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. This reéport is the cont;puatidn'repprt of an evaluation of
. the implemeptation of the Individuglly Guided Edugation (xGE)

* Program in the Ausﬁin InMepéndent School District ‘(Austin, .
. Texas) which began during the gecdnd year of tng'program :
S . implementation 'in'1973-T4. The evaluation contipued to focus
. this’ year on the achievement of program inputd, processes, ¢
: " and outcomes in.11 IGE and 11 matched Comparison schools. N

° 'The major emphasis :of the evaluation’ this 'year was on determining
= . ﬁrggram effects on student outcome behaviors. Utilized in
He study were teacher -and parent questionnaires; scores from
N the California Achievement Test, the Biers~Harris, Self-Concept
Test, the Séh?ol Sentiment~Indéx, & Reading Attitude JTest, a
. * Math Aftitude'Test, 'and a student behavior rating €cale; and

S .
. ) Dé;pite some positive effects demonstraped on'objectives
i ' Mn the affective areg, the lack of posibive results on AN
he corclusion that the *IGE program should
be discontinued. . - TR : .

: qla§§réom_obse{§éﬁions. S . .- .

, achievement lead to
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N
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q- DECISION QUESTIONS AND RECOM/ENDATIONS' -

. A 3 .

- s
? - g . ‘ *

Decklox\ questions can ultlmately be answered onl} by those charged th

R Swith- the décision-making responslbllity, however, re¢ommendations V‘\

' . by the evaluation steff based 'upon-their ,knowledge and interpretation \

of the. 1nformatlom that.has been gathered rq.latlve to each decision

, question is included in this section in order to essist.with that .
. charge. Although this is, considered to be a professional respons1billty :

i of the evaluation staff, decision-makers are encouraged to review ' [

", ' in its ent;.rety ell the data presedbed in this report and its accompanying ¢

techn1cal report 1n order to arrive- at the1r geclslpns.

[]
»

-~ MR .
? ‘ Al

, A. SYSTEM-LEVEL \QUESTIONS C “ a Yo
J1-. Should the Individually Guided- Education (IGB) Frogram e
be continued- at its present/leve& expanded¢ or discontinued? -
' . Ve . -
: Recommendation’: . T Do
Q. \ ! * o .
’ N N Y . PR R ) . .
. , ‘ IGE ghould be disc‘ontlnned. . b s ) -
. ; -~ . K ) . < ¢ . ¢\ v
Basis for Reconmmendation: . :
. 7 . . 4 . 3 . " - < LT
Thy . .A.lth‘ought'there are some indications of sdccess' for the . ‘.
— program with respect to student attitudes toward school - -
. ’ énd reading, because of the indications of achieverent ST
- ¢ beneflts and somé evidence of negative achievement effects ; ° ‘. -
. a.long with the heavy resource and st4ff demands it ¢reats,
> the "program cannot be recommended for _ er .implementaion. .
“(see Cognijtive Objectives report section,; ' .s/ !
U‘ ~ L ‘ 3 + . - . e ' . ) . . . ‘:) . ‘
L - 4 L) . .

. 2. 'If-ICE is continued Are there additional resources which .
should be made available if further improvements in‘the -

[

Lo performance of IGE students are’ expected? R B "‘ A
| - Recommendation:: * oL, , o _ o oA ‘
I . - R R .9
, -Should the dec1slon to contlnue the program be made, . . :

'+ o 1nd1cations are that sufficient clerical and aide ) C . .

) ' " resources should be grarnted tdachers so that'instrugtitnal - RS
) time is not decrea,sed by IGE ang othet-, planning ° ; )
e e . act;.*ntlgs and by record keeplng ‘ T

N ? ¢ 1 .
L S "Basls for Recommendati& ‘ B , : v
'-tﬁ On- this spring's teacher questionna.lre teachers 1ndicated 1
. - that sufficient time was their major problem'wh:u.e additional
' - . tea , aides, and clerical assistance,were cited as atheir
ST l:;gz:sﬁt.{direct service needs. In consrderlng the total data °
. Lo . nfiguration of this evaluation, thé possibility cleaily ) 7
o~ : stood out that the time demands of IGE without . the concommitant
C o resources it specifies mey have reduced instruciciéfn time and
L@ . attention, thus resulting in the ach:.eve;nent problem noted.

Sprle, T T R n e i

v N
2 2 '
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* Basis for Recommenddtion:

a .
) b ’

;' 1 / v<\ - . Y\/
' ol ° / ' s
If IGE is -continued, should ite implémented only

- in schools with student groups having certain 1dent1f1able

characterlstics?
. a - .

Recommendétlon* A 4

._ *

If IGE is'continuwed, there«is no partlculér reason given
the data of this and last year's evaluatlon to believe that .
any restrlctlon on type.of, school or student population - <

~ 9

should be consldered L ‘

»
-
- '

L A

_3 B . -

.

. Narjous subpopulations related,to sex, ethnility, and

Title I status were considered last year and-found to o
have no different outcome patterns. This year students

 vith differing entry levels of achlevement-—hlgh, mediun,

and low--weYe considered and again no dlfferent1al effects
vere identified. .. . . -
. - ’ Ty )

-~

a .

. -
Are there any particular characteristics or elements of?
the IGE package whose infplementation should be encourage
in AISD elementary schools irrespective of the deelslon g
with respect to the total IGE progrmm.

W;

Reconunendatlor.;: ~ .

/

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

- "

Basis for Rigggﬁendat1on. S .( - :

Each of these processes showed positive correlations

with achieyemgnt at eithemthe second or fourth

grade level; ese were progesses as’' rated by teachers

on the spring'teacher questionnaire. Also, classroom *
observation correlations showed that high levels of ¢ !
student disruptiveness, was negatively assoc1ated with
achievement . %
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B. . Program-Level Decision Questions

1.,

2. Student assessment methads. .
.. 3. Devel¥Ping mathematics instructionkl objectives .
\ L/ L, Dec1d1ng which mathematics activities and materials
t se’™n relation to objectlves.' - ‘ -
- 5. Declding which reading/language arts’ activitjes,
‘ and materials to use in relation to objectives.
. - - i 4
Basis, for Recommendation: . f
‘ . ‘ f
1. THe first item 1s recommepded because of beacher

. . -
) ~

- - @

LIEN . v

Should addltlonal tralnlng be prov1ded7

Reéommendatlon ' . - -
Addltional training should be prov1ded if the program
is continued. ~- s~

\

Basis for Recommendation:.

. /
Additional training was & need voiced by some’ teachers with «
respect to IGE. Staff training.came out ,&s, a relatively
high indirect support need. <Some 1nd1cations that teachext
are pot fully satisfied with their skills <dn.given arees
means that additional training should be considered in y
those ereas regardless of IGE implementation. Items '
mentioned here are 1nformat10n gathered on the Sprlng and Fall
Teacher %yestlonnalres. : .

If .additional tralqlng is requlred should it be of p . ‘

partlcular type?. .

4 L}

Recommendation : , - i v
Additional traihing is indicated in the following areas:
1. If IGE is contlnued,\tralnlng in the ‘specifics of
IGE processes'and procedures.

. comments on the Sprlng Teacher Questionnalre.
2. The last four because these were the skills which .

-~

IGE. teachers rated.themselves lowest on’ in the

Fall teacher guestionnaire.

.

