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THE UNFULFILLFD PROMISE OF EDUCATIONAL INNOVATION
Albert B. Chalupsky
Gary J. Coles

American Institutaes for Research
Palo Alto, California

Backgggggé

During the late 1960s and early 1970s hopes were very high that
intensive, innovative educational programs would demonstrate a dramatic
impact on student achievement. ‘While these hopes have moderated in recent
years, theré is sti1ll the feeling among many individuals, government offi-
cials as well as the general public, that if schools undergo majdr change
they will somehow do Eﬂéﬁ better. As a result, many efforts continue to be
sponsored at the federal and state 1evels to encourage such change, eiLhor
threugh the developmcnt of ‘iew Drograms or\through increased emphasis on
the dissemination/diffusion of inrnovai ions hy educational '"change agents.'
The vaolesale adoption of educational innovations, hnwever, is an expensive
process, and inerc is no guarantee that .tne added costs will necessarily he

justified by improved program cffectiveness. . -

Educators and noneducators alike have shown a growing’ awareneqs of
the lack of--and need for--evidence as to whether or not innovative ed‘é - T
tional practlces are indeed better than the more traditional approacth »
In response to this need, the U. S Office of Education in 1969 awarded a
contract to the American Institutes for Research to develop a design for a
study of the overall effectiveness of highly intensive, innnvative educa-
tional practices on students in grades 1 through 12. The initial design
was developed, implemented on a limited basis, and modified during the

1969-79 school year. Full implementaticn began during the 1970-71 school

Project Objectives

The.specific cbjectives of Project LONGSTEP (the Longitudinal Study of
Educational Practices) were as follows:
e to design a system for studying the educational environments of
students in terms of mecaningful dimensions which underlie various

educational approaches or "treatments";
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¢ to establish a large-scale data base consisting of treatment

characteristics, student characteristics, and cducational outcomes

for a select sample of educational programs involving intcnsive

and highly innovative educatinnal practices;

® to determing, as comprchensively as possible over a three-year
pcriod of time, the impact of intensive innovation upon student
performance on standardized achievement tests and on measures of

educationally relevant attitudes; and

® to attempt to identify the dimensions of educational comporients
(present in a select sample of highly intensive, innovative pro-

grams) that exhibit the greatest impact on studens outcomes.

For purposes of this study, "intensive innovation" meant the implementation
of a new progran encompassing a significant proportion of students, entail-
ing a major alteration of school procedures, and inveiving a high invest-

ment of resources.

Study Apprca:h

The general emphasis of Project LONGSTEP was on the identification of
changes in student achievement that occur as a result of intensive educa-
tional innovation. MHighlights of the methods used to identifv and docu-

ment innovations and to assess student achievement are discussed next.

Selection of Schools and Students

During the early stages of the study, a natioawide search was -m-der-
taken to locate educational programs incorporating intensive, innovative
practices. Guidelines for program selection emphasized program scope and
intenéity, instructional content, anticipated program continuation, and.

willingness to cooperate in a multivear study.

Through a combination of extensive literature st...ch, intervicws with
program staff, outside consulthnt review, and site visiting, schools
located in 14 school districts were selected and agreed to participate.
0f these 14 districts, 13 participated throughout the entire impivmenta-
tion phase and provided the data on which this report is based. Schools
and districts were located in nine states: California, Florida, Kentucky,

Minnesota, Pernnsylvania, Texas, Utah, Washington and Wicconsin. Altogether,
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scme 30,000 students, SO schools, and 1,500 teachers participated in the

study during its three years of implementation.

At the time of this study, most of the participating educational
programs were supported largely by local funding. However, many had their
roots in educational research and development activitics ot least par-

fially funded by the federal government.

Sample Descripticn

The 13 districts participating in ProjecE LONGSTEP provided variability
aloug various dimensions, as illustrated by a number of school and community
characteristics noted during the 1970-71 school year. The communities
served by the scbool districts ranged from 2,500 to over 600,000 in popula-
tion and varied from rural to urban—metropolitén in setting. Their diver-
sity in socioeconom}c level is notable, as evidenced by the percentage of
students in the participating schools receiviqg free or reduced-price
lunches. This number ranged from less thﬁﬁﬂi’percent to nearly 30 percent.
The reported instructional cost per pupil in the participating school
districts varied from a lcw of $54( to a high of $1,050. Another indicator
of the Jdiversity in the sample was the percentage of minority group students
in the participating schools; this ranged from less than 1 percent to over

30 percent.

