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I. INTRODUCTION

National attention is focused on education, the quality of instruction
offered By teachers, the effectiveness of the leadership of administrative
and Ssupervisory staff, and the value of structures and programs advocated by
schools, local education agencies (LEAs), and state education agencies (SEAs).
Concerned professionals assess current efforts, and plan and implement
improvements in a variety of ways, "

In Maryland, a statewide program with voluntary local participation was
initiated in 1980. * This School Improvement Through Instructional Process
(SITIP) program éncourages application of research on planned change to
implement one or more of four instructional models. The Maryland State
Department of Education (MSDE) supports local implementation by providing
funds, training, and technical assistance. The SITIP design also includes
evaluation, with a series of interim reports providing feedback on critical
events so that improvements can be made when appropriate.

Three major evaluation reports will have been written by the time

direct involvement by MSDE comes to an end. The first (Roberts et al.
11982) focused on implementation for the period December 1980 ‘to June 1982.
The last, which will cover the 1983-84 school year, will focus on
institutionalization. This report, covering the 1982-83 school year,
focuses on program impact. ‘

following a brief overview of SITIP, the following areas are discussed'

evaluation, state initiatives and technical assistance, and local implemen-

tatlon and impact. The final chapter presents a summary and conclusions.



II. OVERVIEW OF MARYLAND'S SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

This chapter presents an overview of Maryland's school improvement
Program, outlines the four instructional models used in the Program, and
summarizes the results reported for the firsgt 18 months—-December 1980 to

June 1982 (Roberts, et al., 1982). N . 7

The SITIP Design

Maryland's School Improvement Through Instructional Process (SITIP)
program involves education agencies (LEAs) in voluntarily implenenting
instructional processes pruven to be effective in increasing student achieve—
ment. The instructional models used in SITIP are: Active Teaching, Mastery

o

Learning, Student Team iearning, and Teaching Variables. All four models are

research-based and were selected by the Maryland State Department of Education )

&

(MSDE) as potentially useful to all. schools for improving instruction in all
structured academic curricula. During the 1981-82 school year, nearly 700
teachers in grades K-12 used one or more of the models in mathematjcs,
reading/language arts, sclence, social studies, or other academic areas.
Preparation activities by MSDE began in mid 1980. The intention was to
develop a program to help LEAs bring about instructional improvement, prefer-
ably by using "proven practices," or resLarch—based models of instruction,‘
together with processes found to be effective in planned change and ‘school
improvement. The ultimate objective was to increase student aChievement.
SITIP was designed by MSDE as a muIti—year program cbnsisting of inter- '

active activities which are outlined below and presented in Figure 1.

1, Pregaration (open systems Planning): Identify needs and potential
" solutions. Identify operating constraints and opportunities,

particularly existing programs or policies that could form a basis

()
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for action.” Draft a design to apply solutions to needs within
~ operating constraints, but with flexibility for improvement, if
necessary. Take ‘care of logistics. , x
2. Initial Commitment: Review plan with LEA superintendents. Get
commitment for local team attendance at awareness.conferences.
Distribute advahce reading materials :to participants,

3.  Awareness Conferences (content and design information): Have each
of the instructional improvement models presented by its developer
at awareness conferences attended by LEA teams, MSDE staff, and
interested others. Describe design and nature of (voluntary team)
involvement, ' . ' ’ ’

4. Local Proposals/Pi;EET\\Help cross~hierarchical local teams draft
Proposals to implement one of\more\gf the models. ' Negotiate
revisions as needed at the beginning\bf\eagh school year to enhance
useful implementation, Encourage realistic\fimelipes and scope,
for implementation as planned. . T A

R

ital - application): Help LEAs implement
selected modelis using their own strategies but involving represen-~
tatives of all role groups. Encourage innovation fidelity but
allow adjustment of scope, if necessary.

5. Implementation (incremen

6.  Dissemination (expansion): Encourage use of the models 1in mary
schools, and share information about successes between LEAs.

o 7. Technical Assistance (coaching): Assign MSDE staff (across divi-
' sions) to assist LEAg in planning, implementation, and-dissemina-
tion; to ¢onduct follow-ups; and to facilitate networking. Build
capacity; do not create dependency. )

8. Follow-up Training: -~ Conduct an intensive three~day training o
session on eath model for prospective implementers (teachers,
school administrators, central office staff). Conduct annual or————--
bi-annual follow~up training sessiong (using partf&ipatory planning)

to maintain quality implementation. Assist LEAs (central office
staff) in planning/conduc;ing turnkey training.