D

Ny
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. . - . DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT . ' )
‘ .V ) ~. - . \v‘//l‘ hg 7 ) . - R
. A. PROGRAM DESCRIPTION - LT e ' s
. IGE - What It ‘Is N -

v IGE is the acronym for Indiyidually Guided Education. IGE is an educa-
tional program whic¢h was designed and developed at the Wisconsin Research
> .~ and Revélopment Genter for Cognitiw@ Learning with the cooperation of
othe educational 1nstatut10ns including the Inspltute for Development of
, \ Educational Activltles, Inc. (I/D/E/A/). '“=Q © Yy )
Some of the go l§ of the IGE program are the follow1ng°- \\ R s

V. Conti ous évaluatlon of each. Chlld s learning progress and ° -
. educational néeds; . Ve

. * Use of a variety of audio-visual mater1als to accoﬁ’date each

: ] child's learning style;® . no
. ‘Prdvision of a cooperat1ve atmosphere in wh1ch the teacher and .

child decide on the Chlld s instructional obJectlves and .learn=
. " ing activitie together, and - L
. . Individuallzei\i

-

nstrdction‘with teacher tutorlng ¥ v

B *
- ’

' "

. The oréaniza

onal structure which IGE literature recommends for imple-

.mentation of these goals includes:

L}

4

/

hY

—

Orgdanization of IGE schools into a multiunit pattern w1th m
grade level d1v1s10ns~ Each unit should consist of~azteaching
team, composed of from‘two to, four teachers with one unit leader .
and ome to'two aides. Each unit should be responsible for from

N 75 to 125 students whose ages encempass a three-year span. The ‘
———~wm;m~nw—-——"_rw_wteamwmemhers_cskllls_shguld»cover the spectrum of school subjects. .

. Sehool organization of an administyative body known as the Imstruc-

tional Improvement Committee (IIC) which consists of the school s -
/ unit leaders and the principal; and . ’

L . Organizationm of a "league" of/ IGE school members and people from

support agenciesowho share ideas with one another about how to,.

N

implement IGE.,

- - s

[

.
v

-

¢ .

LT_—;' IGE in the Austin Independent School Ddstrict- - b¥

—

N .

3

In the spring of 1972 the Austin I&Hependent School .District studied the
-(, teoncepts of the IGE program, its goals, objectives, and directions.” A
\ series of workshops was held to expose Austin elementary school principals
and their faculties to the IGE philosophp 0f 22 ‘schoo®s* expressing an
' interest in impleménting IGE, eleven Were selected as IGE pilot schools.
During the first year of implementation, these sthools' were allocated an’
additional num Er of observers and student’ teachers to be in their schools.




The district‘provided some additional materials'and permitted.some
‘differentiation of staff by ‘allowing schools in some cases to select
tyo aides, in the place of one teacher. The Region XIII Education Ser-
vice Center, the loca) I/D/E/A/ representative and program administrators
.+ also provided some additional resources to IGE schools. Further bieak-
down on expenditures to. support the program will be found ‘in last year 's
evaluatlon report. y ! ) N

. -

- -
-

*

) Implementation by the eleven IGE pilot schodls of the organizational

For e*ample, some schools have utilized the full
0 ther,

The

school to school.
.  plement of professionssls suggested in the, multiunit approach.
" schools have performed with no instructional of clerical aides.

g

. N
structure suggested in the.IGE literature has varied cousiderably- frem~\\\ -
com-

eleven schools have approached the taskg of providing continuous evaluatidn,

a variety of audlo—visual materials, individualized 1nstructionz and co=
operative plamning in ‘many different ways and to varying degrees. For
example, in some schools, individualization occurs through grouping (such
as ability grouping); in other schools, individualization occurs for each
individual student without regard to.placement ‘in®a group. In addition,
the eleven pilot schools have differ¥®d 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 jmplement the IGE methods
in mathematics inst instruction; five of thee~pilot sghools chése to implement
~ .the IGE methods in reading/language‘arts instructionj and the remaining

trict.

Further, the IGE -

“IGE school- in the Austin Independent Sthool th
e

‘schools in Augtin do not necessarily. follow t

ideal model suggested in

the IGE literature. However, all the”schools have teams,
-units, and most have an Instructional Improvement Committe

(1I1C) .

ually called

Austin,

(.

three pilot schools chose to implement the IGE methods in both mathematics ____f,/
instructioh and in readlng/language arts instruction. ==
- - The comments above serve to point out the fact that there is no "typical" .

~—*—— -~———¥6E-schoots. -alse belong to either of two leagues which include all Region . .

~ XIIT IGE schools.

Y

-

B.. EVALUATION DESCRIPTION =~ - -

Purposes of the IGE Evaluation

-

. To den £’£rate an. evaluation model désigned for Aisn under
. an ESEA Title III grant (AISD CIEO Evaluatibn Model}.

\ - a . -~ .
- -~ .« ‘ - - N " s <

’ ( / . - , . v,
The IGE hvaluation was conducteé‘for two primary reasons. s
. “To pr vide information ‘to AISD relatdve to the ro ram . ‘
.+ -implementation and operation-and as an ‘assist decis1on- ’
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. General Evaluation Approach BN . = ; ‘. ‘
*\'./ - . v .
The general approach used in this evaluation fhis'year as last year . .
has been to compare the otandlng on relevant varjebles of those N
schools designated as IGE to ‘that of as compeggl?a set of 11 non-IGh.
schools -as ¢quld be selected., ~These schools e designated as .

Compar1son schools- throughout this report. Those factors oons;dered
in the selection of these Gomparison. schools were s 01o-econom1c-status

of the school populatlon, geographlc location in the ‘city, size of ' - S,
the school's student populatlon and ethnic comp051txon ‘of the student .
pcpulaQ}on. . . Cor e . T .

f .
This plcture has been compllcated by the, fact that the schools dlffered
+in the subject. area to which. IGE ‘processes were\primar;%y “applied- .- -
as wvas p01nted out in the program descr1pt1on above. Moreover,’ for

one IGE and one Comparison s¢hool some prlor year¢b€§é scores were -
unavailable because of their inyolwement. in a spe01ar program Anothér, -
IGE school had only thg\fourth and fifth grades mean}ng,thét no *second .
.grade scores could be used for gains analyses; nor codld it be cons1dergd
in current analyses related tq)the second grade. NG '

.
.

Thus, while 1t appeared necessary throughout. thls evaluatlon to examlne
results based on subgrouplngs ofe'the schools- in accordarce with their
aréas 'of emphases ; th1§ results in smaller grouplngs of schools end hence’
. & gyepter l1ke11hood that any Taﬁ}ure of the comparison schoals to exactly )
mat wifh the IGE schools co 1d affect the results achieve ere
is ,h;gher like¥thood.that the matching process is ah ef ggﬁive
mechafism when 22 schools are\involved than whén six to peight schools
are involved. Overall comparlsons are therefore more likely mean1ngful
than the subgrouplngs that are.at 13 an51dered. Co. v

.




. ‘Mgci'lon o, ‘ .
’ . . - -. -

. As defined in the AISD CIPO Plannlqg and Evaluation Model the context’
is that portlon of the env1ronment in Whlch a program is implemented

controls the materlals it purchases, the staff it hires, and the procedures
. - it follows, but ‘it has little control over social factors such as _the
v_f;curreq;’publlc oplnlon demand for. a "back-to-Basics" education.

PR E — -:lf ’ g

ﬂ§$: ‘ and over which the program has ‘1ittle or no,control. That is, a program

-~

Many context factors including this demsnd for a reemphasis on basic
skills have “heavily inflyenged IGK implementation in the Austin
+ Independent School” District and note must be taken of these. In
. addition, some aspects of the céntextual neactlon against IGE might
be predicted to influence other future programs, and this chapter
-~ -will also be used’ to comment on these, ‘ .

A IMPLLMENTING INNOVATION I A SCHOOL SYSTEM

Last year‘% IGE evaluation dela.nea.ted some of the parameters which .
must be taken into account in evaluatlng educational 1nnovat10ns. In
~ 7 particular, the complexity of 1m§‘§mentlng a complex "innaqvation bundle"
- such~as IGE was noted, ahd a plea for time for the large scale 1nnbvat10n
‘to establlsh 1tself vas entered.