~

The educational innovations encompassed by Project LONGSTEP were those
that wéré of particular éoncern during the late 1960s and early 1970s--
most are still of conééru today. These innovations included team teaching,
multimedia emphasis, unique school désign, use of paraprofessionals,
veriatiens in scﬁeduling, and teacher-developed materials, as well as
indepencent study, student selection of materials, and a number of other
practices typically associated with individualized instruction. An over-
view of the major cducational features present in our sample at. the time
prograﬁs were selected, as well as the distribution of such features

across districts, is presented in Tdable 1.

Caution siwuld be exercised in drawing conclusions frou this table,
however, since the same label may nave cncompassed significantly different
activity elements from one school district to another. By the same token,

differert labels were often applied to very similar activities. Further,



TABLE 1

+

Overview of Major Educational Features Occurring in One or More
Schools of the Districts Participating in Project LONGSTEP

o . . School Dbistricts
Major Educational Features ‘ Y[2]3141516] 71819 10101111
Small-group activities X iX X| X X X| X X
Team teaching . X|X|X|X|X|X|X|X]X
~ Multimedia emphasis XXX X{X[X|X]|X|X]|X X
Ungraded curriculum X{X| X} X X} X| X
o . Large-group instruction XX X[ X|'X]X}| X
Independent study XXX XX X X X
Unique school design . X|X X! X
) Differentiated staffing XX X
I
Volunteer aides XITXIX I X[ XXX X]X|X
“IPI reading/math X X|X X
e . .
Project PLAN X X
Individualized instruction
X X X
(other than PLAN or IPI) X K| Xpxpx X
Student selection of materials XXX X| | XXX
Modular scheduling - XIX[X]|x X
Teacher sensitivity training ’ X
Intensive guidance and X
counseling
Home visitation X
Traditional/conventional X xIx!Ux|xlxl x!xlxlx!lx
classrooms
Tcach?r—dcvclopcd curriculunm x| xlx!x x| -l xIxl x| x| x
materials

-~

@v




it should: be stressed that the educational activities listed iﬁ the table
were often given these designatiors by the school systems. They did not
rn2cessarily reflect the underlying cducationnl processes that were the
p}imary concern of this'study. Nevertheless, Table 1 does provide a

gross indication of the wide variation that existed in the Project LONGSTEP

sample.

Data Collection Instruments and Schedule

The data collertion instruments used in this study provided informa-
tion on studentlcognitive performance, student characteristics, educational
experiences, and teacher characteristics. Student cogniiive achievement

-was measured by either of two ébmmercially developed instruments, the -
Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills (CTBS) and the California Short Form
Test of Mental Maturity {CTMM), 1963 revision. The CTBS was used for
spring testing in grades 2-12 and the CIMM for testing in grade 1. Student
and teacher background characteristics and ottitudes were assessed by

questionnaires developed specifically for Project LONGSTEP.

In crder 'to investigate the relatiecnships between educational prac-
tices and educational outcomes in a very diverse group of schools and pro-

grams:, a system was needed for describing and quantifying the cducat ional

experiences that each student had during a school year. It becane evident
early in“the development of this system that, although there are a limited
numbér of labels used by school districts to describe their educational
éctiviLies, in practice there is a wide disparity amofg educational
approaches sharing the same descriptive label. For example, "medular
scheduling" is a commonly-used term for what are in fact various.configura-
tions of class schedules. At the same time, programs bearing different
labels often turn out to be very much alike. Thus, one district's program
of "individualized instruction" could be much the same as another district's
"nongraded" program. Therefore, an Educational Experience Analysis Guidc
was developed so that complex educational experiences could be deséribcd
and quantified with respcct to specific observable characteristics (rather
than on the basis of variously defined local labels). AIR stgff-used this
guide to document the basic educaticnal attributes of the school programs
in.which participatirg students were enrolled. Informatjon on .:ducational

7
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experiences was gathered from interviews with principals and teachers, from

classroom observations, and from existing school documentation.