<

9. Assessment of Progréess and Impact (cyclic): Have a "third party
. evaluator” collect and analyze data systematically and use (feed-
back). information to make improvements and publicize successes,
(Data on local needs and concerns are of particular impoitance in
Planning/implementing every activity.) -

bThe‘activities outlined above began.in 1980. All 24 LEAs were repre~
sented at orientation conferences. Niﬁeteen LEAs submitted proposals for
implementation through June 1983. ¥or the 1982-84 school years, five "new"

" LEAs decided to parficipate. State department support (funding, provision

.
<

. 12




~-—--0f--training anditechnical assistance to iEAs) will continue through the
1983-84 school year. At that time it is hoped that LEAs will terminate or
institutionalize their model programs with each district taking responsibi-
lity for local needs, decisions, and actions. A cﬁrghology of key
activities is presented in Table l: the cycle:of plaﬂning, training,

implementation, and evaluation clearly follows the design.

e

The Instructional Models

Four research-based instructional models (inﬁovations) were selected by
MSDE as potentially useful to all schools for impfoving.instruction in all

structured academic curricula. They are: Active Teaching, Mastery'Learning,

" @ Active Teaching (AT) ¥s a system of direct instruction developgd/by
Thomas Good and Douglas Grouws, at the University of Missouri. .
Originally designed for the teaching of mathematics, AT consiéts of
the following components: 1) pre-lesson’ development '—— concépts and
skills from:the previous night's homework are reviewed, homework is
checked and collected, and students engage in mental exercises; 2)
lesson development —- prerequisite skills and concepts are briefly
reviewed, new concepts are introduced via teacher explanation and
demonstration, and gtudent comprehension is assessed through
controlled practice; 3) seatwork -~ uninterrupted, individual,
successful practice is provided in order to increase proficiency in
the skills and concepts taught; 4) homework -- homework 1s assigned
related to the concepts developed that day; and 5) review/mainten-
ance -- weekly and end~of-unit reviews help to maintain skills and
concepts taught, - : ) :

e Mastery Learning (ML), developed by Benjamin Bloom and James Block,

" combines curriculum alignment and diagnostic/prescriptive instruc-

. tion with a philosophy that all students can 8succeed. Essential
components’ are: 1) developing a scope and sequence of objectives,
broken down into prerequisite and component-skills; 2) providing
appropriate instruction aligned with the objectives to be mastered;
'3) testing the student's progress in mastering the objectives
through the use of a formative evaluation measure ("no fault" test);
'4) providing students who have not achieved mastery with additional
corrective-work in the deficient areas specified by ‘the formative
tests, and providing students who have achieved mastery with
enrichment activities to reinforce and supplement learning; 5) .
testing final mastery of the objectives with a-summative evaluation

i
o . . : ‘e 5
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Table |

Chronology of Key SITIP Activities

1. MSDE preparatiog begun
L‘QMMMMgWMbywAme
qimmm&mmwnm

' iﬁwareneés conferences

3. [Avarenese, conferences held
14|

1980
Juns Sept Dec

1981
Harch June Sept Dec,

av
Harch June -Sept. Dec

1983
March June Sept Dec

1984
March June Sept Dec

X

[t]

[t

Local proposals submirteq to |

| MSDE :
5. | MSDRJLEAdeveloper plamning
" sumer {nstitutes
b.; MSDE technical assistance
| provided
1. Four sumer fnstitutes held
’ &

[-1

Tena]

19, Tnplementation (by 19 LEAs)

- [10.;. Followsup training conducted
 Instructiona} Leadership

! conferences conducteq

. Evaluation report distributed
i (1mp1ementation)

—

XXXXxX

-1

- Planning and orietation for
C e Lo

. Tuplenentation (by 5 "new"
LEAS)

s,
6
17,

19,
0,
Rl

18, B

| Follow-upftré4ning conducted
‘Combined sumper Institute held
Local plans finalizeq

-

XX

valvation report distribyted
(1npact) |
F0110H~ug training conducted
MSDE/LEA planning revieved
Locel "oimership" for ngeity-