; . In this year s report,. 1t must be acknowledged that the genersa lack of

positlve evaluatibn findings in last year's report and ;the #oR€inued
lack of, fiscal ¥#d moral support to teachers trylng"to implement IGE

-

from the Board and administration may have adversely affected the *

' _”,WLA___possibllltles of further 1mprovement or even further 1mplementat10n .
' of IGE in the 19T4-T5 school year. This supposition is supported by . -

incressed indications of teacher concern and negativism regarding such
bl supﬁort as reflected in the spring teacher questlonnaare. It may also
account for the.lower levels, of difference betweenM;GE and Comparlson
. . schools with respect to IGiyprocesses this year. T &

MR

Thus, this year it must again be stressed even more stronglj that this
Evaluatibn is'of the AISD implementation of IGE concepts and fgot of an .
1dealized IGE concept. Process measures again bear out the' fact that
meny different levels of implementation of IGE proc dures exist within
the IGE schdols from very high levels of implementation to wery low °
levels. Congruently, - .meny ISE concepts and practices may be found

. in'implementation in the Comparison schools. Since. cleagyf traditional,

N \ ' non-individualized schools are not available for corrparlson purposes,

however, it can be noted that the major variablé under consideration

in this evaluation’'may be simply the latel’ "IGE." . -

rd ' -
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In other word§3 the message df last year's context report was that .

* duch a large scalg innovatlon as IGE-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 per1od is c¢learly
questionable.. School &taffs g1ve'ind1catfon that they do not believe

the necessary support for 1mplementat1on was given. Thus, in many senses,

this evaluation may well‘have‘been of a "non-program:" f.}g’
IGE FEASIBILITY, Lo ='~’ g
« ¥ -

Perhaps the most important quest1on that then follows in this evaluatzon
might be the vexy subtle one: "What level and source of special program
support is fejg le for undertaking such an implementation in the district?"
L + .
The’ grant1ng of AISD resources to one given program, over another must
be carefully considered. The grantlng of special resources to one set
of schools *over another must be cleardy justified in the minds of other
schools. Teacher comments that. have been recéived in the various
evaluationsof*this office indicate that schools staffs Question evén
such a clearly, justifiable program as th reduction of the pupil/teacher
ratio in Title”I schools. It is perhap§ Obvious now that thé .
allocation rof regular district resources in support of change programs
may not be given w1thout arouslng t® ire and resentment of non-program
staff. waThus, in last year's ewaluation meetings with school staffs,
"non-IGE teachers voiced frequent complaints about the special resources
that they believed IGE ‘schbols were receiving (erroneously belxev1ng at
that time). They, in faet, thought IGE .schools were receiving many
* resources that IGE school teachers were at the véry same time protesting
were not being allocated.
A . -
The obWio lesson to be drawn is that prior to new prograﬁtdpproval
an indepth analysis of support requirements., bojfl immediate. and future,-—.—

-

"

~

and the feas1b111ty of such suppqrt allocation both on a pilot and on 3
;3 dlstrlct-w1de bas1s should be ¢ ns1dered. , - ‘

-

EXTERNAL VERSUS INTERNAL INNOVATION SPONSORSHIP .

o
~

Both the research on innovation and thls evaluation. support the need

. for "a knight oh a white horse to run the gauntlet in new program
implementation. The Reglpn XIII Educational.Service Center was the
prime sponsor and sup rterkof IGE in the Austin Independent Bchool
District. All 1nd1ba£\o are that this is_not a feasible approach to
~innovation adoption, 'RatheX, for any given change effort, the dlstrict
must have’ its qwn "knight" who manages and pushes for the new program.
IGE lacked this internal advocate and the effects of that lacking on
program achievement is unknown. .

R
‘. - V‘ - - % . : L4
I L by ' R \ )
W.W. Chartens and\Jwbﬂ. Jones. On the risk of. appralsing non-events
in program evaluation. E@ucational ReSea#cher, I¥, 11 (November 1970)--
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THE RELATIONSHIP OF THE COMPLEXITY OF A PROGRAM TO ITS LIKELIHOOD
0F¥¥QQCDSSFUL ADOPTION ) ‘

dle &nd quoted Dr. Gene Hall's work on innovation which suggested

. /ﬁhﬁnt yeer's ‘context report stressed the complexity of the IGE 1anvatlon
4‘ , . b

.

-

RS

. that it takes a minimum of three 'year's. for an innovation to becofie a
natural part of a system. When the complex and rapidly changlng ’
environment of an individual campus’is conséhered one feels a sense "
of despair about the implementation of even oneomaggrklnnovatlon concept.
So many stgff changes have occured, for example in the IGE schools:
nev principals at Sunset Vallqy, Highland Park, and Recan opr;ngs, \
large teacher turnovers in many sckools; a new Director of E Elementary
Educatlon, and new Area Directors. Each of these_ persons in essence -
entered the IGE innovation at a different level of training and Y
orientation. The dlfflculty of bringing change to the field of
education begins tosthe a truly apprecigted task. Clearly; the
need for school districts gnd individual schools to-take on only -

. maiageable 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 educatlon .
find itself is discouraging. . ’
Vhat is required are brave and respon51ve educators and boards of
education who remain willing to try in the’ face of such hign possibilities
of failure. Austin's teachers, administrators, and board mefbers must be
. both commended and praised for this walllngness. . o . -
THE RELAgIONSHIP OF PROGRAM DBTAIL AND SPECIFIQITY TO ITS. LIKELIHOOD
OF ,SUCCESSFUL ADOPTION g . . - -

. b
One of the major problems with ewaluatlng the IGE program with the . )
district CIPOemodel was the lack of%sPecuf1C1ty of its program dq§1gn. M

*  Much of its literature is descrlp%lve in’ such global and general terms

that schools cannot determine what it is that they are ssbposed to be

-doing; 1t is then ﬁlfflcult to evaluate ‘whether indeed they are 1mplement1ng

the program. The evalquors cannot help but speculate that the thoroughness

and\quallty of the. program design will to\g large extent determlne the
effectiveness with which it is implemented; under ,the best of C1rcumstances/
this may ‘in turn lead to successful sfudent’ outcomes.

’
.
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~\ : ', OVERVIEW OF OBJECIVES .

>

-( “ he
OUTCOME DBJECTIVES -

‘o .
L’ d

< ~

IMPROVED ATTITUDE" TOWARD SCHOOL ) )
IMPROVED ATTITUDE TOWARD READING

: IMPROVED STUDENT ATTITUDE TOWARD MATIEEMATICS

[

TMPROVED STUDENT ATTEND'ANCE .

o

IMPROVED - STUDENT @ELF-CON CEPT .

IMPROVED STUDENT INDI'..PENDENCE IN IRARNING
ACTIVITIES . . )

3

« INCREASED READING SKILLS
I d
INCREASED MATHEMATICS SKILLS
. \

NON-DECREAS\ED MATHEMATICS SKILLS

“NON-DECREASED READING SKILLS

»

. PROCESS OBJECTIVES *

g by - -
- EFFECTIVE USE OF INTERCLASS GROUPIHG
USE OF A VARIETY OF INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS
DIFFERENTIATED ASSIGNMENTS

