé.
273
2.3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
23
2
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3

U
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o . TIME ALLOCATIONOF INSTRUCTIONAL .

'_Instructions N T E : .5- -
» 1. fThis form is designed to provide information about. the utilization of
time by selected teachers. The. form should be completed.by each

selected teacher and by the principal. © e .
Lt . S S "f""" ot n—«/‘ “*t"'ox" g ARy _' ) ! . ¢
2. Please estimate as accurately as you can either-' . - . "7,f<3

- - .a) the number of hours per week you typically spend in the various
R activities listed on tbis form <

h .« or

b) . the percentage of your- time you typically spend in the various_;
activities listed on this form.' ,

3. 1If you report your allocation of ih\hours,bthe total othhe hours
in Category II--Direct Instsuction of Pupils, and Categotry III--Activities

! Other Than Direct Instruction of Pupils, should equal the total amount

of time, both 1n—school and out-of-school, that you devote ‘to your job. .

o

: If you report your time in percentage, the percentage.of time in Category
II--Direct Instruction of- Pupils, and Category,III--Activities Other Than
_ Direct Instruction of Pupils, should total to" lOO%. o . ,

4. £ you are not involved in'd particular activity enter a zero (0)

S. If you are not directly involved in 1nstruction of students, e. g.,’
pr1nc1pal or secretary you may. disegard Section II of the form._

6. If you are ‘directly involved in instruction of students, we are espebially
interested in the amount or percenfage of time devoted to the various
modes of instruction (for example, one-to-one,_small group, large group, ..
.etc.) in the various areas of the curricuiumﬁ“"Your’hth estimate of the
amount or percentage of your time'spent in thése various activities is’
sufficient; we'do nok expect “stop watch"'accuracy in your. estimates.bg

N
*3

I. Please check your position. ~

,  Principal - : ~ "  Intern
. Teacher v e __._ Unit Secretary
-~ / .'4 ' c o ' ¢
Aide ' . . . . ) : v
S b




om2,

AT e

11, .Direct.Instruction of Pupils - .. | =~ St
"7”'”*”“thect‘{nétruttion;of'btudeﬁféfinclu‘es.thﬁse;&étiVitiesqin;wn}ch:&ﬂumM;mmeil
- ‘are directly involved in teaching students.  Examples would include B .

.. lecturing to a large group of student , showing a film, working with a.
 small group of students on a particular skill;~or working with an '
. individual student in a task or giving direcgizgs_to'h~stpden;-whé.wil;

engage in independent study. o R B
A. Please estimate the number of ‘Hours pPer week or percéntage of time- ™
per week that you spend in this activity: =~ : . R

. . F ) — . o ——— , . . “ . ) - o R

B. Qf the tihé‘you‘Spend in dirbct'instfuétioﬁ of students, please' "7454.
indicate how that time is allocated aimong the. following curricular. . -

areas and modes of instruction: ' : a0
. L . - ) I v
P Mode of Instruction e
L . i o ! ¢
. Curriculum : Small Group Class~size| More Than | .
Area e 1:1 {3-5 Students) Group. | One Class | Other
Reading N B i:i , e o
) N . | - . FX
Language Arts ‘ ' C ' o
Matheniatics
Science " | A | S T .‘ :‘ ‘
' ~5'Socia1astuéies B IO S _ ; 1 ' - O
Other. - - . \ ’ Con . : | 4
Othe: >/ . || -
-~ — 1 ) : — N =
o : S 5 - R o ‘ \
III. -Activifies Other Than Direct Instructipn of Pupils . i
< - .. .  Ro.of Hours/Week or Peréeﬁtage

R S _ . of Time in This Activity »
"« A. Supervision of Pupils, e.g., recess; LT
-, 1lunchroom playground, ¥tc. "

S B; Planning, e.g., instructional * :aiFJ
' activities for pupils. e - .

C.  Testing/Assessing/Evaluating, e.g., _ )
- activities associated with deter- ' L
mining progress of pupils. TR o ‘ v '
D. Record Kceping, e.g., maintaining =
. up-to-date records on each pupil's , )
-](" _ _progress. . .. 7‘ S . v - S T o




. F._'Clerical/secretarial, e.g.. typing
. _ .. tests and instructional materials,
fcor;ecting papers and tests, mimeo-
graphing or: "duplicating materials, .
‘and .similar, activities. S s
o a o /
: G;'-Administrative, e.g., activities; '
. .- such as supervision of instruction
-4, which support the insttuctional
' *. program but are not ditectly inVOIVed
,///with it. - L ';m
H. 'Other, atiy activities not identified
~in the above categories (please
specify) R -
«
¥
. P N '
~ ' : .
* \ : -'

i "o P S
. St . (I
P . R
- - L
-y H A
. . \ ' Nt
. Lo
& P ' ‘e ' i"‘\'r
. T " .
5 T RN A £
te N . ¢ \
c -
N T gt
o t . ;, -
\ =
RIS

wide or systemtwide activities
- designed to promote professional .
'deveiopment of the stqff. ' '

E. Inservice Trainigg, €eBoy school-\.y

120
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. . DECISION IWOLVENENT AMALYSES -

) . Ta

You aré participating in a study being donductad by the Wisoonsin Research and Development Center

for Cognitive Learning, The purpose of this instrument is toldetermine the nature of mvolvement, B

i

in the decision-naking process in your school, -

dhis instrument consists of 19 decisjon items’ about which questions are asked., mmpletiqn'df )
" the entire instrument should require less than ‘fifteen minutes of your time. ALl résponses
will x‘&naiﬁ confidential and none will be identified by per?on. school, of school.district.' .
Please ansver the four québtions asked about \each'de'n./ision iten by placing your responses in |
ftl'xe ‘gpaces provided, A sample item, which has been marked, is .provided for your convenience. .

- Upon completing. the instrument, please place it in the envelope pr.ov'ideg and hold it for the
researcher who will visit your school and pick up your envelope of completed instrutents.

. Your. participation in ‘thiq; study is sincerely appreciated, 4

B v
L]

-'}1‘ ,‘  ‘ ' ’,"

. [ 1‘0 . L N | t : ‘ o
~ Published by The Wisconsin’ Research and Development Center for Cognitive Learning, supported

in part as a research and development center by funds from the National Institute of Education,
.Department of Health, Education and Welfare, . The opinions expredsed herein do rot necessarily
reflect the position of the National Institute of Education and ro official endorgaﬁént by the
National Tnstitute of Bducationisbould be inferred, . ' " A
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il ~ Sampl_e AItem _ ..._...‘.,1?4.‘,.. - ,‘ e

The allocation "of matex-.
ials, equipment, and
supplies to units with-
"in your school :
' . L LW
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N
2. :
b
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3. A
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« _Decision I $r .
The approval of instruc-
* tional materials to\be'\ ™
purchased ' -
L t ,
4
- 1.
Al ) ° -~
v % —
/ 2.
ir ‘ -
) -
’
,& .’
- °
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3. . .
. . N
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Decision Item {2
‘ ' The coordination of. cur~
) riculum’ across classes
: within your school =~ .

€. L ‘ T
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Decision Item~#3

The amount.of planning
time provided teachers

1.

2.

-4

3.

4.
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. - Decision Item #5°
i ‘;_'-Tﬁe_','critqzria to' be Tut;i’.-
. lized in evaluating _
.instructional programs. .
within yoyr school -
A -
v M ’ ' N l
& _
] 2
v | ) ,
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Decision Item 6 5
/ ,

The numbe:'and nature of
parent-teacher confer-
ences. - I '

«

., - .
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Hneciéion'ltem #Z'

The procedures to be uti-"
lized in evaluating the
principal's. performance

~

2.

. ) .
:
139 ‘
' : ".4' :
. -




‘Decision Item.f8
* The groupings to be uti-

. 1ized for instruction
(one-to-one, small

groups, etc.). _f .
J \
N 1.’ ,
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2. ‘
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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. . "fThe procedufes to be uti-
: ‘1ized in.student assess-
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" Decision #10°
The design and content of
. curriculum within your -
- - elassroom ~
, N , .
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1.!
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Decision ltem #11 . Lol
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_"The procedures to begti- - o

lized in evaluating ‘ S

teacher performance

4
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R " Decision Ttem #12° o

/ . The criteria to be uti-
/- ~i«: 1lized in evaluating ..
/.. 7+ preservice and inservice"

' \ programs = o -

1. - CE )

3.

4.
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Decision #13

Thg'néture and extent of
consultant help from out-
side your school

1.

