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Introduction

This paper discusses planning as an interactive process with other
activities in relation to a statewide program of instructional improvement,
fhe program -- School Improvement Through Instructional Process (SITIP) --
was initiated by the Maryland state education agency (SEA) in late 1980,
with local imple&entation beginning in the fall of 1981. Four research-
based instructional processes were selected: Active Teaching, d=veloped by
Good and Grouws; Mastery Learning, developed by Bloom and Block; Student
Team Learning, developed by a team at Johns Hopkins University; and Teaching
Variables, developed by a team at Research for Better Schools. Educators
hoped that implementation of one or more of these innovations would improve
teachers' effectiveness and increase student achievement.

SITIP is a voluntary program which encourages cross-hierarchical
participation in all phases; provides support to local education agencies
(LEAs) in the form of training, assistance, and small grants; and recognizes
that successful implementation of innovations is influenced by many factors
-- not the least of which is local commitment which is related to a sense
of ownership generated during planning. From the LEA perspective, the .
literature on planning states that this activity is "context bound" and
"situationally oriented" (Lotto, et al., 1980) requiring adaptability that
reflects political realities and also allows for the flexibility needed at
the level of implementation (Boyd & Crowson, 1981). This suggests a need
for open-systems planning. However, many LEAs traditionally develop plans

with a product orientation, rather than engage in planning with a process




orientation. Also, local plans developed in response to SEA initiatives
may not result in implementation (but only in a lip-service compliance).
Therefore, Maryland's program, while focusing on the substance of the
classroom improvement strategies to be adopted, engaged participants in an
evolving planning process which facilitated the improvement of plans as
knowledge of the program increased, and which was designed to lead to real

implementation.

Evaluation Design

By examining the activities of staff of the Maryland SEA and of
educators in 19 of the 24 LEAs, we attempt to answer the following ques-
tions:

e What were the SEA policies and practices influencing LEA planning?

e How did LEA staff plan?

e What were the major characteristics of local plans?

e How did local plans and planning processes change over time?

e What were the reclationships among planning, training and implemen-
tation?

Data were collected between December 1980 and June 1982 by process
observation of SEA meetings and formal SEA-initiated events, site visits to
schools and district offices, interviews, questionnaires, and a general
survey. In addition, program materials and all local plans were' analyzed
(original and revised versions); assessment was made of the extent to which
implementation matched plans; and attendance records were analyzed to
determine role group participation (sustained over 18 months). Critical
events included awareness conferences, summer workshops, follow-up seminars,

and spring and fall planning sessions.
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0f the 24 counties (LEAs) in Maryland, 19 were involved in the program, all
of which provided data and eight of which were also involved in site visits
by the researchers. Data were collected from over 50% of the local educators
involved. (Total numbers in the program were: mnearly 700 teachers, over
65 school administrators, over 20 central office staff.)

Qualitative and quantitative data were analyzed by topic, by county,
and by role group for each key process -- training, planning, and implemen-

tation.*

Results
While the focus of this paper is on local planning, it is also necessary
to review SEA activities since the interaction between the two organizational
levels (state and local) was highly influential. Therefore, results are
first presented within the chronological framework of the SITIP design.

SEA Initiatives and LEA Activities

The SITIP design is presented in Figure 1. The nine areas of activity
included six that are fairly common in educational change efforts: 1) SEA
preparation, 2) building initial local commitment, 3) conducting awareness
training, 4) local planning, 5) implementation, and 6) dissemination or
expansion. In addition, SEA staff provided technical assistance (including
on-site coaching), follow-up training, and assessment of progress and

impact (conducted by a third party using an action research model to allow

*For a full report of the complete study, see Roberts, J. M. E.,
Kenney, J., Buttram, J., & Woolf, B. Instructional improvement in Maryland:
A study of research in practice. Philadelphia: Research for Better
Schools, Inc., 1982. (Also submitted to ERIC.)
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Figure 1. The SITIP Design: An Interactive Model for Program Improvement
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for regilar and frequent review of data with appropriate program revisions).
These activities were interactive, as is illustrated by the chronology of
events summarized in Table 1. The discussion that follows reviews SEA
initiatives directly related to local plans and planning, and local

responses to those initiatives.

