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DOCUMENTIWG PROGRAM ADAPTION" IN A DISTRICT-WIDE IWPLEMENTATION EFFORT:

THE THREE-YEAR EVOLUTION FROM EVALUATION TO AN INSTRUCT IONAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN

Introduction ' .

EY

Curriculum developers are increasingly being asked, "Is your program imple-

mented?" or "How well or to what extent'gs your program»being implemented?"

L

Sometimes the ‘question is phrased as, "How much is the program being used7"

"Is it the original program as written or have changes been made in 1nd1v1dngl
‘ u(;
classrooms by individual: teachers?'" These questions are being asked more

°

and more by district level administrators, board«of education members and citi-

zens who want to know 1f the money they have put into.the development of the -

re

new programs is producing changes in the classroom for their students. ‘Based

upon the’ need to answer these questions, the program developers. in the Jeffer-

son County Public Schools set out to find out jo what extent a'revised elemen-,
Sl .

tary science program had been implemented in the elementary schools in grades

3

3 through 6. The developers thought that this information could be used to

improve the 1mplementatlon where weaknesses were found. It soon became appar-—

- Y. o
- ? K D e
s

ent that an outside evaluation alone ‘did not pgoduce any change or improvement
T, Tl

P

in implementation'in the schools being evaluated.‘“This paper will describe hoWw

a system based on the concept of innovation configurations to evaluate the ex-—

3

tent of implementation of a program evolved in a three-year period to an ongoing
t‘;‘:'

plan to improve instruction.

The Assessment of the Extent of Implementatlon

The Jefferson County (Colorado): Public Schools, a suburban school district which
serves approx1mately 80,000 students, responded to communlty and teacher—stated
need by revising its elementary science curriculums for grades 3 through 6 in

?

81 elementary schools. The revised program was a series of discrete units




taught through z "hands-on' technique requiring small group interaction,

- . .
questioning techniques and guided instruction. Because many teachers in
the district had no previous experience with these modes of instruction an

extensive staff development was deslgned to support the 1mplementat10n of

the new program. (Pratt, Metzdorf, Melle, Loucks, 1980) o .

The staff of the Texas Research and Development Center for Teacher Education

~
v

vcollaborated with the design of the staff development activities using the
Concerns Based‘Adoption Model (CBAMY as the basis for a very extensive staff
‘development program. (Loucks, Pratt, 1979) This program consisted oé one or
two_ after=-school, pre—1nserv1ce meetings; three full release days of 1nservrce
for all teaghers; in school, one-to-one interaction with teachers? and a half-

Y \%da} ot prlncipal inservice training. These activities were carefully designed
N Y
yto meet the needs of t;e teachers as identified by their Stage of Concern (SoC) .

Data were collected prior to each inservice session, and the inservice plan was .

tailored to meet the needs of the teachers at each stage.‘ (Hall, Loucks, 1978)

’ Each,time the SoC data were collected the Texas R&D staff also collected Levels
.Jﬁ - of Use (LoU) data on the-teachers who were lmplementiné the program. (Hall,
“Loucks, Rutherford, Newlove, 1975) Similar data were collected again approxif
mately one year after the final inservice session. This LoU data proved to be

a very useful and°straightforward"@ethod‘of measuring\how well the program had
been .implemented at several points in time throughout the process. Although
the pnogram developers found this data very useful in monitoring implementation
‘and in identifying schools where the 1mplementatlon efforts were not going well;

3 [

more explanation was needed as to what could be done‘to help the teachers in-

¢

volved.

4 . ..
. <




From the beginning the Science Department.had been committed to evaluating

the extent of impl ntation of the program. A proposal was made by the

Science Departmgnt to the Division of Program Evaluation to develop a process

~ =

for measuring the extent to which the program had bégn implemented in randoml
, y

<

selected schools. It made little sense to ‘the program developers to measure

-

the effect of the program on students if the extent to which the. program was
: 4
in place in schookgiyas not known. The program developers also believed it is

less appropriate-to measure the effect of a program such as science which has

a more complex and wide range of objectives by only measuring studént outcomes.