-~ tonalization or ternination -

P2, Evaluation Teport distributeq
(institutionalization)
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measure; and 6) recording student progress in: terms of individual
mastery of -specific objectives.. "Mastery" 1is usually defined as 80%
of the students demonstrating success on at least 80% of the
objectives in a given unit of instruction. '

e Student Team Leérning (STL) techniques use peer tutor1n§ and team
competition to facilitate student learning. Student Team-Achievement
Divisions (STAD) and Teams-Games-Tournaments (TGT) were developed by
Robert Slavin and staff at the Johns Hopkins University. Jigsaw was
started at the University of California at Santa Cruz. The key
factors of STL are peer interaction, cooperation, and competition.
STAD is basically team learning; TGT is team learning plus competi-
tion by ability level; Jigsaw is team learning of specific elements
of a program, with regrouping for peer teaching across elements. N

e Teaching Variables (TV) was developed by David Helms and staff at
Research for Better Schools (RBS). Two variables found to be
Strongly related to effectiveness of instruction and student
achievement were identified: '"conternt" and "time." The "content!
variable encompasses two factors: 1) assessment of prior learning,
and 2) alignment of curriculum objectives and classroom instruction
to the testing instrument. The "time" variable improvement cycle
involves: 1) measuring student engaged time (SET) via classroom
observation, 2) comparing SET and opportunity for. improvement, 3)

- reviewing and selecting research~based improvement strategies, 4)
implementing strategies, and 5) using additional classroom
observations to evaluate the effectiveness of the strategies in
improving SET. :

The innovations vary in complexity. Complexity was determined on four

criteria:

e knowledge ~- how much that is new must be learned? .

e materials -- how much do classroom materials need to be redesigned
or developed? )

e methods == how much change is required inthe waythings are done in
the classroom and in the school?

e organization -- how much role change and administrative action are
required?

.Each innovation was rated on a scale from'l to 5 (with 5 indicating high

complexity) on each criterion, and a méan rating was assigned. (See Table 2.)
L . o .

rAs designed, the innovations in order of complexity are:  Active Teaching

(1.62), Student Team Learning (2.37), “Mastery Learning (3.12), and Teaching - -

v

Variableé (3.75).




As implemented, Teaching Variables was less complex than Mastery
Learning since 60% of TV implementers used only the "time" variable. AT and
STL, as implemented, were simple and classroom—based,frequiriﬁg less support

from school administrators and central office staff than M, or TV. ML and

TV were both complex and school-based,'requiring crosslh}erarchical.

coordination.
B ' Table 2
Complexity of the SITIP Innovations
Topic
Dimension AT ML STL TV
knowledge 2 3 3 5
’T ‘materials ‘ ' 2 4 4 I 3
mechods - in class 2\ 1.5 44 3.5 43 2.5 313
- 1n school 1) 3)‘ 1} 3}
organization , 1 2 1 4
total 6.5 | 12.5 9.5 15 N
\ s
mean 1.62 3.12 2.37 | 3.75

Mean ratings vary from a high of 5.00 to a low of 1.00.
AT = Active Teaching, ML = Mastery Learning, .
STL = Student Team Learnirg, TV = Teaching Variables

Summary of Findings: December 1980 to June 1982

The nature of the innovation is one of many factors influencing imple-

©

mentation.,  Other influential factors Include strategies,* nature and extent

*'Strategied'of implementation were designediby LEAs and included: a light-
house school approach, capacity building through staff development, pilot
school to district design, and district wide, ’

17
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of training and assistance, local. commitment and nature of involvement, etc.
During the first 18 months of SITIP a study was conducted to examine such
factors and their relationship to successful implementation of the models.

Two areas were addressed: ’ , /.

N

\ S
e the activities of MSDE, including training events and the delivery
of technical assistance (TA) g .

® the activities of local educators, including participation in and
_reaction to state initiatives, as well as implementation of
‘instructional models. s

It was expected that no single role group (e.g., teachers) could or
should accept full responsibility for implementing a model. The study
therefore attempted to identify‘the tasks needing to be done and how the
work was shared among the role/groups (i.e., teachers,_school-based adminis-
;itrators, central office staff, and MSDE staff) .Findings discussed in that.
report (Roberts, et al., 1982), distributed to LEAs in October 1982, are
lsummarized here. 1In comparing innovations, the following should be kept in
mind:> | X |

e Active Teaching: Strategies required active involvement from all
role groups. The innovation as implemented.was simple and class-
room-based., Scope was larger than for any other topi\ (33 schools,
472 teachers)