2,

3. |
15,




ﬁecisio_n Ttem #1‘4

The topics for the Inser—’ .

.1 ‘vice program -
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« .. Decision Item #15

p l"-t‘w, K “The area(s) in which
. 7, - téachers should special-’
L 1ze (if any)

-
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Decision ’Ite_lm 416
The instructional objec-
.- tives. each ch_ild is to
attain . ) .~ ’ b v

1:

2.

N o

3. L .
4L 1



‘Decision Item #17
The amount and mature of
supervision of teaching
nethods '
) 4 —
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. . ; “DgCiéion Item #18

- wag'The“budggt,for.youp

- school
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DECISION INVOLVEMENT ANALYSIS

Use the Following Numbers to Respond

Questions . )
- - o __Qgestions 1 and 2, ‘
Please ansver the following four questions 1 - Board of EducatiOn -
" in terms of your gchool by placing the - 2 - Superintendent or Other Central K
appropriate number of the response in the Office Personnel | N
boxes provided for each decision item, 3 = Negotiation Teams (if eny) A
The responses are listed in'the right hand 4 - A Policy Conmttee . [
column of this sheet. Place only one c | 5= Pgincipal or-Assistant Princlpal Lk
‘- answer in each box. | 6 - Entire Faculty as a Group ’
ro : 7 - A Curriculim Comittee | )
| . . 8 ~ Teachers as a Group . e
+ 1. Which person or group presently 9 - Individual Teacher o
. makes fﬁe final decision on this . 10= Parents or Parent AdVlSOIY COnmittee
item? ‘ - 11 - Student L
| . E R— 12 » No One Presently Responeible L
2. Which person or group should make - : e
the £inal decision on this item? ‘ ( ' . L
\ ; o ¥
] y o % ~ ~ -
_ ;4 -
o T ! Use the Follow Numbers to Respond to
3. How much involvenent do you Qgeétlon . ' ;
- Presently have in makmq this s ‘
decision? $ SR 1 - Very litt]be involvement

[

R
P
.

2 - Little wy "
-3 - Some inWOlVement -
4 - Much inwolvement

5 ~ Very much involvement

“ ige the Following Numbers to Respond to

4, o what extent are you satisfied
with your involvement in making-

| | @estion

1 - Mot satisfied

this decision?

2 - Somewhat satisfied
3 - Satisfled -

§- Quite satisfied
5- Very‘ satisfied

T SET
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APPENDIX D ..

* INTERVIEW, OBSERVATION, AND RATING FORMS

USED IN IGE/NON-IGE SCHOOL STUDY | .
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_ Address

.D'ate-'

o138 ’ y
L Evaluation Study of IGE o
;/15/76
- . . e
[ 4 \ . .
. ” : Principal Q{estionna
I. "Lead in" Questions

_A; " Re: MUS:

) 1. Do you have spec:.al educa.t:.on pup:.ls? " 'Yes
S 2., If yes, how are they omqnlzed? o
. o ___in their own separate it Lo T ST
“included in "regular"' un;tts g
. -some’ of each e T g A
"o & \ e '."J hl

S

%?’ el

IGE‘Schobl‘s; B

.‘ other,aspet:lfy. s

- School Name

Interviewer *

Ty,

S T e -
- SR RIS «3” ‘How are s c1a1 area ‘{éachers‘, organized?

S ,\i& -'____each/one.is alone/no affiliation. with,
f 0 sl e they form a unit of, their own .-

PG they afe included in'"régular" un1ts

- :-»—_“/-' ; . Oulér, speleY. o _.’:

» q . . »--’ ) at la,rg hl—\' v R :
A P et M i o
o T " Nes No . A Soitewhat -
kS " S l\“_ -

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

—

v

K » . ‘..\
; the schoql have the sup;:oortK
” /‘

e S : . r"' o a -

. f e 4. . How i8 k.:.nd’ex‘garten treated? DR

as Belf con 1ned cla's;room(s)
—dn aﬂkmdp art‘en um.g o7
as, a .part of a Rr1mry un:Lta . .
othér, Spele’ P RPN

‘e

v
. .

#o rnformat:l.on

Somewhat' &g%lnfermatlon

. K A iy
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4.

Note: In questions 5 and . 6 we' re trying to find-out whether

oo
AR

6.
b

2a

II. implementation Questions

s ’ o
" Comment- (if-yes, describe what they do) :

. How often do IIC meetings occur?

- Yes No Sometimesve

Dees the school have the support of other schools in the
district? '

Yes':, No Somewhat No information

. : -

- . the school really wants to “inclide the community in the

. decisiens before they occur rather than just - telling ¢

.'PI

. the community what hag already been decided. Don‘t<push ,

too hard, though, if this gets touchy.

_community in general has there been any. s Axstematic attegp_
to discover what kind of fu educational programs the
community wants? (e ges questionnaires, open ‘meetings)

Yes = No  Somewhat

©

No infgrmationg, o

] -

1

the decisions regarding school programs or policy (i.e.,
before the program/policy is draftedb? .

MUS:

'With regard to your- school's interaction w1th parents and the

" Are there any provisions for 1nclud1ng community members in

" Are agendasbwritten'upvbeforehand?

Yes No  Sometimes No'information
_ _ _ e N
Are minutes written up afterwards?

r

No_information .
.Facilitative'Environments- o '(ﬁ'? .3

Do representatives from the IGE schools in your area. get
together to talk on a regular bas1s? '

.Yes.. .. No. ... Sometimes f,_

No information “

<

. Do you. belong to a Systemwide Program Committee (SPC)? Yes

No ..~

-
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2b. If yes, how frequently does the SPC meet?

2c. What staff members attend SPC meetings?

* 2d4. What is typically diScussed at the meetings?

.
. -
”,

. . ! :
2e. Are all IGE schools in the district represented? °

°

. : ] s o -
- , " Usually . Sometimes Seldom . No info

dg? 2f. ’ahat decisions heQe they put iﬁto effect?

Y ‘ - ‘
o ~ 2g. Do the decisions made at the SPC meetings affect all
' represented schools? - .

3a. Do staff members

" Usually. /:L Sometimes Seldom No info
or PACTs °(etc.)?

tend meetings of IGE Networksy Leagues

Yes . . No Sometimes No info

-~ a

3b. If yes, which staif'members?

3c. If yes, how often? o
III. IGE Concepts o
» . e . .
A. Have ypu ever been principal of a non-IGE school? ___Yes No

\‘\\ if so, what do you as principal do differently as a “result of the

changeover to IGE? :
. ) ] . . “ d

-

o~ ,
B. Follow up principal's response with further probing regardingg

] 1. who makes decisions about

1) what's taught in the units

2) -who chooses the curriculum ﬁaterials and supplies. -
7 A

157" -
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hi

§)>>how do pupils get a351gned to units? assigned to teachers
" within units? .

’ #
K

4) whoqdecideé how a school's budget will be sperit

H e m e ——————————————————— ———— - e ——

v 5) - who determines where and when aides will be used?

6) who determines the schedullngqof instructlon (for spec1als
! oo as well as other subject areas? e

7) who is lnvolved in hiring a new teacher/alde/unlt leader/
I dlrector?’ . :

[
¥ - | |
. 8) who handles discipline problems?
- T K [} . '
Y °
9) who determines what the inservice topics will be?
10) who evaluates the performance of: ' L
unit leaders? '
N ' teachers?
: ‘aides? . :
- * IMC director? ' .

%‘2; 'As principal how involved are you- in determining:

v o 1) school wide instructionai'ohjectives?

* Questlons following a dashed 11ne are for less 1mportant 1nformat10n,
answer };.you have time. .

ERIC -




142 .
‘e ] ‘ . ' . .
" 2) the instructional objectives for each unit? .
i . . L
3) the instructional objectives for an individual student?
4) what assessment instruments will be used? ¥
v . 5). when standardized ach'éﬁement assessﬁents will be made?
[ ’ ) -
- At
} ' 6) when and how often criterion-ieferehced assessments
’ - * are made? ' .
-G --==-= - — : — _—
7) what materials are used to teach objectives?
’ . ' »
. '8) the record.keeping systems used?'/////———~——;;;_\4
’ - 9) the grouping of students for instruction?
.~ 10) the assignment: of students to vaxious modes of instruction

(independent, peer-teaching, smal} group, etc.)

3. Is there more staff preservice gnd inservice since the

N
L

© changeover to IGE? If so, how much more?