Influenced by the concept of configuration as developed by the Texas R&D Center,
the Science Department and Division of Program Evaluation staﬁ{ began develop-
ing a group of components which described what ‘a well-implemented ‘program would

look like in an individual elementary school. This list of components (Figure 1) was

pect of teachers in most classrooms in the district. Detailed destriptioms of
N / - :
‘ : \ .
each component were written in order to objectively measure the extent to which
that element was in place in any one classroom. The behaviors were placed on a

five-point Likert scale: l--outside the intended program, 2 and 3--getting a

good start, 4--well on the way, S5<-best practice in operation. An example com-—

ponent appears in Figure 2.

Because of the large number of schools and the extensive nature of the staff de--
velopment activities, the inservice program had been divided into three phases.
Phase I inservice began in January, 1977, with Phase II following in September

i

of 1977 and Phase III in January, 1978. One year after the inservice session

had been completed Phase I and II data were collected from 11 randomly selected

e

’ : LY
. . . »
I written from the developers' point of view based on what was realistic to ex-
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a FIGURE 1~
. COMPONENTS OF THE SCIENCE PROGRAM )
a . <
4 . 1. Program compoﬁents'overawhich the district policy or procedure appear to
. have the major influence for implementation in the classroom: v
r ’ . :
u 1. The recommended percentage of teaching time during the day is devoted .,

to science. An-average of 15% of the std@?ﬁt's day (10% for third
afrade) should be devoted to science.

2. Science is taught according to the.district*quide. During the school
. year the teacher teaches all unit§, all cbjectives of each unit and
. 90% of, the activities. B «

3. Students' learning is assessed according to the district science
, guide. According to a review of each unit, the teacher uses the guide
. . s assessments with students 85% of the time. .
) .

4. Basic skills, as differentiated by the continuum in each curriculum
area, are being integrated into the science program. The basic skills
-~ keyed in the guide are being introduced or stressed in their subject
B . - - area time allotment while they are being reinforced during science in-
struction. ° -

5. The outdoors is uggd as a classroom when recommended. Nhenever'out-
door activities are recommended as part of a unit, they are always
included.

&
>

1I. Program components over which the building principal and the teacher both
have a major responsibility for influencing implementation in the building and
classroom: . “

. 6. All materials, equipment and media are available. Appropriate commer-
. cial guides and the district guide are available for use.- Enough

4 . materials are available for individual or small group usage. A storage

system of logical sequence is established.

’ 7. Principals have arranged for release of teachers for the total in-
service training package and have allocated financial support to the
. / Erbg‘ram. .

“

8. Long and short-range planning is evident. The year's schedule is writ-
ten out and being implemented by the teacher or the team. This sched-
ule reflects attention to seasonal demands, Sharing of materials, and

-~ maximun utilization of space and personnel. Before each unit is .

taught, overall planning for that unit takes place.

- - I11. Program componenfk over which the teacher has the major influence for
implementation in the classroom: ‘ .

9. Class time in science is used efficiently and effectively (time on
task). At least 75% of the class time 15 devoted to exploration, pupil
interaction, recording data, discussions and listening to each other.:
An efficient management system for distribution and clean-up of materials,
is evident. ) .

10. Teacher-student interaction facilitates the program. Using the stu-
: . : ents' language, the teacher s ares’wit students the objectives gf the
4 units. Discussion techniques include: neutral rewarding, wait time,
' questions above recall“level, maximized use of student-student discus-

sion; and data sharing.

11. The classroom environment and arrangement facilitates student-student
Interaction in small groups. _rurniture and materials are arranged in
order to facilitate smail group interaction. Student behaviors include
sharing of materials, listening to each other, working together towards
a group goal, and interacting with each other (cooperative learning).
Students are task-oriented most of the time.

o

¢ : 12. The instruction in the classroom follows the Stages of the learning
cycle in science: exploration, concept formation, concept application.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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( CE TAUGHT ACCORDING TO R-1 GUIDE ?
_ a IS SCIENCE . : ‘

[ N

1
"/ (OUTSIDE INTENDED PROGRAM
=}

A\During‘the school year the
teacher covers less than 85%
of the ebjeetives and activities.

The teacher may or may not cover
units in the guide. If units are
taught, more activities are omit-

Objectives may be used byt .t&acher-
made activities mainly are -used to
accomplish the objectiyves.

Supplementary media is.frequent-

ly used in addition to or to the
exclusion of hands-on aLtiviLles.

‘spends the allotted time (see #1).