Preparation and commitment. Influenced by the research on planned
change which indicates the desirability of cross-hierarchical participation
in planning and implementation, with involvement of members sustained over
time, the SEA asked LEA superintendents to make certain commitments such
as: 1) attendance at all four awareness conferences by up to eight persons
from each LEA including a board member, some central office staff, a princi-
pal, and teachers from the same school as the principal; 2) submission of a

local proposal to implement one or more of the innovations if there was

sufficient local need or interest; 3) attendance by local team members at

key events initiated by the SEA to facilitate implementation, once the SEA

approved support for a local plan; and 4) actual implementation of the

innovation as planned (including evaluation), for LEAs choosing to partici-

Eate L]

Of the 24 LEAs, 20 expressed interest in SITIP and sent teams to the
awareness conferences. Subsequently, 19 submitted proposals and implemented
selected innovations.

Request for proposals. Following the four awareness conferences, the

SFA invited LEAs to submit non-competitive proposals for adoption and
implementation of one or more of the four instructional processes. Districts

were provided with proposal development guidelines that contained eight



Table 1

SITIP Chronology of Events
December 1980 - September 1982%

Activiey Area

SEA Activicias

LEA Activities

Dates

Planning

Trawning

Planning

Assessment

Planning

Assessment
¢

Trainine

Planning

Technical
Assistance

.mplemencation

Assessrent

Plannine

S HEE

Preparation/program design

Invitation for l:eal commitment

Four awareness conferences

Request for local proposals

Analysis of local response to
conferences and of proposals

Four spring planning sessions
Analysis of local response to
spring planning sessions

Four summer institutes

Fall planning session
Follow~up training sessions

(1 or 2 per innovation) plus
on-site coaching etc.

Analvsis of progress to date

ITnvitation to update or refinc
plans

Review, response of commitment

Attendance of
conferences

teams at awdreness

Submission of proposals (19 LEAx)

Attendance at
sessions

spring plsnning

Atetendance at insticutes

Attendance at
of plans

session, revision

Attendance at follnw-ups

Use of one or more innovations

(19 LEAS)
teview af findings

Revision of plans (plus inclusicen
of 5 more LEAs)

School Improvement Through Instructional Process.
with on-going training, technical assistsnce, and assessment.

tu the beginning of the 1982 school year.
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Julv - nctober 1980

Octuber - November 198D

December 1980 - Feh., 1951

March - April 1981

April 1981

April - May 1981

May 1951

June - tulv 1981

September -~ Novenber 1961

Sept. 1981 - June 14+

Sept. 1981 - June 19vl,

Oct. 1981, then maachiv,

Aveusc 1982

August - Scpterber )oenl

T L

The SEA suppurts local implementation through June 1988,
However, this report relates only to activicies up




issues to be addressed in the local school district submissions: 1)
deciding factors in selection of schools, 2) deciding factors in selection
of curriculum areas, 3) deciding factors in selection of implementation
strategies, 4) evaluation criteria or methods, 5) analysis of Year 1
implementation tasks, 6) progress monitoring procedures, 7) dissemination
procedures for Year 1 results, and 8) budget. Proposals were submitted to
MSDE by 19 districts by mid-April. All districts applying for SITIP funds
were awarded monies for local projects.

Twelve of the 19 districts (63.15%) elected to implement only one of
the four innovations; the remaining seven districts (36.85%) decided on
combinations of two or three of the innovations. The most selected
innovations were Teaching Variables (47.37%) and Student Team Learning
(42.11%). Districts proposed implementation for all curriculum areas with
a focus on basic skills. Three LEAs proposed implementation only in
elementary grades, two only in junior high schools, five only in senior
high schools. The remaining nine LEAs proposed to involve both elementary
and secondary grades.

Nine criteria were identified by local school districts as influential
in their selection of schools. Approximately two-thirds of the districts
(68.42%) selected schools in which to implement SITIP on the basis of staff
commitment. A third of the districts (36.84%) considered particular
features or characteristics of individual schools (context). Other factors
included the school's participation in the awareness conferences (15.797%);
the relevance of the selected innovation to identified needs (15.79%);
availability of necessary resources (15.79%); and the potential for

research or dissemination (31.58%).