DIEFERENTIA!IH}:MTUTORING

' CLASSROOM HARMONY : R

. INPUT OBJECTIVES

INFORMATION SHARING s
. Pﬁmmﬁc TIME.
L .
INSERVICE FOR IGE _

EFFECTIVE PARENTAIL_ SUPPORT L ke

TO UNITS S~

" * BALANCED ASSIGNMENT OF STUDENTS AND TEACHERS

lo
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me RO S OBJECTIVES | -
! - . Y . ' ' . -
Az'brigf. overview.-of the objectives and of their achievement . .
\ can be obtained from the table on the preceding page. Each objective
1V is dfscusigg in greater’detail below. - S ¢ RN
L e "%’n* . Ye S ) 8 - -
\ ¥4 7 7 OUTCOME OBJECTIVES - v\
. . I ae v u -
I. AFFECTIVE OBJECTIVES - = . - ¥ :
j . ° . . < . ¢
; L : s 1 :
L. [IMPROVED ATTITUDE TOWARD'SCHOOL
e 3 ' . ° ' . .
The /mean Schiool Sentiment Index score for the Spring administration \
< téwd sample of bth grade IGE students will be significantly greater
. e / thah the cqrresponding mean' School Sentiment Index score for a .
‘ coltparable sample of Comparison school students’.
. , «* . .
| LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: Achieved - - N\
.’ . EVIDENCE: kR " ‘ .
[ ] , < J N 3
) -The table reproduced below indicates that IGE fourth grade ;
, - students have Signifigantly higher total scores on’ the School K
[ - ) Sentiment Inflex and higher scores on the :subscales relating to ’ )
o "dttitudes toward teachexs and peers. _ ‘ -
T COMPARISON OF IGE SCHOOL STUDERTS AND COMPARISON _ ' A :
: ] ) SCHOOL STUDEKT SCORES ON THE SCHQDL SEWTIMENT INDEX
; .~ . IN THE SPRING OF 1975 -~ = -
) ! et DY ‘
’ ' . ‘ . tzd’“ ) {
N . " > * v '
LA i . . . \\‘_'_—“ . bt
SCALE ® P «P DIRECTIOH. OF - ~
T : . DIFFERENCE
. . Teaéher : k.9 .00* Favors IGE ”J
- ¢ ) . .
<o . . "Leaming , f .00 1.00 * . Favors Comparison ’ 1
i \ﬁasial Structure ’ 00 1.00 w. Favors IGE ﬁ,\ . ‘{
T - Peers . ]:l&.57 .00* Favors ICE . ‘
N . P . * " . \ .
General . 4,25 . OL¥ Favors Comparison =
¢ . - ¢ . .
. Total Lt 32,57 .00% Favors IGE »
. . . .' ' a2 - hd - - » ‘ ﬁ‘ ‘
*Significant ot the .05 level. s ‘ : !
lAddi't’imal objectives relating to attitudes of 'sui:”popﬁ]f%tions of sex, s
ethnicity, and identified Title I students requjge more elsborate analysid
~ procedures and could not be completed in time for thisg; report. An addendum
7- .t Will be published at'.a later date covering thése subobjectiyes, A
s - ! N , ’ . ' 4 e *r A-“
> T ‘ . s ’ )
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.~ .
» 4 N




. DR ¥ 1!
N ’ * ‘4‘/ - e T ‘. ) ’
- ' N L)
] ~ > * ;
r . S 1
* , v \ |
. \ N R
&-\ 2. ! s * .
‘ *
LA . .
I ,
, . signifl antly higher th the correspon ing medn score for L
' Compa.rlson school students. $ . . d ro
- - . > 3 - L ( N /j
. LEVEI‘,; OF ATTAINMENT: Achieved . . X
- . . £ o ' H R
’ L, EVID::.NCE o, : - .
. ) .
o . L4 ’ ° . Z . .
Y
.. ™ The table reprodueed below indicates that the att:.tudes of - . 4 .
o students in the five I(?E schools concentrat:.ng their emphasis o
. ., With IGE processes on readlng/languagg arts is 51gnlf1cantly .
Aore positive toward reading on the tota_l score and on all . , g
. subscales than are those of Comparlson school students. ‘ -
-~ In an-edditional analysis in which an additional school’
concentrating on both reading and math wags considered along )
; with thesg schools, the total attitude toward reading score T R
. rema.lned s1gn1f1cantly higher as did the subscales of During
Sc‘?rcs'ol Free Time and After School _ ‘
. . . ) r
— . o, . Ry ‘
¢ TAELZ A2 COMEIRISMI OF STsirs I 1GE PLADING CONCHITRATION SCiLOOLS IuiD
o , YL EEE T 6T I3y SCuuites Lo b i if STATNDAE . )
/'. ‘ v ..
3 v s - N d . ., —1‘ N .
\ - . - . N
* o R Subscale Group @ N ) Meaqn P . . i
] . Likitz to. read: ¢ (Sarple Sire) (Average Score) v *
' / N . ) IGE Reading 93 3.1 . ¢ - -
(. . During Class Lt .05% . .
/ . . . Comparison 99 3.3 ’ ’ ) '
. ‘20D - ¢ . b
o , K 4 a‘a&v&‘: 3 T ) - e R
- . ¢, "1 1GE Readtng |~ 93 1.4 . ’ )
S G Durisz School . .001*%
ot Free Time ] Cesparison 99 - .8 ’ . ® . TN
' ~ ‘ ’ d N N ‘ ‘ .
. - d - - g N . - .
e . ¢ : IGE Readipg 93 1.9 - , - Y
: LT ©, | After School - — - .00ke s
. . Comffar{son 99 1.b ' . - * * e
\ ) . . g
- B = - ~ - M .
. > . : ’ ICE Reading 93 1.8 . ® -
- ‘ N Before Bedtize . - .01® ' L
- ~ Couparisoa® 95 1.3 ) .o . /
. . : . L ;'L
IGE Reading 93 6.8 B
tal ~ = .000L% .
s ~ iComparisen 99 6.3 -
! > . . “
hl .
. ' 1 - - * °
i . Fourth g‘aders teeted in Aprfl, 1975. C. ~ DN ‘T
' . \ e , 'Accept.ed as sta‘hucally d@nlucanh . . v
* . - L
. xcs u-oup -5 IG“ Readtng Concentrntlon Schools. ’ . R \ g 4
\ - . Cozparison Gmup - /u). natched cozparison schools for the schoola tn tho . ‘ - !
LN ‘ IGE group. 5 \ ' ,
’ ~ I ' ' L . . ) - s e ] \ .
> 4 N
- « a A i .
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3: IMPROVED STUDENT ATTITUDE TOWARD MATHEMATICS
Thie mean score on the Spring adiministration of a Mithematics
» Attitude Test, for a random sample of IGE students in units

Which are emphasi®ing mathematics, will be significantly’ greater

than the corresponding mesap score for Comparison school studerts.
3

LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: Not Achieved ‘ ‘
3 - .
- The taRle reproduced below indicates that there is not a'
. significant difference:;tj;fg/the attitudes of students

)

in IGEschools concentrating #ith IGE processes on math

o and those of students' omparison gchools. Nor is there
& significant difference between the attitudes of students
in IGE schools. concentrating on both reading and math and
those in their matched Comparison schools.

<
. @ . v

COMPARISON OF'IGE MATHJCONCENTRATION SCHOOLS AND THEIR
MATCHED COMPARISON SCHOOLS AND OF IGE MATH/READING .
CONCENTRAYEON SCHOOLS AND THEIR COMPARISON SCHOOLS ON g

AN ATTITUDE TOWARD MATH. .. Y,
[ J E - [
! Group . N . Average P
Score
N . \
» N ‘-
IGE Math Schools 12 11.3 . *
N ) . .56
. Compsrison Schools | TO . 11.8
J _ A :
; IGE Math/Reading - : ;
i . Schools * - 1 3% : 1n.3 '
N . ’ » ’ '87 \’-
: *+ | Comparison Schools | 34° - 1.5 - . -
-\’. ’ » . ! -;‘. - - &.
' ¥
[ / ’ - o
. . 9
4 1 -
- % . ’
‘f‘; = 1 v ’ .T ) ol
4 e T
» i a v 1]
‘é o N ¥ . "
; "’ “ N ' - ;*\: x
) i 1 9 ‘ i ~ I ' '




T IMRROVED STUDENT ATTBNDANCE
LT The meen proportion of IGE students attending school dur£§éLthe
e fi:s\Ltwo six weeks of the Spring semester will be 31gn1f1cantly

. o Lo greater than the correspondlng mean proportion of Comp

. % school students. . .
Sy . py . .

.. |, . LEVEL OF ATTATNMENT:/flot Achieved .

.
—_—
A

- .
.o & . & ] -

~ \ ! I3
- I EVIDENCE: ﬂ) R

S The median percentage 9f attendance for IGE schools was 9h 58
oL while that of the Comparison schogls was 94.61 . This kes a
- L. non-significant difference. ‘ K .
: o . lf>

o . 5. IMPROVED STUDENT SELF-CONCFPT

. - The.mean Piers—Harrls Self—Concept ESt score, for the Sprlng .