B The teacher cant

EXAMPLE OF A COMPONENT

0

GETTlNG A GOOD START

>
¢ ¢ N 0

A During the school year 85% of
the objectives and 85X of the

activities are taught. The teach-

er covers the units as written and

Some units may be abbreviated he-
cause an extra amount of time was
spent on another unit.

- Toint in the guide to the
" objective that is currently
being taught.

- Describe what objectives and

" activities went before and '
what objectives wilk come
after current activities.

v

-
Teacher uses supplementd)y media ’

sparingly

-

BEST PRACTICES WORKING

During the school year the
teacher teaches all units,
all objectives of each unit and
90% of the activities. At the
end of some objectives teacher
uses Optional Activities to ex-
tend the unit with small groups

of students.

>

The teacher can relate what

objective is being studied and
how the activity pertains to
accomplishing the objective.
she can relate what objectives
preceded and will succeed the ob-
jective Peing taught.

He/

Teacher uses supplementary media
sparingly and can demonstrate
how supplements, which are used sup-
port the objectives being taught.

-

10

AN



schools using the 12 components listed in Figure 1. Instrumentgfand data re- =,

cording sheets for use in monitor.r.no extent of the implementation of the, .pro-

v
o,

gram as defined by the 12 components were developed by the district Department
1]

of Evaluation. (Darnell, 1979) Ihese included a focused teacher interview, a

.~
. '

‘ I3 I3 + . ‘ : I3 I3 13 I3 t
:classroom obsérvation checklist, a focused principal interview, and a focused
< s 3

media specialist inte”view. Specially trained, certificated teachers and staffu

members from the Evaluation and Sc1ence Departments conducted interViews and

three full period classroom observations for each teacher.

»

t ‘ .
The program developers' ‘role; in addition to co—des1gning the process, was 1) to

collect and summarize data, 2) to present resulting data to staff, 3) to cooper—
ate and aid the Evaluation Department, and 4) to encourage and solicit follow-up
from the princ1pal Summary of the results'is givenrin Figure 3. The results
of this- phase of evaluation gave the.program developaers a report on the extent .of
implementaticn ~- a statement of what was in place for each building. (Loucks,

Melle, 1980) As the data indicate, all components were not implémented to the

same extent, the configurations for each teacher and each school being different. .

Although the major purpose of the activity was to measure the extent of imple~

mentation and report it to the district administration, indtvidual school princi-
pals and citizens' advisory groups were eager to know the status of the programs
for which thousands of dollars had been recommended. The pregram developers
assumed that principals would use the data as a basis for the improvement of the
implementation of the science program. However, when the data were- presented to
the principals add they were encouraged to usé it in a follow—up activ1ty with

their staffs, they expressed little interest in doing so. Four maJor reasons

for the lack of'follow—up seemed apparent. ' .

"ERIC :

Aruitoxt provided by Eic
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’ 1r The pr1nc1pais and teachers had llttle or no knowledge of the com—
* h ..«
\ponentsvor e spec f1c behav10rs for each component that were

-

.being used ‘as the basis for the evaluat10n.=

Lo s C ) : .
s 2. Teachers were gfaranteed and%ymity. No data were linked to individ-
ual teachers. Data was sumarized for the'total school only. (See
! s k]

i v

" 3. ?rincipals had virtually no role ;E collecting, summarizing, or tre-
¥ .

portlng the data to. the1r staffs.
M

4. The schools had ‘been chosen randomly, pr1nc1pals had not elected to
part1c1pate 1n the program\for the purpose of improving the 1mple—
mentation of the sc1enre prooram

" These above condltlons had purposely been maintained by the Science and Evalua-
. ~f~; - . .
tion Departments in order to’ collect "glean" data in an unebtrusive way, The o

»

purpese was to determine the extent to Wthh the ‘*ogram ‘had been 1mpl&mented /
o

+

but not to affect the implementation in any way.

o

The Modification of the Plan o ) | y

During the next year the plan changed emphasis. Evaluating'the‘exteﬁt of im-

plementation gave summative iaformation, but from tHe\program developets' view-
: s
p01nt, this was not useful unless the 1nformat10n would'result in an improve-
(
ment of instruction for students. Con81der1ng the research done in the dlstrlcf .

