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ABSTRACT,

V

p

"

This report is the continuation report of an evaluation of
the-iMplemehtation of the lndividuilly Guided Education (I,GE)
Program in the Austin Independent School District lAustan,
Texap) which began during thepecbnd year of th$program
implementation'in'W3-74. The evaluation contilimed to focus
this' ykar on the achievement ofprogram inputd, processes;
and'outcbmes in.11 IG4 and li matched Comparison schools.
The major omphesis.of the evaluotion'this'year was' on determining
program effects on student outcome behaviors. Utilized in
t.& study were'teacher .and parent questionnaires; scores from
the California. Achievement Test, the Piers-Harris, Self-Concept
Test, the Sc 9o1 Sentimen- Index, d lieading Attitud;)Test, a .

Math AttitudelTest, 'and a student behavior rating cale; and
cloagrOom obse lotions.

P.

-

Despite some po itiye effects demonstraVe d On'objectives
'tin the affective area, the lack'pf positive results on

achievement lead to the codlusion that the*IGE program should
be discontinued.
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C=2). DECISION .QUESTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIOW.
- :

RV.

- .;

.,.

Declasion questions can ultimately be answered only
''N

by those
'

charged
with the decision -makirig responsibility; however, re ommendations
by the evaluation staff based'upontheirdknowledge an interprgtationi
of the.informationcthat.has been gathergd relative to each decision
question is included in this section in order to assistwith that
charge. Although this is, considered to be a professionalresponsibility .

of the evaluation staff, decision-makers are encouraged.to review
in its entirety all the data preseAtea in this report and its accompanying
technical report in order to arrive-at their Opisions. ,,.

. \

'

A. 'gSTEM-LEVELCIVESTIONS
-
t

,

1 F
vl... Should the Individually GuidedEducation CIGE415i:ogram

..--be continued,at its present/levetl, expanded; or discontinued?
i 4

714.-.' a I
.0

ReeommendatiOxi: .

4

IGE abould be discontinued.

Basis for RecoMmendation:

.Alth-ought.there are some indications of Stccesefor the
Program with .respect to student attitudes to:Ward school
and reading, because'of the indications of achievethent

'benefits and some evidence Of negati-Zre achievement effects :

along with the heavy resource and staff demands it greats, ,

the iprogram cannot Be recommended for furiler.Implementaion.,
1See Cogniftive .Objectives report section t,

, .

2. 'If -IGE is continued, ire ,there additional resources which
shoUld be, made available if further improvements in'the
performance of IGE students are'expected?

Recommendation:.

Should :the'decision to continue the program be made,
indications are that sufficie t clerical and aide
resources should be granted t achera so that'insti'ustibnal
time is not decreased by. IGE and othek-planning
activiti90 and; by record keeping.

~Basis for Recommendati(n:
0

.' .
.

. On'this spring's teacher questionnaire, teachers indicated .
that sufficient time lias their major problem'vrhae additional

.,

. 'tea , aides, an4 clerical assistancewere cited asAheir
III est'direct service needs. In bonsitering the total data

nfiduraiion Ot this evaluation, the 1,Ossibilitir clearly
_

,
A

stood out that the time demands of IGE without tie concomitant
'resources it specifies may have reduced instructi&n time and
attention, thus resulting in the achievepent problem noted.
' :

.

.. 3

9

4



.
. .

.
t.

.

,

/
. /

3. If IGE is continued, ,should it.,:be implemented only

in schools with student groups having certain identifiable
characteristics?

Recommendation

If IGE is-continued, theredS no particular reason given'
the data pf thls and last rear's ealuation to believe that
any restrictict on type,pf, school or student population,
should be considered.

'Basis for Recommendation:

Yarious sapoPulations related,to sex, ethnicity, and
Title I status were considered last year and-found to
have no different outcome patterns. This year students
with differint.entry levels of achievement- -high, medium,
and lowwe're considered and again no differential effects
were identified. .

.

0 at

4. Are there Any particular characteristics or elements of
the IGE package whose iMpletentation should be encouragell*
in AISD elementary schools irrespective of the de?ision
with respedt to the total IGE-program.

.
RecommendatioA

Again, this-year as last it appears that teachers can
be encouraged to utilize a 'variety of grouping-and to
maintain a high level or classroom harmony.

Baiis for Re endation:

Each of these processes showed positive correlations
with achieyemapt at eitheuthe second or fourth
grAde level; these were proqesses as'rated by teachbrs
on the spring'teacher questionnaire. Also, classrooms
observation correlations showed that high levels of
student disruptiveness was negatively associated with
achievement. /

t`" N's
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B. Piogram-Level Decision Question's

k

V

.

11, Should additional training be provided?

Recommendation:

..
a

Additional training should be provided if 'the program
is continued. --

Basis for Recommendation:

Additional training was it need voiced -by some teachers with a.

respect to IGE. Staff training-came outas a relatively
high indirect support need. Some indications that teachert
are pot fully satisfied with their skills in.given-areas
means that additional training should be considered in
those areas regardless of IGE implementation. Items jg
mentioned here are information gathered on the Sprinand Fall
Teacher Questionnaires.

2. If ,additional trainfing is required, should it be, of jt

particular type ?,

Recommendation:

Additional training is indicated in the following areas:

If IGE is 'continued,,training In the specifics of
IGE processes and procedures.

2. Student assessment methods.
3. DevelMirrg mathematics -instructi-orial -objectives

V 4. Deciding which matlianatics activities and materi4s
te:yseqn relation to objectives.

$. Deciding'which reading/language arts activities,
and materials to use in relation to objectives.

Basis, for Recommendation:

f

1. T e first item is recommended because of teacher
comments on the Spring Teacher Questionnaire.

2. The last four because these were the skills which .

fGE.teachers rated.themselyes lowest on in the .

Fall teacher luestionnaite.

es
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D ESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT .

A. PR6GRAM DESCRIPTION

IGE - What It els

IGE is the acronym for Individually Guided Edudation. IGE is an educa-

tio al program whidb was designed and developed at the Wisconsin Research
'and eval4ment Center for Cognitive Learning with the cooperation of
oche educational institutions including the Institute for Development of
Educational Activities, Inc. (I/D/E/A/).

V

Some of the go 1p of the IGE program are the following: \
'

. Conti ous evaluation of each child's learning progress and
educational needs; /

. Use of a variety of audio-visual materials to accbg-date each
child's learning style;,

. 'Prbvision of a cooperative atmosphere in which the teacher and
child decide on the child's instructional objectives and dearn-c-
ing activitiegogether; and
Individualize nstrUction'with teacher tutoring.