. administration-to a sample of bth grade IGE students will be S
significantly greater thgn the corresponding mean Piérs-Harris ’
Self-Concept Test_score for a comparable sample of Comparison
school students. . {,

)

* LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT& ‘Net Achieved

. . ' EVIDERCE: . ) . s:
< ~ ' i The tablé reprodﬁced belaw indicates that the only significant‘
" ¢ difference on the Pier-Harris Self-Concept test scores. was on
LT . the subscale "Popularity" and that difference favored the
: ' Comparison school students. o T K EREET

LI N . N &
. 1] AY - h
% N , . coem..v..sca OF ICE A5D CO'TLRISOH SCIOOL STUDENT
SCOKLS 0:°7HS PIERG-MARALS "ELF—CO.'ECE?A‘ TIST
SPIISG 1975 ;

tal \ J . ' 4
i Seced . “ 4
‘ R ctle ) P L}’uncum .

i : : , Behsvjor / . 024 87 Favors mé \ ’

. -~ I1ntelléetual and ‘ 1.33 25" Favors Coa'pu-hcn .
~ °8choo).y Status . - R .

. Thysical Appearance . [ - .58 Pavors Ccapu-uo’u - .
aad Attridutes &

T Anxtety - .2\ 63 Yevors ICE ) e
Popularity L2 2N 0N  -Favors Coupsrisen . N

.
o . B ’ . >

I . , Hspploess tnd 002 96 Favors 1CB . W
. A 8atisfacticn 3 . .
' . -~ . R . 1
' Yotad ~ «38 ’ 55 Favors Coaparison

-

.
[ . . ]

’ $S5guificant at the (05 leved. .
oo S B ) e . . .. )

* . Additiohal objectives relating to attitudes of subpopulations of sex, .
ethnicity, and identified Title I students require more elaborate analysis
procedures and could npt be completed in time for this report. An addendum

Q vill be published at.a later date covering these subob jectives.
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, 6. IMPROVED. STUDENT INDEPENDENCE IN "LEARNING ACTIVITIES,,

4

‘A. The mean ofs the /teaéhe'-ir, zﬁa.tinés .of a sample of-former,
IGE students riov_atténding 6th’ grade schools for, student
* ingendence will be signififantly greasc.e‘r than ‘the",
co}'ﬁs@ndiﬁg mean rating -fo§ a ‘sample of Compgrison
‘. 4 .

- school -students. v ‘
et LLVEL OF - ATTAINMENT Npt\!;cil;teveé. e
. EVIDENCE: e R . '
: ‘\ In,a i‘dllow-up~ sfudy £ 'fovrme’r .IGE students in ~

=+ ' the sixth grade, téachers did not-rate IGE students )
significantly higher than non=IGE studént$ on.the item
"dependent - self-initiatifg." /Also, although they were
. @ssigned a higher r,at::L‘ng, on thdt item than former Comparison
. scl’fopl students, they were aated lower, ag#in not significantly
So héwever, than former Comparison -school students on the )
item "Looks for help - figures omt his own problems." ° *

[}

It should be noted, however, in another part of 1;1{2 study
~"that"studepts’from‘ a highiky ihdividualiged_ IGE school
" performed signifi cantly higher on the “'dependent -
self-initiating" item and Migher (butWiot significantly 'so)

onr the "Looks for help - figures out his own problems"

item than did former stidents from af IGE school with a'-

. L -

N

, low level of individualization. c

B, The mean Classroom Obsqrvatiqli‘ rat/ihgs,fo;, independence in .
1 IGE units will be significahtly. greater than the corresponding
mean rating for Comparison school classes.
. . + >

h

- - IEVEL OF. ATTAINMENT: Not AcRieved : | B
EVIDENCE: - - - . . .0 - .

" . / . ..
~ Classroom observations utilizing the Officd':of Research and
" Evaluation Systematic Classroém Observation Eom assigned the .

following ratings for Student Iidepefidence: |, .
s o . e - T £
. . e . 3 0» . - N -
S - i~ =i, Becond  Grode  Fourth Grade , ., °
Bubscale’; ‘.Group Mean\ P Meen P '
L - : - N —r
“Student 1B - k203 -'31.6 s
Independence o : * W75 - .
** “Comparison 3.5, .° 29.* > .

> . K »
_/ - N W i
"It may be ‘gseen that although IGE ratings wegs higher, these
> differences tell in the chance range and thus may not be
Judged as statistically significant differences. "

. ,-’} ' ‘~.2 f .

(0% R
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©. . IL COGNITIVE' OUTCOME.. OBJEél‘I'VES' L o
o RN : - ) ) .-y i 'l ~o N
. 1. INCREASED READING sKILLs LT et 8
Py = ‘. |
_ b The CAT in .all sub-ob}ectives de@lbed be,low refers to . ’
e the California Achié'%ement Test in Readingi ( - . -
T — A. The mean CAT gain scorel of the IGE: students between - e
-February 1972-73'{ds.2hd gPaders)’ and February 19TW-T5 _ -
.. .as Uth graders) willve signfﬁ,fantly greater than the
- corresponding meah. C‘AT gain score of Comparison school
) students. * Bis . P o
j . ! “ . o N « /
~ LEVEL OF AT'I'AINMENT,, Not hieved - ' . ) T

: oy : )
! ’ / s
The comparison 09 IGE ‘school‘ student ﬁi\rfs for students -0

in IGE schools emphhsizing reading to .Comparison school -~
student gains indicg.ted E: signl.fica.nt differencé between

_ EVIDENCE e

st

. the two. - The directjon of he drfférence favore@ the ~ .
- Comparison sttgdents. \\ - -4
-*B, The mean CAT score of IGE . 2nd gr&de studer}s in February’ -
- 19Th-T5 will be significa.ntly Zreater than the corresponding ’
+ mean CAT score for °Compa.ri~son~school students. ;- ' .
P - - - 1
LEVEL oF A‘I‘TAINMENT' Not Achievgd T, B J
v o° : « f
® EVIDENCE: . T T ..
. - . ° I . L
" The mban rav score "of seeond, grade IGE» studentsan TGE
*schools femphasztziﬁg reading oply on tlie. @aliforma IR ‘ ‘
Achievgment Test in-Reading.’ 5&52&3 versus.a U9, 57' T
for ison school students., ‘The 'difference was g .
non-significan T ‘ ,' . TS ,h o . ‘
~ C. The mean CAT s ore oft IGE hth adee‘s‘tu&nts in February . ,
1 197475 will be signiftTcantly Fedter' than the corresponding Lo
, mean CAT score for Comparison school studeryts. o
9\ 7 ‘ a" i 4
4 LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT;, AchiéVed‘ ’ /‘f\°
. . -0 ¢ -
’ ~ : \‘ . 5 » . : . .
,EVIDENGE: . . T o e o
haat - } \/ ' " ‘.h . i "y . . 9 .

b

The mean raw score of fourth'grgde, 1GE s‘eudents in IGE
schools emphas ng reading .only on the’ California
Achievement Tgst in Reading <wes- 38.18 versus the.35.22 s
+ for Comparison- schocl ‘students., - The difference way not .
statistically ‘significant. ~". o }
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’

. .. .D.” ‘The mean CAT gain score* of 6th grade schodl students (formerly
*o. -»attending IGE schools in units emphasizing IGE instruction T
d in reading and other verbal skills4®between February 1972-73
) . * . ' (as bth graders) and February 1974~75 (as 6th graders) will -
=z - ' be significantly greater than the,&@rresponding‘mign CAT gain - N L
' . 8core of, 6th grade gchool students who formerly attended )
Comparison schools. R ’

' \ .
: Ngt Achieved K . .