C.?,Sihéﬁ‘the multiunit organization tookj place has your amount of
interaction changed with regard to hgw often you talk to:

. 1) teachers

2) aides
E v

159
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3) students , , ,
/4) ‘, parents - : ‘

5) other community ﬁémbers'

4 Co
—~.7
D. Could you at this moment replace a teacher for an hour in any. af "
) your units and be aware of. o .
1) which objectives are being worked on
; - 2)  what materials are being used : : o ,
' " 3) how students are grouped v .
4) 'what choices a student might have regarding what 'is to be .
worked on that day S o o S . -
_5) 'the record keeg;gg,system used for keeplng track of what\- : N
students have done and how well? \' - _ L S
E. Since the mﬁitiunit organizatioﬁ took'place!_how°do you view
‘yourself with regard _to your professional role as a principal?
. : . 5
L} 4 -
¢ o
» Y ~ :
-
. \
g 1 .
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T PR A
Evaluation Study of IGE -~ School Name
1/15/%6 . -
) o _ - Address
» Interviewé:
~ fc-f?é_' - Co : ~ Date i
L 2 FEE . . & . ] \ .
' Principal Questionnaire - . o T N
. . : . v : ‘ =%
Non-IGE Schools |- . | v A
'A. 1. - In your school, who makes decisions about . S .
T~ ‘ 1) what's taught in the classrooms
2) choosing the curriculum materials and supplies - e if
“3) how pupils get assigned to classrooms - o ’
&'. . 4)'.how a schoolls-budgeF will be spent | AR
A e ———— ——— - -
L 2N . >
5) where and when aldes will be used
. - |
6) the scheduling of instruction (for specials as well as other
subject areas). , . o o _ -
A ‘ .
7) hiring a new teacher/aide/librarian - ' : ‘ .
8) discipline problems y 7 |
. . ’
9) what the inservice topics will be

-

* ' Questions follow1ng a dashed line are for less 1mportant 1Hformatlon,
answer if you have time.

o,
w

LY - . ' - '
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k . L .
.o "

10) the assignment of students to various modes.of instruction
' (1ndependent, peer-teaching, small group, etc )

2. .As principal how involved ar%(you'in determining: - . “-"'Vﬁi.,"hi

1) school wide curriculum? - : - .

fut

4§ 2) the instructional objectives taught in’each classroom?
\

3) the instructional objectives for.an individual student?

. 4) what assessment instruments will Qe used?

[ -

5) when standardized ‘achievement assessments will be made?

[ 4

6) when and how often criterion-referenced assessments are made? . ’ )
’ . . 1 E
. 7) what materials are used to teach a curriculum? - _ o

8) the fecordikeeging systems used?
. _9) the grouping of students for instruction?

-

10) the assigmment of students to various modes of instruction (indepen-_
dent, peer-teaching, small group, etc.)?

‘B. Could you at this moment . replace a teacher fot- an hour in any of your
classrooms and be aware of:- ‘ \

1) what is being Studied? ' v « ‘

2) what materials are being used?' "

u/ \ o -;
: v

~ . Could you replace a teacher and be aware qf o,

' 3) how students are grouged? .:4 o

'4)  ‘what choices a student might have reéarding what is to be wcrked on
that day? :

5) *the record-keeping system used for keeging track of what students have
don? and how- Well? , . s

o

O - ¥
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;ggmgyg;ggtrog_Study o . InterQieﬁer _ .
- : - 'School ) :
' Address
Date

' Speaking to:. Unit Leader 'eacher
) (circle jone) = .

Grade Level Equivalents of Unit:

Unit Leader/Teacher. Questions N

L o o ,lIGE schopl| -

-

«, . L R -

I. Implementation Questions ) ’ ’ *
A. MUS-E Component:
-~ la. Are unit members designated subject matter experts? ° .-

Yes - .No . . No information *

1b. If yes, do they prov:Lde their team members with suggestions in that ‘a d'a?

) _ . vl
"Often Sometimes Seldom ~ No informatlon -'k
e - ] i
[ ‘2a. How often do formal unit meetings take place? ‘ ) ' -T :
) ~ 2b. When does this occur?_ S ' ' S

(Look for odd hours, llke "over lunch " "durlng recess,“ etc.)

2c. 1Is this "telease time?" (i.e., no students are present)

/" Yes . No - 3 | Sometlmes - Ne,tnformatlon
2d. - boes the un1t as a whole do 1nstruct10na1 planni¥g>at this t1me? _(i;e.f
éﬁy; " not teachers planning individually) ) s Lo - .
. Yes No . sometimes 'Ne information
" 2e. Are agendas written uprbeforehand? s ¢ . -
Yes - No. ' Sdﬁetimes ' No information = ‘

*

_2f. Are minutes written up afterward?

) . ) o . - . . 9 . o .
: TE ey Yes No Sometimes No information

3a.” Is there an'exchaqge’ggjstudents.among teachers in the unit? Yes No -

- . e . v
3b. If yes, for what subject”%reas does this occur:*
\ ' ' Co : - ,

N

‘» R 163'
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'

3c. How manx.(what proportion of) students are involved in this exchange?

—a

o

3d. How.frequéntledoes this take place durinQ'Bne day? -

4a. How often do IIC.meetings occur?

R s} 4b. Are assessment results the basis for regrouping in
reading: . Yes No .  Sometimes . No info
& - U : ) '

L _ math: . " Yes No - Sometimes No info

‘ ‘4c. Are students postassessed?
reading: Yes No ‘Sometimes .  No info
math: Yes Sometimes ‘No info

’

4d. If yes, how often;

reading:

math:

4e. With what instruments?

xeading: I v -l

math: - _ ’ T Yo
———— - . .

II. concepts Questlons _ : oA

e e e s St e e e emememrne s ar e emtmee e s e bem

‘A, If you have worked. in a non-IGE school, what changes have occurred in your,
. work since you became a unit leader/teacher in an IGE school? (List topics
mentloned below.) e " :

~

B. Follow up response with probing about wheth2>gunit leadeﬁ;.—ff er is now more .

involved in: . (or "How much are you involved in")

1. decision making (e.g., what's taught, curriculum materials, a931gnment

- of pupils to unit, budget, use of aldes, scheduling, hiring) o
.' . ¢ '

§ . ) ] g N

B ; i N ) i . N .
2. c&grdinating (other %wachers, aides, voﬂunteers, larger number of
" students, i.e., unit wide activities) ' :
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3.

4

‘communicating with a greater number of parents?

other community members? '

finding resources f§;.stﬁden;‘instructiéhzb‘

for staff inservice? ., R e

45.' Are agendas written up beforehand? Yes No  Sometimes No.iﬂfo
4c. Are miﬁutes,ﬁ;;£ten up ;fterwards? Yes No Scmetimes  No info
_IPM Comédnentd ‘ - . .
1. _.what puélished piograms_is.this unit usihg for R T ¥ K
reading: . S g,: e )
) math: ‘- : . . ‘-z:b |
2a;’ Ié thi% unit'usinglé written set pfaobjectivés for
”%?eading; ¥ Yes\ No  No information IR
math{ : '; Yes No No 1nformatlon ?ﬁ&
2b. If yes, d1d the unit write their own objec*;ves or are they a part
of a published program?
‘reading; their own published _géﬁe of ;ach‘. No info
"ﬁéiﬁ?”“'""W"fﬂéif"ééh“ff Eﬁﬁiiéhéa . ééﬁé"éf"éécﬁw“ No info
2c. Do teachers prepare thelr 1nstruct10n ("lesson") plans on tﬁe basis of
speclflc obJectlves?
readig@: fgs No 'Sometimes - ﬁo info
méth; T ves | mo Sqmetimes 'uov inf@
3§. Are sﬁudents preassessed for objectlves ih . -
rea§1ng: ' Yes No _ Sometim957 1. ¥ e
, ﬁaﬁh:; _.‘ . Yes © No .;' SOmetimes - : .;;7 # ? Ci
3. If ye%, with.what{igéirﬁﬁents: %_ ;
reading: . - e L g
. . - R - ] : o 1
- math: - ‘ . I - . 1711- )
B 165 | ‘ .

2
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»

3c. If yes, how often:

reading:

math: . oo

4a. How often a:f students regrouped?

reading:
n'lath: @ v . )
4b. Does regrouping mean that the groups have a new membership, or that groups
gtay intact and move on to a new skill or topic? . ‘ o -
reading: new membership same membershlp/new sk111 or topic
some of each no’ 1nfo
math: . new-membership ‘same membershlp/new skill or top1c

gome of each ‘ no info

1

Are you now more involved in...

