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g . This paberAdescribes the rationale and design. of the Data-Based
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* Staff Development begram,aaimed at training school staff to implement

an innovative program for providing school learning experiences that are

adaétive to individual studen£ differences. The paper also summarizes-a

'_piygt study of the effectiveness of the Data-Based Staff Development

&

¢

[

Program in improving implementétion of the ihnovativg'program iq a,

variety of school.setﬁings. -Data from the study provige pre%}m;nafy )

‘evidéhce of the effectiveness of using a data-based approach to_égaff

Id U t
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- development, as well as suggest future lines of work in this areca.

-

\ - - .-. - .
. :

-~

U < a - —

[y
?
o




- : : .. xThe Data-Based Staff Development Program:
: ! _ Design, Implementation, and Effects

Patricia A. Gennari, Nicholas Tomich, and Mary Zajac
Learning Research and Development Center
University of Pittsburgh - |

A -
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. . The need to provide school staff with the educational opportunities

required for continuing profess1onal development has received increased .

attention in recent years; for at least two reasons. First, many school

improvement Vefforts that require new or upgraded skills on the part of

N . staff’ members have been ®undertaken. Second, as the rasult of

) « legislative mandates such as those calling for desagregated schools and

the mainstreaming of exceptional children in regular classrooms, schools

.
>

are faced with the- task of retraining staff members to take on the
t

—

challenge of providing qualitv educational experiences . for an
€ o . ea i S

increasingly diverse population. .

Y

While the need for staff development programs is--recognized_—among

—— . both researcheré and practitioners, systematic development of such

programs as an 1ntegral part of improvement efforts is scattéred, at

besty It 1is in this - context that work on the Data-Based Staff

- ——

- Development Program was initiated.

- ‘ | , v

.

The purposes of this papar are (a) to descripe the Data-Baseg Staff - ‘
Development Program, designed to train echool staff to implemeit the

. . programmatic and personnel role changes .required to, effec vely

_.egtablisn and maintain an innovative program aimed at providing school . . -
- R s I D ———
? learning experiences\that are adaptive to student differences' and (b) ' R

.

- to present, and discuss the implications of, findings from a 'study
l Ll

4

. conducted to investigate\\the effectiveness of the Pata-Based Staff

L / o "‘4 . - ) : ..
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¢ . . Devzlopment Progfém.'ino impréving.‘ciaésroog' implementation- of the
o . . 1innovative program. Specifically, the paper,\includés three ‘sections.

»e
&
L

. - i

- . The £irst- cgnsisté of an overéﬁ%w of the Data-Based Staff Developmént A

&

e Pgogram. This overview is followed by a description of a pilot. study»

)
-

- . aimed at investigating the progrémﬁs gfﬁectiyeness. A stmary of st:udy~

~

findings and a discyssion .of their implications“hfor future work are \

. presented‘in_the final section of the paper. :

3.8 - .
k™ N
3 . - - a - . . . I

-

.Overview of the Data-Based. : . ‘\
“» Staff Development Program’ - .

7 i

i In this ovefview, the rationale for the Data-Based Staff
LY -
| Development, Program is discussedsfirst, The design of the program is

b
-

'~ -“then-described in'§omeidetai1.

» ~ & . . -

Rationale :

PR b
-
>

% ‘ ‘ :
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a ~ N . . - e -

‘ The Data-Based Staff Development Program was developed based on two

o . L3

. majoE premisesj The first is that the esta?lishment and maintenance of

innovative school programs require not only detailed spécification and i L
. ] ~ v

-understanding of thé programd’ design and operating features, but also /

the conduct of staff dgveloﬁment acfivitigs to promofe understanding of
\ the programs and to support their day-to-day ;mplementationr in
® classrooms (Wang, 1980b). Second, t‘\e staff de;relopmenta_ programs that -

' . _are designed must have certain characteristics. As an example, staff )
: taln, , - zatl

N

l
. o, |
t
1

N dévéiop@énﬁ prégrams must be adaptive; that is, they must focus on the

needs of ind;yiduil staff members Teachers (and other professiqpai“and . *

°
]

~ - . .paraprofessional staff);lggrhﬂin‘dggferegtﬂygjgfwiﬂqgg"imépjgantly, they

¢

S - _ ) . \ . ‘
| come to the classroom at “different stages, some more advanced than

Y
. - Y

. ) §
others, Staff development programs must be tailored to the identified t.

B

: . . ] ) B ) I

B . ‘L
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. . streﬂgths and weakné€sses of individuals, not of the group Qg,large. In -

~

r " . P
\ addition to being adaptive, staff development programs must focus on the

1 . . -

4

dav-to-day implementation problems that teachers face Eand must be
. » c - . 4
. %
/con;in ous \in nature, assisting’ teachers every step of the way, - \

- -~ - v ~ ’

In-service programs that occur every two to three months are inadequate. RmE
. t v ' i . ! N

Teacherd need frequent contact and'continuous support in their efforts . J

to solvd both short- and long-range problems.

L]

~

These - essential wcharacteristics of effective staff development

, |
¢ . |
X > of Al o _ .

programs are not unique. _‘ihey have\ been identified<in a number of

i
i

research and development efforts in the area of staff development (e.g.,
a .3

Cruickshank, Lorish & Thompson, 1979' Griffin, 1979' &cLaughlin &
. o ]

‘ .
o ". March, 1979; McVergney, 1980; ~ Miller & Wolf, 1979; Perry, 1980;
{ '\; (% a * .

¢ Zigarmi, Amory, & Zigarmi, 1%79): . N ' /

.
- . L
, - ! -
. - R . |
) * © . 1
- N N H .

The'Data-Based Staff Development Program is an integral feature of

Ve

developed at the Learning Research and Development Center (LRDC) of the

University of Pittsbkrgh,to,provide school learning experiences that are B b

LY

A4

1
|
the Adaptive Learning Environments Model (ALEM), an educational program )
|

. adaptive to the individual learning needs of students (Wang, 1980a,

4 1980b). The Data-Based Staff Development Program is designed to assist

\ '4
.§ *

|

! e . |

those school personnel' responsible for implementing the ALEM in, . - "
| |

* svstematically incorporating re;evant data on _the degree of prpgram o l
implementation and s%udents learning progress in analyses of their
staff development needs. The goal is to provide a self-monitoring tool

« that helps school personnel become increasingly :mgre independent in
establishing and maintaining a high degree of program implementation. . T f,;

~ Among the expected outcomes of the Data-Based Staff Development Program

- e T

are increased self-sufficiency in schools mon1toring.of their progranm

N | ! L |

v -

e
6 ' ¢
_ .




T environments Ain ghich each student can acquire basiceacademic skills

' implementAtion and,ksubsgquentlﬁ, institutionalization of educgtional

innovationg, 1like the  ALEM, ateylocal sites.. In order to provide
. ) ? b K - v »

background information on the Data-Based Staff Development Program, the
i s

PR Y 4 ,

ALEM is describ%d briefly below. : T .
’¢ . ’. ' &/

The overall goal//of— the AﬁEM ‘fi to create school learning

while becoming increasingly more confident in his or her ability to

- o

1earn and to, cope with thF social and physical surroundings of the

!

’ classroom (Wang, d980a). “This goal is accomplished by combining the{

advantages of both a highly structured programming c0mponent which

;includes‘ a built-in, diagnostic—-prescriptive proced‘c for the
. N - ' P . - ; -

» e
v

. A

'development of skills in basic academic subject areas (e.g., reading~and ! \
ematwe, and a- more open-ended, exploratory learning component, ‘which )

includes a variety'of problem-solving and student-init iated activities

@

for social and personal development. ﬂgjor expected outcomes of the’

° 4 K

ALEM for students are effective use of school time, motivation to spend

-

the time‘require?‘to master tha basic academic 5511 s, and development l
C P40 . : -

of inc%eased 4bnpetence in independently managing learning and the

- school learning‘environment. At the same  time, teachers functioning

v e PN

under the ALEM are expected to be.able to spend increased amgunts of N

time providing instruction rather than manaéing students.