The guide made it possible to locate the educatioﬁal éxperienccsvof
participating students on a continuum ranging from traditional to innova-
tive. Use of the. guide alsg ensured that all students in a school who
were receiving essentially the same basic educational experiences would be
identified as belonging to the same "educational experience group' and be
distinguished from students receiving different educational experiences,
even though both{groubs of students may have been participating in the

same school '"program."

During the 1970-7i school year, this documentation methodology led to
the identification of 141 educational experience groups; during the 1971-72
and 1972-73 school years, respectively, 167 and 228 groups were isolated.

These groups represented all the different kinds of basic educational expe-

‘riences provided by the schools for students participating in Project.

LOFGSTEP. An Lllustratlon of the diversity of our sample is shown by the”
characterlstlcs of Lhc five school dlstrlcts that contajined language arts
groups for Lhe third grade during the 1972-73 schoo‘-year Figure 1

shows the average scores for these five districts on ten key ?ducational
indices (derived from items on the Educational Experience Analysis Guide),
plus student socioaconomic status, and the number of minutes per day of

class time spent on language arts activities.

Onc final data collection guide, a classroom observation instrument,
was developed to document classroom characteristics such as physical envi-
ronment . study arraagements, and access to resources, as well as teacher
and student activities such as degree of grouping, focus of activities,

and use of materijials.

A ’

in order to collect all the necessary data on students, tcachers and
educational experiences, AIR staff members typically visited each site
three times dufing a school year. 'Site visits generally ranged from fiJe
to eighit days in length. Documentation of educational experiences was

.

usually accomplished during the initial visit each year.



Variable

Socioeconomic
Status

Utilization of
Ubjectives

individualization in
Decision Making

Teacher or locally
Developed Materials

Individualization of
Instructional Pace

Scheduling
Characteristics

Use of Performance
Agreements
‘

Classroom &roup
Organization

Teaching Unit
Composition

Completeness of

Instructional Package

" Utilization of
Student Evaluation

Number of
Minutes per Day

Figure 1.

Conventional Mid-Point Innovative
_or Low or High
Site No. i @ ® @ d
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Profiles for language arts groups for the five districts/

sites containing third grade students during the 1972-73
school year. ‘
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Overview of the Data Base

Project LONGSTEP reprcsen&s a pioneering effort in educational evalua-
tion. It is perhaps the first large-scale, longitudinal study to associate
tha educational attributes undprlying school programs and the characteris-
tics of teachers with only those individual students who were directly
exposed to their influence. The vést amount. of data collecred is also
notable--other studies may have gathered information on more’ students, but
for sheer quantity and complexity of data, this study is unique. When all
the tests and questionnaires administered to students and teachers and all
the Educational Experience Analysis Guide data collected on language arts,
mathematics, social studies and science treatments over a threce-year
period are considered, some 3,500 individual items of data could be
associated witch a single student. When the scales or indices derived from
all instruments are also co\sidered, the total number of variables could

increase to approximately 4,000 per student.

Because of the potential of such a large and detailed data base, a
seriec of generalized data ziles and codeiouks wete produaced for the
U.S. Office of Education so that* these data can be made available to

other researchers.

L

Analysis Approach

While Project LONGSTEP involved students in grades 1-12, the analyses

reported here involved only three groups of students: those who started

"out as first graders in 1970-71, those who started cut as fourth graders In

1970-71, and those who started out as sixth graders in 1970-71. These
grade levels were selected for initial analysis primarily because their
data would permit(the examination of educational growth occurring during

the primary years (grades 1 to 3), the elementary years (grades 4 to 6),

h schao!

o vt middlae or duninr hio
I to migdgle ©OY Junioy hion

fL
et

(grades 6 to 8). A detailed presentation of the methods and findings is
contained in Volume I of the Projcct LONGSTEP final report (Coles, G. J.
Chalupsky, &H. B., Everett, B. E., Sﬂaycoft, M. F., Rodabaugh, B. J., and
Danoff, M. N., 1976). .