, 5. staff preservice and inservice ( does unit leader now play a 1eadersh1p
L role in these activities?) (Is there more of this since IGE started?)

6. sharihg ideas with other staff members

. ‘ .
-' 7. ‘exchanglng students with other teachers (compared with before IGE)
8. sharing the planning of what's taught w1th~other teachers %Eompared w1th
befo;g~;GE)

9. 1dent1fy1ng and us1ng obJectlves as the basis for 1nstructlon

10. phoosing assessment instruments ) i-

11. thinking of students as individuals? (E.g., how unique is the content of
each child's instructional program? How often do they focus in on one
child?) ' ‘ -

]

12. using assessment results for daily planning?

13. offering student. choices in the assignments to be done?

14. using a variety of'materials?

N

15. using a var1ety of 1nstruct10nal settings (small groups, pairs, 1ndependent
study, etc.) .

A
"Questions following a dashed line are for less important irnformation,

answer if you have time.

o | h" S _ | ’ l-f;é’; .
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Regarding stqdents. o ' ‘ ' é £

1.

150 ' v . . . . ' . ) o ) . l. .

Please estlmate what percent of your studentsfare Success—"
fully completlng their assignments in readingwhnd math -

“each day? T e
reading math '
. N - . ’.\ .
Do you think the pace at which most students are ‘ . <o *
progressing is compatible with their ability? -~
) KJ ’ - .7 .
Yes for some Mo v — L

Do students move from one ins uctional setting to
another with little or no adylt supervision? |

Yes No _ Somewhat .

a) Is their movement direct and purposeful (or do they
spend a lot of unnecessary time getting from one ¢
place to another)?

Yes (direct & purposeful) No Somewhat =
b) Is it-done without disfurbing other students or staff?
Yes, usually - Some ‘disruption No, very disruptive -
- o
Do students keep track of their own materials for each )
instructional setting? R : ]
a) - bo they carry supplles or books from one place to .
another?
Yes . No ) '
b) Do they usually remember to br1ng what is needed or is
_there a lot of- "runnlng back to_get. Something?" . o s
1Yes, usually Sometimes  No (much forgettlng) : - )
Do students care for the school's materials without adult
supervision?
a) Do they get and replace equlpment or supplies for an . )
activity on their own? .
Yes, often Sometimes Rarely » .
b) Do they know how to operate multi-media equipment ‘ " : (

and use it carefully?
Yes, most do ' Some do None do

On the»average, how many teachers does a student interact
with each day (excluding special area teachers)? !

Do students interact with other: students of various ages
each day? .

in instructional settings? Yes °~ . No

in recreational settings? Yes No .
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. o . R S i S Comments
9. Are students working on“specific instructional objectives? .

+

\ Yes - No ] "

If yes, for what contept areas?

9 . :
10. Do students ever choose which objectives they will work on? o

; Yes, often o Occasionally 'No T
. - w’i 3
¥ 11. Do they ever- choose the sequence of objectives they - 5
T work on? . _ ) ,
. - Yes, often ~0ccasionally ' No ‘ : ' e
. " . . ‘
12. Do they ever select the materials they will use to attain
‘an objectlve? . -
Yes, often Oc¢casionally No __,' !
13. Do students independently handle instructional materials
(film loops, tape. recorders, projectors, learning station
materials, etc.)? ‘ . _
Yes; often Occasionally ' No
14. Do students ever test themselves? *
Yes, often Occasionally No _
. o ki <
15. no they keep records of their objectives and assessments?
Yes, often ) Occasionally \\ No :
w
16. Can they state the ob3ectives they are working on in one
or more subject areas? .
.;/ - .

&
-
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nterviewer v

. Acf;ﬂ Evaluation Study ;
;5;76 hY SN o -

nthodl%' vf-;._l L
: aAddr "y

. s - . 5. - ‘.,‘ . ) . ) . )
AL iHow MUCh are&?ou 1nvo1ved ln-J.J_, ovfj::' - ] : : o

L Qdec1S1dh maklng (e.g., w1 ‘Epg d ﬁo.' what s taught, curriculym materlals,
. s ‘_{‘3551gnment of pupils to ¢1as ro?ms, budget,, use of aides, schedullng,
§-h1r1ng, etc ;) ‘ .
. : A
2., coordlnating (other teachers, aldes, volunteers, students, cﬂ.ﬂi’ than those

in your *homeroom")

R
.

3. communicatifg with parents? . . R -
other community members?. = e 3\

4. finding resources for student instruction?

for staff inservice? ' A S
\5,—
5. staff preservice and inservice (how much is there; does teacher play a
leadership role in these activities?) -
N . , . B
Lo T e T T e i T I A

6. sharing ideas with other staff members o . ‘ o

7. exchanging students with other teachersh

~

" 8. “sharing the;EQAnning of what's taught with other teachers
- P £ .

How much are you involved in: ’

9. 1identifying and using objectives as the basis for instruction

10. . choosing assessment instruments } &

' “1l. ;thlnklng of students as ind1v1duals? (E.g., how unlque is the content of
) each child's instructional program? How often do they focus in on one ,
3 .
2 child?) ‘ o . . _ foN

12. using assessment results for daily planning?

4

'13; offering student choices in the aSsignments to be done?

e * Questlons following a dashed 11ne are for less important 1nformatlon.
‘ Answer if you have t1me. :
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. . . " . . . ) ,
14. us1ng a variety of materlals? _ - . ' » “

' 15. us1ng a variety of 1nstructional settings (small groups, pairs, independent
study, etc.) - :

B. Regarding students: .
¢ Comments

1. Please estimate what percent of your students are success-
fully tompleting their assignments in reading and math

v each day? .
reading - math

2. Do you think the pace at which most students are progre991ng
is compatible with thelr ability? .-
Yes _ for some - No- ¥

3. Do students move from ong instructional setting to v o
another with little or ro adult supervision? . . ' : oot
‘ Yes . " No . Somewhat t SR
4. a) 1Is their movement direct and purposeful (or do they
spend a lot of unnecessary time gettzng from one
place to another)? . ) _ e

Yes (d1rect & purposeful) " No Samewhat -
‘ b) Is it done without disturbing other students or stafi? [ - -
Yes, usually Some'disruption » No, very disruptive' )

5. Do students keep track of their own materials for each
seeer.me .. ingtructional . setting?. .

a) Do they carry‘supplles or, books from one place to
another? 3 - . - "o
. Yes No :
‘b) Do they usually remember  to br1ng what is needed or is
there a -lot of "running back to get something?"

Yes, usually .Sometimes - "No (much forgetting)
wbva.'
R
6. Do students care for the school's materials without adult
' supervision?

‘a) Do they get and replace equipment or supplies for an
.act1v1ty on their own? _ °

Yes, often . ‘Sometimes Rarely .

b) Do they know how to operate multl-media equipment
and use it carefully? _ ‘ ' .

Yes, most do Sogg do . None do

ST e LTI e T ™ ) . o ’ |
p ) . . .
.
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s

”

7. on tﬁe.average,'hgw'many'teachers‘does a ent interact ';
" with each day (excluding special area te ers)? ég

8. Do students interacggwith other students of various ages ' 4
‘-each day? ) S e . '
in instructional settings? - Yes ”ﬁo
in recreational settings?  _ Yes F‘No
9. Are students working on specific instructional objectives? s
Yes = No T . - | .
If yes, for what content areas? : ’ . R oo ’

10. Do students ever choose which objectives. they will work on?

Ki

Yes, often’ Occasiocnally No

11. bPo. they ever choose ‘the sequence of objectives they will ) .
work on? ;. I . o
¥ K Yes, often ' OccaSLOnally No. '
13. Do stdaepts independently handle instructional mater1alsv“
* ™film loops, tape recorders, progectors, learning atatlon
materials, etoe)?