»
I AN

i
!

The underlying assumption of the ALEM’ design is that the

implementation of  innovative educational programs requires some
_ fundamental changes in the'nature and structure of, chools’ urricular .

L4 -t

materials and instructional procedures, their organizational and staff

o

support systems§ their teaching and learning processes, and the folec of

&~

teachers and students. Because of the ALEM’s unique program design and

» . \
RS - |

: s 0
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the fundamental changes in teacher and 'studenp roles required " to
!

S ] - implementation, the‘5é§§ioﬁme;£;of a staff -development program ﬁhﬁt

<
i

- - L
provides school personnel wighfagproprégcé<techniga1 assistance has been

3

e " / s
a major R&D effort in the-design.-and field testing of the ALEM.

. /
. . ¢

) effectively eg;ablish. %and maintain  a| ﬂigh degree’ of program _

.

. : ,__,[/ v /oy
Design— — ////:" - ' : . 2

/ . ) N
. AL - .

. . » - n
The ALEM’s Data-Based | Staff Development Program includé%; three

o« 1T

- ’

! f,M4' major training -levels, a set of measures for assessing the degree of

&

7 .r program implementatior, and systematic and adaptive staff development

e
i

| plais.

- - -

Training levels. The Déea-gased Staff Development ‘Progfém

-

incorpérates three levels of training, ranging frpﬁ initia% awareness
training tO*ongding inrservice’tréining. Figure 1 shows the levels and

- . sequential steps of the Data-Based staff Development Program. As
[ iy te

. outlined in Figure 1, level I is designed to provide basic working

b

dw e — o eemm e s PR

- knowledge of the curricular content and procedures incorporated in the

¢ v 7 L ! ] . C
ALEM. In Level II, moré intensive training is provided | in specific
. \. ’ v

staff functions. Llevel III is a clinical ﬁraining combonent tailcred to

-

] -

the needs of individual staff. - Training at - Level; LII is ongoing

1w

in-service training designedr to heip*sého@i stéff continually improve

and upgrade their classroom implgmentaﬁion. It is primarily° a& the

¢ o

third. level 'of ‘the Data-Based Staff Development Program that the

“ ’

' (Wang, Note 1). . . p ‘

® - N
A ]

Insért Figure 1 about here

. P

.itérative process of assessment, feedback, planging, and,trgining occurs

>
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v nr' R - " . ‘ i ot R . * 5 *_,_M, ____,__M»-:l
?.. , \~' . 1. Level 1: “?ffie traini_g_ Training _at_-Level -T —is aimedﬁﬂat‘ ' )
-7 } ' mw‘providingv an ‘overview of ‘the ALEH and wogiing knowledge about the ﬁ% ‘
implementation'requirements of the various ;pfogram' oomponents. The
Ppasic .tfaining level fo%uses on ghree major topic areas. They are (asﬁ s
: the rationale and design of the'ALEk " and relevant program eva1uation; “ ~

~ * ~ L I . -

results~ (b) an_ overview‘of the various program components; 35&“(&)

the knowiedge and ski11s required for program -mplementauion (e;g.,' ;

‘infgrmation on the content covered in -each* of the basic skills and !

explogatory learning areas; the :procedures for diagnostic testing,

: t "prescription' writing, and record keeping; the design of tﬁe classroom. -

‘ v a

environment' the management and display of 1earning materials"‘and’the
i;‘ - procedures for - self-scheduling). Level I staff development acuivities
: generally arg -sc,hedul.ed as pre-implementation sessions. They are

"designed for all relevant administrative personnel (from central

e

-

administrative staff to those_at the building level), as well as for'

. 4

. }nstructional and other support personnel whose duties’ affect the

implementation of theHALEM and the-pioyision_nf_edueational services. to

. * 1

students in ALEM q}assrooms. Staff _development 'work at the basic

»

training level generally requires two or three days.

-
P

—___ . ’ ’ ) | . a

° . - - T

2. Level II: Tndividualized training. Staff .Adevelopment
. . LT
activities at the indi"idualized training level are- designed to provide

-
< o —
i T

e ‘“in-depth training that is specific to each staff member s functions,
. ‘ ‘based on ~anaiyses of site-specific program implementation needs.

Pl s . -

, S Essentially, training at ‘his level ' is designed to provide
difFErentiated' staff development activities prior .to program

implememtation. -Specific training activities are designed according; to

- an analysis of the functions to be carried out in the.implementation of

themﬁLE&'and the assignment of those fun-tions to the various district = -
ERIC . - o . ' Z :
=L 9 -
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T . personnel’ whose present . responsibilities. might not include the
) w . * ) ‘ “\ . . . -
funCtionS . y 7 Vi ’ . - . -

’ /" i - ’ .
- . . . 1 Lo

. As indicated in Figure 1, individualized trafning.is designed to be ‘ v

I provideq, Lo four basic types of personnel: -elassroom teachers, X -
< - . [ .- -3 Y

. o -

- 'j:/’//”V;//clsﬁsroom aides, education specialists, and family 'specialists; The <

. amount of time re!quired for Level II training varies from site to site® . ——
(depending ot individual schools uniqye constraints and their staff‘s -
=

' understanding of , their~ roles and functions), and a detailed plan for

. 7 each site's program implementation is developed. Individualized

AR - training sessions,.which last two ‘or three days, generally are scheduled -

i

immediately ‘after Lewel I basic.tnaining sessions. Experience has shown

"y . . . - R
; . .

that the total staff development work .at _Levels I and II can be

~

completed in a week-long workshop prior to the opening of school. ?
. . - ¥,

v

3. Level Ill: In-service training, Level III, the in;service

»

training component of thé Data-Based Staff Development Program, is the '..

t & i ',,.o, -

. T .culmination of an interactive process of program assessment, feedback,

] .- ——2

qplanning, and ongoinghstaff“developmentqugk, Essentially, it provides

the technical support required to establisu and maintain a high degree“‘\~«usi
- o of program implementation at  school sites. The in-service training

* component is designed to be adaptive to the training needs and expertise

of individual staff: As a result, the type and fréquency of in—service

. training-sessions vary for-different sites and sta£€3 They range from

' * M »

short meetings (during teacher preparation times) to half-daylworkshops.

[
-

I s shown in Figure 1, there are two types. of 'level *III training

- sessions: staff planning sessions and sessions for \Yeedback and
> training. Staff planning sessions are designed to develop plans to.

. - ——

- aceomplish“—selected {nstructional~learning objectives and to determine

GRICY . .10 .

LN
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members’ Qeeds.and interests. They usuallv take place 'durfng ‘regular

~referS‘ to: those aspects of- the program’s design that are required td ’

-e

(S ] L. -~ . . .
. , . - / ’ _,“_,,//" . v
. . , . s . Page 8 —

v - o o ~t

) ] p\.{; .. LY -
‘topics’ for staff feedback and_training. Staff planning )ié' based .on .
' ' ) ) ¥ .

I - 4 -

' " * ’Y » ‘ . . _
infcrmation from classroom observations, data on students’ learaing

. * -~ ’ ‘ *’, . - . N
progress, and feedback from family members; Sessions for staff’%ﬁedback 7 i
and .training *are he.d throughout the school year. 3-Thex_'provide-

vy 7 - . < * . . e’ —. o

opportunities. to discuss critical issues relatgd: to program 2
-~ " ‘ T - :—/‘ I A .
implementation,” particularly in" - terms , of program reflnement and o >
A v . . - b oy " ..
improvement in ‘the ‘degree of program implementation. Feedback and .