. The organizay.onal structure which IGE literature recommends for imple-
mentation of these goals includes:

. Organization of IGE schools into a mu)tiunit pattern with no

grade level divisions, Each unit should consist of teaching
teamcompOsed of fronT'two to, four teachers with one unit leader.,

and ore to'two. aides. Each unit should be responsible for from
75 to 125 students whose ages encompass a three-year span. The

-- beam members' skills shouldcover the s ectrum of school subjects.
. School organization of an adminis4ative body known as t e Instruc-

tional Improvement Corilmittee (IIC) which, consists of the school's

unit leaders and the principal; and
. Organization bf.a"league" of)IGE school members And people frbm

support agen6iesowho share ideas with one another alput how to,

implement

IGE in the Austin Independent School District-

In the spring of 1972 the Austin Iependent School ,District studied the
S tconcepts of the IbE program, its goals, objectives, and directions.' A

series of workshops was held to expose Austin elementary school principal`s
and their faculties to the Id philosophy. O'f 22 schootsexpressing an
interest in i4leT6nting IGE, eleven t3ere selected as IGE pilot schools.
During the first year of implementation, these schools' were allocated an-
additional nuMiir of observers and studen'teachers to be in their schools.

10
6.

L.
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The district Aprovide4 some additional materials and permitted.some
differentiation df staff by 'allowing schools in some cases to select
tyo aides,in the pl4ce of one teacher. The Region -XIII Education Ser-
vice Center, the locsl. I/D/E/A/ repfesentative and program madminiStrators
also provided some additional resources to IGE schools. Further break-
down on expenditures to.support the program will be foundin list year's

4evaluation report.

Implementation by the eleven IGE pilot schools of the orga:Iihtional , (k-A,

structure suggested in the.IGE literature has varied considerably-f
school to school. For eample, some schools have utilized the full com-
plement of professionsats suggested in the ,multiunit approach. Other,

schools have performed with no instructional of clerical aides. T1e
eleven schools have approached the tas4. of providing continuous evaluation,
a variety of audio-visual materials, individualized instructionz' and co.*

operative planning in many different ways and to-varying degrees. For Al A
example, in some schools, individualization occurs through grouping (such
as ability grouping); in other schools, individualizatiOn occurs for each
individual student without regard to.placementan'a group. In addition,
the eleven pilot schools have diffeild in the subject matter for which.
IGE instructional prdcedures were utilized. The pilot- schools were Per-
mitted to _choose one or both of the curriculum topics Of mathematics -or'
reading/language arts from which,IGE instructional procedures were to be
implemented. Three'of the pilot,schools chose to _implement the IGE methods
in mathematics instruction; five of thec.pilot schools ch&se to implement.
.the IGE methdds in reading/language,arts instruction; and the remaining
three pilot schools chose to implement the IGE methods in both mathematics
instruction and in reading language arts instruction.

,

.
The comments above serve to point out the fact, that there is,no "typical"
IA sphoolin the Austin Independent SthOol Diptrict. Further, the IGE
'schools in Auptin do not necessarily.fol1ow the ideal model suggested in

.:

the IOE literature. However, all the'schools have teams, sua1ly called
units, and most have an'Instructional ITProvement Committe (IIC): Austin.

teRschoul.-alstrbelong to Tither of two leagues which include all Region
XIII IGE schools. ik,, _ , . n

,

B.. EVALUATION DESCRIPTION

Purposes of the IGE Evaluation

The IGE Evaluation was conductel-for.tyo primary reasons: I
o

-g

vide information to AISD reldtive to the 1.ogram

entation and operation -and as an 'assist -K.-decision-
.

maki

. To deth Ctrate.an.evsluation model designed for AiSD- under
n ESEA Title III grant (AISD

.-"",

./ 7
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General Evaluation Approach ds

A e

.
.

The general approach used.in this evaluation MIS year as last'year
.

has been to compare the standing on relevant var. les of those
. schools designated as IGE to 'that of as comp ble a set of 11 non -IGE

schools as could be selected.,,These schools e deiignated as
s, -4Comparison schools-throughOut this-report. ThOse factors ,considered

in the seleCtion of these Gomparison,Scfiobls were spcio -economic -status
1- of the school popnlation, geographic location in the city, site of - '

the school's student population,,,,and ethnic compositionof the student ..
-.poplilatt.on: .

. . .

. . ,. A
. t e. . 4 . . .,

This picture has been complicated by the fact that the schools differed .

in the subject.area_to whi,ch.,IGE-processes mere jprimari-4-4plied-
as was pointed out in the program description above. ,Moreover,,for .

one IGE: and one Comparison school some prior yearotret scores were
., - , ..

unavailable because of their inyolvement in a pecipT program. Another, .;-

IGE school had only the fourth and fifth grade's meanol.ng.t.htt no'second .

.grade scores could be used for 'gains analyses; nor could it be contider9d
in current analyses related,to4the second grade'.

/ ------.
,

.

)./.
T hus, while 'it appeared rvcesSary throughoutthis evalnation,to examine
results based on subgroupings, of,'the schools-in accordance with their

.

areas 'of emphases; thiOesults in, smaller group inks of,schools and hence
a g ter likelihood thaf any faire of the comparison schools to exactly
mat with the IGE schools could affect the results achieve q. Tere

,higher like/I:hood...that the matching process is an effe.,5tive
mech sm when ?,2 schools are, Involved than whga, six to,pight schools

, are involved. Overall compariiOns are therefore more'likely meaningful
thah,the,suberoupings-that are ,at tim s Ubnsidered,

,

4
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CONTEXT

a

A i .
. As defined in ,the AISD CIPO Planning and Evaluation Model, the context

is that Portion of the environment in Whiclia program is implemented
and over which the program has little or no,00ptrol. That is, a program
controls the materials it purchases, the staff it hires, and the procedures

° it follow, but it has little control over social factors such as the
'' current' public opinion demand for a 'back-to-basics" education..

Many context factors including this demand for-a reemphasis on basic
skills have 'heavily influenqed 'GE implementation in the Austin
, Independent School-District and note mustbetaken of these. In
addition, some aspects of the contextual iceaction against IGE might
be predicted to influence other future programs, and this chapter
will also be used:to comment on these.

IMPLEMENTING INNOVATION Iij A SCHOOL SYSTEM

Last year4IGE evaluation delineated some of the 'parameters which
must be taken into account in evaluating educational innovations. In
particular, the complexity of imia.menting a complex "innovation bundle"
such-es IGE was' noted, end a plea for time for the large scale innovation
to establish'itaelf was entered.