* Yes, often Occasionally No ﬁgyé
. P : o :
0

14, Do students ever test themselves? i

Yes, ‘'often. ' Occasidﬂally No

15. Do they keep records of their objectiyes and assessments?

Yes, often Occa51onally -~ No

16. Can theyvstate.the objectives they a:e,wdrking on in one
or more subject areas?’

. Yes, most can * Some can None can-




_ Evaluation Study of IGE ) School Narie_
T 1/15/76 - . - Lo L L N
C ST Circle one: . 'IGE  Non-IGE.
oo » Addreee‘
Age.of stident ' .
v e - . D'a,tg . ;... < ——— A
b : _ ' ———
\ , . - ‘ .. Interviewer
‘Student Questionnaire
For IGFE and Non-IGE ' : . . .
) .Comments
© 1. How many dxfferent teacher's’ do’ you usually Work
with at school?:  (Check to see;that this excludes . R
."speclal" teachers. ) # _ R :&3 g
2. Do you always do the same work as eﬁeryone else? T o
. , . : . S
N L4 . . .
. -Yes,fusually Sometimes___ * No, usually not
- 3. Do you ever get to choose what work you want .
v - 7 to do?’ .
Yes No .. No info .
4. Do you ever work on any assignment with Just one -
other student? Yes  No No info __
. r : : . »: : A
5. Do-you ever go .to”the IMC (library) by yourself
to work on an a891gngegt? Yes °  No No info : R
6. ‘Do you usually get your assignments done right? v
3 (or, alternately, are your assignments usually '
ﬁJﬂﬁ too hard, too easy, or just right?; or, does the . S
. % -teachegx usually have to help you with your .-
.y . ‘ , .
~ 7. Do you ever\use a filmstrip or tape recorder‘bi ' L
yourself (i.e) without an:adult helping)? = _ - )
: o ¢ : : ' ' ‘
Yes No No Info
- 8. Do .you ever correct a test you‘be taken'yourself? ‘
. Yes ' No No info :
_— —_— T — .
i
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a h

Do you ever keep aj‘r-ebq:'cd of what work you do?
fes ﬁo ‘.“No info ’ ;

Can you tell me what you re working on now?
(or .j¥bt completed?) ' (Why are you doi.ng this?)
(Seek’ for an objectlve )

) - :_
o B ?‘
- ' 3
e
4 .
*
&
ER .
N ~ \
-—\. ‘
\
.

e

D
&
e
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_ Evaluation Study of If; L ‘ . School Name )
: : < . Address
pate Visited N

.\‘ : o 1 .
v = . Observer \\\‘

Observation Checklist for IGE Schools

MUS-E Implementation

1. How.is space allocated for units? (Describe in terms of pods, open.
areas, 51ngle classrooms strung together, etc.)

2. Are the units ea51ly identifiable by ructure: and labels (or do yod;
have to search for the 1nformat10n to Janswer #1 above)? o

. . . -':,l , ‘? ] % : 4L L
impossible to deter- easily identifjiable
mine without asking b ‘ '

<

. 4 N
3. Is there one central place where staff tends to congregate (or are

__there several locations, e.g., 1 for each unit? Where is the coffee?
Where is smoking allowed? This is a check for~1nformal staff
interaction.)

v

4. Regardlng I & R unit: ' : . ' Comment

a) Do un1t staffs have a place to meet and
work together?

Yes No " No info

If Yes,
1) 1Is this place the same as where individual
teachers' desks are located? '

Yes No No info
2) ' Does ghis space .also ™house" members of other
nits or specials? ' .
u ' ’p a Yes No No info
3) Is this place located in or near the unit's

instructional area? . .
: ? Yes No No .info

——— T m—— . ]

174
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N -
. Comment
. A ’ o . .
4) 1Is th1s place dlfferent than a general e
" ] fe
faculty lounge? Yes . 'No No info
5) How often during the day do un1t members
-use th1s space? Ccmment-
6) Is this area usually used by more than one . - ‘ N
person’at a t%me? Yes « Sometimes - No No info R <
) 3 . .'- . : ¥ . )
7 If more than one person is in the space is . '
there usually school—related conversatlon e o
going on? L . - R . N
Yes No- _ No info C T o ST
Regarding the IMC: ' - 5 ' S0 .
_ llbxary:_‘;__— jCheek the name they use) -~ B .
a) Is it convenient- to all units? 1 2 3 % 4 ? o
. \ . . M v [ wo o
% o @: .. . ‘ .
totally inconve- somewhat. yes, very conve-
- nient for all units. convenient nient for all
b) How many staff members are now on hand? M A
. . : Ce _ ) . . . “ '}
c) Are there nonprint materials and hard- "1 2 3 4 5 E
ware readily available to students (or . . ‘
do they have to ask for it from an everything ‘readily . ‘
adult)? e , . must be - aiailable .
N ’ : , asked for » :
. . - : |
d) 1Is it used by students other than in "class size" groups? , '
n - Yes No No.infos ’
If yes: 3‘ : : . .
(1) Do students get and replace 1 'g' 3 4 5 N
equipment:with ease? : R ’
oo - A no, - some yes, yes, ‘No ‘info
none do some 10 all do g
without supefkisﬁon? _ 1 2 .3 4 5
- . R ; i | ] [ 1 .
. no, . some yes, ‘yes, No info
. none do some no all do
71‘\
(2) Do they stay on task? 1 2 3 4 5
, no, " some yes, - yes, No info
o ’ . % _ - none do . some no all do :
. . ,/f“/ . . ' ’ K ’ . .
(3) Do any of them)worfé. in small groups?. Yes_ ‘' No ‘No info
.\ independently? Yes - No N6 info
' in pairs? Yes No - No info

178



Fod .
[ . 22 dy t - ? . _1.
- - y‘“‘- .
’ ) (4)“bo they cqme to work on an ass1gnment (or Just to "take out
o books") ? . . ‘ _ - :
Please comment: R 1
' 6. If possiblée observe student movement frcm one 1nstructiona1 sett;ng o :;
¢ to another. o : ) _ : s ey ' h
@ Do they.do it without - 1 20 3 & s
supervision? . o IR _ -
: : - - - 'yes, com= ~ No info
. pletely C
b) Do. they move aimléssly ... 2 3 4 5
. or purposefully? . T N - : : .
. - totally . totally - No info
' 4 _ aimless ) purposgful
- e % L " . . -
c)+ Do they do it w;thout o . ) .
_ - disturbing’ other : . : - o Ly
] © students or staff? §1 . % 3. 4 5 L
no - . | total
disruption _ . chaos j i
d) Do they remember to take - 1 2 3. -4 5
" the supplies they need ‘ ‘ ]
or do they have to “run no, none . yes, No info
- back? for something? . do ) all do . A
- .-k;'ﬂ
7. Regardlng Staff/Student 1nteract10ns, where, appllcable, comment on ,
; the pattern of staff/student interactions’. - . _ _ , o S
' * B - .
€.g., How does the teacher view students? principal? ,
. student$ view teachers? principal? S .
~ ' auxiliary staff view principal? teachers? . students?
) 'Comment: ’ - ¢ 2 . . B : ) _

4

’ a , fu . ‘
- 6 o . . y
1 176 Ty .,
a:. r' .
Vo l . u
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Evaluation' Study of IGE } L School Namef
1/15/76 ’

Address L

‘

Date V131ted

observation Checklist for |Non-IGE Schools|. '

MUS-E Impiementation? ‘ -fff,‘;m- . o
: 5 . - W -
1. How is the' school organized?.’.(Are there any teams; are there only
: self-contained classrooms?) i o
éﬁ_z.””ls there one central place: where staff tends to congregate (or are:
" there several locations, e. 9., 1 for each team?. Where is the
. coffee? Where is smoking allqwed? This is a check for informal
staff 1nteract1dn ) : oy '
" . ' S . e
3. Regarding teams (if there are any)i S ~ Comment.

a) Do team staffs have a place to meet and work

together? ..
Yes . No : No'info ¥ _
- . R L B e
If Yes Sk CoTe L o
_+1) Is this place the same as where 1nd1v1dual £
teachers' desks are located°
Yes No ‘No info
2) Does this space also "house" members of .
other teams or specials? : <
> Yes_ 'No . Jo info‘ . =
‘3) Is this place locatea in or near the team s - h
instructional area? - :
Yes No - No infoﬁ~ o
4) Is this place- d1fferent than a general _ .
) "faculty lounge?" - . _ Lo ' SN
Yes Nc ) No info v
5) How often during the day do team members o R
-use this. space? _ . _ R ;
Comment: )
' ¢



Lo Rl

Ghar

-~

' g S ‘ -
. c) Are there nonprlnt materials -and hard- l///’ 4 . 5-
‘s  ware readily available to students ‘ il S ..

«

- d) Is 1t used by students other than in "class 81ze“ groups?

'Regardlng the IMC:’

ST e

R T . 5 Coument : ;
. A S SRR T ) )
s . . . * \ - " . / . .
&) Is this area usually used by more than one ' - R
- person at a-time? o ﬁf’ PR . .