by the Texas R&D Center, the program developers discovered that the behaviors of

teachers in'individual'schools implementing the revised program appeated to be a
\ . . ' . ’

function of how printipais ran their schools. The program'develqpef%!hypothe—

sized that a most-important factor in eknlaining the quality and quantity of
. N . - . I3 "\ . « )
, . = . . \
change 1n)the\schools was what the principals did or did not do. {Hall, Hord,

” )

Griffin, 1980)

»
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THE REVISED ELEMENTARY SCIENCE PROGRAM COMPONENTS
FIGURE 3
. Sample Building Summary Sheet - ’
3¢ 58 5 3%
Q [ d — -5
"—Qﬂ. 23 — foad
g% & s 2% 3
- 13 [ (2]
3 x [t
[ng w ) -y
g 8 &
Q. (=% S wn
® <
[ 1--»a-- 2-cnce 3-mooe- f--eeo-- 5
1. Time is devoted to science ’ *:: * \:* * b
\\
2. Science is taught according to ::: '::
R-1. Guide .
3. Assessment of pupil learning ::: ':: .
4. Integration of basic skills * *:::: *
5. The outdoor classroom is used as *:: **: h
recommended ‘
6. Recommended materials, equipment ) *:: **: **
.and media are available . .
7. Inservicing and financial < ‘ S b .
arrangements have been made -
. * Wk 1 2.2 4 ¥k ©
8. Long and short range planning o B
9, Use of class time ' h bl B b *
10. Teacher-Pupil interaction kol ool Bl
facilitates program
11. Classroom environment facilitates b bl b **
program
12. Instruction is sequenced to b **': bl
facilitate the guided inquiry
learning approach -
School _Winter Elementary Teacher all 3, 4, 5, 6 teachers

R-1 Program Evaluation

ERIC | | - 13
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_schools began” to shift more toward an effort to improve the implementation of

strategies they used in their buildings to implement science and they studied

The purpose of the sécond round of evaluation in 1979-80 in the Phase III

the program, rather than evaluate the extent of implementation at any one given

time. To do so the principals become a part of the process. (Melle, Darmnell,

1980) . o

- ) ~-~
The definitions of the program components were refined by a principals’' advisory
committee. This group of 20 principals chosen by the program developers‘had
previously had the evaluation study done in their school or had a particularly

high interest in the science education in their buildings. They kept logs of

and modified the original components to make them more meaningful and useable in
the field. Their contributions were pooled te produce a "Principal's Handbook"
that not only provided these refined ecieﬁce program components and their beha-
vior descrlptors but also suggested administrative strategies for implementing

each component., Figure 2 is an example of a page from the handbook.

A random sample of five Phase III schools was chosen. In addition to the ‘random
study, another sample of five schools in which the primcipal alone did the ob-
servations and interviews was included. These principals volunteered their

efforts and those of their staffs.

Before school began in the fall of the 1979-80 school year, ten principals 1n—

volved in the monitoring process attended a 2-day workshop presented by the pro—

gram developers. This participative workshop provided small group interactive

practice in understanding 1) The nature of the elementary science program grades

3-6 as defined by the components, 2) the principal strategies listed in the

"Principal's Handbook" for implementing the program, and 3) the classroom obser-

vation and focused interview techniques used to obtain data. "~

J
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Principals presented the components and the process of data gathe{;pg to be used
l&ithin the building to their staffs. With administrators, program developers
and teachers all aware of the components and the process of monitoring, princi-
ﬁ 1s and program developers began collecting data shortly after school began.

Trained outside observers were not used as they had been in the first data col-

L) .
lection.

Each principal held a focused interview with evefy teacher teachihg science in
the school in addition to cohducting one science classroom observation for an
entire class period for each«teacher. The program developers aléo conducted

one science classroom observation for a total class period for each teacher in
the 5 random sample:buildings. The principals formally observed the 5 volunteer
school teachers while the program managers observed informally; The principal
and program managers then met to collect and summarize interview énd.observation
data for each teacher. They aséessed each classroom on every component and éon—
structed an individual teacher profile.v In addition, a buildiﬁg-summary pro-

file was prepafed;

The major differences between the Phase IIL and Phase I and II studies were:

1. The principal of each school was trained in a 2-day workshop and
acted as the interviewer and one of the observers in each class-
room in the building. A member of the science department acted
as another observer in 5 schools an;'as an informal, drop-in ob-
server in the additional 5 volunteer schools. No additioﬁal
trained outside observer‘was used.