10
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The measures that were related to posttest achievement included each
student's socioeconomic status (SES) and pretest score; the educational
attributes to which each student was cvposed, including the overall amount

of innovation and 1nd1V1duallzat10n in the school program; the amount of

class time allocated by that program to language arts or mathematics in-

struction; and the qualifications of each student's teachers. Amount of
innovation was measured by an index called Level of Innovation. This

scale was equal to the sum of the following scales derived from the
Educational Experience Analysis Guide: Tndividualization in Decision Making,
Individualization of Instructional Pace, Use of Performance Agreements,
Utilization of Student Evaluation, Utilization of Objectives, Teacher or
Locally Deveioped Matérials, Scheduling Characteristics, Classroom Group
Organlzatlon, Teaching Unit Compos:tlon, and Completeness of InbtrucLlonal
Package. Our measure of program emph351s on individualized instruction,
Degree of Individualization, was defined as the sum of the firét four

of these scales.

Although P}oject LONGSTEP coliécted data for three consecutive school
years, two preteét/posttest analyses (Year 1 veréps Year 2 and Year 2 versus
Year 3) were viewed as the most powerful approacﬂ for the initial analysis
of these data. Because of the multilevel nature of the study's data base,
project staff concluded'that overly complex analytic models should not be
utilized until the data ‘and the relationships among the basic variables

were more clearly understaood.

In order to determine whether intensive innovation was related to
substantial gains in achievement in Project LONGSTEP's diverse sample of
schools, the study assumed that if innovation does have a dramatic impact

on achievement, then:

® wvariation with respect to intensity of innovation, even within

a sample of generally innovative schools, should be positively

correlated with achievement; <

e such impact should be a general trend across different classroomss,
schools and school districts and should be consistently present in

consecutive school years;

11
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e the achievemenf ggins demohétrated by.Projcct LONGSTEP'S generally
innovative éample'of schools should-nbticeably exceed the gains

shown by national norms; and :

e such 1lmpact should be large ehougﬁ to be demonstratcd'by a number
of different methods, including those involving the kinds of statis-
tiical adjustments normially required in analyzing nonexperimental

data.

Because Project LONGSTEP collecfted data from students din ongqing
schooi programs, it was deemed essential that the study's key hypotﬁcses be
\evaluated‘from a number of slightly different ﬁéthodological perspectives
so as to minimize the possibility that findings would be highly method-
‘Qr assumption~deperdent. éonclusions could then be based on convcrgiﬁg
lines of evidence. For this reason, the analyses were, by design, as jnten-

I - v . , : s
sive as possible within project time and cost constraints.

Findings in Review

So that they might be summarized in a concise and meaningful vay, the
Project LONGSTEP findings Lave been organized into four sections. Each
section is headed by the overall, basic question to which the findings

pertain.

t

Were Students of Different Socioeconomic Status and Pretest Levels Exposed

to Different Kinds of Treatments?

A

\\_In a numBer of grades, lower SES and lower pretest students were mem-
bers bf.sahools and instructional programs that spent more time on language
arts and mathematics activities. There Slsd was a Qery slight tendency
across al1 analyses for lower SES students to be exposed to less innovative
and' less individualized programs of instruction. Even the most notable of
these trends,vhowever, was'extxemely small relative to the magnitudé of the
differences in socioeconomic status among the groups studied. The general.
finding that student SES a;d pretest background were not both highly and sys-
temafically related to the characteristics of educational approaches means
that ;t is not likely that such factors biased (in a constant manner across
all analyses) the overall results of Project LONGSTEP concerning the impact
of intensity of innovation.

10
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To What Extent Is Achievement Related to. Pretest and Socioeconomic Status?

Both initial achjievement levél-(i.c., pretest) and student socioeconomic
status (SES) arc usually substantially related to posttest achievement in
school efiects studies. The results of Project LONGSTEP are no exception.