Yes ’f," Sometimes . - -No -.'No iﬁfo"' o ;f e
7) 1f more, than one person is in the space ig there B . .
' usually school-related conversatlon gding on?

- B - { - M

Yes No “No 1pfo
llbraryf—_——f . (Check-the ?ame they use) ;6 ; 3 ‘ff o i, ,‘3

s - I

. : - BN

a) - Is'it convehient to all? : \l 2 - 3 ¥4 5 . o

totally inconve-  Stmewhat . y&s, yery conve-
nlent for all coovenient .. nient for.all.

ub? ‘How many staff members are now on’ hand? 23 - - .éw

a lox ‘do they have to ask for it from everythlng
an adult)? o B vmust‘be

‘. - > ' ’ L, T \,' asked for

. P

a . L Yes . ﬁ ‘No___ - Né inﬁbu

c - LY ) v . s B -‘!;'.‘ . 3 ‘ N
If Yeg‘ R - o ’.._J,-v \ E ® e . _,"l'.,i" - N ° . “w
i L I X - L P . . [ H

, . L N _ _ v g

(l) ‘Do students get and replace 1 2 3 D4 g 3.,~&g
kequlpment with ease? .. , no, . some yes, YeSs. .. - ‘ﬂakff

: : ‘none do . some-no all do ’-'No'info &

v S ST, ] N

without supervision? - 1 2 3 'qm:' 300 ”'a;

Y ) ,. . - 7 LAt N . ’g . P K - o .
L L B . ’ B T o7 some yes,; . es,, éi‘ SR
. o . . . el 4 ¢ SRS yes, Y ! v n sy L
- :some no - all do . No info .

(2) \Qo they stay on task? 1. 2 7.3 4 s oL A
A - , no, ' somé yes,,,_. yes, :
| N ) L . none do _some no - . allkdo’ .No.infg.:
. - Lt . P - i ' . . ‘\‘_ . ’ c ‘\'r - ' :
+(3) Do any of them work:  in small groups? Yes__ No __ No info_

Cwbio 7. independently?  Yes . No_ ' No mf°'
) . . - 9 ) o " .(.(

- " in pairs? waes‘ .\ No. No lnfo

r - vt e ' 'y v’~ )
: .
| e v - M - %
. . . YN .
- ) { R "/
PN ].7153.-‘ \
" \ . .
_ ) o v \
»



i i
f? p0551b1e observe student movement fqu!one instruc-
v 't10na1 settlng to another. :
‘,a::‘w ".,L 4" R . I
Jg" ¥ a), Do they do it without % .73 g“, 5.
w7 supervision? g ) e -
-y - e : ?/, .~ Yes, com- No info
s pletely ’
}' ‘ z : -,3 ‘} i |§‘ \
totally- - ‘.. totally: No info
“aimless. © - purposeful ' -
c) Do they do it withowt ., 1 2 -3 . 4 5 "
L% disturbing other students _ T
“  or staff? ’ no disruption . | total No info
v o : o ~ chaos :
d) ;90 [hey remember to take L .
- thp supplies they needor 1 ~ 2 "3 4. 5,
‘do .they have to "run back" o
" for something? . no, -ngne .; yes, . No info

-

do . all do

“O. 'Regardlng Staff/Student 1nteract10ns, where applloable, comment on
‘the pattern of staff/student 1nteractlons.
e.g., How does the teacher view students? pr1nc1pals?

S - ;- students view teachers? principals?

" auxiliary staff view principal? teachers? students?

légﬁment:\«/

s
o
:
L4

L 48
-

©

+

~

".Qlf
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,‘Evalnation School Name
- 1/15/76 ’ .
- : Address
) . * i .
¢ . Interviewer (s) :
‘, Date - "" i ,E:‘ )
IGE Implemehtation Chééklist: School Summary
‘A. MUS-E Component: ol . - . . Comments
"la. * Are-unit members aesxghated subject matterhéxperts?. ;
" ves . No Questlonable* No information
) { . q hd J, N
P 1b. If yes, do they pro?1de their team members w1th »
suggestions igp that area? . ‘ : LW
. Ooften . Sometlmes** . Seldom Questionable No info R

¥ 2a. How often do.formal unit meetings take place? -

o -
" . -
DS :

S e s . A

.

" 2b. When does thlS occur? e s : g . S
(Look fer odd hours, like "over lunch ” "during :
Oy recess," etc. ) T o » N .

: LN s
: 2¢. 1Is this;"release time?" (i.e., no students are
. present) Yes No ;Sometlmes . Questionable - No info

L

~ . . . 2d.- Do the units as a whole do instructidﬁal'gganniqg

V.. at this time? (i.e., not” teachers planning indi-
kSRR et A . ‘-
e e -~ vidually)

[ 2e. Are agendas wrg;ten up beforehﬁpd?
Yes NG Sometimes Questlonable No infiths.

i 2f. gAie minutes written up afterward? i
‘ . ffu‘?.Yes No Sometimes Questlonable No info

I
@ Is -there an exchanie of students among
teachers in the unit?
‘ Yes - No Questionable -

3b. If yes, for what subject areas does this occur:

. T x, h : a
“3c. How many (what proportion of) students are 1nvolved i
T in this exchange?

(give range across unlts)
! N ¥
*"Questacnable" means some units do; others don't
**"Sometlmes" means sometimes yes, somet+imes no-
. . *

-
2

N




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

IPM Component

1.

2ay
2b.

2c.

3a.

3b.

“on the basis of spec1flc‘ob3e ves?

;math-

'If yeh, how often-ﬁ”
" reading:
~math:

Comments

How frequently does this take place "
during one day? ’
“

(give range across units) ‘ ; . 1 " ' jL/’
How often do IIC meetings occur?.

. Are agendas wrltten up. beforehand?

_Yes No Sometimes - No info , ‘ :

, 4 SN ! *

" Are minttes written up aftergards? o ' - SRR
fes - No Sometimes  No info S o VIO o

© . P

What published programs are the units usxng
for reading:

math:

. " . “ N
Are the units using a written set of L ‘ 4
objectives for reading: Yes - No ‘Questionable . N
math: - Yes No Questionable No info  :

< ‘

are they a part published progra ] N
reading: their published some of eachv-no inf9
math: their own publlshed ‘some of H

. If yes,did the %s write their own objectg. s..br
o S

Do *eachers prepare their, inst ctlon (

reading: . Yes . No Sometimes Questio'ly_ INY AR ey ¥~¢K
math: Yes No Sometimes Questibn!ll; b 2RISR

-

Are students preassesseq’ for objectlves in . S AN ;
reading: Yes No - Sometimes Questuonable; o info s, ti
math: Yes No Sometimes Questlonableaaqu:infq 1

If yes, with what 1nstruments-

reading: . B

(give range across units)



-

4a. ,-,'How often are students regrouped?
- reading.; C

-
on to a new skill or top ! ; oo
rtadingr new membership s&ﬁu b
.. .some ¢f each’ o info’ 7
“math: " new membership: ' gamé membexs
- R ;'j some of each o
' " 4c. Are. assessment results the bas:.s for regroupihg E ,
, - reading: . Yes No- Sometimes Questiphahle_, ‘No 1nfo
PR ' math- Yes No Sometimes 4Qu§stionah;l'e' No info
o Py o Tt S - .
“4d. Are students postassessed? , _ Lo
" reading: Yes . No Sometimes = Quéstionable No info
math Yes- fmetlmes Quea‘ma.ble No info
4e;_ If yes, " how often- _ ‘ Foae L e
.'fﬂr;eading. ‘ , C T S I
4f. w:.th what 1nst.ruments. ‘ L S -
: - reading: . A - . RN '
4n|ath- v . v : . 4 .‘ . - .
C. Fac111tat1ve Env:l.ronments Component 7

e 1. . Do represenﬁtlves from the IGE. sch 18 in your
e area get ‘together to talk on a regulj
™ " Yes - ,Np" Sbmﬁtimes No.info ' -

2a. . Do you be].ong to a Systemw;.de'Program Conlnlttee R
e (SPC)? Ye_s ~ No :

(. 2b. ':,If yes, how frequently does the SPC meet? - . i |
S - . . l » 4
‘e . - . . S .o "“f,f‘)
.~ ‘2c:: What staff members attend SPC n\eetlhgs? ‘ o
N T ; . v o . no A v
%ﬂ.' ?\at is typ:l.cakly ;hscussed at’ the meetrngs? B ‘
& , . : ’
ﬂﬁ\f’e all IGE schools J.n the dJ.str:Lct represented?
'?Usually s_,qnetz..mes .Seldom  No igfo .
. .' . . . ., . .l . | '_- . v. - | E
ey, - I I
- he KR * Y M