2. Program develqaﬁ%g and principals shared the ériteria for the

study before the monitoring began, thus making all participants

aware of their goais before entering’ the study. This contrasted

15

-~ -

10

o al -




A -G

|
l ?JJ

Q

[AFuiToxt Provided by ERIC

lERIC

with the previous year when the components were not known

until the data feedback sessions with the staff were held.

The average extent of implementation for all classrooms was indicated at a
point on the continuum from "outzide intended program" to ''best practices
working'" for each of the 12 components for the 10 schools. The data were com-—

piled for each classroom and are summarized in Figure 4. -

The Phase III:evaluation revealed that the levei of implementation by schools of
each component increased dramatically when principals were invelved in the moni-
toring proceos from the Beginning, when the component information was shared
with staffs before the program was‘monitored, and when tne summarized data and
results were shared on a one-to-one basis with each teacher involved. This‘is
evident in the Higher ratings of the Phase III schools on all components when
compared to the ratings of the Phase I and II oohools. Also, the role of pro-
gram developer became one of support and of a source of expertise to the build-
ing administrator. They worked together with a mutual goal of aiding staff in
understanding tﬁe components, implementing the program in terms of the compo—'
nents, and collecting, summarizing and sharing individual and total staff data.
Teachers, knowing the component goals, modified their teaching practices and

demonstrated willingness to change behaviors when principals set goals. The

process itself appeared to improve instruction.

-

b

As follow up, principals made.suggestions as they conducted their interviews and
made their classroom observations. The knowledge that the principals and teachers
had of the program components, coupled with a desire to_"do well” on the evalua-
tion, seemed to produce an improvement during the time of the evaluation process
but ongoing commitment to a general plan of instructional improvement for‘elemen—
tary science based upon the components and the data from the monitoring did not

seem to be fully in place.

16
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Intended
Program

Getting
A Good
Start

Well
On The
Way

Best
Practice
Working
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Time is devoted to
science

Science is taught
according to E-1
Guide

Phase 1 & I1
N =113

Assessment of pupil
learning

nee== Phase 111

Integration of
basic skills

-

+v1ee Yolunteer Sch.

The outdoor class-
room is used as
recommended

N =46

Recommended materi-
als, equipment and
media are available

Inservicing and
financial arrange-
ments have been

. made

........... Spp———

Long and short
range planning

Use of class time

10.

Teacher-Pupil
interaction
facilitates program

11.

Classroom environ-
ment facilitates
program

12.

Instruction is
sequenced to .-
facilitate the ,
guided inquiry
learning approach

classrooms in Phase 1 and 1I, Phase III, and Volunteer Schools

ERI!
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The Development of an Instructional Improvement Plan: 1980-81

After two years the commitment to evaluate the extent of implementation through

a random sampling process of all three phases of the implementation activity was

completed. The 5 volunteer schools in Phase III had provided a transition be-

tween a rather pure approach to evaluation and what had now become the goal of
the program developers —— that of developing an ongoing plan in selective schools
where the program developers could work in close coogeratlon with the pr1nc1pal
and the staff of a school in carrying out due process of improving instruction

in elementary science. A new dimension was added during PhasejIII. Since the
evaluation department was not involved in the monitoring of thévimplementation

in the 10 schools, they undertoock the task of evaluating the evaluation process>
itself. They found that the process was very time consuming, but that the prin-

£}

cipals were unanimous in agreeing the plan was workable and shouldxbe a high

‘priority as a part of their responsibility as an instructional leader.

With this process evaluation report in hand and the data from the first ﬁhree
phases completed and summarized, the program developers organized a full day
in-house workshop in the spring of 1980 for;a group of 27 principals, teachers,
central administrators, and thevgfficers of the local teachers' organization.

v u

Out of the diversity of needs and concerns of this group came the Instructional
, o

Improvement Plan for Elementary Science. The Instructional Improvement Plan
had many similarities to the plan carried out in Phase IIIL, but also had some
very significant differences as the following explanatiqn of the IIP points out.

Figure 6 is a schematic outline of the flow of activities in the IIP as well as

an explenation of the role of the three groups involved, the principdl, staff,

and program developers.