. e . it ' ‘L
training sessions are-scheduled on a regular basis, .according to staff’ .

- .
. -
. .

stiff planning times and/or during schools’ scheduled team meetings and™" ”
c, : o~ . ) VAR e '] .
in-service training times. ! . . ) .

*

2" N‘ v\ v

Degree of grogram implementation measures. A critical prerequisite -

L )

for the development of a system for establishing and maintaining a high

degree of implementation of an innovative educational program is ‘the

et ™ ‘ ’ 4

availability of information on the extent to which the program s design

[N
actually is implemented. The development of deg ee” of implementation N ks \

[ ",

Y . - .
measures to asseds 'the presence. and absencé of the ALEM’s critical s -

- - N v

design features began with the identification of 12 critical dimensions
- . : LY .

of the program. These dimensions were_identified through an analysis of ';,/f’w'
. . ) . . . L

the program’s structural and action domains. The Structural domain el
. -

» . .

t - . . i
establish the conditions - under which program activities can be':® * 4

implementad ?ffectively. The action,domain consists of those roles and . .

»
.

behaviors of the instructional staff and students that are fequired for

- . .

effective functioning under the ALEM. Subgequent to the identification

o
of the critical dimensions, performance indicators for each. dimension .

werg identified (Wang, Note 2). Ninety-six performance indicators for

assessing the presence and absence of the 12 'critical dimensions were
~ 13

) "« - 11 : . : ' ", +

4
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- - - h . 3
identified and grouped -into a battery of six degree of implementation °*
c ins_truments). h Y, - - .
o . R v 6 '
{x ‘ . »e L

Two of the degree of implementation instruments are designed for'_
) Fl - AN et :
obgerving .dynamic aspects of program implementation-~the Qbservation -
. 6 0 ® : ) -, .
" Checkiist for Teacher Travelingrnehaviof and' the Observation Checklist

o

~

for Student - Classroom Benavior. These checklists are'administered

.
-

during -clasg timeﬂ while‘ st:dents ard teachers engage in “the-

EY e

insrructional-leprning process. Two instruments focus on non-dynamic '

- L]
‘ observables-the Checklist fsk Physical Design of the €lassroom and the
. \ -
- . . \ t
Chetklist for Classroom Records. These instruments are administered
-~ - - ¢ \ IS
before or after regular class time, when students and teachers are not

N

F /

present in the classroom. The final two instruments are interview

. . v

T questionnaires desigJed to. elicit comments from students and teachers on

. »

ovariqus aspects of program implementation--the Student Interview and the

Teacher Interview. - The Teacher Intervicw is administered ‘before or

‘.
after class time, and the Student Interview is administered during class
time. (Infprmation.on-the validatron of the degree of implementation
P ‘\,A- * Y ' ! ." 2 * . 4

ipstruments is found in Strom and Wang [Note 3]).

The degree of implementation instruments are used by school

"pen§3nnel _on ‘a réegular basis to collect'implementation‘infotmation'fbr

staff development'purposes (i.e., the in-service training tomponent of
A e -, .

the Data-Basgg Staff Development Program). School personnel are

encduraged to use the instruments, égtneeded to monitor the degree of
programfimplemeniation in their classrooms. 'The data also are collected

/s s b b .
at least thnqs*‘tgpes during the jschool year (usually in October;

Febr £y, " and April) for program ‘evaluation purposes. It generally

go— et e . e e e e e ——e

- (N S me e e

takes abouv two hours per classroom to complete (administer) a11 six

x e

.
.

degree of! imglementation instruments.'

-

6

B L

.

.
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{

cw A computer program was_ developed to analyze and reportr degree -of

\

implementation data in a formc that can be used by site pefsonnel to
- ’. A . design and. monitor site-specific staff development plans aimed at

" ‘improving program implementation (Schmidhammer,~Note 4). Figure 2 is an

~

.
a

gfamR;e of a computer printout of an _analysis the degree of
implementation data. : \
- Insert Figure 2 about here N

v TN

shown in the figure, the data are analyzed in four different

°

levels or ,units:' site, school, grade level, and class (teacher). The'
mean scores—for the é’itical dimensions of the ALEM-are reported in 12

, . s v 4
separate columns. . The names and acronyms for the dimensions, as they

SRS .-. .dre listed in the left-hand corner of the printout, are "arranging space

and facilities" _ (AS&F), “"ereating ..and maintaining instructional -

?

*

R " Raterials" (CMIM), "establishing and communicating-rules and procedures” :

T~ " (ECRP), -."managing aides" (MA),_ "testing" (TEST), 'record hgeping"» -
- . (RCRD), "monitoring and diagnosing” (M&D), “prescribing"  (PRES),
//t "traveling" (TRAV), "“ifstructing” (INST), Xﬁmotivating"qs(MOTI); and
S : - - ' )

'~"student planning" (éf). The number in parentheses under the acronym
§
m- : for each dimension indicates the total number of items (Qerformance

(

_indicators) includeo in the monitoring instruments to assess the degree
4 i

‘_of implementation ,of Bhat dimension. For example, in "ereating and .

U

B “’aintaining instructional materials“ (GMIM), shown in the second column

‘ ~ .. ~

oot * of Figure 2, 11 performance indicators are included in the instruments

L
+ . . i N . .

" to assess the degree to which the CMIM dimension is implemented as

- - - - »
[F SRV B v
w P v !

- \' " . ‘

SR . ; prescribed by the ALEM’s design. The printout also includes ‘information S
i L |
\

- ! L

s . - £ -
- ) . .
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-

- - .3 . . . -
on each teacher’s degree of implementation with respect to each of the
3 ; 8 !

<

12 . critical diménsions, as well as mean percentages of the degree of

implementation for each grade within a particular school, for a given

school, for specific grade levels across an entire school district, and

for the entire district. ‘ ' 1

e

The criterion for "good® or high degree .of implementation of a

critical dimension‘"ﬁas ‘set at 85%. That is when 85% or more of the

items in a given dimension were observed to be present, the degree of

implemertation of that program dimension was considered to be "high "

When 50% to 84% of the items for a given dimension were- present,
7/ o

implementation of that program dimension was considered to be "average."

If less than SCZ,of the items ‘in a given dimension - were present,
. 5
implementation of that dimension was considered to be "low." Using these

¢ -

cr1ter1a, Figure 2 shows, for example, that all: of the classes in School

A, éxcept Grade 2; .achieved "high" jmplementation of the "instructing'™

{INST) dimension. Grade..2 had an, "average" degree of -implementation

P

score (79% of the items present),

? . B ,

The overall degree of'implementation across a variety 'of schools
< &

® . . ) [
for an extended period of time can provide evidence of the

.

“implementability" of the ALEM and its critical dimensions. In .

4 )
addition, the degree of implementation of particular dimensions can be

analyzed for individual teachexs and used in estimatihg their training

needs and developing specific staff development plans. Similarly,

>

grade, school, and site. averages can’ be used to identify staff

development needs by grade _levels, schools, and particular sehool

»

districts. Analyses of the ohanges in degree of implementation from one’
A ] )

o

‘assessment period to the next can provide information to teachers about

<
A}

v
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‘their individual implementation progress, as well as’ information Lhat
_can serve as the data base for evaluating the effectiveness of schools’

“implementation and staff development efforts. . o

Adaptive staff development plans. The Data-Based Staff Development

Program is .operationalized in schoel sites through site-specific staff ’ B

development plans. ~A comprehensive staff development plan is developed

for each site at the beginning of every schoo1 year. The plan is based

on a‘variety of information, including degree of "implementation and ' S

b

student learning progress data from the spring of the previous school

-

year (for new teachers and/or new - implementation sites, fféi* the

©,
- EN

beginning of the school year); each site’s identified staff development

2

needs; -and the major categories of activities proposed to meet those

* needs during the year. e

3

Specifically, staff development plans include (a) a description of

the ,specific training tasks/objectives for items in the degree of

<

implementation measures that consistently- show scores below the 85%

criterion level .across a significant‘number of teachers (and/or for a.