©



2g.
-
3a.
3b.
3c.
.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

B - . By

s . . .
. N
‘!“ . ) . ';3-{ ;
N - R0 -
RS, 4 . B '/.l’\\)'
ol . g RS -
. ..‘-"T :_' \«_- . - LR ' ’
PO = \ |
&4 P ¢ . P e * *
q} . - . LA
7 ! . ’ Co "’ﬂ
- R v'_ 3
DN 7 .
8 e .
- Al
g o .
o
167 ,
. ¥ | x
. - ]
~ + s ¢

Do the decisions madééat the SPC mggtings ’
affect all represented schools? -
Usually Sometimes Seldom No -info .
Do staff members attend meetings of IGE:
Networks, LeagueB or PACTs (etc.)? -
Yes . No - Sometimes Questionable No' info
If yes, which staff members? ’
1f yes, how often? ¥ "
.
¢ ) : L R
- ’
L 4
S g ' ;
. ‘ i




| ) o . - ,' . | ;67r . |
. . " i <
* ’ < “ i .
¢ On-Site Summary Report o y
January-February 1976 , &
Schoql : ’ -
e : y %
Addreéss. ' ‘ a o ' J;
— . . -
Principal = '
Date of Visit Date of Report . _
. Person(s) visiting ' ¥ '
g . ' - i
" Person(s) reporting
Reason for visit ) : - S0
How long in school (hours)_, L v
Methods and Apgroaches Used . :
" Interviews (Check or give number Observations -(Check settings mi@ztes
- where poss:.b!.e; a.nd give tixne estimates) ' g
: Pr1nc1pa1 N genera f£fice © (e L i e
?‘ ‘ . 'Unit leaders (list alﬂ._. grade ptinci s office : ’ '
N levels represented. - -. . “ ) _-'_‘ -“-', IMC or- library g
“‘.l;-. : Teachers (grade 1evels repre- S um.ts/classrooms during 5
i’:". Fa sented: - L) instruction &

ﬁ’&i ":sented: STy RSN B
B E'Sfpeczl.alists (Spéc:.fy I K

N Others (Spec1fy

'Students »(grade levels ‘repre-. ’;

‘initsfclassrooms dur:f.ngr

«’“t@.;—non-instructioﬁal times -
‘"Hallways" while students

are moving from one in-
structional setting to
another

Numwr of "special" set-'

‘ tings (e.qg., -3
gym, cafeterix,
Sp_ecify: -

6

o

Spec1a1 Conditions to be noted - either pos:.tlve or negative (e 9., Physical

. _ hyout,"&btaffing considerations)

. L
L. 184

i

R
. . . : . -t
. ‘ : e
2y \ - Lo A
! . RIS
:“ o A )
~




) - S . S 4 -
Descriptive Summary of Findings (i.e., Facts) o '
1. Organization (MUS, decision making, aides, etc.) . B o
) . ’ . » . a Ps o : )
4\.,“';" . " . i
.

Instructional Program (materials being used,’ assessment practices. -
gfouping, Wtc. )

.
-
-

_ AR A ¢ I S : .
" Overall Impressions (i.e,, Commentary) . . .. - : -
. RS . o - i

1, Implementdtion . - : R T

N

@,
. .
. ™ St 1"5' N N
b et
. . :
\ ‘, . L
- e < «
Y t N
‘ .
‘ <
L
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S ,' . . Direct Outcomes ) 3

s ) » ‘1 *
' __:;3?-?" ' : S ‘ befinitions L )

1. 1Instructional Cooperation o - . :

| The degree to which the schoolistaff cooperates in instructional activities-- -
o planning, sharind ideas, teaching, and evaluating. The, dimension runs

from the to'ta“lly self-c_ontainéd class with no contact with other teachers d’

e

and students to totally.coordinated and executed instrli_'ction across a
J . : . . . o :

Y ¢ group of teachers: according to strengths and interests. .

.y »
’

: ST e e R P R :ﬁ'—’r‘ “_«%ﬂ 'x.,-;.,.uﬁ_; N . . ] - .
. 1 3 ’ 5 7.

No sharlng Students are shared ‘Teachers occasion;' Total coordination
of students for one or more areas '. ally plan together and execution of.
‘or ideas - l.e. ®cacher takes and swap individual'- instruction in

. ‘  several middle. groups) students according = academic subject

. - , o for convehience of to studgpt needs. - - areas ' i
teachers ’ ' . ﬂ) RN '
. IR

2. Involvement in Decxsion Making.
p '~. .. ‘
The degree to which the Qpff (as a tot’l faw

Ed 'v\"

units) cooperates in the de01si'on-making process - clarification of
- wf .. - - ~

’ concerns, ap roaches gsolution, an’ evaluati'on. VThe empha51s here

» .
is on activ:Lt:r.gs indirectly rela.ted to 1nstruction (e g. budget, -sched-

® e

u’ling, hiring, etc ). The dimens:l.o y runs_ from.\novvinvolvgmeht_i-n_ ‘decisions .. |

. | : S . -
to p@rtnérship in all ay,aﬁable decisions. NO‘I'E : Aschoelshouldnot . & ﬁ
be penalized for ],ack of 1nvolvement in: decisions tn'a"tu.a;’r::'not under :t.}'ne o |
control of the school (e g. ‘system-w1de curriculun\. adoptions, mandated |

3

1nstructional periods) D
~

1 R ' ".3,.- A ‘5. - L R ’ ’7

. No‘involvement, Consultation but Decigdpn making on .Total decision ™~

no decision making some “Issues--e.g. making cooperation
o o " student assignments,

o ' 18<2€dules
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Professional Responsibility
The degree to which the staff’assumes professional resnonsibility for
instruction. The focus/is on the expansion of the traditional.responsi-

bility for covering“material and assigning grades to the planning and-

.exei?tion of the“students"edncationai program. The dimension runs from

the minimum of going. through ‘the materials prescribed year”after year

)y

to taking the initiative to use whatever means p0581b1e to prov1de the

necessary education (seeing themselves -as the edEcator, with materials

" Minimum prof\

.

sional responsi-

-bility - (teacher

¢

g3

' Seek additional

information and
evaluates-mate-

o

Profess19nal Rofg'Differentiation

Teachers seek I

adﬂ%;ﬁéﬂQﬁainfori

) mation and adapt

~ for tools). . ST E TP . .y,

R

7

Teachers (or unit)
take'profeSSional

;reSEOnSibility for

as tool; materials rials: and some programs on _eh e instructiona}
“‘are the program . strategies basis of profes# . program, inciudiﬁgv
with minimal : sional: judgment development where -
.evaluation from ? PR ¥ ' w@‘ necessary
"-the teachers) ¥, . : - .
L P "'( :fpm'*‘-‘- Eoa e ™y . o~

4

The degree to which staff members have adopted differentiatedvprofessional

vroles. The dimension runs from the traditionai pattern of’ each teacher

playing the same role to* totally differentiated staffing With eachustaif/)rvxg
J

member'haVing a unique role}

i I <

_One staff member
has as&umed .on
““administrative
role with regard=
to other staff
members in addi-
" tion to instruction

No differentia-
tion among staff
membeﬁs

187+

. K

o . *
- N - LA

"ﬁﬁfj‘ 5

Staff members assume’
some content;specialr
ization in addition
t0'instrpctionai

‘role

Each member of a
unit or\staff' L

grouping (depart-

Jqent,’ grade-level SoR

I'OUPI. etc.)’
hnique xole |

wep ! o -
R g

& CHEE
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5. Use o% instructional obiectives ‘ , L. L%

~ The degree to which instruction in reading and ﬁatheﬁatics isiaetuéilx - j%
guided by objeétives—-instruction foCused on the'assessed.needs of‘students, . %.
and teaching controliedvby the degree.to which those objectives are met; v %

The/gimension runs from cover to cover use of materials (regardless of

whether, objectives are stated) to instruction totally constructed around- B y

‘objectives designed to meet the needs of students.