EVIDENCE ; ‘\; I / |

An agnalysis of ‘e variance.on the’ post-test-scores with -
pretest (4th grade) scores, as a covariable-indicated that
relationships were.not linear and that this analysis could not !
' be appropriately cénducted. However, an analysis of variance
-. which included a pre<post test analysis failed to indicate
’ g significant between groups difference or. groups by trials
interaction. ° : T ’ N :
E. The mean CAT score of 6th grade school students- (formerly
attending IGE schools in-units emphasizing-IGE instruction - .
- in reading and other wverbal skills in’'Fepruary 1974-75.willk. . \;
- be significantly greater than the corresponding mean CAT
‘ score of sixth grade school students who formerly attended
- ' Comparison schools. . \o . / ' ’

]

(LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: Not Achieved . -« . @ - ° :
" . ’ . . ) ~— . .
EVIDEWE:" : . T - : A L

} . A4 4 -,

The.mgan.Achievemeﬁt Development Scale :Score (standardized
. score'dgsigned to permit cross~level ompariséns) of a sample ~
of former IGE students now in the sixth grade was .442.9%
. while that of a sample of Comparison schéol students was *
e ) 456.0k even though the scores of comparison students,yhen
s " they were in the. fourth gfadeAhad Been lower than those of «

4 v

. the %GE studentd,
F.. &ere iseno subpopulation of elementary studen%s (as defined t <1
) by & classification of students according to one or more of /
.') . + the”criteria of sex, gthnicity, previous achievement level, -

or whether they atterd a Title I elementary school) such that ‘
the megn CAT reading score for'IGE students in the subpopulation
s o " is sifnificantly less than the comparable mean fdr comparison : .
‘school students in the subpopqlation.‘ . ‘ - :
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- LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: Achieved. _ - "

-

- ’

mn@g’t' E: ' , -

" Only the enalysis regarding stfbpopula.tipns related to previcus

achievement have. been completed at.this time. . No differences
related taethnicity or Title I status vere detected, however,
1in last year's analyses. For the analyges related to previous
achiévenment , ‘students were classified on’ prétest (2nd°grade)
scores into high, mediym, and low achievement groups. Then

" analyses were conducted ‘o see whether differential achievement

gains occurred for these groups. Results indicated tKat no :
di fferehtial gains ‘could be attributed to eny ene group. =

v

TICS SKILLS -~ - R

. The CAT in sl .subsobjectives described begw refers to the

California Achiement Tegt in Msthematics.

A. The mean CAT gain score of the IGE students between February
1972-73 (as 2n0d graders) and Pebruary 1974-75 (as hth

. graders will be significantly %reater than the corresponding
- mean CAT gain’scoré of Comparison school students. ’ -

| LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: Not Achieved ~ °, . .

Ay

"EVIDENCE: . . N
An enalysis of gain scores on the CAT in math detected
no ‘significant difference between IGE school students of
IGE schools emphasizing math and Comparison students, although
Comparigon school students did have a slightly higher

*  average gain, . . .
B, The Méan CAT.score of IGE 2nd grade stud'ents 4in i‘ebmary o
-+ 19Th=T5 will be significantly greater than the ‘corresponding

mean :CAT ‘acore for Comparison school students. .o
LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: Not Achieved - . ,

- w‘: i )
EVIDENCE ¢

-Mean 2nd grade raw scorés. on the CAT in fitH’fos IGE students

was 61.07 and this was lower than that of 2nd grade Comparison -
"' school”students who scored 63.6k. This differsnce was not R

however, significant. ; .

; K = ’ ) ,‘. ) |
C. The mean CAT math scdre of IGE ith grade stude?/{s in oFebrua\ry
19Th~75 will 'be significantly greater than the’corresponding

mean CAT ggore for Comparison school students.
- LEVEL, OF M: Not.Achieved . ' )

$ ¢

>N
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< .
’ EVIDENCE: . . S . .

-The mean IGE fourth grade raw,scbre on the‘bAT‘in math was
48,61, slightly lower.than the mean of 51.21 for Comparison o
, School students, although the difference was not aﬁ@%@nificgnt one.

i , D. . There is no.subpopulsation of elementéf& school students ,' o
) be -"- (ss defined by a classification of students according to ’
. B one or moxe of the criteria of sex, ethnicity, previous ) e
' ' achievement level, or whether they attend a Title I
elementary school) such that the mean CAT math score for . -
IGE studerits in the subpopulation is significamtly ‘less '
. than the comparable mean for comparison school students in
. ' the subpopulation. ' . R
. 3=
LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: Achieved
o " v EVIDENCE: - ) : g . .
3 V« - R
Only the analysis regarding éubpopulations related to
ﬁrevious.aqhievement'have hﬁin gompleted at this -tife.
N No differences related to ethnicity or Title I status
,,Were’ﬁggzcted, however, in last year's analyses.. For the
apalyses related to previous achievement, students.were
classified on pretest (2nd grade) scores into high,
medium, and low achievement groups. Then analyses were ~ ) MR
conducted to see whether différentisl achievement gains— S
occurred for these groups. Results indicated that no )
differential gains could be attributed‘to any oneé .groups.

~

- NON-DECREASED MATHEMATICS SKILLS L " . .
For each of the sub-objectiJZE below, the only IGE students who
were considered were those in units which are emphasizing
| their IGE instruction in the areas of reading and other verbal
skills, The ratid®ale for this r strictionYis .that .although
students in reading-oriented IGE units might not be expected
o perform better than other students on mathematics achievement
tests, they woﬁld/cer;ainly be expected not to perform worse.
All sub-objectives refer to the Mathematics Test of the_ °
Californig Achievement Tests (CAT).
L
A. The mean CAT éhin_score of IGE reading school students -
between February 1972-73 (as 2nd graders) and February
3 19Th-T5" (es Uth gradefs will not be significantly less than N
the corresponding mean CAT gain score of Comparison school
students. ) . : '
: e . / .

LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: Not achieved.\

v

-

L4 L

. *. The mean” CAT math gain score for IGE’reading schools -5
St . . .- students was sigiificantly lower than that’o?KComparison .
f\ 3 . v schéol students. . 4%“' ’ ) ‘ : v "
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.




B.: The mean CAT scere of IGE 2nd grade students in February T, . ‘
. h 1974~75 will %ot be significandly less than the corresponding
. L " mean CAT score for Con&parisoﬁ- school students. '

) . :  'LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: Actifeved L N ) '
Q . v ~ . . *} . . ®’ R f oL .

T " - B . [ . »

- _/’EVIDEI*{CE:, P - g S A

. - .The.mean OT pfath score for students in the ICE reading/
?\ langlage arts oriented schiools was ‘significantly’higher (65.39).
. s ' thén that of Comparison School students (60.20).. - . . -
. ) . . % " R

L)
'Y

C. The Mean CAT math score 6f IGE ltn grade ’,stffdents 'in Februsry .. - . .
197hA54will not be significantly less than the corfesponding '’ .
* . mean C\A’P»sco&eﬁr Comparison school students. - \ ’ ‘

"’.' ‘ : ',IEVEL OF ATTATNMENT: “Achieved =~ - - L . -
. u.. " - " ) X N . . ) ’ ' %
- _ EVIDENCE: ﬂ ' co , L ;!

. r . -

k] . . ' - -~
— §<Y - The mean CAT math Scpre.for gtudéntéesin the “IGE reading/’ T,
- language arts oriented scho&\wa's higher, a,.lthough ot ' o e
- " significantly so (46.3h4), than-th f Comparison school ~
' s students (44.81). .In view of the( results reported onjobjective. -
L . *3.4 above, however, it must e conviuded that this lekk of v
: " difference, was.due to ‘a higher entry level of IGE students )
. ¢ “or to'® change in”the'student population over the‘period of ., v ‘
RERN - 1972-T3kto 1974-T75 with regard Ya_some factor other thwz.. ol

- .
/ D. The mean CAT gain score of 6th grade school students S IR R
. . - formerly attending IGE schoo)s in umits emphasizing IGE e L
. - instruction in reading ther verbal skills between February. . 3 ;ﬁ
e___ .°1972-73 (as Uth graders)’and February'197#75 (as 6th -graders)’ . ' <1
’ . i1l not be significantly less than the correspon&ing mean . ‘ R

‘(g'f'gairscore of 6th Grade Ceftter students who formerly ) :
attended Comparison school7 . T “ -

. / . - L .

- . LEVEL-OF ATTAINMENT: Achteved 7 ~_- ' T e ]

. M ’ 'l ) B ’ . . . . . N

A + " EVIDENCE: * N7 : . ‘

. \ N M - !

’ An analysis of covariance on the post-test scores with pretest .
(4th grade) scores ‘as a covarisble indicgted that relationships~
were not linear and that this analysis could not be.,appropriately |

i . L conducked. ‘However, an analysis of yariance which i\m:/ll,id\eg . N

o . a pre-post test analysis failed to indicate a significant :

[ r betw’gﬁen groups difference or groups by trials interaction.on’ the

math: Yest. o . . . ) .