» , \

___particular teacher), (b) the dates the-training is to be compieted;

¥

-(c) the persori(s) responsible for training; (d) the type of activity to
be conducted; (e) the expected outcomes;* and (f) evidence of effectivg
service as it relates to successful completion of the training. An~
-excerpt’ from the staff development plan for School District B is shown
in Figure)3.

o

Insert Figure 3 about here i b
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-]

.. Staff develobment plans are reviewed periodically by site personﬁel

(e.g., education specialists and/or principals) to” determine the

L)

appropriaéeness of the planned training objectives, as well as to

monitor —progress—toward-achievement—of-the—objectiyes. Monthly training

< e \‘ a———
logs, kept by education specialists, are a major source of infdxmation
for reviewing each élté's progresg and updating its staff development

olans. The logs include descriptions of activities * such as classroom

-
o

observations, conferences between teachers and education specialists,

. ﬁ . . e '
and in~-service training workshops. Figure 4 shows a sample training

logo

P - ——

- Insert Figure 4 about here

o
I

« >
)

-~

In addition to perlodic reviews, during which staff development

o

plans for each site are updated and revised if needed,'formal ;evteqs of
‘the plans are scheduled followiné each of three.data collection periods

(generally scheduled in October,. February, and April). Data on degree

-

of implementation and student learning progress are collected: by site

* personnel dd}iﬂg the three'specified periods and are analyzed for both.

® o

formative and summative evalua?ion purposes.

3
v . r . ?
2 The Study: An Investigation of the Effects of the
e ’ *." Data-Based Staff Development Program

4

-

During the 1980-81 school year, a pilot investigation of the

+

effectiveness of the Data-Based Staff Development Program in‘improving

3 -

clgssroomfimplemenfatidn‘of'fheAAEEM was conducted. The étudy is part
. ‘ Swprteg, )
of an ongoing program of research designed to provide information for
the systematic ‘improvement of the " ALEM 2and its impiementation in a
[4 . <

: ... 16




. ’ ' _—— R page'izﬁ"wﬁw”_‘"“mu”

\ variety of school settings. 'The setting in which the study was

s \ - .
conducted, the measures usgd, and the results of the study are discussed -

in this-séction. - )
@ ’ :

Setting ' . \ ‘ - .

.

1 The setting for the study consisted “of 10 school sites, including a ¢ .

tota1 of 156 classes (kindergarten through fourth grade). The schoo1,

. districts are located in communities with varying ethno-cultural,
3 - . -
socioeconomic, .and geographic characteristics. Included are imnner-city VT

suburban, rural, and Appalachian communities. Each of ‘the sites in the

study participates in either the National Follow’Through Program (a C e

nationwid‘—compensatory-educatron program of the U.S. Department of ) 7

B g
Education) or a mainstreaming program for gifted and mildly handicapped
students sponsored by the U.S. Office of Special Education. Table 1
provides a summary descript1on of the participating school districts.x> o
;- :,' o '__”
- - - Insert Table 1 about here . - o
Measures , i -
. - /
) . Data ‘for the study were obtained through the use of three sets of )
measures: the degree of implementation monitoring instruments, the
N ‘ ’
‘\ ‘ school districts’ staff development' plans, and the monthly training logs
kept by the sites’ educatign specialists. R T -

Degree of implementation instruments. The - six instruments

described earlier vere administered duriig October, February, and April

of the 1980-81 school year in each of the classrqoms participating in

- the ‘study,. The instruments were used to systematically determine the
Q ) o - . - .

léBJ‘Qi . . 1}7' B
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- presence or absence of the 12 critical dimensions of the ALEM- in the

classrooms. The resulting data were analyzed and reported in the format

! .
illustrated in Figure 2. Of particular interest in this study were the

- -

changes in the degree of implementation between data collection points.

L4

Staff developmentgplang. A staff development plan was designed for

each of the participating sites at the beginning of the 1980-81 school

yearﬁ As shown in Figure 3, staff development plans include information

A\ N
on prescribed training tasks/objectives, "dates of traixing, names of

persons responsible, type of activity to be conducted, ?nd rexpected
. . .

outcomes in each of the critical dimensions identified as requiring

L
1]

improved implementation. These dimensions were identified-. through -
N . H “ .
%

‘ analysis of the sites’ degree of implementation data for Fall,, 1980 and |
other related data,. such as students’ learning progress in the ALEM’s -
- Y . -
c&rriculum and the  results of standardized achievement tests. As

»

ment?oned*previously, staff development plans are updated throughout the

rxl

. school year according to sites’ changing training needs. Information on-

2

3 . .
changes in staff -development plans was analyzed in terms of specific

o ame e s ——

critical _ dimensions requiring improved imglementation and the nature of

v

N
¢ = PR ~ »

Monthly training logs. Data lon the actual implementation of

e

training activities prescribed in the sites’ staff develOpment plans

were obtained from the mpnthly training logs prepared by education °

specialists._ Logs «were completed for each of the classrooms

~

partidipating in the'studyﬂ‘ As shown "in- Figure' 4, ‘{nformation 1is

categorized according to (a) classroom observations (generally done by

the education specialists) of student;teacher behaviors associated with

the ALEM’s critjcal":dimensions, (b) strategies suggested by education
y . 3
\




‘

>

_7diménsibns, (c) e&bected butcomes of the suggested .training strategies;

. Results

. investigate the relationship between staff development plans and program

Page 16

®

- - (ST

specia1i§E§‘fg}wiﬁa;avihg the implementation of particulay critical™ -

’

-

?

and (d) findings of folloé—up observations.

.

. Information obtained from the three data sou}Eé§“3Qg§g£§hed”vgypvg;vﬁ

* S~
-

« - e
_formed. the basic data set- for the study. The-data were analyzed to.._
OB > ; ’ S -

implementaciop needé as suggested in the degree of  implementation scores
x .
for individual teachers. Spgci%icallg, the data served as the basis for

answering three related questions: "ﬁid the staff development plans fér
. . - ‘& : . ’ 3 N e
each site reflect the\indiyidual staff’s program implementation needs?";

-

t ' 3
"Were the sites’ training activities related to the staff development

plans?"; and ﬂpld degree of implementation scores improve as the result

of specific training activities?" -

»
"

Congistquy between staff development plans and, the identified

pfogra&- {dblementation needs. To determine qhether the sites’ staff -
; T o i R ' St
development plans were consistent with their identified training needs,-

of imblementation scores from October}?1980 and the overall '

(-

the degree
1980—81 s;gff development plans developed for»eaeh 6& the “sites were
analyzed. The tréining objectiyés‘llst;d in the staff develement plan
'for each site were compared t; the critiéal dimensid@s in which the

site’s degree of implementation scores fell below the 85% criterion

" level. fhe percentages of agreement between the two sets of~ data were.

b <

calculated.