I. Establish commitment (The Roman numerals in this outline correspond to
those in the right hand column of Figure 5.)

A. It is very imporﬁant that the staff in each school decide when and if

they want to look at the sciehce program and work on improving their
implement;é}on of it. The principal, of course; plays a kéy role in f\\\
leading his/her staff into making gﬁis decision. It is important that
he/she stresses it as a positive activity, mot oﬁe which is designed
to find fault with the staff and highliéht tﬁeir deficiencies in teach-
ing the district program. The goal of the process is an attitude for -
the.principal and staff that seems to imply, '"We think we are doing
well in the program._.Let's fiﬁd out what specific things are truly
working and where we can make it even better."
— II. Communicate
A. The program developers conduct a two-day principals' Worgéhop with the
principals and assistant pringipals of the participatiﬁg schools.
During this workshop the program is defined through the use of the con-
k) - figuration components. éfrategies in the "Principal's Handbook" are
kexplained and disucssed. The data collecting tools that are used in
the monitoring of the components are sharea'and practice Féssions are
held in actual classrooms. >
. B. The p;incipal and the proéram manager hold a series of meetings with

Bl

the staff to present the components of the program and the total process

)

of monitoring, data collection and the development of the Imstructional
Improvement Plan. This process may take several meetings and cover a
period of several weeks. Usually it is held in small groups, if possible,

so that a give—anthake can occuyr between a principal, program manager,

and the staff of the sc¢hool.

. - . 19-
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III.

staff adapt and modify their teaching based upon theIr in-depth study of the

" This one to three monthé period also allows time for the building.admini-

"Practice" theLComponents

Soon after the teachers receive the information on the Components,»they

are ufged to conduct an informal, private self-assessment to determine how
they feel they are doing on each of the components. Based upon this in-
fotmal self-assessment they ahh their principal can request whatever help
they want ffom the program developers; This usually occurs on a one-to=+
one basis but also may ‘take place in staff meetlngs or in the form of short

&

inservice—-type sessions after school.

This practice time usually takes from one to three months during which the

components. It allows them time to gain confidence.in their use qf the
elementary science program and also to become quuainted with-the program
developers who will eventually be doing the monitoring of their classroom
teaching. This part of the process is a 51gn1f1cant departure from the
practice of Phases I, II and III. Because the major objective ot the IIP is
to improve instruction, every effort is given to helping teachets improve in-
struction before the monitoring takes place. Allowing them to improve prior
to the monitoring will optimize the results, and teachers should feel positive
and gratified by them.  Some deficiencies and problems will still persist but
these cannot be blamed‘oh the fact that the monitoring took place during an
inbpgortune time or that the teacher was hot prepared for the classroom ob-
“ .
servatibqs. Prohlems that are left over after the practice period are prob-

ably real pfbblems that should and can be addressed more readily by the

teacher, principél and program developer.

strator to practice the use of the monltorlng instruments and develop a

working relationship with the program developers and the principals in other

. g9y

K
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Iv.

—

schools whq are currently involved with the same process, In general, the

period of time is very useful in developing trust and a mutual working re-

i

lationsﬁip among the staff, prinqipal and prdgram devéiopers. Since the

major objective of ﬁhe process is the improvemeﬁ; of what goes on in the in-
dividual classrooms, and not pure evaluation, it is important that a good
workiﬂg'relationship exists among all thé groups involved. The feedback

from Phase III indicated that when teachers did not understand the process

or the instruments being used in thelmonitoring or when theykdid not under-—
stand the use that would be made of the data, some of them were threatened by
the entire process. The IIP practlce time allows them to gain a trust in the .
program developers and principal and to generally accept the procesé as a
nonthreatening one.

CollectrDaﬁa ' T

Data very similar to that collected in Phase III are collected for all

teachers. Both the principal and the program manager make a classroom obser- c“ﬁ;
vation of all teachers invglved in teaching-science; If at all possible the
data from the ohservations are shéred'immediately with the teacher in an in-
formal classroom setting.‘ Sometimes suggestions are made for improvement

but in all cases teachérs are immediately able to read and see the data that

had been collected.

* Summarize and Share Déta

The data from the interviews and observation checklist are jointly'summarized
by the principal and program developers. As soon as pogsible the principal ,

will then share each teacher's profile with him/her in a one-on-one conference.

\Although much of the data has been informally shared earlier, this is th§7

first chance for the teacher to %Fe a profile of his/hér parformance on all

v

the components on a form very much like Figure 2. ' ‘




VI. After the one-to-one conferences have been completed by the principal, the
principal, staff, and program developers usually meet after school to re-
view the total school profile and analyze their strengths and weaknesses.