It is notable, however, that: 1

® pretest was a vastly better predictor of posttest achievement than -
was SES;

e the predictive value of SES was reduced almost to zero after the
predictive overlap with pretest was taken into account; and,

e the relationship between pretest and posttest was still very large
even after student differences with respect to SES and after group
differences with respect to mean pretest level were taken into

account,

While not the major purpose c¢f the study, ﬁhese findings hévc implications
for both educators and rescarchers. Based on a divérse sample of schools,
such findines suggest that when pretest is known, it is not necessarv to
use sccioeconomic status as a predictor of individual student posttest
achievement. They also imply that SES cannot be expected to serve as a
reasonably accurate substitute measure of initial achievement (i.e.,

pretest) level.

Did Intensive Educational. Innovation Result in Substantial: Growth in

Achievement?

Project LONGSTEP findings with respect to the impact of educational
innovation can be organized into two general categories. The first group
of findings evaluated the overall amount of educational growth demonstrated
by each of the samples analyzed and compared this growth with that of the
CTBS norm sample. The second group of findings related variation in in-

tensity of innovation to variation in achievement growth,

Growth in achievement and norm comparisons. Comparisons among average

pretest performance, average posttest performance, and national norms

showed that: N

e the greatest gains in reading, language and arithmetic -achievement

occurrcd 1in the earlier grades;

11
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o the magnftude of fearly gains in achievement tended to decrease
with each higher grade;

e ' for all grades, achievement gains seemed to be slightly larger in
arithmetic than in,l&nguage arts (reading and language);

e although gains were not dramatic, achievement growth during third

grade was somewhat greater than that in the norm sample; and

e Project LONGSTEP students, on the average, did not do conspicuously
better on posttest (relative to national norms) than they did on

pretest.

In summary, the expectation that substantial yearly gains in student
achievement would occur for a sample of intensive, innovative educational

programs is not supported by these findings.

Growth in achievement and innovative emphasis. The most acceptable

approach to analyzing data obtained by monexperimental/associational
studies (like Project LONGSTEP) is to usc a number of different analysis
methods and 1nok for consistent results across methods. Therefore,

Project LONGSTEP analyzed:

+

e overall differences in achievement growth among educational

approaches;

e an educational growth model in which achievement was related to
innovative emphasis, number of minutes of instruction per day,

pretest, socioeconomic status (SES), and teaching qualifications;

e a posttest achievement score statistically adjusted for pretest

and SES differences;

© proups of students with similar educational experiences who, on
the average, performed ¢ither much better or much worse than was

expected from their pretest and SES; and
+ ° consistently overachieving and underachieving students.

The major findings based on thesc methods are reported next with respect to
reading and arithmetic achievement. No separate discussion is preseanted
for language achicvement since these findings closely paralleled those for

reading. A later section contains a more general summary of project findings.
12
14
O
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Reading achievement. The analyses of reading achievement indicated

that:

e meaningful differences in educational growth did exist .among
different educational exnerience groups, especially those

involving students in the early elementary grades;

~

e differences among educalional experience groups dccreased with

each higher grade;

e 1in spite of group differences in achievement, no consistent ovfr—
all relationship existed between innovative iﬁtensity (as indexcd
by the ‘study's measure of general innovativeness, Level of Innova-
tion) and posttest reading p?rformunce, or between individualiza-
tion emphasis (as indexed by\Degree of -Individualization) and post-

test reading performance;

e in the only series of analyses in which growth in reading achieve--
ment was related to overall innovation and individualization to a
substantial degree (during the third grade), the impact of Level
of Innovation (or Degree of‘Individualization) was nepative-—-that
is, the greatest educational growth occurred in programs with a

more moderate emphasis on innovation;

e the study's measure of teacher experience,  Teaching Qualifications,
was not related to posttest performance to any meaningful degree in

our analyses; and

e the analysis of uausually effective reading groups provided no
clear evidence that Level of Innovation or Degfce of Individuali-
zation was consistently related to achicvement. This was also
true of the analysis of studénts who demonstrated significant
overachievement or underachievement during two consecutive school
years. In fact, the consistent overachievers actually tgnded to
be members of programé with a lower Level of Innovation or Degrce

of Individualization.