- . ¢ s
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e ; The results of the analysis are reported in TaHle 2. As shown in L

'the table, the staff development plans excluded 98% of the dimensions
with scores at or above the SSZ\criterion level (an indication that no

special training was needed),\while 86%. of the dimensions withascores

° -l

below the criterion level (an indication that training was needed) were

-

-included in the staff development plans. In other words, ,there was 86%

~agreement between the specific performance indicators forwiﬁhichi;the::”:_f'{“”w,_

degree of implementation data suggested the need for,training and the

o

! \
training activities/objectives included in the staff development plans. °

Similarly, 984 agreement was achieved between the “degree of .o

implementation data that indicated no training was needed and the ®

N ' S~ .
critical dimensions excluded from the staff development plans. The

~—

B \\ -a .
overall data suggest that—the sites' staff development plans were highly
. —— N

consistent with the training neéds identified\\n the Fall, 1980 degree . i
of. implementation dati i . ' T 7
1. o . o ) . \

Insert Table 2- about here

"

o e ety e o e e B e e ataattan Y —

o

g

Further investigations of the exclusion from the staff development

~ o »
S

p1ans of 14% of - the critical dimensions with scores below\the criterion
level revealed that these dimensions were included in the plans designed

ﬁor individual teachers. Since only a few of the sites” teachers were

involﬁed, training in the dimension’s was excluded from the overall staff

I -
"development plans. | ; ’ h , . - )

.
* A &

Consistency between identifjed staff development needs .and training

activities. .. To.investigate the -extent 'to which the prescribed training »

. - Y - 5 ) ¢ R -
‘activities actually were conducted to meet the- - specific Staff

. . .
LI . . 4 +
- ) ~ . -
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- . z
« f

- - — - C o Ry . .
development needs (training objectiGes) idéntifieq in- the staff
— e [ N R JOm— -

development plans, corfelation ahalyséé dére,ecarried out between the
. . ;i ® .t °

prescribed training activities and the training‘activities réfofded in

detailed review of each enfry in the logs. Specifically, each entry was
classified by a trained observer as relating to ane of the 12 critical
“dimensions of .. the <ALEM.. This _classification was based on the

'\ relationship of thé nature of the training activities listed inighe logs

to one' (or more) of the 96 performance ihdicators included in the 12
. s . < ¥ .
" critical dimensigns. The result was a 1list, for each oF the \119

teachers on whom data were, available,, ofT;he‘nﬁmBer of times he/she

¥ '

" received a tg?}ningfrelated contact in. each of the dimensions. The
v R - R 3
reliability.+of this process was calculated from the percentage of
4 ~ € e e - - T - .
- A
agreement scores for two-raters. <. .ese scores consistently were above

1
.

%

98% . * o . N ',

- N i '
Table 3 provides a symmary of the correlations between the critical

" dimensions included, in the staff ?evelopment plans and the numbé}‘of
4 Fd 2
Y . .
times training related to those dimensions was listed in the education

specialists’ monthly logs. The correlations were all positive in

™. y ' X
“\._direction, and they ranged in magnitude from .05 ("traveling") to .59

4

L34 . -
.(“hrrénging space and facilities"). Significant correlations were found

~

the education specialists’ monthly logs. The analyses included a

i
§
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AN Vol T T .
. Natus2 apd patterns 2f changes observed as the result of the
&, traininz. T. provice information relatea to the' extent to which o

e training ba<ed -n svaff development plans was effective in improving thé_
S degree of program implementation at the sites, changes.in the degree of
{ s .
implementation data between the October’ and April (Fall, 1980 .and -. I
. . ~ L4 - { ~

Spring, mi?81) ‘data coliection periods were analyzed. The results are

-~ - ——yreported—in Table 4, Each site's‘faIl ana sprfng average percentage

A

%

scores on each of the 12 critica1 program dimensions are summarized in .
>

S

the 'table, along with changes in the site’s ‘mean_ percentage scores -

between fall and spring ofjthe 1980~81 school year. While there was
[ . . ‘- N
variation in the magnitude of changes in the .10 sites’ degree of -

~

implementation scoresq between fall and spring, positive changes were

.

observed in a11 the sités in-a—magority—ci—the—critical—dimensions1—-—ln-

4 ) T €
tw%w_mﬁactrac88z of the-scores on each critica1 dimension across all 10 sites

t . . >

improveé or remained stable. Analysis;of thé‘ overall changes in the

»
[N

] sites’ degree of implementation scores between  f£all and Springhwas ) .
BN “ -~ N , . * ° *
statistically significant at the .01 level.

~.

N
. © . Insert Table 4 about here N

N

at

. Anﬁana}ysis was also Jgne of the relationsgip ~between Za) the
. ) criticalx "dimensions - shown in both . the fall data and .the education ~
) speciaiists' monthly logs as not having met the criterion level, and (b)

s : .a N

the critical' dimensions shown in the spring data as not having met the °

~criterion level, The results of this analysis across the . sites showe&'

that the mean number of critical dimensions (across the 12 critical -

-

~ dimensions) not meeting the 85% criterion 1evel;vin Octbberé_ 1980 was

four. By April, 1981, the mean number of dimensions_not meeting the

1
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0 - = 7 . M-’. Iy
_criterion level was reduced to_two. This reduction—is—statistically——;

significant (p< 0B,

%
4

. } . : ) !
% In order to adssess the extent to which changes in_ the degree‘ of

Implementation. .for specific critical dimensions were the result of )

[

of the

planned staff development activities, comparisons were made
‘v_..w___a.wmv»~changes~—in-(a) the -degree of implementation of the critical dimensions
identified in the staff development B}aﬁs as areas in which training ‘was i

needed and those dimensions identified in the monthly logs as areas in

'which training actua11y took placE and (b) the critical dimensions ‘that . .
did not appear in the monthly logs. The results are repcrted in Table 5
for 138 ceachers’s It should be noted that although a total of 156
classes took part in the study, some classes were morning;or afternoon

: \ ;
’kindergarten sessions taught by the ~same teacher. Thus, the total’ -

-

Anumber of teachers in the study was 138 rather than 156. " .

-
0., R -
P

Insert’ Table-5 about here

o

re

. -4
I h R a

‘Table 5 shows that while the fau{ and spring degree of

-

""Implementation data reflect’ a pattern of positive changes greater

L - d >
increases were found in the degree of implementation scores fow /
. ' o IR -

dimensions in which training took place than in " the scores, for

di&ensions not included in xhe training.. Of the -1108 critiecal

-
- [y

dimensions’ in which training took place, 80% (886) showed impxovement.‘

|

|

|

On the other hand, only 402 (219) of Ehé““sas critical\ dimensions for -
|

|

. l

which no specific training was planned showed improcement. It also ‘

T L]

.

- - should be.noted that differences were founhd between the percentage of
critical dimensionsjincluded'in‘training but not showing any change, and

1]
LY
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. . 3

~y

1

.dimensions in which training. took place,

the percentage of those excluded from trafning and showing no change

*(last column of . Table 5). Scores for onlj l&Z (155) of the critical

( "

dimensions in which training took place remained stable, while 52% (285)

»

of the. scores’ for criticaln dimensions not . included in the staff

L

development plans remained stable.

v

These résults suggest that increases

in Apfogram

implementation

scores occurred for critical program'
compared to little or no
{

improvement for eritical dimensions that needed further training but

- — - - s

were excluded from the training plans (and for which actual training did ’

not occur).

Sammary and Discussion -

ARY

-
-
= .
.

. . s . 1 .
Data from the pilot «study provide preliminary , evidence of the
[ N .

feasibility

and *  effectiveness: of using degree of implementation
information as a data base for' de'signing staff development p:ograms that -
*» . . ’

Fs .
meet, the training needs of individual tedchers. In addition, the data
i \ .

orovide suggestions for a future research and program refineuent agenda.

‘informagion

indicators

Three’major findings from the pilot study

increasing our

provide, effective staff development systems.

derived ‘from measures of

implementation that are .based on the use

program implementation.