: r . ' ) ~ Vs




. L ¢ . . . £
' E. The mean CAT score of 6tk grade school students (formerly ;
attending IGE schools in units emphasizing IGE instruction in
reading and other verbal skills) in February’ l97h 15 #ill not
' be significantly less than the corresponding mean CAT score ?

. of 6th grade center students who formerly attended Comparlson
’ " schools. - ) . .
. *l 4 LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT:-* Achiieved
-EVIDENCE: " .

I N . °

The score of former IGE students in the s1xth grade~Was
428,97, whith was higher, but not significantly so, than
that of Comparlson school students £416.08). . ,

L, NONwDECREASED 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 althbugh students in mathematiés-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 Achieverent Test (CAT) in Reading.

o

RN A, The mean CAT gain score. of~IGE mathematlcs school students
o ) between Febfwary 1972-T3 (as 2nd graders’) and February
. « - 197h-75 (as bth graders) will not be signficantly less than -

the corresponding mean CAT gain score o arison school
students. .

Y

_LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT® Achieved -- 7 S ‘.

EVIDENCE' - T
IGE math school students achieved higher gaing, although ~
not . significantly s0, than did Comparison school students. §

B. The mean CAT reading scorg “of IGE math school 2nd grade
studentp in February 197&—75 will not:be significantly less than
~the corresponding mean CAT score for Comparison school students.

’
~

A . LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: Achie®ed *
Fir < ' 3 C e . :

L, e

Vo ‘ -~ The mean CAT re#ding scorg of IGE math school 2nd grade
. -gtudents~in February 1974-75 was lower (61.07), but not
significantly so, than that of Comparison school students (63. 6h)
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C. The mean CAT reading score of IGE math school Uth grade
* lofudents in February 1974-75 will not be significently.
less than the corresponding mgan score for Comparison
school students. . .

LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: Achieved ; N

EVIDENCE :

The mean CAT reading score of IGE math school bth grade
studehts in February 1974~75 was lower (U48.61), but not
significantly so, than that of the corresponding
“Comparison school students (51.21).
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. PROCESS OBJECTIVES

-

1. 'EFFECTIVE USE OF INTERCLASS GROUPING - | , o

/

N . > .

eus : . Teachers will make use of grouping procedurés to insure that
each pupil is assigned to a group performing activities-
consistent with the pupil's needs and skills. °

LEV\J}",L OF ATTAINMENT: Achieved

" EVIDENCE: ,
. — ) s t

Classrbom observations indicated significantly smaller groups (7.k)

at the fourth grade level for IGE glasses than .for Comparison school

classes (11. l) There was no significant difference in group »
~ sizes at the second grade level. There was also no significant

differénce in thé percent of time teachers spent with groups at

either .grade’ level.

. Al
N

® Teachers rated t"hemselves significantly higher. on the "Varlety

. of Grouping" (4.0) subscale of the spring “teacher questionnaire .
3 than did Compairison school teachers (3. 8) : - (
é. USE OF A VARIETY OF INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS ‘ "

Teachers will make use of\dlﬁferent mstructlonal materials .°

. . to insure that each pupil works. with materials consistent
C with his needs and 'skills. SR

, LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: Not Achieved S

)

EVIDENCE: . .

L Teachers. did not rate themselves s:.gn:.f:.cantly higher on the
T subscale ‘'of the Spring Teacher Questionnaire related to this
a ob,jective (3.82) than, did Comparison’ school teachers (3.76).
. ’ “— ' .
c ’ , Classropm observations dJ.d not reveal a sa.gnficantly ‘higher :
! level of Jse of a variety of instructional'materials in IGE o
classes than- 1n Com;pa_.rlson school classes.

~

3, DIFFERENTW ASSIGNMENTS‘

e .

. Tedchers will assign activities and ob,jectives to each pupl,l
P based bn the pupil's needs and skills.

LEVEL OF ATTATNMENT: Not Achieved ° .

¢ . « . for

“

4 7 w
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3 . 7 - . -
“ EVIDENCE: o s 2 P .
» N 2 4
© . IGE teachers rated tHeir use of differentiated assi ents as lower :
(mean=3.79) than aid Comparison ‘Heachers (mean-3186g§malthough this °
difference was not significant. . . )
‘ 2 Rz , . B L
4, * DIFFERENTIATED TUTORING _ y

. . s ! . .
. \

Teachers will insure that pupils are- tutoreq by making use of all
persomnel such as aides ‘or other pupils for tutor*ng. ,

¢ v : ) - '
. .

-t LEVEL OF ATTATNMENT:; Not ’Ach,ievid s .
" EVIDENCE: = . : \
Teachers in IGE schools rated neither the availability < o e

subscale nor the use subscale, of differentiated tutorlng
J items' on the 1975 Spring Peacher Questlonnalre s1gn1f1cantly
i hlgher than did Comparison school teachers.

- o X !
Classroom observations di}d not show. the pupil/adult ratios in .
W . IGE classrooms over&dll to be significantly lower than these in ,

“Comparison school classes. However, when thé fourth grade
only is considered, pypil/adult ratlos were slgnlflcaﬁtly L
lower in IGE classrooms.” .

3 .

L . 5. CLASSROOM HARMONY T . .-

.
A L] -

T o - B . -
- Teacher will insure ¢that a class situation exists with mutual
respect between teaehers and pupils and among puplls. )

° » 1

‘ LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: Not Ach1eved . ' ‘ - ,
. . S, ,0 ¢ A B -. N
- EVIDENCE: . \ . RN e
) Classroom observations revealed no signficant dlfferences ) ,
— ' between FGE ahd Comparison clessrooms in percent time students L

. were disruptive. Also, there wexe no signficant differences
"~ betweén? the percent of time the teacher was supportive or

. \negative ‘between IGE and Comparison classrooms. . - ol e
:, — N \‘ ’JA .
bl B - b
v ° . IGE teachers did not rate their classrooms 31gn1f1cantly * .
‘ R higher (3.86) on the:subscale of the Spring Teacher Questionnaire i
3 related to this obJective than did Gomparison school teachers (3.96). - e

s, ! . »-
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INPUT OBJECTIVES ,

, §

t

\ _

o«

'INFORMATION sxummc

]

Each school and each unit in the school will have- an effective
procedure for shering useful information and discussing
eommon problems.

3 - ’ . \
LEVEEL OF ATTAINMENT: Not Achieved . - | . .
. EVIDENCE: . @
’ - '0 \, P al . ) ‘ -
Teachers on the fall teacher questionnaire assigned.high ratings
to several ‘items related to this objective (see table below), : . N
but ratings were not significantly hlgher 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 section of that . -
questionnaire... " : ‘ \ #
é\: . o N N \ .
: . . IS ~ ‘
g ] .
» / [OR “ 3 - » ‘s
Queaéionnaira It 1 22 & g g 5 0 . ‘::' g ° I
v en & oy L4
) L'E 2 5 f" <) - 2 S - .
- 23 | 38 | g NI‘E 831 3|13 | 4
< < = [ < nid
9. How satisficd are you VL}h the X 4,14 3.94 4.21 4,00 3.95 4.05 3.96 4.24
advice and assistonce given o S.D. .61 .89 .80 %83 W72 .78 .84 +80
you by other taachers of vour n. 95 208 48 39 60 147 156 |’ 324,
4 *8¢hool for yeus planning and ‘
:cachxr\g aceivities? . . - - -
10. How satisfied are you with the X 3.93| 381} 4.28| 3.53| 3.69f 3.84) 3.85 | 3.84
advice and assistance given S.D. 91 W9 J1 .85 .99 .92 9% .91
. you by your principal for your “a. 98 204 47 39 58 144 158 321
plannin,z and teachiag nc:lvlttes? A - ¢
11. How satlaf'_c«. age you vith the X 3.45 .3.61 3.72 3.15 3.38 3.43 3,421 - 3,37
‘advice and aszintanie given you s.n}  1.10 1.07 1.09 1.11 .90 1.0% 1.12 1.08 p
by the AZSD Inarsuctional Coor- n. 96 207 47 39 60 146 157 322
dinators for y'ur planning and - i .
teaching activities?
X . 3.8 3.07 2.97 3.12 3.06 3.25 3.20
§.D. 1.00 1.07 4] 1,14 1.14 .97 1.07 1.02 1.04
a. 92 193 .45 39 58 142 143 305
. . V\,
. ’z' . " 1:/( i
PLANNING TIME * & -
Teachers will have time for requisite plannlng to carry out the .
IGE instructional processes. . . =
LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: Not Achieved . o ) .
EVIDENCE : NS CLe T N T
. . ] 2 T s ) -
In the ‘first year of IGE implementation teachers were given
the support of extra services: from student teachers.’ During
i theﬂ&ast two years, however, no additional aides”or student -
tedbhers were assigned to’ assist teachers. Now.the chief -
problems cited by teachers with respect-to IGE on the Spring -~ .. .
Teacher Questionnaire are: Lack of support or aide personnel, ' e
t;me, and redbrdkeeping. Many of their comments associated ) .

thesg three items. All point to the Iack of adequate time to
implgment‘the IGE program..’ .