In this year's .re ort,. it must-be acknoWledged that .the gener* lack of
positive eqaluat n findings in last ear report and ,the 8-ohflhued
lack Of, fiscal d moral support to teachers trying to implement IGE
from the Boar and administration may have adversely, affected the

_possfbilities-of further improvement or` even further `implementation .

of IGE in the 1974-75 school year. This supposition is supported-by
increased indications of teacher concern and negativism regarding such
supf)ort as reflected in the spring teacher questionnaire. It may also

= account for the.lower levels. of difference between4GE and Comparison
.

schools with respect to IGgiprocesses this year.

Thus, this year it must again be stressed even- more strongly that this
eva.luatibn is:of the AISD implementation of IGE concepts and nbt of an
idealized IGE concept. Process measures again bear out the'fact that
many different levels of implementation of IGE procures exist within
the IGE schdols from very high levels of implementatIon to 'very low '

levels. Congruently, '_many IGE concepts and practices may be found
in'implementation in the Cotpariion schools. Since.clea4traditional,

.

non-individualized schools are available for comparison purposes,
however, it can be noted that the major variablA under consideration
in this evaluation"maY be simply the laber"IGE."

.1 3
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-In other words', the message of last year's context report was that,
dual a large scale innovation as 'GE-would require three or more
years for' a valid evaluation of that innovation. Whether, because
of its context situation, IGE was ever given such a period is clearly
questionable.. School staffs giverindidatbOn that they do not believe
the necessary support for implementation was given. Thus, in many senses,
this evaluation may wellbavebserrof a "non-progranr."1

. .

IGE FEASIBILITY;

Perhaps the :most

might be the ve
support is feas

k # .

important question that then follows in this evaluation
subtle one: "What level arid source of speoial program

le for undertaking. such an implementation in the district?"

The granting of AISD resources to one given program,over another must
the carefully considered. The granting of special resources to one set
of schools over another, must be clearly justified-in the minds of other
schools. Teacher comments that have been received in the various
evaluationsofthis office indicate that schools staffs question en
such a clearly, justifiable program as thtf,sred'action of the pupil/ leacher
ratio in Title'I schools. It is perhaPt\ obvious now that the
allocationfof regular district resources in support of change programs
may not be given withOut arousing 0, ire and resentment of non-program
staff Thus, in laSt year's evaluation meetings with school staffs,,

'non-IGE iteachers voiced frequent complaints about the special resources
that they believed TGE schools were receiving (erroneously believing at 1

that timer They, in fast, thought IGE schools were receiving many
'resources that IGE school teachers were at the very same time protesting
were not being allocated.'

,+

The 6010 lesson to be drawn is that prior to new prograi aPproval
an indep h analysis of support requirementsbo immediate -and _future-,
and the feasibility of such support allocation both on a pilot and on
.a district -wide basis should be cnsidered.

EXTERNAL VERSUS INTERNAL INNOVATION SPONSORSHIP.

Both the research on innovation and this evaluation. support the need
"for "a knight oh a white orse" to run the gauntlet in new program
implementation. The Region XIII Educational.Service Center was the
prime sponsor and suppprterhof IGE in the Austin Independent School
District. All'indibp.trons_ are that this is:not a feasible approach to
--inn-ovation adoption, for any given change effort, the district'
Must haVe'its own "knigrit" who manages and pushes.for the new prOgram.
IGE lacked this internal advocate and the effects of.that lacking on
program achievementsis unknown. .

IA

W.W. Charteip Jones. On the risk of:apiraiSing non=eyents
. in program evaluation. Educational ReseatCher, 12, 11 (November 1970)-

PP. 5-7. r k a
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THE RELATIONSHIV OF THE COMPLEXITY OF A PROGRAM TO ITS LIKELIH0,9?
OF slipassFuL ADOPTION

,

.-10,St year's context report stressed the complexity of'the IGE innovation
bndle hind quoted Dr. Gene Hall's work on innovation which suggested
that it takes a minimum of three 'year's; for an innovation to becothe a
natural part of a system. When the complex and rapidly Changing
environment Of an individual campus:is considered, one feels a sense
of despair about the implementation of even one,.majOr_innovation concept.
So many staff changes have occured for example in the IGE schools:
new principals at Sunset Valley, Highland Park; and Pecan Sprj.rigs;
large teacher turnovers in many schooli; a new Director of Elementary
Education;. and new Area Directors. Each of these persons in essence
entered the IGE innovation at a different level of training and . .%
-orientation. The difficulty of bringing change to the field of
education begins totbe a truly apprecieed task. Clearly; the
need for school districts and individual schools totake on only

. manageable and smaller scale changes- may thus need to be stressed.
When the needs of society for education which, can adapt to its own
rapidly changing demands is,realized, the double bind in which education
find itself is discouraging.

What is required are brave and responsive educators and boards of
education who remain willing to try in the'face of such high possibilities
of failure. Austin's teachers, adtinistrators, and board members must be
both commended and praised for this willingness.

THE RELAZIONSHIP OF PROGRAM DETAIL AND SPECIFICITY TO ITS. LIKELIHOOD
OF,SUCCESSFUL ADOPTION

!

One of the major problems with evaluating the IGE program with the
district CIPOwmodel was the lack (*specificity of its program design.
Much, of its literature is descriptIVOnsuch global and.general4terms
that schools cannot determine what it is that they are s4posed to be
doing; it is then:difficultto evaluate'whether indeed they are implementing
the program. The'dvaluapors cannot help but speculate that the thoroughness
andlquality of the. program design, will tote. large extent determine the
effectiveness with which it is implemented; under the best of circumstances,
this may in turn lead to successful student'outcomes.

bl
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OVERVIEW OF OBJECTIVES

I

ACHIEVEMENT

4

OUTCO OBJECTIVES \ACILIEVEMN

IMPROVED ATTITUDE* TOWARD SCHOOL ,

IMPROVED ATTITUDE TOWARD READING

IMPROVED TUDENT ATTITUDE TOWARD MATHEMATICS

IMPROVED STUDENT ATTENDANCE ed.

IMPROVED STUDENT ,pELF CON CEPT'

IMPI9VED STUDENT INDEPENDENCE IN LEARNING
ACTIVITIES

INCREASED READING SKILLS

tINCREASED MATHEMATICS SKILLS

NON DECREI SiED MATHEMATICS SKILLS

x '

sit4X

NON DECREASED READING SKILLS X

PROCESS OBJECTIVE

EFFECTIVE USE OF, S -GROUPING

USE OF A VARIETY OF INSTRUCTIONAL "MAVHIALS

DIFFERENTIATED ASSIGNMENTS
ro

DI FFEI3ENTIA..4D4TUT ORING

CLASSROOM HARMONY

INPUT OBJECTIVES

INFORMATION SHARING

FANNING TIE:
L

EFFECTIV4 PARENTAL SUPPORT

INSERVICE FOR IGE

X

BALANCED ASSIGNMENT OF STUDENTS AND TEACHERS
TO mists'

4
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OBJECTIVES

. . 1
,

.