Seven factors were identified by school districts in their selection
of curriculum areas to be included in SITIP. Over two-fifths of the
districts (42.11%) indicated that their selection was influenced by the
district's identification of student needs in particular curriculum areas.
Staff interest and availability contributed to the selection of curriculum
areas in approximately one-fourth of the districts (26.32%). Other factors
identified by districts included: original SITIP presentation at the
awareness conference addressed the selected curriculum area (15.79%); the
incompleteness of available research in selected curriculum area (5.26%);
the compatibility of the selected curriculum area with the chosen innova-
tion (10.53%); and characteristics of the curriculum area organization in
the selected school (10.53%).

Four implementation strategies were described in LEA proposals:

e The lighthouse school strategy, selected by 68.42% of the LEAs,

focuses implementation in a single school. Success may be broad-
cast informally and additional schools may elect to adopt the

innovation, but no formal commitment is made by central office
staff to actively encourage or train others.

o The feeder school strategy, selected by two LEAs (10.53%) begins
with a lighthouse site then expands up through grade levels as the
initial student population progresses.

e The capacity building strategy, selected by two LEAs, is essentially
a staff development approach which encourages voluntary implementa-
tion following training conducted by staff first involved in SITIP.

o The pilot/district strategy, selected by two LEAs, involves one or
a few schools in the first year, with commitment from central
office staff to become actively involved in dissemination/implemen-
tation to many more schools in subsequent years if the the pilot
sites experience success.

One LEA did not specify a strategy. In general, plans suggested limited

scope and intensity of implementation.
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Evaluation procedures included verification/observation by administra-
tors (60.42% of the LEAs) and use of standardized tests (63.16%). Other
techniques included surveys of teaching staff (42.11%), progress update
meetings or reports (42.11%), surveys of participating students (31.58%),
teacher-constructed testing of student performance (26.32%), analysis of
various student indices such as attendance, discipline referrals, or grades
(15.79%), and parent or commuuity surveys (10.53%). Approximately two-
thirds of the districts proposing to implement Teaching Variables planned
to examine changes in time-on-task data.

In general, the initial local proposals did not appear to reflect
sufficient understanding of the complexity or particular demands of
selected innovations to suggest sucgessful implementation.

Spring planning. 1In May 1981, four planning sessions were held to

determine the agendas for the summer training institutes: a separate
planning session was held at the site of its summer institute for each of
the four innovations. The participant group at each planning session
consisted of LEA personnel who would be involved in the implementation of
that particular innovation. LEAs that submitted SITIP proposals to imple-
ment more than one instructional process attended all appropriate planning
ses;ions. Planning sessions were directed by MSDE staff that had responsi-
bility for organizing and directing the summer institutes; the actual SITIP
training consultants did not attend the planning sessions.

All four planning sessions followed the same basic four-hour agenda:

1) LEAs each reviewed their own proposals; 2) MSDE staff reviewed the SITIP

design, the four innovations and the objectives of the summer institutes;




and 3) participants worked in small groups to review their own knowledge
base and determine content and process needs to be addressed at the summer
institutes. This information was subsequently shared with consultants
responsible for the summer training.

Participants' ratings of the four planning sessions were generally
positive, providing strong evidence that there was adequate opportunity for
people to share their concerns about the innovations and to indicate what
they hoped to gain from the summer institutes. The Mastery Learning
planning session, in particular, received high ratings while the Teaching
Variables planning session was not as successful. Participants at all four
sessions were pleased with the opportunity to share their concerns about
SITIP. However, except for Mastery Learning participants, they consistently
rated their understanding of the objectives of the planning sessions prior
to attending relatively low, suggesting that more communication was needed
about upcoming SITIP activities.

Counties generally did not send a team composed of participants as
recommended by MSDE to the planning sessions. Of the two planning sessions
for which that kind of participant attendance data were available, only
fogr out of thirteen counties sent a team of at least one teacher, a
principal, and a central office supervisor.