. B
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~3. INoERVICE FOR IGE o R

. Reglon XIII ESC will prov1de inservice sessions and a facilitator
"to provide in-service assistance. A\ L

' LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: Not Achieved  ~ . ' = . -

. EVIDENCE: ) : ‘ . o ‘
a‘ o \' '
Ratings given ESC Region XIII service this year are far more 7
- i positive this year than last but it should be noted that - .
. il ) the lowest rating shown in the ‘table below went to Region XIII. I
r Finally, teachers in IGE schools did not offer ratings slgnnficantly
different from those of Comparison school teachers. Also, lack . Y
of tra1ning was one of the problems associated with- IGE 1mplementation)
that was' offered on the free response item of the questionnaire.

4 . EFFECTIVE PARENTAL SURPORT - ' -

< . Principals will conduct a program for keeping parents informed of (
’ school activities and soliciting feedback from parents. Parents -
will on the average express support for the IGE program

¢ + < ’

LLVEL OF ATTAIVMENT. Achleved - . _

V;DENCE.G ' ) ' , . .
' Parents of IGE 'school students gg erally expressed approval ,
of the IGE program. - They also 4pressed satisfaction with ) b
their school's communication with parents.. These results were, .
~f obtained from a parent questionnaire meiled’'to a random

tL - sample of IGE and Compariscn school parents.

-~y

: 5. BALANCED ASSIGNMEﬁI OF STUDENTS AND TEACHERS TO UNITS -
Princlpals will insure that. teachers assigned to a unit are S

. compamlble and represent a range of teaching skllls, and that ‘

’ pupils are'assigned to units so that a balanced mixture, of

. o student characteristics of ethnicity and achievement level ° . .
! E *  exists in each unit. - ~ o

L £ < - b

.. - X LEVEL OF' ATTAENMENT: Achieved | C ,

’
o O B . 4 -

. EVIDENCE: -
L B LoV o . . PR
v . No additienal datae was collected on this® objective this year .
and the judgement with respect to attainment is based on 1973-Thk -

, {;' y data; . however, no teacher comments or complaints with respect to B
e this topic were obtained on the data questionnaires. It 3eem$ )

~ ~

reasonsble to believe that this objectf?é‘continueg to be met. |

E . .
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. “ERREL;ATIONSHIPS 2 S
‘ [ 9 ': ! . ,T ’ .h. )
N e » . . . - . [ . . « :,

“af e
A key part of the CIPO Evallation Model is the evaluation of interrelation~
a » ships, that exist between inplts, processes; outcomes, and the context.
. , Some of this evaluation may be based upon logical deductions regarding .
the patterns of data. Other evaluatlons df these relationshlps are
‘. based upon correlational, studies. Both these approaches have been used
in the study of IGE interrelationshlps. ’-

H

- .
o ? . ‘

3 ‘} CONTEXT AND PROQSEM ACHIEVEMENTS
In tHe Context segtion of this reuort, con51derable discusgion of the ,
: ‘effects which the dontext climate may have had upon the p am outcomes
' will be found. It ems-unquestlonable that the period »f intense
! public controversy that .has been associated with the IGE implementation
and with the concepts of open educatien have had considerable effects ) -

upbn thie outcomes of the program. . | . - Co

PLANNING TIME AND ACHIEVWENT ' ! ‘ i
3
One of the heavy input réquirements for the conducting 6f¥the ICE program
is, planning time. Th’s is qulred for team teaching, for the paperwork
associated with more individualization and interclass grouplng, and
locating and preparing a varilety of materlals. Peachers are vocal in
N their copments that not enough time has been avdilshle. Logically, it
appears thit this shortlge of ‘time expressed by teachers may have \ .
- 1influenced the achievement of butcome objectives. Lo

’ ™
INDIVIDUALIZATION AND ACHIEVEMEN
P / .

) .
The information collected in this véluation offered conflivting e
data regardlng the relationship between indlvidhalization and . ‘
A achievement. In a cooperative stud§ with Dr..Gene Hall of the University
»e : of Texas Research and Development Center for Teacher Education, it was
found that higher levels of implement tion of individualized instruction’
was associatéd with higher achievement, In.a followup study 6f former
students o§ ane IGE highly individualized school versus those from a
low individualized IGE school, evidence\favorﬁgi more positive benaviors
were found for the students of the highly indiwidualized school. However
.in the first study there vwere some problems with sample sizes, that is,
y "too few classrooms at some levels of individualization. In the sevond
.stydy," it is possible that socio-economic-gtatus accounted for the ]
- ' differentes. In a th1rd study, intercorrelations were examjned betWeen - T,

»

r




classroog/bbservation findings and achievement data. A , it is
Possible that other factors than individualization may gccount for
differences, but results indicated a negative relationship between

Y individualization and reading achievement. It is possible, however,
that teéachers may find it necessary to individualize more where @hey

have students with low reading scores.

.
v -

In conclusion, it,fé possible that eitherra negative or a positive.
relationship may exist between the degree of indivianalization and |
achievement. It is clearly ‘a relationship thay requires a great

deal more study than was possible in this evalfiation. ) . ,
OTHER INTERRELATIONSHIPS . '

-~

Clasérobm Observation Variables and Student Outcome Behaviors

Variables measured with the Systematic Classrodq‘gEfervation Form were
intdrcorrelated with outcom¢ behavior measures. . '

> [ ’ R
The following relationships in this data were observed: *

- ¢

In¢ schools where [instructional.groups are large, students do not
function as indepgndent learners. They- aldo have a higher self
concept, like the\teacher more, and have a higher overall attitude
tovard school. (This relationship might mean nothing more than that
Title I students have a lower self concept and lower attitude toward
school than non Title I students, sfince Title I schools have smeller
instructional groups due .to the 103;r pupil/teacher ratio in .those

.

schools.)

In schools where teachers are more supportive, 'students do not per- ..
ceive themselves to be behavior problems, anxious, or.unhappy.
- J

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

- Y . -
. * In schools populated with anxious students, students also report to
- Iiking their teacher v&ry much. . :

In schools whereﬂgﬁudents do not pepgeive themSelves to be behavior
problems, student§ also consider themselves to be popular and happy.

¢
L4

'In schools where~studenté feel .they are academically éuccessfui;
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. BN ' .

\ .

¥

" In sehools populated by students with high self concepts, students also
profess to have a more positive attitude toward all facets of school
(tcachers, learning, their peersi&sfc.).

; NA ) o, . N
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. Subscales of the teacher questionnaire given il the Spring of 1975

.

. -~ [ 4 .
- . - I'e ) : .
. , ™ s ‘
. .. . - P ¢
‘feacher Questionnaire Variasbles and Student-Qutcome Behaviors - .

were intercorrelated with achievement variables. Last year's findings S

in this regird were replicated: Classrooms with more pgsitive o .3

climates (greater Classroom Harmony) and classrooms with Wigher Py .
availability of tutoring have higher achievement. Again, it is Yo
possible that the availsbjlity of tutoring is related to the - .o .
socio~-economic~status of the students, howeve;"; which'lp‘ight explain .
this relationship. Foov
. . .
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