~
. : \ s . , . . ‘ . ..
Instruction A few specific Planning of ‘ All reading and ;i ’
. strictly from objectives identi- 1nstruct10n in ' mathematrps con-a n

book, regérd— fied and taught # terms of objectlves .Structed around , *
less of need T \ : objectives :

! o '7:
. .
» ’ -
. . L C K . ) -

6. ‘Continuous Progress ‘

: ,pf.‘. .
The degree to. wh1ch the needs of the individual student g&iﬂj the every- )
N t,dayypractlces of thevschqg;,;1nclud1ng”shar1ng of 1nformat10n, 1nstruct10nal
practices; grouping, etc. The dimension runs from total:nonedifferentiation_
S M . COoREY e . L -
of students' needs-to a total educatlonal program bu11t on the individual
a ‘ B <
ch11d's needs, allow1ng them tqQ progress at the1r 1nd1v1dual maxlmum rate. .
‘ 1 3 L 5 7
'-Equal’progress Progress permit- Needs of stu- ‘Needs of all students
of students -’ s ted-8nly in.terms dents OObasionglly regularly addressed
'\r¢ aSSumed ‘except, , of 'broadly def1ned addressed by assignf by aséigning,appro-
fop the £g& . ietident groups - ‘. ing individually ., priate tasks to'
very gift g ora ‘(e.g homogeneous  ‘appropriate tasks to different students
in great grouplng) L different students - and employing a .
trouble - Tl P " and by var1ation—1n‘ wide range of .
- - - T . ‘,b'grouplng patterns gronping'patterns
) L o * ) . (e.g. small group * e ' "
L "~ and'individual) ‘
_ 7. Availability and'Use of Resources ;f= » ‘uﬁ”v., o A e
= Lo - el . N ) - ‘o
. fDeéree to ,ich_a,wide variety of relevant resourées are available\end'- y '-:‘IF
Q‘ ‘ ’ st , 14 I - .
o used in the dally 1nstruct10nal program-—prlnt and aud10—v1sua1 materlals, I

e ® ° Y \ o * ' -
. ~ - i . . - . . . .
. o o . . . . .
. ) . -
L M \ . . Yy . St
. o . : . . . ) : i
. A . : .
. .
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—e -
tutors, community- resources.

the standard textbook to a program that uses the maximum relevant resources o

>

-

e ¢

y

The dimension runs from'few.resources beyond

N

a school should not be pdﬁallzed for limited f1nanc1a1

’ Lt »

.resources; theffocus is on what is drhcould_he available in_the:loeal

-school.ir « -

aids). used but
with minimal
relevance to.
program A -

bsome additional,
materials {(such
\asdaudio-viSual

A variety'ef

humari- and mate-=*:
rial resources com- used as integral
"monly used but
usually as add-o6n

filler for the
program

.

-

Student Access to Resources

o e
ERPA

5

-
B 4

Varied, rele-~
- vant resources

part of some of

:_"
7

All 1nstruct10n'

involves the. use‘

of varied relevant

resources

- the 1nstruct10na1 _

- program

/

-

The degree to which the resources available in the instructional program

b111ty of resources to students.

reasonable precautlons agalnst breakage and the!t

v

can do things that;§-year olds’ can't, ‘Euch as run sophisticated'eguipment.

1

No Access

are accessible by-the students.

;beyond instruc=-

tion books apd:

'mlnlmal llbrary

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC-,

prfviléges
heavily super

vised S

tlonal act1v1t@ps.

Studegt success"

B 3
Studentsigiven
some access to
additional re-
sources but with

- . 'heavy supervision '

»

-

'ﬂ*c

Tasks are aimed and sequenced.ln-\pch

? 18‘7

NOTE

be practlcal.

hd .

5
Some, access to.
resources OCCUrs

:wiﬁhodt custédial
. super®

pnl

--4KL?

The- dimension ruhs from no accessibilityﬁ

\}>beyond their own books and m1n1ma1 llsiary book access to full accessi-
Schools, must take

Also, 12»year olds '

-

7

Access t= afl

", resources occurs,
" without custodidl .

supervision”

. ‘ .
A 4 ral.

o

Sl L

ere
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g
»

. a v ’ LT ’ .
all students expect -to succeed The dimens10n runs: ‘from sucdess on., o

o P
str1ctly ¢urved bas1s,,(only a few very successful, some” always unsuccessful)

to an expectatlon ‘of success for all s‘ldents. NO'I'E thlS is not limlted

y -

to grades received:

1 . -3 ' 5 S 7
R . . i ] v o e
Ord.y a few \fery . Greater ‘ uccess- ’ Most succe‘ssful;v, All students
successful; some than nom-success only a few " expect to be
always unsucgess- but a substantial experience failure.  successful
i f% ‘group failing ) : ’

10.‘ Student Self—D]. ction

. ¥ |
~ «The. degree to which student‘:ake responslbillty for thelr o@m program
[}
w1th1n the framework provided by the unit faculty--select their own

e

actlvitles . move through the bu11d1ng under thelr own d1rect10n, and
ES ,;‘.-*'::;‘" .

- generally know?‘what they are d01ng. The d:l.mensiOn runs from the students

kept under an adult s eyghat fll times ﬁp students wlth a maxlmum of self-
direction with regard to 1nstruct1_on and behavior..

e . . - 9 B . - -
»

1 - : / 5 , -7
b . Studexkts exer-.. ,Students select o Students kngw ;, Students take re-
- “cise no self- ~fome of own activi- .some of th,ezr:—,' wh ~ sponsibility--know .
"direction sles or guide use needs and. choos .. what they are doirg
C f ome time under ‘somie activitie and why and cam
N ‘close 3upervision to be carrleduiabut it out without
, I with minimal ¢  custoddial supervision
~ T o g supervision = - . iw R
4 T '
; \ .
T
, i EE
{ " ' i3
7 . ) . Y
v - :3“!‘.
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School: - s _' ' .~ ce

B
-

Dage

" Rater(s) . ‘ ‘ B o . ' oL

By . v

. e y
. Ay .. .

a

v ' . ‘Rating Scales. o ) : : y;
: © . Outcomes qnd Implementat:.on L8 L -

L

Ay
1. Concept~ ' | ' L

1. ‘Instructional CaoPerat:Lon ’ 1,273 4 5 6 7

- . - ) o

Ivément in DeCJ.SlOHZ_E’aklnq L, 2 3, 4, 5 6 7

.
s

¥ o2 3 4. 5.6 7.

sional Role leferenﬂation, 1-. 2 '3 .4 5 6 7

12 3 4 5 6" 7 - .

1. 2 3 4 ‘s 6 1.

Ly

12 3_- 4 5 & 7

: Studént,‘ Access tc Resources o 1e 2 34 , 5 6 7 o

LT

9. Student Success - 3 f1 2 3 4 5 6 7

10. Student Self-Direction 1 2 3. 4 5 .6 -7

J11, Overall School Rating - T 1 2, 3 -4 5 i 7,
- : o Totally . - T Totally IGE
' Y non~IGE ' " .\ -in outcomes
_ . - in" outcomes _ ' ' '
- "’ . ) . ] GO ‘@

CII; Implementat:.on (Rate only for . R

a . IGE Schools) e g o ' ' o S .
1. MUS.Orgar{J‘.,zaﬁion. ' R 1. *2 3 4 -5 -6 7
"if?\_ Iy o : 1 o ja/fiz 3°.4 5 6 1

a. Reading,"_ ' . 1 3 3 4 5 6 7,

b. Math . . | 1 2 3 4 5 6. 7

c.i"Othef. o , 1 2 3 -4 -5 6 . 7 . .._\';L

3. Pabilitative Enviroments .. 1. 2 3 4 5 6 1 . .

-
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APPENDIX E - -
CORRELATION AND FACTOR ANALYSIS OF OUTCOMES. RATINGS
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TABLE €2
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EACTORAANALYSiS OF 'OUTCOME RATINGS FOR IGE scquLﬁ*'Jﬁ

Vqriable

Faéto;é_

Involvement in

‘Prof.’ Role

‘Progress

Rating

.Instructional -~ a8

Cooperation

N R 3 \
Decisions

Professional - 03
Responsibility ~ e
N

Differen. ] 24
\ . . N
Instructional . - .02

Objectives )
~ i . L3

Continuous . - © .04

ent Access . -94
esgurces - ' B

Jess

Overall. . - . . ° g3

.63

.14

.91

.83

s

-

3

. Total ;.- o | 2.85

Variance S 26

B
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TABLE C3 .
'_‘FAéTog ANALYSIS OF OUTCOME RATINGS FOR NON-IGE SCHOOLS
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- Direction ) B s 1
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