A cross-tabulation analysis of attendance at awareness conferences and
planning sessions revealed that generally more than half of those who had
attended a particular awareness conference had also attended the related
planning session. Participants of the Active Teaching planning session
demonstrated the highest incidence of joint participation, as 94% also

participated in the awareness conference.
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The major purposes of the planning sessions were accomplished. This
included developing a list of identifying the concerns, problems, and
questions of LEA staff related to their selected instructional process in
order that they be addressed during the summer institutes.

Fall planning session. In September 1981, MSDE asked representatives

of the LEA teams to meet to rewrite their original proposals according to a
common format. Three factors influenced the decision to conduct the
September meeting: 1) as a result of greater understanding provided by the
summer institute training, several LEAs decided to revise their plans; 2)
county office and SEA staff were interested in knowing what each LEA
planned to do, and wanted iaéofmation presented systematically and more
comprehensively than had been done in the initial proposals; and 3) MSDE
staff assigned as technical assistants (TAs) wanted an opportunity to meet
and plan with LEA staff for local implementation and follow—up activities.

The format for the plans was the Promising Educational Practices
Submittal (PEPS) form designed by MSDE staff iuvolved in Title IVc programs.
This single page form required basic identification information, and then
statements relating to: purpose, target population, general description of
program activities, staff development, evaluation, resources or services
available to other LEAs, and budget.

At the fall planning session, following a review of the PEPS form,
participants divided into groups, each led by two SEA staff assigned as TAs
for that innovation. Time was then spent refining or revising local plans
and planning follow-up training and assistance activities.

Final PEPS forms were subsequently submitted to the SFA, duplicated,

and distributed to all LEA superintendents.
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Atthough LEAs had been asked to send three-person cross-hicrarchical
teams to the fall planning seasion, most sent fewer than three people, and
several participants had not attended previous events. About half of the
active {mplementera surveyed in June 1982 had attended the September
planning session, 54.95% of whom were teachers, 27.47% school-based adminia-
trators, and 17.58% central offlice ataff.

Analysis of final plans (PEPS). PEPS forms were analyzed to determine
the extent to which pluna\hnd been refined or revised. Preliminary analynins
focased on the areas of information specified on the form: purpose, target
population, content areas, general program, staff d&vv!opmonr. evaluation,
and dissemination,

The mafjority of achool districts stated that the SITIP project was
adopted for the purpose of improving classroom management and fnstructfon
In order to Increase student achievement. Of the 19 counttesn, 14 stated
explicitly that the purpose was to fmpact student achievement. The rematning
five LEAs expected to i{mpact teacher behavior to varying degrees through
staff development and ailmed more for general instructional tmprovemeut,
although student achicvement was {mplied.

The target population and content areas did not change much. Across
all Innovations basic skills subjects were the most common focus: mathe-
matics selected by ten LEAs, language arta selected by elght, and reading
by four. Ten counties Included elementary grades (grades 1-5) {n thelr
plana and 14 included secondary grades (grades €-12), with {ive counties
including both elementary and secondary grades and five focusing

exclusively on senior high achool (grades 9-12).
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The general program descriptions included reference to the innovations
|
to be {mplemented, {mplementation strategies, acope and intensity. Four of
the 19 LEAs elocted to {mplement more than one innovation. Of those four,
two chose to {mplement three fnnovations and two LEAr each chone to lmple-
ment two tnnovationsa, Active Teaching was selected by five LEAs; Mantoery
Learning was aelected by six LEAa; Student Team Learning was selected by
eight LEA8; Teaching Varfables was selected by six LEAs, one ot which
planned to use {t in conjunction with Active Teaching and another planned
to use an a monftrorlug or back-up aysatem for Mastery Leavning. Three LEAs
' declded not to {mplement Teaching Variablea as originally planned,

0f the original {mplementation atrateglen, three were retained. The
"teeder school" atrategy was dropped. A fourth atrategy == district-wide
for all elementary classes - evolved. Selection was an followsn: 1) the
Lighthoune satrategy was planned for eleven LEAs (two of which used other
strategtes for different innovations); 2) the pilot/district strategy was
planned for four LEAs (one of which also used the lighthouse strategy for
another funovation); 3) the capacity buliding strategy was planned for {ive
LEAs (one of which aluo used the 1ighthouse strategy); and 4) one LEA
planned to use the district-wide strategy.