A, brief,overview..of, the objectives and of their achievement
can be obtained fkom the table on the preceding page. Each objective
is discussed in greate :detail below,

L

"'s ..-- ' OUTCOME OBJECTIVES
6

-' \
. .

I. AA.EdTIVE OBJECTIVES ' *

1. IMPROVED ATTITUDE TOVAnD'SCHOOL
1 s

.., ,

Themean Self/Doi Sentiment Index score for the Spring administration
-Owe sample of 4th grade IGE students will be significantly greater

'1 the corresponding meanSchool Sentiment Index score for a
cdaparable sample of Comparison school students...

LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: Achieved

- EVIDENCE:

No.

The table reproduced bellow indicateS that IGE fourth, grade
students have 'significantly higher total scores on the School
Sentiment Idhex and higher scores on the =subscales relating to
eittitudes toward teaches and 'peers.

COMPARISON OF ICE SCHOOL STUDENTS AND COMPARISON
SCHOOL STUDENT SCORES ON THE SCHOL SENTIMENT INDEX

IN THE SPRING OF 1975
N\

,\ -- .SCALE 4, F d P DIRECTION.DF

I
DIFFERENCE

Teacher

Learning

S3cial Structuie

Peers
.

.

General

Total
c`

14.49 .00* Favors IGE

..00 1.00 Favors Comparison

:00 1.00 . Favors IGE --, -

14.57 .00* Favors IGE

N.,

4.25 .94' Favors Comparisca

32.57 .00* Favors IGE A

1

*Significant at the .05 level.

1
AdditlOnal objectives relating to attitudes of bubpoptlations of serf,
ethnicity, and identified Title I students requjlir moreelaborate analyii4
procedures and could not be completed in time for thipsireport, An addendum
will be published at',a later date covering these stibobjectivis;
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2. IMPROVED S

0
,

.$1,
.%

s
. s

`

DENT ATTITUDE TOWARD *DING
0

v..

The mean core on the Spring
.

administration.of the Elementary
) R. Reading, ttitude Test, for a rarldom s le bt' IGE students in

Units in.i ch are emphasi ing reading/v bal's1d$4., will be
signifi aptly higher th the correspon g mean score for
Comparison school students. ,

J

LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: Achieved

EVIDENCE:
0

The table reproduced below indicates that the attitudes of -

students in the five IGE sc400ls concentrating their emphasis
with IGE proces'ses on .1.eadinelanguage arts is significantly
.more positive toward reading o4 the total score and on all
subscales than are those of Comparison school students.

A

In an,additional analysis in which an additional school
concentrating on both reading and math Ng's considered along
with these schools, the total attitude toward reading score
'remained significantlY higher' as did:the subscalet of During
Sai6D-1.FreeTime and After SchO6l.

?Al :1* A.2 RIZ:I OF S72:::::iTS IGr.: a.ADING CO:CF. :TPATI (Ai SC,.001S AID
7Z ;Z. 1_ AL: tr.: :TT1'.1.:Dr,1

4
Subsonic

Lik:-4 to. rend:
Croup N

(Sorole Sire)
Heap

(Averacp Score)
P

During Class
.
. .....

ICE Reading 93 3,7
.05'

Comparison 99
,.. ..

3.3.

During School
Free lane

. ,

ICE Reading ' 93 1.4
.001'

, .

Cciiiarison 99
7...f

.8

.

After School
ICE dReadipg .

)

93 1.9 '
.004a

-arisonComparison 99
.

1.1;

Before Bedtime
-'

ICE. Reading
-

93 1.8
..

.
.01*

Comparison' 99 1.3N
k. ..

);)tal ..
.

ICE Reading 93 6.8

.
.

.0004*
Comparisen

.

99 6.8

1
Fourth eraders totted in April , 1975.

Accipted as statistically significant.

, ICE ;Tow.; l 5,101 Reading Concentration Schools.
4

Cozparisoii Croup matched, comparison schools for the'schools,in the
ICE group.

.18
lk
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IMPROVED STUDENT ATTITUDE TOWARD MAIEEMATICS.

The mean score on the Spring adMinistration of a Mathekatics
Attitude Test, for a random sample of IGE students in units
)which are, emphasrzing mathematics, will be significantlrfgrea r
than the corresponding meat score for Comparison school studs ts.

tEVEL_OF ATTAINMENT: Not Achieved

The talie reproduce& below indicates that there is not a'
significant difference betwee the attitudes of students
in IGE'schools concentratin ith IGE processes on math
and those of students' omparison schbols. Nor is there
a significant difference between the attftudei of students
in IGE schools. concentrating on both reading and math and
those in their matched Comparison 'schools%

ra

COMPARISON OF'IGE MATH/CONCENTRATION SCHOOLS AND THEIR
MATCHED COMPARISON SCHOOLS AND OF IGE MATU/REAMNG
CONCENTRATiON SCHOOLS AND THEIR COMPARISON SCHOOLS ON
ATTITUDE T8WARD MATH. ,

..
. .

Group .

.

N Average
Score

P

.

IGE Math Schools

. .

Comparison Schools

72

70'

cs

s.

11.3.

11.8

.

.56

IGE Math/Reading
Schools'

Comparison "6 chools

IT I..-

, 36

314"
-

11.3

.

11.5

.87

.,
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. 'IMERCATED STUDENT ATTENDANCE

. ,

The mean proportion of IGE students attending s hool dur the

fitit two six weeks of the Spring semester will be significantly
greater than the corresponding mean proportion Comparison

schZol students.

LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT:i/ft Achieved

rt1

,EVIDENCE:

The median percentage 9f-attendance for IGE schools was 94;58
while that of the Comparison scho'ls was 94.6l. This ras a
non-significant difference. lk

9 '

1 '

' a

5. IMPROVED STUDENT SELF-CONCEPT
1

The. mean Piers-Harris Self-Concept Test score for the Spring
administrationto a sample of ,4th gi-ade IGE students will be
significantly greater thgn the corresponding mean Piers-Harris
Self-Concept Test_score for a comparable sample df Comparison

School students, 1,

LEVEL OF ATTAINMENTS 'Not ,Achieved

EVIDENCE:

The table reproduced beloy.indicates that the only significant
difference on -the Pier-Harris Self-...Concept test scores was on

favored thithe subscale "Popularity" and that difference
Comparison school students.