An additional finding regarding the study's measure of amount of
schooling, number of minutes per day of class time on language arts, is

noteworthy. Younger students (i.e., thosc in grades 2 and 3) who cxhihitcd

13
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unusually large gains in reading achicvement during two consecutive school
years were exposed to much more language arts instruction as second graders
than were students with a notable lack of growth (i.e., 113 minutes per day
compared with. 85 minutes). The consistent overachievers, as third gradcrs,
were exposed to about 20 minutes of instruction per day less than during the
previous schooi year, and yet they again demonstrated lacger than expected
gains in achievement. These results suggest .that increased eXposure to
language arts during the second grade way significaﬁ;ly improve the chances
of some students to demonstrate substantial gains in recading achievemcnt,

even in lceter grades.

Arithmctic/Mathematics achievement. Meaningful differences among
educational expéricnce groups existed with respect to arithmetic posttest
achicvement, especially at the lower grade levels. 1In fact, differences
among these groups decreased with cach higher grade. Other analyses showed,

that:

e Lcvel of Innovation or Degree of Individualization was negatively,
rather than positively, related to growth in arithmetic achieve-
ment. This appeared to be the most notable result in the samples
as a whole. Therefore, the hypothesis that greater overall empha-
sis on innovation or individualization is positively and consis-
tently related to student achievemeat in arithmﬁtic was clcarly
not supported.

[

® Neither Level of Innovation nor Degree of Individualization demon-
strated a dramatic or consistently positive effect on student
arithmetic achievement in (1) tw ialyses of unusually effective
educational experience groups and (2) the analyses of students who
demonstrated significant overachicvement or undorachicvcm§nt for
two consecutive school years. In fact, relative to unde;ﬁchieving
students, the students who were identified as overachicvqfs, on
the average, were members of progrnms-with a more modcrate embha-

. . . P . /
§1s on innovation or individualization.

14
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Overview of achicvement and innovative emphasis. In summary, no

evidence could be found that either of the major treatment variableg-—-
Level of Innovation and Degrec of Individualization--wag substantially

and positively correlated with posttest performance. Further, preliminary
anaiyses showed that, on the average, these findings applied cqually well

to students at different SES or pretest leveis.

Meaningful differences in the teacher qualifications of groups per-
forming at a highér‘or lower level than pfcdicted were infrequent.  When-
ever they did occur, however, better tegching qualifications (as indirated
by such items as education, teaching experience, certification and type of
appointment) were associated with better student performance. And {inally,
younger students (i.e., those in grades 2 and 3) who achioved-substanria]]y
more thaﬂ expected during two consecutive years werce exposcrd to a notably
greater amcunt of class time pcr day on language arts during the sccond
grade than wer¢ the consistent underachicvers. Even though they spent
considerably less class time per day on language arts in grade 3, the

overachievers again demonstrated dramatic gains.

Can Schools Have a Substantial -Impact on Fducational Achievement?

The findings chow that substantial‘educational_growth was not uniquely
associated with inncvative cmphasis. Even small amounts of growth were not
positively and consistently related to our measures of innovation, Level of
Innovation and Degree of Individualization. 1t should not be concluded,
however, that substantial growth was absent in the schools and students
participating in Project LONGSTEP, On the contrary, as discusscd previously,
a number of educational cxperience groups were identified whose students,
on ‘the average, did much better than was predicted from their pretest and
SES level. For example, as indicated in Figure 2, the average achibvemunt_
gains of sixth grade students in the most effective reading trcatment groups
differed dramatically from those exhibited by students in the groups that
did much worse than was predicted from their pretest score and their socio-
economic status. The students in the poorer performing reading groups
shown in Figure 2 had average pretest scores ranging between the 56th and
74th percentiles; their average posttest scorcs”dropped slightly, ranging

between the 4lst and 66th percentiles. In contrast, the sixth grade
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students in the high performing reading groups, who haa average pretest

scores ranging between the -8th and 69th nercentiles, improved noticcably,

with average posttest scores ranging between the 63rd and 79th percentiles.