Planned scope ranged trom all (over 400) teachers fn all (26) elemen-
tary schools using an fnnovation for mathematics for hall the achool year,
to two classes In a single achool using an fnnovation for reading for half
the school year, Where the focus was on statf development as many as 1,000
teachers were to be offered tratning with a hope that 500 would try the
{nnovatton sometime over the two-year implementation pertod, to as fow an
102 of the teachers in one school trained and encouraged to use the fnnova-

tion.
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In almost all cases, plans indicated that LEAs would conduct some
orientatfon and fnservice activities during the 1981-8? school year.
Educators who had attended the summer Institutes conducted by the SEA were
designated as turnkey tralners, with teachers or central offfce statf more
likely to take the role than principalas.

Descriptiona of evaluation procedures were more apecitfic on the PEPS
forms than ‘in the original proposals, with almost all 1.EAs planning to
measure change in studont achievement etther through standardf{zed or
teacher-made tests, Other methods were clarififed. Three sites planned to
une Teaching Variables as an evaluation method.

In response to the question of digsemination, most LEAS stated that
they would share {nformation with interested others, but much depended on
the firut year's results,

The PEPS format allowed for greater detall and unfformity among plans
than had the original format. However, there were atill differences among,
LEAa in terms of the quality and amount of fnformat Lon provided. The

greatest weakness related to evaluation

Discunsion
The discussaton that follows {s based on comparat tve analysis of
varfous data. The following areas are examined: participation, pavticipant
cvalwation of activities {nltiated by the SEA, comparison of {nftial
propoualda and PEPS plans, and relatfonship of planning to tralning and

{tmplementatton,

Participation

The SFA encouraged LEAs to involve repredentatives of all three role

groups (teachera, achool administrators, and central office staff) tn
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planning activities.* 1In all LEAs for all topics, all three role groups
were involved in planning to some extent. Of the 206 active implementers
(surveyed June 1982), 65.05% had been involved in at least one planning
activity. Of the 134 active implementers who had been involved in
planning, 50.72% were teachers, 20.9% were school administrators, and
18.66% were central office staff. Involvement in two or more planning
activities was reported by 44% of the central office staff, 85.71% of the
school administrators, and 50% of the teachers.

When data were examined by topic by county, a few instances were found
where the nature and extent of participation in planning activities was
such that implementation problems might be anticipated. The seriousness of
such problems was largely dependent on the nature of the 1oca1‘plan. For
instance, if an LEA had a pilot/district or district-wide strategy, it was
more important for all role groups to be involved in planning than 1if the
strategy focused on a single school with no intention of expansion to a
large number of sites. 1In general, if the LEA intention was for eventual
implementation (and institutionalization) by many teachers in several
schools, it was considered necessary for at least one representative of
each role group to have been involved in at least two of the three planning
activities. It was preferable for individuals to sustain involvement. The
discussion below identifies the extent to which representation occurred by

innovation, then by role. Implications are then reviewed.

*The three planning activities were: dinitial proposal development,
attendance at the spring planning session(s), and attendance at the fall
planning meeting.
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For Active Teachlng (AT), 52.17% of the active {mplementers
surveyed were {nvolved In at least one planning activity. In two
count foa teacher representation was tnadequate*; in one couaty
school administrators were insuffictently reprenented; and In
mother central oftice ataff were relatively uninvolved,

e lor Mastery Learning (ML), 62.66% of the ML active {mplementers
surveyed were tuvolved fn plamning.  Teacher and school adwinistya-
tor representation was inadequate for one LEA, and central office
representat ton was fnadequate for two other LEAs,

For Stwdent Team Leavning (STL), 72.41% of the active fmplementevn
murveved were Involved In at least one planning activity,  Both
wehool administrator and central of f{ee representat fon was Inade-
quate In two LEAs, and In three other LEAs centval oftlee represen-
tat fon was Inadequate,

e lor Teaching Vartables (rV), /7.77% of the active lwplementervs were
surveyed fnvolved tn at leant one plamning activity. Teachers were
fnadequately represented in two LEAs, school administvators nade-
yqantely represented (n mnother two LEAs, and central otffce statd
fnadequately vepresented In two LEA8 (one of which alao had under-
representat fon tor teachers).