CCOPAHISCG OF ICE An, COH:ARISON SMOOL STUD=
SCQEC.- 0111:: PIERS-WEIS ;ALF-CO:MEP: TEST

SYR= 1915

Scale P ,aireetten

&healer .024 .81 rarors IGE

Intellectual and 1.33 .25. Favors Comparison
Seboo/Stntus

. ,

Physical Appearance
and Attributes

.$8 Favors CceParisgin

Anxiety .24 .63 *fors ICE

.Popularity 4:25 :CI Tarots Comparison

Happiness tn6 .96 Favors ICE
Satisfaction

,,

Total .38 .55 Favors Comparison

831641ficant at the ton level.

I

Additional objectives, relating, to attitudes of subpopUlations of sex,
ethnicity, and identified Title I students require more elaborate analysis
procedures and could not be completed in time for this report. An addendum
viii be pUblished at,a later date covering these subobjectives.

162©
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: IMpROVED STUWNT INDEPENDENCE INIEARNII1G ACTIVITIES
. -

,

A. The mean of,the teaaheteAtings.of a sample Ofe.former,

.

...

IGE studeilts riQW attending 6th'grade Schools for, student
! indikendence.wild: be hignifirntly greater than the',
cO14eolkonding mean rating. to a'samille of Comisrison
schOolstudents. . .Q. . P ,

...
- , .. .

LEVEL OF'ATTAINMENT: Not.Achieved. ..,

,- 1 , . I. 0

t

'
EVIDENCE: .'.

.. ,.

,.

- . .

, in,a hillow-up studyrf former IGE students in
4's the sixth grade, teachers did not-rate IGE students

significantly higher than nion.,:I E students on,the item

h)
"dependent - self-initiatik" ildo, although they were

kassigned a, higher rating on t i item than former Comparison
- sellool students, they'ifere Toted lower, again not significantly
so hOwever, than former Comparison. school, students on the
item."Looks for help - figures mit his own problems."

It should be noted,'however,'in another part of that study
-"that-Students' from a hightt individualized,IGE school
performed sighificant4y higher on the ' "dependent -
,self-initiaiihg" item and Aigher (putilhot significantly'so)
On' the "Looks for help - figures -out his own problems"
item than did former students from ad IGE school with a'
low level of individualization.

'B. The mean Classroom Observation ratings,for,independence in
IGE units will be significahilygreaber than the corresponding
mean rating for Comparison school classes.

/1
4-

-c LEVEL OF,ATTAIR*NT.: Not Actlieved
.

EVIDENCE:

',Classroom observations utilizing the Offici "of Research and
Evaluation Systematic Classroom Observation'FOrm assigned the
following ratings' for Student Iddepefilacer.

6 I'

,

Suhhcaie7.
-Second Grade Fourth Grade

'.Group Mean P Mean P.

t.
.

Student IGE - h2:3 ..-37.t
Independence .. :75 4c .33

-Comparison 39.5. .

-..

, be 'seen that although IGE rata_lts wei4 higher, these
differences .fell in the chhnce range and thus may not be
judged as statistically significant differences.

.
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II. COGNITIVE OUTCOME, OBJECTIVES'

.

, ¢
, . -

1. INCREASED BEADING 'SKILLS . °

I

.,,

ti

Tile CAT in all: sub-objecti,ves desgibed below refers to
the California Achievement Test in Read,ing.

A. The mean CAW. gaill'acorei of, the IGE:siudents between
-February 1972-73.1E1s-2nd graders) and February 19714?-75
as 4th graders) w3.114;!be signrfifently greater than the
corresponding meah..PAT gain score of Comparison school
students. .

9

LEVEL OF ATTAINMENTkr Not

EVIDENCE:

A ,
The -Comparison of IGEz 'icho.Or student .isalfs for students
in WE schooli emphliSeiiing reading to .COlparison, school;'
student gains indicated 'Er significant differencd. between
the two. The direction of he 'difference` favore4 the
Compar,ison st:Adents. e.

hieved

-

The mean CAT score' of I-GE 2nd:grade studerl in Februarki "/

1974-75 will be significantly ,greater than the .corresponding
-'4 mean CAT score for tomparimits school, stUdents -'..'

0

LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: .Not Achielisd
r A - ° ; ,,/

EVIDENCE: '
....--,

Thee mean raw score of Second. 4rade IGE- itildentsein IGE
-'schools emphasiziAg reading W.y on ili g rallfcrnia
Achievfent Test inoReading,Was743t.versus. a 49.57-
for G4mpison school students. ;;The difference Vas

' non-significan . '. ° .,... viit' iac

C. The mean CAT s- ore of; IGE 4th grade4tu4 nts in FebivarY
1974;775 lill be signifrcantly0ater' than the corresponding
mean 'CAT score for Comparison Apho-ol 'Students. \

, 4 '.'as' -
LEVEL -OF ATTAINMENT s, Acht4ved.

EVIDENCE:
I, 2-

The mean raw score of fourth'grade,IGE students in IGE
schools emphasy.ng reading _only on, the California
Achievement Test in Reading' as- 38.18 versus -the .35.22

* for Cogiparison schocil 'Students, The' difference wa pot
statistically 'significant. . f

.

,

22 .
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46: 'The mean CAT gain scord' of 6th grade schoOl students (formerly
,attending IGE schools in units emphasizing.IGE instruction
in reading and Other verbal skills*between February 1972-73
(as ifth graders) and' February 1974'775 (as 6ti graders) will
be significantly greater than the. korresponding 'min CAT gain.

, score of,6th grade .chool students who formerly attended
Comparison schools.

' LEVEL OF AT' Nyt Achieved

EVIDENCE:

An analysi of c variance.on the'post-test-scores with
-

pretest (4th grade) scores, as a covariable,indicatedthat
relationships were,not linear and that this analysis could not
be appropXiately conducted. However, an analysis of variance
which included a preZpost test analysis failed to indicate
a significant between groups difference on groups by trials
interaction.'

E. The mean CAT score of 6th grade school students(formerly
attending IGE schools inunits emphasizing-Ia instruction
in reading and other verbal skills in*February 1974-75..wil1
be significantly greater than the corresponding mean CAT
score of sixth grade school students who formerly attended
Comparison schools.,

LEVEL OF ATTAIN/CENT: Not Achieved

EVIDEiet:'
4'

)

,

The. maan,Achievement Development Scale ',Snore (standardized

scoedgpigned to permit cross -level pomparisons) of a sample
of former IGE students now in the sixth grade. was .442.94
while that of a sample of Comparison school students was
456.04 even though the scores of comparison studentsyben
they were in the. fourth grade had teen lower than those of,

, ,. theykd students'. . -

F.. Iii t (ere is,.no subpopulation of elementary studen s as defined

.

byji. classification of:students according to, one or more of
thdvcriteria of sex., ethnicity, previous achievement level,
br whether they attend a 'Ti.tle I elementary school) such that ibk
the mean CAT reading score for'IGE students in the subpopulation
is significantly less than the comparable mean NI. comparison
school students in the subpopulation.i .