Other examples of dramatic gains in achiecvement werce shown in the
analyses identifying individual students who, for two consecutive vears,
demonstrated posttest achicvement differing greatly from that expected on

the basis of their: pretest and SES scores.

The analyses of unusually effcctive grouﬁs and the analyses ¢f stu-
dents with unusual growth patterns both provide evidence that\ large gains
in cognitive achicvement were occurring in Project LONGSTEP. Thus, cven
though the overall project findings showed that dramatic school égfccts
were not asscciated with intenéity of innovation, the findings noted here
suggest that substantial achievement gains, over and abov; those exﬁbctcd
on the basis of pretest and SES, do occur in public schoels. It should
also be remembered that the overall analyses showed that small bgt meaning-
ful ﬁosttest differences existed among our educational experience groups,
although thay were not uniqﬁely associated yith the project's measures of

innovative intensity.

These findings ceftainly are not surprising to teachers, principals,
Farents or even researchers who have persvnally witnessed impressive growth
in cognitive skills. They are;'however, soimewhat more 'mewsworthyv' in Eerms
of educational evaluation results. Taken togcther, then,. these findings

must lead us to conclude that:

-

e different educational approaches do produce meaningful and
important differences in achidévement (especially in the early

elementary grades); and

e although substantial gains in achievement were not demonstrated
> ; ‘
. . p——
by a majority of Project LONGSTEF programs/schools and students,
unquestionably dramatic improvements in reading, language and

arithmetic skills were found in some schools.

Future research and evaluation efforts should be directed at identifying

the determinants of such significant educational gaiﬁs.
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Overall Conclusions and Implications

The single most important and well-documented finding of Projeét LONGSTEP
was the Jack of either suBstantinl or consistent aséociation between student
achievement and overall Level of Innovation across: grades. In {aét, rela-
tive to the éhmple of schools participating in the projcct, students enrolled
in programs with®a more mcderate emphasis on inncvation and “ndividualiza-
tion showed;the greatest improvement.

From the standpoint of time spent per day on language arts activities,
it appeared that consistently overachieving second and thiwd graders in
Project LONGSTEP'typically were members of programs that allocated more
time to such instruction:in the second grade. These findings suggesﬁ that
increasing the amouant of class time per day, especially in the first and
second grades, may be a worthwhile strategy for improving student performance

in language arts.

Our various analyses also suggest tﬁat the impact of the educational
practices studied was inversely related to grade level. Specifically, it
appeared that differences ameng educationar éxperience groups, indepencent
of the effecls of student SES level, initial achievement level, aad Teacher
Age, SES Background and Téaching Qualifications, were greatest for sccond
and third graders, less for fifth and sixth graders, and alimost nonexis.ent
for seventh and -eighth graders. These findings tend to support the view
that the greatest potential payoff from the investment of future educa-
tional rescarch and instructional developmeng funds may come from increased
attention to improviag educatibn in~the early elementary grades. It is
suggested tht further effort be éxpended to gain a better understanding of
the educational practices that show the greatest benefit at these early
gradés. The results of such reéearch could then serve as the basis for
designing educational strategies that could have a relatively greater

overall impact on American education.

i
It is less obvious why one particular aspect of:much recent innova-
tion, that is, increased individualization of educaticn, has not been shown

to be clearly and consistently effective in Project. LONGSTEP. Some pos-

" sible explanations for this finm:ling will be discussed, but it should be

emphasized that these are purely speculative. One possibility is that not
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all modes of "individualization" operate cffcctively and that our 1udéx,
Degree of Individualization, failed to tap some gruc1al dlffcronooq be-
tween individualized pro'rdms that are effective and those thaL are not.
The program characterlstlcs measured by this index included .four scales:
Individualization in Decision Making (covering decisions on topic sclec~
tion, materials selection, and sequencing decisions)§'Tndividualization of
Instructional Pace; Use of Pegfofmahcé Agrccwcn}ég and Utilization of
Student Evaluation (covering the extentthnwhich tests are used for evalu-

ating student needs, and whether or not such-evaluation serves as a basis

for modifying a student's instructional program).