With the exception of AT (where only 12.9% ot proposal developevs weve
teachern), approximately equal numbers of cach vole group werve fuvolved in
proponal development for cach topte.  Again with the exception ot AT,
teachers outnumbered other role groups at the apring planning sesanfons. At
the tall planning, teachers outnumbered other role groups tov all toples
except V.

Lack of teacher ropresentation fn planmtug =~ ftor any tople or fmple-
mentnt ton st eategy == required other LEA staff to spend encrgy on commu-

nleat ton and commitment-building to bring about succesatul fwplementation,

Thin occurred In four LEAs, one of which needed to do this tor two toplen,

*haadequate = role represented at only one, or none of the planning
activition,

——
c_s—':.
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Lack ot school ada'afstrator representation occurred in six LEAg == {n
three cages result ing from reassignments and requiring other LEA stat! to
orfent new principala.  In one cane, It was relatively wnimportant since a
teacher—-coordinator provided school teadership,  In two canes (hoth ST1,)
the burden of {wmplementation was placed on teachers, with == {n one of the
two LEAs -~ trafnfug and support the reaponaibility of central office
ntatt,

Central of fice staft were under-represented fn aix LEAs, three of
which planned multiple tople fmplementat{fon.  Two of those LEAs had Hight -
house school stvateglen requiring tittle fuvolvement of contral olflee
statt, and the third had a 1ighthouse strategy for one tople and o capaclty
bullding stvategy fov the other, both with school=baned coordinators., In
the other three LEAs, two had IHghthouse strateglen with nchool=hanced
coordinatova, but the third had a capacity buflding design which
did require contral ofttee statf I(nvolvement. In that countv, low
partictpation by that role group in planning predicted some Implementat lon
problems.

Ovevall participat lon patterns (Tooking at both planning and tralning
activitlen) In the context of loeal plana, Indlcated that eleven LEAs would
have o dmplementat lon problems cauned by Inappropriate reprenentation.
Attentlon to teacher commitment wight be needed for AT in two LEAs, ML In
one LEA, and TV {n two LEAs.  School administrators In at least one count y
Involved In each fnnovat ton might need aformat ton and enconragement to
support thetr teachern, Attentf{on to central off{ce utalt Involvement might

be needed tor ST, {n two LEAs. Only in three count fes wan pavt leipat fon

‘ 19
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such that, when combined with factors such as staff reassignment, and
examined in the context of local plans, problems of implementation would
put a heavy burden on one particular role group.

Participant Evaluation of Planning Activities

Only the spring planning sessions were formally evaluated by partici-
pants. Overall means (on a five-point scale on six criteria) ranged from
3.79 (TV) to 4.53 (ML), indicating that, in general, participants considered
that the session activities satisfactorily met their objectives. The
weakest point (with the exception of ML) was that participants had not
fully understood session objectives beforehand. The strongest point was
that participants felt that they had adequate opportunity to express
interests and concerns that should be addressed at the summer institutes.

Data were collected by observation and interviews from participants of
the fall planning session and central office staff who did not attend but
were involved in rewriting local plans. 1In several cases local educators
considered the task of rewriting, using the PEPS format, a waste of time
and thought the activity to be political rather than practical. However,
most people involved in planning recognized that one-page summaries using a
common format would provide the information requested by LEA superintendents.
Participants of the fall planning session benefited most from the opportunity
to clarify their own plans (especially when there had been staff reassign-
ments) and to share ideas with other LEAs. They also appreciated the

opportunity to suggest ideas and schedules for follow-up activities.
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..... Proposals and PEPS Plans

Stace the Information requested and provided {n the {uitial proposals
diftered trom the PEPS proposals, comparisons could only be made {n three
arens: Jvlvctluu of tanovatlons, scope and strategles of tmplementat fon,
and evaluat fon procedures,

hamovatfona.,  Four counties made changes from the {nitial proposal to
the PEPS torm:  three declding to {mplement a single fanovation fnstead of
a combinat ton fueluding Teaching Variables. Another retatned Teaching
Varfables an a support to Mastery Learning. The complicated coding proce
dure used to measure time-on=-task, the time required to make classroom
observatfons, and the possibility of negative teacher reactions to the
observational process werve gome of the reasons counties decided againnt
uslng the Teaching Variables procoss,

Scope aund Intensity,  The PEPS plans gave greater depth of {ntormation
than dld the inftial proposals and In some cases comparisons are difffcule,
However, some general comparisons can be made.