1.
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LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: Achieved.

EVID E:

Only the analysis regarding subpopulations related to previous
achievement have. been completed at,this time No differences
related teLethnicity or Title I statue' were detected, however,
'in last year's analyses. For the analms-related to previous
achievement,'students.were classified on pretest (2nd°grade)
scores into high, mediums and low achievement groups. Then
analyses 'ere conducted Ito see whether ,diffeiential achievement
gains occurred for these groups. Results indicated that no
differe tial, gains ''could be attribUted to any one group.

The CAT in-al .subi-objeCtives,described below re fers to the
' California iement Telist'in Mathematics. '1

A. The mean CAT gain score of the IGE students between February
1972-73 (as 2nd grader's) and February 1974-75 (as 4th
graders will be significantlytreater than the corresponding

--mean CAT gainsscore of Comparison school students. '

' .

LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: Not Achieved ,

EVIDENCE:
,

An analys is .of gain scores on the CAT 14 math detected
no significant difference bftween IGE school students of
IGEac)ZOols emphasizing math and Comparison students, although
Comparison 'school students did have a slightly higher
average gain.

B. The Mean CAT,score of IGE 2nd grade students in February
' 197445 will be significantly greater than the
meanCAT'acore for Comparison, school studenti.

LEVEL OF ATTAIIMMENT: Not Achieved

EVIDENCE:

r

-
Mean 2nd grade raw scbrea on the CAT in dateforIGE students
was 61.07 and this was lower than that of 261 grade Comparison
schoolletudents who scored 63.6k. This difference was not,
however, 'significant.

C.. The mean CAT math scare of IGE:4th grade etude i in February
197445 will 'be significant* greater than the corresponding
mean CAT sdcore for Comparison school students.

-LEVEL OF ATT : Not'.Achieved

4 e
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EVIDENCE:.

-The mean IGE fourth grade raw score oii the4bAT in math was
-48.61, slightly loWer.than the mean of 51.21 for Comparison ..

school students, although thi difference gas not axificant one.

, .

.
,.. .

4
D. . There is no.subpopulation of elementary school students
-'- Las defined by a classification of students according to

one or more of the criteria of sex; ethnicity, previous
achievement level, or whether they attehd a Title I
elementary school) such that the mean CAT math score for
IGE studerits in the subpopillation'is significentlY'leis

than the cOmpar;ble mean for comparison school students in
the subpopulation. _f .

;' ., I
LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: Achieved

EVIDENCE:

1,

Only 'the analysis regarding subpopulations related to

previous _achievement have heen completed' at this ,tile.
No diffe ences related to ethnicity or Title I status

were-ditected, however, in last year's analyses.. For the
apalyses related to previous achievement, students.were
classified on pretest (2nd gx\ade) scores into high,
medium, and low achievement groups. Then analyses were ,)
conducted to see whether differential achievement gains-..-.....

occurred for, these groups. Results indicated.that no ,

differential gains could be attributedlto any one groups.

NON - DECREASED MATHEMATICS SKILLS
. -

..
.

-...1 .

For each of the sub-objectives below, the only IGE students who
were cbrisidered were those in units which are emphasizing
their IGE instruction in the areas of read ng and other verbal
skills. The ratie*ale for this ristriction i8 .t.lrt.although
students in reading-oriented IGE units migh not be expected
o perform better than other students on mathematics achievement

tests, they woU14/certainly be expected not to perform worse.
All sub -.objectives refer to the Mathematics Test of the,
California Achievement Tests (CAT).

. The mean CAT gain score of IGE reading school students
between February 11972-73 (as 2nd graders) and February

.1 1974-75 (as filth graders) will not, be significantly less than

the corresponding mean CAT gain score of Comparison school
students.

LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT Not achieved. \

The mean'CAi math gain score for IGE'reading schools

-students was significantly lower than that Or-Comparison
school students. rd
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B.. The mean CST score of IGE 2nd grade students in February
1974-75 will tot be significantly less than the corresponding
mean CAT score for CoMpari school students.

"LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: Achreved
.

e.

EVIDENCE:. ; " I t

The, mean d15,a math score for stlidentA, -in the-IGE reading/

lahtegiage arts oriented schools was significantly'higher (65.39).
' than thit of Comparisonjschool students (60,20).,

C. The an oAT.math score 61. IGE 4-ur grade student
1974 5...will not be significantly less than the
.mean CAT-sco%IpOr Comparison school students'. -

LEVEL OF ATTAIN NT:

EVIDENCE:

'The mean CAT math Scpre for
languagsearts oriented scho
significantly so (46.34), than.th
students (44.4): In view of th
34 above, however, iit'must^be non
dif

"'or to

1972 -73,

II

s.in Februak7.4
t

10

tudentioin thd 'IGE reading!'
was hi er, althouQh.npt

f Comparison school
results reported oniobjectiveo
lnaed that this leek of

erencewai.due to a higher entry leyel of IGE students -4

change iethe'student Topulation over the'.peri.od of
to 1974-75:with regard d'some factor other than GE..

D. The mean CAT gain score 9f 6th g de school students
formerly attending IGE schoo s in units emphasizing IGE
instruction in reading tkbr verbal skills between FebruarY-

.°197g-73 (as 4th graders) and February* 1970E75 (as 6th-graders)* .

'11 not be signifiCantly less than the corresponding mean,
gainscore of 6th Grade,CdOter students who formerly .

attended Compaison schooly
4

LEVED-Of(-ATTAINMENT: thieved >-

.

EVIDENCE:
4

.

An analysis of covariance on the post-test scores with pretedr-
. (4th grade) scores'as a covariable indicted that relationships'
were not linear and that this analysis could not be.appropriately
rconducted. 'However, an analysiS'of yariance which intiAtieq,
a pre-mat test analysis failed to indicate.a signify c
betwign groups diffvence or.groups by trials interaction.on'.the
mathrtes .

1

"
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I
E. The mean CAT score of 6th grade school studentd (formerly

attending IGE schools'in units emphasizing IGE instruction in
reading and other verbal skills) in February'1974-75 will not

' be significantly less than the corresponding mean OAT score
Of 6th grade center students who formerly attended Comparison

.

schools. ,

LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT : Achieved

-EVIDENCE:

The score of former IGE students in the sixth grade as
428.97,'whiCh was higher, 'Ott not significantly so, than
that of Comparison school students 4416.08). '

4. NON- DECREASED READING /VERBAL SKILLS

For each of the sub-objectives in this section only the IGE
students in units which are emphasizing their IGE instruction
in mathematics are considered. The rationale for this
restriction is that althOugh students, in mathematics- oriented

-IGE units might not be expected to perform better than other
students on the reading achieVement.test, they would
certainly be expected not to perform worse. All sub-objectives
refer.to the California Achievethent Test (CAT) in Reading.