At this meeting the process begins to develop a specific plan and timeline
- .

- .

for improving -the components’ that need attention. Anothg; meeting or two

4
¢

may be necessary with the sub-group of the teachers, principal and program
developers to develop a plan in writing that is then presented to the en-

"tire staff.

o]

3

The elements of the imprdvement plan will obviously vary from school to

school ,and may contain one of several different kinds of activities. 'These

r

may include:

1. A formal inservice program for most members of the staff may be

.~

planned. One of the most frequently conducted inservices isthat

9

on assessment (component 3). Often an entire staff will be weak in

this component due probably to a lack of emphasis by the program

4y

developers in the initial inservice program and a limited amount of

help in the program.guides.

2. Individual weaknesses may be identified for specific teachers that

will be addressed through’ one-to-one contact between the principal

and the teacher or the program developers and the teacher. This

often includes work on one of the last three components.

o - a e A .

} 3. Specific changes’ in the scheduled organization, of the school may be

£ 3
L

necessary to improve components 1 and 2. . .
4.' The principal may commit himself /herself to working on and improving

components 6, 7, or 8. ‘ . A )7

v
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The Comparison of IIP with the Innovation.Configurétion Concept -

D . »*
It should be fairly clear from the above discussion that the evolution of the

Instructional Impiovement Plan was based upon and was an outgrowth of the can-
cept innovation configuratioens but differs from it in one or twp significant

. p
ways. The components used are those of the program developers. The description

of the levels and the levels of acco&plishment within each of the components are

[
~-those described by the developers after many classroom obsgrvations and through

extensive testing and feedback on the part of teachers and principals. Based
upon use in 22 schools they appear to be realistic expectations for the behaviors

of teachers and principals. Nevertheless they have not been empirically derived .

13

by observing the actual practice of classroom teachers as described in the first

3

two papers.
. S
Y

¢ -

Early in the development of these components a limited search was made by the
Texas R&D staff through an expan51on of their LoU interviews to find a set of
configurations for the revised eleme: tary science curriculumf This search,did

not produce a set of configurations similar to those described in the first paper.

.(Hall, 1981) Both the staff of the Texas R&D Center and the program developers

attributed this result to the fact that the revised elementary science guide and

the three-day inservice program had been very directive and explicit in describing

the way the elementary science program should be implemented, leaving teachers

little opportunity to develop vagiations or different configurations on their owR.

1 ¢ a

Very possibly, if this seardﬁ had been. conducted several years after the program

had been implemented, instead of in the first year following the .inservice program,

> Ll

a variety of patterns or configurations would have been detected.

.

An important similarity does exist between the ggmponents described in this paper

€

- and the component chetklist described in the above papers. A clear distinction is

24




‘ ' - . ’

drawn” for each component at a poipt below which the. practice is gpbhsidered
‘unacce?tab%e by the program developers. This allows aivery‘clear—communicatiqn
to both principals and teachers as to what is éxéected of them during tﬁe im-
plgmentation and conuinu?ng maintenance of {the p%pgram. It should se noted
e that in the case of this paper these‘compopéﬁts and le&els of acceptance were

not developed prior to the inservice program, norewas there early communication .

PR

.

b 2

to principals and staffs about the new program. In hindsight this would have
been highly:desirablerénd could have been accomplished through the observations

and activities that occurred in the field test classrooms during the two years
s . :

\

)
K4 . ¢

o ]

)

of program development.

&

One of the most significant features or uses of the components described in this

paper has been that of improving instruction in the classroom through a variety

-

of ‘activities that have been conducted with the principals and teachers before,
. e

g

¢ i
during, and after the observations made based on the innovative configuratioms.

The program developers have become mofé interested in ﬁhis aspeét rather than
the evaluation of whether or not the program has been implementéd. «The evolution
of this process which occurred over a three—year'period isJ%u}lined in Figure 6.
Although the IIP is being used for the first time this school year in 6 schools,

- it has already proved to be an effective and highl& accepte% way of bringing about
staff development activities centefed uponﬂthe improvement of the implementation

£ .

of a given program. The success and acceptance of the program is indicated by the

fact that the entire Division of Instruction in the Jefferson Codnty Public Schools

is currently developing a district-wide plan at the direction of the Board of Educa-

tion which is very similar to the one described here. This process will eventually

. be used by all schools and in all subject areas to monitor and improve ingtruction.