In currfeuln there was much less specificity In the apring than there
war dn the fatl, In the former case, 12 LEAs used gencral terms such as
basle akitla (4), any or all subjects (%), and all banle academic snubjectsa
(V). while In the tall plans only three LEAs suggested that any/atl
subjects would be addressed.  References to specifilc subjects increancd
from the upring to the fatl plans:

o wmnthematfes = trom b6 to 16

o language arts -~ from 4 to 10

e snclence/blology -- from 3 to 6

o nocial atudies -~ trom 1t to 6,
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Reading, mentioned by four LEAs in the spring, was mentioned by four in the
fall. Nutrition was dropped, and foreign language and special education
were added.*

No changes were made in grade levels selected by nine LEAs. Six LEAs'
fall plans had fewer grade levels involved than initially, five counties
eliminating one or more elementary grades and one county going from all
grades to grades 1-4. Two counties added senior high school grades, and
one county ~- for staff development -- offered to involve all grade levels
instead of the initial K-5 planned.

Strategies. Strategies of implementation were much more clearly
explained in the PEPS, but only at six sites were strategies actually
changed. Three counties changed from a lighthouse school strategy to the
pilot/district strategy which means that if the process is successful in
the first school, other schools will be actively encouraged by central
office staff to become involved. Two LEAs changed from a feeder school
strategy to capacity building in which staff are trained and then conduct
training for others. One LEA changed from building district capacity to a
lighthouse school.

Since the original plans did not give details of scope, little compar-

ison can be made in terms of instructional time spent on using SITIP. Both

*It should be noted that for Active Teaching, Mastery Learning, and
Teaching Variables, developer/presenters advocated use for basic skills.
Active Teaching presentations focused almost exclusively on mathematics.
In Mastery Learning, a brief reference was made to science. In all three
cases, it was stated that the innovations are most appropriate for struc-
tured curriculum.




original and PEPS plans suggented two years of fmplementat {on begluning o
September 1981,

Fvaluatfon procedures.  The majortty of countles reduced the numbor of
evaluatfon procedures planned in the PEPS proposal.  ‘Twenty-nix joreent of
the counties added new techniques, 68% eltminated planned techmiquen, and
one LEA remnined unchanged.  Veri{ficatfon by privncipala or supervisovs, and

' standardtzed and teacher-made tosting remained the moat popular. In
general,y evaluatton designa, methods and measures were relatively stmple {n
both sets of plana.  Most data collection on fmpact was plawned tor the
second year of {mplementation,

Relat{onship of Planning to Training and Implementat fon

By the end of the first year of local tmplementat fon, LEAs had been
Involved (n the three SEA-inftiated planning activities, three SEA~fnlt Iated
trafning activities*, and on-site assistance as needed provided by SEA

statt. AT 19 LEAs did fmplement one or more of the fnnovat lons although

gome reduced plamed scope.  The following findings are ol particular

Interest

e At atate and local levelsy plans evolved as participants gitlned new
knowledge.  Object fves and tmplementat fon strategies (an apectl {ed
fn the fall of 1981) remained constant, but changes were made {n
seope and selection of fnnovations.

® lLocal proposals written after the four awareness copferences (Apri|
1981) did not retlect sufficlent understanding of the {nnovat fonn
to auggest successful {mplementation.

*ratning tneluded:  inftial awareness conferencen at which tunovat fons
were reviewed by thelr developers, three~day summer inst{tutes to provide
. indepth training, and follow-up conferences to meet specific loal needws,
Some LEAs also sent representatives to a leadership conference on teacher
effectiveness and staff development presented by Barak Rosenshine and
Robert Bush.
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Summaries of plans (revised or clarified) after the summer training
(fall 1981) reflected much greater knowledge of the innovations and
resource requirements for implementation,

Iuvolvement. In planning was encouraged for all three local role
groups (teachern, snchool=buftding administrators, central oftice
staft).  There were three key planning acrivities: proposal
development, participation in spring piaming sesaionsn conducted by
MSDE, and participation in fall planning scsntons (all in 1981),
Fight LEAs Involved all three role groups in at least two of the
activities for a given {nnovation: none of those sites experfeanced
aubscquent communicatfon problems.