A. The mean CAT gain scorezofIGE mathematics school students
between FellENary 1972-73 (as 2nd graders) and February
1974-75 (as 4th graders) will not be signficantly less than
the corresponding mean CAT gain score o arison school
students.

LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT' Achieved

EVIDENCE:
4.

IGE math school students achieved higher gains,, although
not.significantly so, than did Comparison school students.

B. The mean'CAT reading score of IGE math school 2nd grade
students in February'1974-75 will notbe significantly less than

,the corresponding mean CAT score for Comparison school students.

LEVEL OF ATTAINNEhT: Achie4tga

EVIDENCE:

The mean,CAT reading score of IGE math school 2nd grade
-students-:in. February 1974-75 was lower (61.07), but not
significantly so, than that of Comparison school. students (63.64).
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C. The mean CAT reading score of IGE math school 4th grade
1 ._

4sTudents in February'1974-75 will not be signifioetly
less than the corresponding mean score for Comparison
school students.

LEVEL OF ATTAINOT: Achieved

EVIDENCE:

The mean CAT reading score of IGE math school 4th grade
studehts in February 1974-75 was lower (48.61), but not
significantly so, than that of the corresponding
"Comparison school students (51.21).

._t
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.PROCESS OBJECTIVES

1. r%EFFECTIVE USE OY INTERCLASS GROUPING

Teachers will make use of grouping procedures to insure that
each pupil is assigned to a group performing activities -

consistent with the pupil's needs and skills,.

LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: Achieved

EVIDENCE:

4

Classroom observations indicated significantly smaller group's (.7.4)
at the fourth grade level for IGE Classes than for Comparison school
classes (11.1). There was no significant difference in group
sizes at the Second grade level. There was'also no significant
difference in the percent of time teachers spent with, groups At
either.grade'level.

°Teachers rated themselves significantly higher_. on the "Variety
of.Grouping" (4.0) subscale of the spring t.eacher questionnaire
than did Compairison school teachers

UpEOF A VARIETY OF INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS

Teachers will make use of`different instructional materials ,'
to insure that each pupil works with materials consistent
with his needs and skills.

LEVEL OP ATTAINMENT: Not Achieved

EVIDENCE:

.

Teachers. did not rate, themselves significantly higher on the
subscale'of the Spring Teacher Questionnaire related to this
objective (3.82) than, did Comparison'school teachers (3.76).

Classroompbservations did not, reveal a signficantly higher
level of vise of a variety of instrixtional'materials in IGE
classes than in Comparison school classes.

DIFFERENT ASSIGNMEN'TS

Tedchers will assign activities and objectives to each pupil ,

based an the plipil!s needs and skills.

LEVEL. OF. ATTAINMENT: Not Achieved

29
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EVIDENCE:

IGE,telichers rated use of differentiated assigiaments as lower
(mean=3.79) than did Comparison taeachers (mean=3186)\ although this
difference was not significant..)

( .e,

4. 'taFFEREIITIATED TUTORING

:Teachers will insure that pupils are tutored by making use of all
personnel such as aides 'or- other pupils 'fortutahisng.

LEVEL OFATTAINMENT4 Not Acnie4d

EVIDENCE:

Teachers in IGE schools rated neither the avai,lability
silbscale nor the use subscale,of differentiated tutoring
items on the 1975 Spring Teacher Questionnaire significantly
higher than did Comparison school teachers:

Classroom observations df'd not show.thepupil/adult ratios in
IGE' classrooms overall ,to; be significantly tower than those in
'Comparison school classes. However, when the fourth grade
only is consideAd,pupil/adult rati'Oswere signiffcaAtly
lower in IGE classrooms."'

5. -CLASSROOM HARMONY -C

0' .

'/ Teacher will insurelthat a class situation exists with mutual
respect between teaChers and pupils and among pupils.

LEVEL OF' ATTAINMENT: Not Achieved

EVIDENCE:

Classroom observations revealed no signficant differences
betWeen IfiE and Comparison classrooms in percent time students
were disruptive. Also, there leeq no signficant differences
between12the percent of time the teacher was supportive or

. \negative between IGE and Compariion classrooms.

0 IGE teachers did not:rate their classroomi significantly,
higher (3.86) on ttle:suliicale of the Spring Teacher Questionnaire
Xelated,to this objective than did Comparison school teachers .96).

r
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INPUT OBJECTIVES

-1. 'INFORMATION SHARING

Each school and each unit in thd school will have an effective
procedure for sharing useful information and discusslng
common problems.

LEVEL OF ATTAINMEUT: Not Achieved

EVIDENCE:

.

Teachers on the fall teacher questionnaire assigned.high ratings
to several items related to this objective (see table below),,
but ratings were not significantly higher than those assigned
by Comparison school teachers. It-should also be mentioned,
however, that several teachers did mention this as one of
the areas of benefit of IGE on the comment segtion Of that
questionnaire.,...

at

1
' Questionnaire Item

94 6

. '..
;13=
,.. u

V)

I 04
a
A:.;

-.
0.H

ea

a
i00 ....."

4.
to0.

0
-.1

.4
"4

'.
0
.c
uaI
-

9. Now satisfied are you will the X
advice and assistance given to S.D.
you by nthcr tachers of Your n.

4.14

.61

95

3.93

.91

98

3.45

1.10

96

3.21

1.00
92

.

3.94

.89

208

3:81

.94

204

3.41

1.07

207

3.141

1.07k
193

4.21

.80

48

,

4.28
.71

47

3.72

1.09

47

3.07

1.14

,45
-..---

4.00
-.83

39

3.53
.85
39

3.15
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1.12
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1.02

143
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:80
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3.84
.91
321

3.17

1.08

322

3.20
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.school for your planning and
teachitks activities?

10. Nov satisfiel are you with the X
advice and assistance given 0 S.D.
you by Your principal for your 'a.
planning and teaching actiwitlen?-,

. .,.
.

11. Now satisfied :Iv you with the X
'advice and assistame given you S.D.
by the A::1? :nlr.-..uortooaL Coor- n.

dinators for rn: planning and
,

teaching activities?

12.,How sa isfied aretsY6u with the X
Advice nd assiOtince given you S.D.
by the SC 7.7.! staff for your n.

$ plannin ani teaching activities?