The amount of iqdéﬁendence and decision.making left to the student
could also be crdqial. While tailoriﬁé the eabcatiqudl process or tcdﬁhjng
strategy to an individUa] stﬁdeht's needs or learning style may be very
effective, allowing the student a great deal of independencé in selectiﬁg
the topics to be studied, in deciding the amount of time to be spent on a
particular topic, and in establishing the level or standard of attainment
during a school year could have a negative impact on performance (as mca-
sured by standardized achicvement tests) for all bul the highly wotivated.
The extent to which teachers.monitored, encouraged, prodded, ctc., their
students may well be crﬁcial but-this was not tapped by our data ccllection
instruments. Anecdotal expefienpgs gained over the years of ussocintioni
with' schools participating in Project LONGSTEP suggest that some students

tend to lose momentum unless the teacher provides the kind of individual

attention that is unlikely except when a sufficient number of qualified

" assistants are available.

This problem of student motivation was discussed by Lipson (1974) in
his explanation of the possible reasons why tﬁe IPI mathematics modules
did not produce the dramatic gains that had bcen expected. To a large
extent, his comments apply to a number of other individualized programs.
According to Lipson, the process of cach student working alonc on his

instructional module can have a very detrimental effect on motivation, in

‘contrast to a conventional classroom where the group provides competition
and a fceling of importance to,the activities. "The student's relation-

'shfp to the other members of the class and to the teacher creates a sensc

of obligation for some level of performance. The rhythm of the class,
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the rituals of class activity--even when we gfu&?le——give our lives a
pattern to follow. The progress of the class is like a tide which carries
all the swimmers along even though some are slower and some are faster"
(1974, p. 60). 1In concluding, Lipson expresses the hope that new systeus
will br developed '"which build upon the combined strcngfhs of the classroom

~

approach and the modularized and individualized approaches."

The fact that our Degree of Individualization index failed to-discrim-
inate between successful and unsuccessful educational approaches also sug-
. ! .
gests '‘the possibility that we may have cverlooked some elements of individual-

ization that occur in conventional classrooms. It could be that individual-

‘ization is one of the practices that distinguishes good teachers from poor

ones, even in traditional‘cducational environments where there is no
Yexperimental or "innovative" program claiming 'to be individualized. Per-
haps the good teacher individualizes informally and so in$tinctivclyléhat

he orxshc is not even aware of it in these terms. The good teacher does

not treat all childfcn as interchangeable cogs; but rather as the individuals
they‘are. This kind of informal individualization would not be noted as a
feature of an educational pregram in Project LONGSTEP--but it may neverthe-

less be very effective.

This hypethesis, incidentally, if -orvect, would extend to the elemen-
tary school level the interpretation of some loosely comparable findings aﬁ
the high school level, based on Project TALENT data (Shaycoft, 1967}.
Ana]yzing'Projcct TALENT retest data, Shaycoft found evidence, as hac
Project LONGSTEP, that schools differ in effectivéﬁess. However, she failed
to find, as LONGSTEP has failcdifo find, that these differences were meaning-

fully related to available variables im any way that might have been expected.

On the other hand, it is also possible that large overall, educational
effects were not demonstrated in Project LONGSTEP (or have not been found ‘
in many educational evaluation efforts) because such effects have been
attenuated by inappropriate matches between educational approaches and
student needs. The undcubtedly dramatic growth in achievement demonstrated
by a number of students participating in Project LONGSTEP ceftainly“sug—
gests that some near—optimial match of student and educational approach

may have been one of the reasons for the gains of these students.
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In final summary, the Project LONGSTEP findings should not be viewed
as a sweeping criticism of the concepts .of innovation or individualization.
However, they should serve as a reminder to educators-—-as well as to par-—
ents and legislators——that educat: nal innovation per se will not neces-
sarily produce dramatic effects on student achievement.’ Educational.quality
is‘ggg_synonymous with.innovation or individualization. Individualization
of instruction may represent é valuable approach for the improvement of
American education, but the findings here su,gest that individualization as
a program strategy should not be viewed as the final or complete answer,

In this case, more (innovation) is not necessarily better (education).

.
AN
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