Low fnvolvement 1in planning by central office statf cauned problems
(two LEA4 == school staff discontent) only when there was no common
mulerstanding of : 1) the ifmplementation strategy and {ts (mpllca-
tions, or 2) leadership responsibility for assisting teachers.

Low Involvement In planning by school-based adwinistrators (tour
siten) caused no apparent problems.  (They were kept informed by
central office staff and teachers.)

Low {nvolvement in planning by teachers occurred at five alten,
with problems (overload and resistance) in two cases where {nnova-
tion demands were high and teachers' personal concerns were unot
addressed early enough fn {mplementation,

Selectfon ol fnnovatfons was influcenced {nftfally by the percelved
relationahip between an fnnovation and local {ntereat. As partici-
pants learned more about the Inpovatfons aome revised selection.
(Four LFAs eventually dropped Teaching Variables.) The reanon for
revinion was complexity: LEAs were unwilling to {uvest the time
and energy required by such a complex I(nnovation.,

Implementat fon strategies determined by LEAR included: 1) distvict
wide (Involving all teachers in all elementary schools {n one LEA),
7) ptiot/district (used vy four LEAs, using an funovation in one ov
n tew achools {n the firat year with central office commitment for
fnvolvement to expand in the decond year), 1) capacity building
(eacouraging voluntary participation through staff development in
(ive LEA8), and 4) a lighthouse atrategy (single school implementa-
tlon with voluntary {nvolvement of others attracted by the "light
of succens,” but no direct commitment for central office fnvolve-
ment fn ten LEAR),

Selectton of achool aites was tnfluenced moat by ataff interest

(68% of LEAs gave this reason). Other criteria {dentifiod by LEAs
Included: school characteristics (36%), school utaff attendance at
awareness conferences (15%), relevance of an {nnovation to achool
need (152), availability of resources at achool (15%), and potent {al
for reamearch at the school (15%). All grade levels and types of
achoola were {nvolved, with about 75% of them clementarvy.




o Helection of currticular arcas was {nflvenced by:  level ol student
achicvement (422), sataff Interest (26%), relevance ot {nnovat ion to
curriculum arca (20%), characteristics of organization of curricu-
lum in selected school (10%).  The most popular curricular areas
were:  reading/language arts (17 LEAs), mathematics (16 LEAs),
actfence (12 LEA#), and social atudies (11 LEAs).

o SHcope (number of schoolu, teachers, amount ol time tor use of the
fnnovatfon etel) wan not clearly defined toitially, wan clarftied
after sunmey tralnfong, and modiffed during (mplementation at seven
sites,

e Scope was largely determined by the sntrategy selectoed, and ret lected
local commitment or felt need.  Scope wan {ut luenced by fanovat fon
complexity, with wider scope more teastble tor less complex {nnova-
t fonn,

e lucremental knowledge bullding with a nerfen of interactive tinining
and planning activitfes helped to bufld an accurate understanding
of the fmnovation's complexity and potential rewards, and allowed

revirfon or refinement of plans,

e During the first year, once {mplementation began the {nnovat fon wan
ununlly not adapted and the ntrategy did not change.

e Changen made during fmplementation somet fmes reduced scope (n order
to maintain quality without stressing resource allocations,

The tindings suggest that designs or plans tor fnstructional {mprovement
are moat Hkely to bhe nuccessfal {1 1) participation (ot organizatfong)
{s voluntary, 2) commnfeatfon {ua mult{-=dimenstonal, V) planning s {nter-
active with tradning, 4) tratning and technfeal assistance are provided

"I not accepted au

dur ing {mplementation, H) "Hip service complinnee’
Imp lementatfon, 6) adjustments of seope are consfdercd legitimate and
tetate to resources avallable, and 7) cach participant has some degree of

chofee about his or her {nvolvement (nature or extent) In the effort.

These elements were prescat In SETLP,
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