»

seem most relevant to

undefsganding of, and improving current capabilities_to

The first finding is that

the degree of program

I

of specific performance

for assessing the presence and absence of critical program

A

ffeatutes,are;@sefgl in identifying staff»development needs for improving

A

.on_the ba51s of identified needs can be effective in improving the

degree
[} ) ° -

\ 24.

\ o
AN

of implementation of specific program dimensions.

L

The final

Second, staff development activities ‘designed—————i_

i
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ma jor finding is that teachers tend to improve their progr;m
implementation in areas where specific ,staff development work 1is .,

conducted.’ That_is, training does.make a difference\

v
L -

i o

Although preliminary evidence from the study seems to be quite

.

supportive of the .Data-Based Staff Ueve;opment Progran, at least two

——

types of furthier research and development work are needed. One obvious ’

line of future work is replication Pf the. present study in subsequent -

school years, together with detailed descriptive studies of. the
\

impiementation ‘and  outcomes of the progra@. In such studies, other

'e .
sources of‘efficacy information should be tapped (e.g., teachers',

-

education specialists’, and other users’ asseSSments of the usefulness’,
. ooy oy
- of the data-based approach), and an emphasis should -be placed on - .,

identifying varioﬁ; alternative strategies employed by teachers_and
LY

other schooi personnel in’ systematical}y using -the- Data-gaged Staff
Development Program to maintain- and refine-their program inplementation.
l:Also ~documentation is needed of (a) the types of . training accivities
designed and .used; - (h? the decision-making rules used to prioritize

training needs; (c¢) the time required for and spent on certain types of

»w LY

traiﬁing activities; .(d) the - extent of teachers’ 'inVolyement -in
designing specific training activit1es~ and (e) the e‘ficacy of various
“training .strategies for meeting individual staff’ s training needs. Thisc
-kind of inﬁormation is likely to contribute to the knowledge base on how

to make staff 'development more relevant to schools’ program -

,

implementation. needs. ‘ ‘ ‘ .

o . <t -
. x - N B
The second line of research needed in this general topic area is
e . -

¢ 1investigations of the "generalizabiII"?“‘bf the~data~based-approacb—to

staff development. While it is important to provide evidence .of the-

- T—
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- . .
H . T L")

. . e ~Pé;a-Based Staff jDevelaﬁm:nb~ Program’s effectiveness 1In improving -

e fimplementatiggngf the ALEM’s.éfftical dimensioqs, use of the ALEM's

- -

T ‘ -degree of, implementatidﬂ‘ inst;uueuts to deséribe : the ‘presence and. <o
‘ absence of critiéal diﬁensiong in_classrooqgﬂQith~o;her programé aimed . |
at pro%idingk school learning pxperignces that ote ?dapfive-to student
.differences~§hou1&‘beﬁinveétigated.' The basic question would be, "Do

the program-specifié performance indicators included in .the ALEM's

. » . R - " . . ‘& “
. ,degree of -implementation measures assess a generic set. of  expertise
. . : » . " “ %
required to effectively implement any adaptive education program?" . ) r.
o A R i A
e~ ~ Investigations of the extent to which the ALEM's c;f%icwl ﬁkogram "

e i .

v « . . s »
. . features: are ‘present in classrooms that are demonstrablir effective in

-

" p}oviding a@;btive\gnstrucéion, but use different educationéi‘approaches
. y o o » . ]

and programs, would not only provide éxternal validation of the ‘ALEM’s
design, bué also could prove to be very fruitful in the develogment of a
systematic methodology for.improving fﬁe implementation oﬁ'pgog%ams with

»

goals and deéigns similar .to  those of -the AiE%a_ The long;tﬁngé - R

p "~ implications of research in this area would constitute an important .
» -y . .t

cont;iﬁution‘to the provisioé of much-needed technical supportsfgto‘

- ® ' - s . ‘- = R R -~ -~ .

¢ o schools in-* the;r”befforts,fo méeq the .challenge of providing reI‘evént,"f'° ‘fl-
. L . . M \\\‘: . .

ongoing staff development programs that meet the needs of ﬁfhdiVidual A

’ A -~

teachers. ) .
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individustized 1"‘.;,,;,,' components of the pro- R my '[udm Aides . --: <: .
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~ , | role and the training meds | bed Egucstion Specistisu JO==1 1
A of the individus! statt : b
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!
‘ ‘ ' The dévelopment of specific ' : N ‘
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. |- teveritl implementation of the pro- {
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CRITICAL PROGRAM DIMENSION CODES .

NUMBERS IN PARENTHESES INDICATE NUMBERS OF ITEMS (PERFORMANCE INDICATORS)
,ONCUJDED IN THE DEGREE OF IMPLEMENTATION ASSESSMENT INSTR UMENTS ~

° ‘DISTRICT X

*

JASAF  ARRANGING SPACE & FACILITIES : MBD  MONITORING & DIAGNOSING
CMIM * CREATING & MAINTAINING INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS < PRES PRESCRIBING

ECRP  ESTABLISHING & COMMUNICATING RULES & PROCEDURES’ TRAV  TRAVELING

_MA MANAGINGAIDES o ) .. INST  INSTRUCTING

YEST  TESTING . " T MOTI  MOTIVATING

ACRD RECORD KEEPING sP STUDENT PLANNING

K

Q

31

APRIL, 1981 l
. A‘??’F C‘MIM ECRP WA TEST RCRD M&D PRES  TRAV  INST MOTI © SP
' . 11) {27) {3) : (4.) . (3} (8) i {5) {2) (14) {5) 3)
e~ Grade 1 Teacher A 100 82 93 - 100 _75. 100 100 . 100 100 100 100 100
- Grade2 " “Teachei 8100 91 93 100 100 100 88 100 100 79 100 - 100
Grade3) © TeacherC 100, 46 ' 85 100 - 60 100-— 100 80 100" ~86 60 100
== “Kindergarten Teacher D 100 73 93 100 100 100 100 100 100 ° 93 100 67

Average for School . 100 73 91  100- gt 100 - 97 95 100 89 90 92-

Schooi B - , ” :
Grade1  “TeacherE ' 81 73 100 100 75 -100 100 100 100 100 100 100

' Teacher F 91 73 82 1000 100 100 100 100 100 100 80 100
Average 91 _ 73 91 100 88 100 100~ 100 100 100 9 100
Grade 2 Teacher G “ -100 ' 73 9% 100 100 100 100 100 100 - 100- 100 100
) Teacher H 91 73 96 100 100 100 1000 100° 100 100 100 , 100
Average 95 73 9 10 100 100 100 - 100 100 1oc - 100, .100
Grade 3 Taacher | 91 73 78 100 100 100 100 100 100 79 80 67
Teacherd =~ 100 73 " 96 100 75 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Average 95 73 87 100 88 _100 100 100 100 89 90 83 -
Kinderganen Teacher K 100 73 100 100 75 ¥ 100 100 100 100 100 100 -- 100
Teacher L ~ 82 73 70 100 - 75 100 63 100 50 57 - .80 67

s Average © O1 73 __B5., 100 _ 75 100 81 100 75. 79- _ -9 83 -

Averageﬁ)r Schioo! ° ¥7g3" .73 T Y90 .100 88 100 g5 100 94 92, 93 92
Grade 1. Teacher M~ 100 73 85 100 100 160 100 100 100 100 100 67 -
Grade 2 Teacher N 91, 73 93 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 ~ 100
. Grade 3 Teacher 0 100 73 a6 100 100 100 100 | 100 100 100 100 100
Kindergarten Teacher P 91 73 82 100 50 100 75 100 50. 93 80 67

. ' Teacher Q 91 100 96 100 f00 100 88 100 100 100 100 67
£ Average - 91 * 86 89 100 75 100 81 100 " 75 96 9% 67