,

2. PLANNING TIME

Teachers will have time for requisite planning to carry out the
IGE instructional processes.

tSt

LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: Not Achieved

t.

EVIDENCE:

In the 'first year of IGE implementation teachers,were given
the,support of extra services Irom student teachers: During

'w thell.ast two years, however, no additional aides" or student

teskhers were assigned to'assist teachers. Now.thechief
problems cited by. teachers with respecto,IGE on the Spring
TeachersQuestionnaire are: Lack of support or aide personnel,
time, and rectrdkeeping. Many of their, comments associated
these three items. All point to the rack of adequate time to

; impl#ment'the IGE program,'

C-
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3. .INSERVICE FOR IGE

. Region XIII ESC will provide inservice sessions and a facilitator,

to provide in-service assistance.' \

LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: Not Achieved

EVIDENCE:

4

Rating given. ESC Region XIII service this year are far More
positive this year than last; but it should be noted that
the lowest rating shown in the table below went to Region XIII.
Finally; teachers in IGE schools did not offer ratings significantly
different frOm those of Compafison school teachers. Also, lack

of training was one of the problems associated withIGE implementation
that wai'offered on the free response item of the questionnaire.

4 . EFFECTIVE PARENTAL SLIBPORT .

Principals will conduct a program for keeping parents informed of
school activities and soliciting feedback from parents. Parents

will on the average express suppdrt for the IGE program.

LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: Achieved

'EVIDENCE:-

Parents of IGE'school students ge, erally expressed approval

of the IGE program. .They also ,
pressed .satisfaction with

their school's communication with parents., These results were.
obtained from a parent queStionnaire mailed-'to a random

sample of IGE and Comparison school parents.'

BALANCED ASSIGNMEtiT,OF STUDENTS AND TEACHERS TO UNITS

Principals will insure that.teachers assigned to a unit are
compatible and represent a range of teaching skills, and that

pupils are'assigned to units so that a balanced mixture, of
student characteristics of ethnicity and achievement level

exists in each unit. -

* -

LEVEL OF' ATTAINMENT : Achieved
°

EVIDENCE:

;

No additional data was collected on this'o6jective this year
and the judgement with respect to attainment is based on 1973-74
data;. however, no teacher comments or coMplaints with respect to
this topic were obtained on the data questionnaires. It seem'

reasonable to believe-that this object'vc continue4 to be met.

32'
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E R RE LATIONS HIPS

. .

It

A key part of the CIPO Evaluation MOdel is the evalUation of interrelation -
ships, that exist between inpilts, processes; outcomes, and the context.
Some of this evaluation may be based upon logical deductions regarding
the patterns of data. Other evaluations df these relationships are
based upon correlational,studies. Both these approaches have been used
in the study of IGE interrelationships. '-

CONTEXT AND PRO RAM ACHIEVEMENTS

0

D

In'tHe Context se tioh of this report,, considerable discus ion of the
effects which the ontext climate may have had upon the p am outcomes
will be found. It eems'unquestionable that the period Hof intense
public Controversy t at.has been associated with the IGE implementation
and with the concepts of open education have had,considerable effects
upon the outcomes of the program: .

.PLANNING TIME AND.ACHIEV'MENT-
t

, ;.

Pt

One of the heavy input requirements for the conducting Shithe IGE program
is planning time. Th's is equired for team teaching, for the paperwork
associated with more indivi alization and interclass grouping, and
locating and preparing a var ety of materials. Teachers are vocal in
their comments that not enou time has been available. Logically, it
appears thlt this shortage of ime expressfed by teachers may have \

- influenced the achievement of utcome objectives. ,

INDIVIDUALIZATION AND ACHIEVEMEN

The information collected in this valuation offered conflitting
data regarding the relationship bet een individualization and
achievement. In a cooperative stud with Dr.,Gene Hall of the University
of Texas Research and Development Ce ter for Teacher EducatiOn, it was
found that higher levels of implement 0.on of individualized instruction
was associated with higher achievement In.a followuP study of former
students o atvIGE highly individualized school versus those from a
low individualized IGE school, evidencafavor g more positive behaviors
were found for the students of the highly indi duali;edschool: However

in the first study there nere some probl s with sample sizes, that is,
too liew classrooms at some leVels of indi idualization. In the set,ppd,

.study,it is possible that socio-economic- tatus accounted for the
differenbes. In a third study, interporre ations were examlned beteen

29
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. classroom observation findings ana achievement data. Ag , it is
possible that other factors than individualization may account for
differences, but results indiCated a negative relationship between
individualization and reading achievement. It Is possible, however,
that teachers may find it necessary to individualize more where they
hate students with low reading scores.

In conclusion, possible that either'a negativd, or a positive
relationship may exist between the degree of individualization andl
achievement. It is dlearly a relationship tha requires a great
deal more study than was possible in this eval ation.

OTHER INTERRELATIoNSUIPS

Classroom Observation Variables and Student Outcome Behaviors

Variables measured with the Systematic Classroo Observation Ford were
imarcorrelated with outcome behavior measures.

The following relationships in this data were observed:

Intschools where instructional.groups are large, students do not
function as inde ndent learners. Theralbo have a higher self
concept, like the teacher More,' and have a higher overall attitude
toward school.. ( is telationship might mean nothing more than,that
Title I students have a lower 'self concept and lower attitude toward
school th4n non Title'I students, s'hce Title I schools have smaller
instructional groups due to the lower pupil/teacher ratio in those
schooli.)

In schools where teachers are more supporti:ve,'students do not per-
ceive themselv6s to be behavior problems, anxious, orLunhappy.

In schools with higher pupil/adult ratios, students perceive them-
selves as more attractive, less'anxious, and happier. (Once again,
this may indicate a Title I - non Title I difference.)

In schools populated with anxious students, students also report.to
liking their teacher vary much.

In schools where students do not perceive theml'elves to be behavior
problems, student also consider,thekselves to be popular and happy.

In schools where students feel they are academically successful,"
students also feel that they are popular and happy.,

In schools where students consider that they are attractive, students
also*feel themselves to be popular.

In schools populated by students with high self concepts, students also
pafess to have a more positive attitude toward all facets of school
(teachers, learning, their peers etc.).

1
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Teacher Questionnaire Variables and Student-Qutcome Behaviors -

.

Subscales of the teacher questionnaire given in the Spring of 1975
were intercorrelated with achievement^variables. Last year's findings
in this regard were replicated: Classrooms with more pgsitive
climates (greater Classrocb.Harmony) and cl9ssroo4 with Higher t

availability of tutoring have, higher achievement. Again, it is
possible that the avaiidi2Ility of tutoring is related to the
sopio-economic-status of the students, howevee; which'might explain
this relationship. r /
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