" . (]
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F1GURE 6

' EVOLUTION OF INSTRUCTIENAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN FOR ELEMENTARY SCIENCE

v e

£

h . ‘“PHASE’I a1 " PHASE 111 INSTRUCTIONAL IMPROVEMENT -
-1978-79 - 1979-80 PLAN 1980-81 .
o PURPOSE Evaluation of Extent Monitor I‘mplen—lentation?ﬁ' Improve Instruction
of Implementation~ ¢ . -
{(Random Sample) Involve Principal, Central Office - School
- v : Mutual Resgonsibility
a a N R . -~
. . : ¢
USE OF Developed as Criteria Refined by Principals *'| Presented by Program
- ~ COMPONENTS for Evaluation Advisory Committee Manager ,and Principals
y Not Presenteg to Staff | Principals Presented Self Assessment
v to Staff .
' Criteria for Monitor Basis of Help and Inservice
. ? ) Time to Practice
, ) / Basis of IIP O ,
. PRINCIPAL'S " Source of Data Only Atténded 2-day Attend 2-day Workshop
e . ROLE - ’ : Workshop .
: .. .7 " Develop Staff Commitment
o Present Key Features .
' - Present Key Features
* . Collect and Summarize B
Data Collect and Summarize Data
Presented Data‘to 4 | Present Data to Staff
. Staff : .
R 3 Develop Local IIP &
v . —X
TEACHER ROLE Source of Data Only Aware of Process2 Commitment to Improve
Not Identifjed with Identified,with Data Identified with Data ‘o
. Data v .
PROGRAM DEVEL-{ Design Process ) Designed:Process Developed Process with
OPER ROLE Advisory Committee N,
' . Collected and Collected and : ,
. Summarized Data Summarized Data Conduct Principals Works
2 14 - : \d :
o Presented Data to Staff | Presented Data to Collect and Summarize Data
Staff :
Cooperation with . Assist Principal and
Evaluatiqn Department:| Evaluation Department Teacher wia Their Roles
. %valuated Process 2
Urged Principal to : ’ .
Follow up Urged Principal to
" Follow-up °
v
RESULTS 4 Report on Implementa- Report on [mplementation | Continuing Improvement of
tion {Phase I]I Results Classroom Instruction
Better Than 1 & III)
Very Limited Follow-up . Commonality of purpose of
' - Some Follow-up field and staff personnel,
! ?
v -
U
, 26
\) v ) b

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

C e

-

&

Q




REFERENCES

Darnell;cb. D. The evaluation report for the extent of implementatibniof
the Jefferson County Schools revised elementary gcience program.
Jefferson County Public Schools, March, 1979.

Hall, G. E., Loucks, S« F., Rutherford, W. L., & Newlove, B: N. Levels of
use of the innovation: A framework for analyzing innovation agoption.
The Journal of Teacher Education, Spring, 1975, gg(r), 52-56.

Hall, G. E. & Léucks, S. F. Taacher concerns as a basis for facilitating
and personalizing staff development. Teachers College Record,
September, 1978, 80(1l), 36-53. ; . :

Hall, G. E. & Loucks, S. F. The concept of innovation configurations: an
approach to addressing program adoption. Paper presented to the
American Educational Reésearch AsSociation annual meeting, Los Angeles,
April, 1981. i ’ '

Loucks, S. F. & Pratt,-H. Effective curriculum.change through a concerns-
based approach to planning and staff development. Educational Leader-
ship; December, 1979, 37(3), 212-215.

Loucks, S. F. & Melle, M. Implementation of a district-widé science -
* ‘curriculum: The effects of a three-year effort. Paper presented at
the American Educational Research Association annual meeting, Boston,
1980. - _ e '

Melle, M. & Darnéll, D. Development of an elémentary science instructional
improvement plan. Jefferson County Public Schools, March, 1980.

Pratt, H., Melle, M., Metzdorf, J., & Loucks, S. F. The design and utiliza-

tion of a concerns-based staff development program for implementing a
revised science curriculum in-eighty elementary schools. Paper pre-
sented at the annual meeting of the American Educational Research

k4

_Association, Boston, April, 1980. -

N