 Average for School - 95 - 78  90% 100 50" _ 100 93. 100 9 - 99 9% 80

. Average for Site - y - . C

Grade Averages . .. -

- Grade 1 .95 75 90 100 88 100 100 100 100 100 95 92
Grade2 95 77 94 100 100 100 97 100 100 95 100 100
Grade 3 > g 66 89 100 g8t 100 100 95 100 91 . 85 . 92
_ Kindergarten 93 78 88 100 g0 100 85 100 80 89 92 . 13

Overall Average 95 74 9 100 87 100 95 99 94 93 93 88

R _ Figure 2, Asamp!e computer pnmout of a summary of dcgree of implementation data.
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oo ) " Site: School District 8 ° )
- - ' Person(s) Type of Evidence '
Task  Training Qjes’tlve » DNate Responsible - Activity Expected Outcome(s) * Effective Service
1. Creating snd Maintaining * N
 Instructional Matemsals . - ~ , i
1.1 Conduct in-service workshop | Merch 18 " 4ANC Project Staff Workshop - | increased dwareness of Teachers use criteria in do-
on criteria for cresting _FEducation Speclatist criteris used in.con- signing and evaluating explor-
. explorstory<activities. - Principal structing exploratory atory activities, .
o o - i - EA 'actiyigles. ~ \ .-
32 Te-cung evaluste ssterials | March 23-27 Classroom Teachers Evatuation Teachers exsaine explor. Materiels whick weet criterie”
’ - sccording to criteria. -~ ’ . R atory materials. <. are used in eXplotetory h
) W . { 4 activities. SRR
. . * ) . . P
) 1.3 Ténchers.icategorize delf. | -March 23-27 Classroom Teachers |— - Materials are categorized-— 'Explon’ory‘ultcrhl:”an"f““
R constructed sateriels . . o, . _and vready for classroom _. . _labeled according to cur- — -
- o---»-sccording to curricular -~ - - . - o . N —- fuse? . - -] ricular-area.— --
. ares. -t - .- \ .
1.4 Teschers 1ist useful : . ° ’
saterigls (as per criteria).| Ongoing Classtoom Teachers Consultation Teachers 1ist waterials Update of tist.
. - oL - already sonstructed and
. sdd new materials as they s
} . are: constructed. .
2. Studemt Plamning - ' * \ S .
. ~ | - .
- 2.1 Review performence indice- March 11 Fducation Specialist] Staff Meeting Teschers understand the Teachers are able to help
ters included in the degree Schoot Principsl . rationale and need for de- | students gain increased respmm-
of isplemenxation measures e veloping supports for stu- | sibility for plaming.
v related to student planmning dent planning and for 5 A
in weekly staff meeting. . ' developing strategies to “
N ’ . %, . help students plan. |
&
2.2 Clas<room rules and pro- § March 16 Ciassroom Téachers, | Niscussion and’\:” MNules and procedures are t.iating of classroom rules
cedures are re-esnylhhed Educatlion Specialist| development of tisted. A '| and, procedures,
o a8 written down. .. N e list I P - - p
2.3 Teachers review plamning March 18 -classroo; Teachers NMiscussion with Teachers and students Students-are shie to
. procedures and rules with : : students estsblish rules. verbalize rules. -
. students. / ' .
2.4 Stukn’ ts are obsérm and April 14 Classroom Teachers
interviewed hy teachers Education Specialist{ Observation Nescription of each stu- Students communicate rules
and education speciatist . dent's functioning under and procedures to observers
- tire Self-Schedule System. verhally and monverbally. N

=ERI

- —during setf-scheduling. -
s .

L4
™

} L4

-

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.

An excerpt from the 1980-81 staff dgvclbpmcnt plan for

..

School District B.




Teacher:

sd@uz :

o=

*District: .
Date:-

-t

y

3

Qbseryed éehavior .

Strategy Sriggested

. Expécted Outcome™

AR

Math skills-introduced-without —
use of concrete aids.

Students marked selﬂscheﬂuling

. folder on own.

‘ Paper|pentil tasks used in math

exploratories, -

v

.

-

Use ¢oncréte aids to introduce new skills.

-

&
3.

Only aide or teacher marks self-scheduling
sheet.

'

_Include math activities — math bingo. = -

v ¥

oy

3 ' . . \

L4

e e = e dns o ———

Concepts are mtroduced w:th
mampulatwe} Less time._is
spent teaching a skill.

-4

Students ask teachers ?aid'e)
to check their self-scheduling
sheet when work has been
completed. . v/

More hands-on tasks are: m- -
cluded.

>

k4

Follow Up:

Fiyure 4. Sample monthly training log.

’
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= . 7 ‘ ) ) . Table 1/ ‘ 5 -
: Characteristics of Participating School Sites
. - T Co 1980-81 School Year -
. v h - Characteristics C
. Site - . ] N » -
- . ET‘::;;’L ¢ Number of _ Numiber of ALEM Classes at Each Grade Level - -
- . Students . . Participating: -
h— e e .- e . - Community iy Populstion - Schools - K- 1---1=2---2 - 2-3 1233 34
. Follow Through!Sites R - | , :
: ~ School District A~ . Urben Industrial 40% 250,000 2 - 6 - 6 5 - .8
. Community ’ ‘ S i
Schoot District B~~~ Rural Native  52% 8,731 1 6 6 I 5 ° .
. . . .. Americen Community =~ ) . \,. '
School District C Semiruradl  20% 31,791, 3 5 4. S T 4
) Community . )
. Schoo! Distrit D " Rual 22% 7,000 3. 6, 5 5 1 . 5
Co2 R ) Community - ? ’ - -
) | -School District € Rursl Appolachisn  28% 28,762 3 4 3 2 . 3 .
. .- Community - : . \
" SchootDistrictF  Urban/Rurel  24% 80000 3 o 6.1 8.1 . 6
N . Community - : 2 ' .
- N »'Miinstveamip_g‘Sites ) . ! ‘ . ’ Ty v
s School District G Suburban Working 1% 11,901 1 4 1 2 v 2
Class Community . ) .
i Schoot District H ~ Large Suburbantow  13% 33,185 .1 2 ‘ 3 ot
SES Community : : ' o
School District | LargeSuburban 5% 33,172 1 2 s R
Mixed Low to Middle T o - T .
. SESCommunity . - -~ - K R ,
S ... - - -~ SchoolDistrict) Small-TownSuburben : 19% 10250  1.. -2 4 N
. , N Low SES Community |
* Total for 10 Sites_ . . : 19 46 °28 1N 2 4 3 2 s
k¢ : : - - N i (156 Total Classes)
© .- . -
e - e * . " - ) .
2 s ___._A . - ! ey 1 - - §

<: "




| . ’ , L - . .
.. . Table 2 : *
- . i
. Percentage of Agreement Be}ween the Sites’ Degree of Implementation !
‘ , Data and Staff Development Plans -
i e e T “Fall;1980 T T T ¢ ) .
: s .o S Staff Development Plans i
4 : < Percentsge of Critical Dimensions Percentage of Critical Dimensions
N Degree of Program Not Included in Staff . {ncluded in Staff
s implementation Development Plans : - Development Plans
N ! r
\ 1 Ac" .. ;
PN Percentage of Critical ' i
P . Dimensions Atlor Above . . 98 o2
\_ the 85% Criterion Level N
. N
) : Percentage.of Critical. ~ *
__ _ . Dimensions Below the 85% ™ 14 ‘ ’ 86
: Criterion Level™.
D

3 - . '
.
o o .
\
[ C [y
13 . N
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l - \
1 . \
N
N
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i ~ Summary of the Correlstions Between Cntlcal Dxmenanns Identified in -
- i Staff Development Plans apd Tmmmg Activities Listed in Monthly Logs
- - b - J H . 1980 - 81 R . . .
: ) T S . (N = 119 Teachers} v
N r T >, :
. Critical Dlmensuons o Tob . Significance _
. . Arranging Space and Facilities 59 : T, <05 e
. [ )
F- . Creating and Maintaining ! 48 <05
Instructional Materials . ‘
' .‘ ‘ \
- R ," " . \.
: - "Establishing and Communicating 45+ <.05
Rules and Procedures
s ';" . v
o A “q
Managing Aides a4 ‘N.S.
] ) —~ - < f D
Testing .23 <08
. " . ° - f ¥
i
Record Keeping "33 <.05
\.- -~ - . N 3
\ - ,
Monitoring and Diagnosing - A7 N.S.
Prescribing]  -. ..] .29 i <05 °
" n _ .
H ,
- - ‘ 7 , o=
Traveling « : . .05 N.S.
Instructing ~ a3 N.S. ‘
Motivating 57 + <05
- ', ‘
- Student Planning . ‘36 T \ -<.05
: ' -
. \\ ,,‘
; » TS
\/‘N - /" ~ \
37, ¢\
. S ‘ /
/.

Table 3
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Table 4

'—:- ; o hd
. \ Summary of the Degree of Implementation Data ’
i B o Average Percentage Scores )
) C t 1, 1980 and Spring, 1981
-, \ ) Critical Dimensions
~ -
. Creating and Main-  Establishing and R L.oo°
Arranging Space  1gining Inftrugtionsl  Communicating . )
o and Facilities _ _ Materials\* | _Rules& Procedures  Managing Aides Testing Record Kceping
e e e = = ,
_ Sites _1 Fall Spring.Change., Fall Smjng Change Fall Spring Change  Fail Spring Change  Fall Spring"Change Fall Spring Change
School District A 61 98 (+#37) 73 N (—?‘) . 69 97 (+28) 100 100 (0) 100 100 (Q) 67 100 (+33)
: T - ' | :
School District B 73 94 (+21) - 67 85 (+18) 82 95 (+13) 100 100 (0) 100 100 (0) 67 100 (+33)
School District C 73 96 (+23)° 71 87 (+16) 70 94 (+24) 80 100 (+20) 100 100° 10, 67 100 (+33)
B - ) ' ‘ ¢ * .
School DistrictD 83 01 (+8) 73 64 (-9) 80 91 (+11) 97 93 (-4)  95-100 {+5) 90 100 (+10)-
-, P > ) - |
- School District E 94" 97 (+3) 72 85 (+13) 73 86 (+13) 98 98 {(0) .100 100 (0) 94 100 J"’N I
School District F 87 92 (+5) 79 89 (+10) 72 92 (+20) -97 98 (+1) 100 99 (-%} 100 100 .(0)
School DistrictG 92 95- (+3) 88 74 (—14) 89 90 (+1) 96 100 (+4). 9187 (-4) _100 100 .(0).
o - * ] ’ .
School DistrictH 92 94 (+2) 71 80 (+0) 75 93 (+18) 70 100 (+30) 92 100 (+8) 100 95 (-5)
- . ‘ 7 -
School District! 92 o8l (+6) 45 97 (+5§2) 76 94 (+18) 1ico 100 (D) 1100 100 (0) 100 100 (0)
, * . .
School districtd 92 62 {9) 74 87 (+13) 85 B89 (+4) 99 99 (0) 98 100 (+2) =~ 91 96 (+5)
Cross'Site Average 84 95 (+11) 65 82.(+11) 70 92 (+15) 94 99 (+5) 98 93 (+1) 88 99 (+11)
/ I3 - *\f T
/ 7 :
/ ,; '
/ . -
ERIC / ) 38
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Table 4 (continued) -

Critical Dimensions

- -

. & Monitorng anu B . : * Qveratl .
. Disgnosing Prescribing Traveling Instructing Motivating Student Planning ‘Aversge
Sites Fall Spring Change  Fall Spring Change  Fall Spring Change  Fall Spring Change  Fall Spring Change  Fatl Spring Change  Fall Spring Change —
s : W - ' = )
School Distyict A.. 81 *91 (+10) 80 100 (+20) 75 10q (+25) 75 75 .+(0) 75 100 (+25) 42 58 (+16) 75 91 (+16)
I . N ! A " - ¥ ) .
" School DistrictB 83 96 (+13) 93 100 (+7) 67 100 (+33) 74 86.{+12) 87100 {+13) 67 78 (+11) 80 95 Yus) .
. . L. . .
Schoo! Disttiétc 263 93 (+30) §2 100 {48) 40 100 (+60) 70 81 (+11) 64 91 (+27) ‘73 96 (+23) 72 95 (+23)
Schoof DistrictD 91 88 (-3) 98 100 (+2) 65 80 (+15). 69 76 (+7) 64 B8O (+16) 66 60 (0) 80 85 #s -
School District E 85 93 (48) 94 99 (+5) 81 75 (—6) 86 92 (+6) 73 :90. (+17) 73 88 (+15) 85 92 (+7} '
SchootDistrict F 97 98 (+1) 99 97 (-2 89 93 (+4) 87 91 (+4) 78 92 (+14) 76 82- (+6) 88 94 (6) . ., -
R o - . o o . L — -t i\ v
\ - - _ - — - - - . “
-  Schoo! DistriétG 84 95 (+11)° 100 99 (-1) 94 94 (0) 97 93 (-4) 88 93 .{+5) 80 88 .(+8) 92 92 . (0)
School DistrictH -91 93 (+2) 98 92 {-C) 68 5 (+37) .88 97. (+0) 81 99 (118) 81 84 (+3) 83 94 (H11) .
» ' ‘, . s . . . .
School District |~ 97 93 (-4) 95 100 {+5) 100 100 - t0) 9092 (+2) 73 98 (+425) 67 85 / (+18) 86 96. (+10) . -
) " " - ~‘ ‘ ' - - ” L] )
Schoot DistficttJ 86 91 (+5) © 95 96 (+1) 87 88° (+1) 82 87 (+5) 76 88 {+12) 76 90 (+14) 87 92 (+5)
. - 4 -, -‘ ',‘ ° -
; " . - e . “ i <‘_ .
d Cross-Site Average 86 93 (+7) 94 98 {+4} 70 93 (+#17) 82 87 {45} 76 93 (¥17) 70 81 (+11) 83 93.'-(”0)
- § :
L - 40 - |
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S ' - Table

N N . -Comparison of Patterns of Changes in Degree of implementation
st : - Between Fall, 1880 and Spring, 1981 o . -
o e, : . {N = 138 Teachers) : E .

»

' N - . - ' Direction of.Change
. ' . in Degree of Implementation Score®
. ; 0 y
b . Critical Dimensions Increase " L. Decrease No Change

" -Numbet of ~ e, most , 886 - %@ 67 o185 .
¢ * Critical Dimensions . . (80%) {6%) ¢ (14%)
% - inciudedin - .7 , . ' N :
R M Tra?qir‘g i @ f ) L ' L’ -~ .2 " '

N

- ) L. N 3 - - - .
‘Numberof * 548"%° - - 219 44 285
o Critical Dimensions =~ (40%) (8%) ' {52%)
Excluded from . - C ‘ ) : . } .
- Training \ ' Lo . t
o’ N : | /‘
o i
« . . “ M ' N Ll .
* .Note: *x2=2878 p> 01 . .o .
_-~"*Represents the sum of the critical dimensions across all 138 teachers . : N - .
. L v LS /, . * ’
.o ' N ! t
"oy < - // . e L - d ;I ; .
- T i “ ) ! \- h :
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