] Mastery Learning: AStrategies were school-based. The innovation as
implemented was complex and suggested a need for cross-hierarchical .
’coordination. Scope was moderate (81 teachers in six schools).

a

e Student Team Learning: Strategies were primarily teacher-oriented
or classroom~based with initial involvement or light monitoring by
school ‘administrators and central office staff. The innovation as
implemented was fairly simple and classroom-based. Scope was
moderate (100+ teachers in 20+ schools). /

. ‘

° Teachi ng Variables: .Strategies were primarily school-based with
active involvement by.central office staff in three of/the five
LEAS, The innovation as implemented was moderately complex suggest-—
ing a need for interaction between observers and teachers observed.

N Scope was low (50+ teachers in six schools)

e

/’_/" o . \\ . .. 9 . 1 8



Regardless of the model adopted, it was found that certain roles and
responsibilities were effective in facilitating instructional improvement:

‘o. SEA staff initiate, encourage leuntary participétion, build and
maintain commitment, and provide (research-based) assistance as
~resource coordinators, . °

e Central office staff engage in cross-hierarchicai communication,
linking schools and LEA to SEA, and act as resource coordinators by
‘providing various support services. If implementation is in more
than one school, CO staff function as "project directors."

@ . School-based administrators engure that teachers' concerns are .
2ddressed (logistical and affective), and function as supportive
facilitators or managers, sometimes with "project director" status
if a "lighthpuee»school"'strategy is used. i

e Teachers carry out classroom implementation tasks. Also, teacher
representatives support others by "turnkey_training," especially for
capacity building sites, and, when implementation is single-school
focused, teachers can ‘function as "project ‘directors" if administra-
tors (school or central office) do not take on that responsibility.

Other fin@ings of this study, relevant to role group responsibilitieg
suggest the,féllowing conciusions:
. / .

e Initial staff interest or commitment to implement a new program or
prgétice can be built if: (1) the superintendent permits staff to
look at new ideas with the intent to implement if appropriate, (2)
the innovation and 1its presenter/developer have validity and credi-.
bility, and (3) staff believe that they do have' choices and can
influence decisions. ‘

/

o/ Staff interest is-the most important factor in selection of the

/ innovation and in determination of elements of the implementation

/ - plan. .

/e Cross-hierarchical planning facilitates mutual understanding which

b helps to prevent problems during implementation (such as communica-

/ tion breakdowns, resentment, feelings of isolation). T

/ @ Representation of the varions role groups in planning and subsequent
/ decision-making builds understanding and commitment, ensures inclu-
/ . sion of role group perspect:lves, and strengthens organizational
knowledge so that if reassignments are made knowledge is not lost
and new staff will not be given a one-sided briefing, /
N _ .
® The complexity of the innoiation determines the amount of work to be
done for a given school site. °

e The implementation strategy determines how the work 18 shared among
role groups and how the burdens ahift“amOng role groups over time.
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The implementation strategy plus the scope (number of schools,
teachers, curricular,subjects, grade levels, .amount of time for the
innovation ‘to be used for each class or subject) determine how much
work 18 to be done within a given LEA. : ' ~ :

The ‘nature and extent of communication and deciéion—making determine
productivity and affect. ' '

The organizational‘horms of the LEA determine communication and
decision-making procedures. / : ‘

Changes in organizational norms are influenced by two forces acting
almost simultaneously, but not necessarily collaboratively:
external "pressures," (e.g., TA recommendations); and internal
"pressures,”" (e.g., topic advocate recommendations or teachers'
concerns). _ S /

. Regardless of the nature of the innovation, all role groups must
carry out the following tasks, in order of investment: (1) inter-
active support (acknowledgement, shared knowledge, problem-solving,
resource allocation); (2) learning/training (before and during
implementation); (3) record-keeping; (4) materials identification or
development; (5) evaluation; and (6). administration.

Perceptions of interactive support reflect participants' assessment
of each others' commitment. Judgements are based not only on how
much useful help was provided, but also on the visibility of the
support (with lower ratings for low visibility).

It is preferable for each role group to perceive high support from

- close role groups rather than distant ones. " Therefore, visibility
should be reduced with distance. [For instance, teachers should
perceive principals as supportive. If there is a problem a state
technical -assistant may help central office staff (who turnkey ideas
co the principal) or the TA (with central office permission) may
help the principal. But the state TA does not. provide support to
the teachers when it should more appropriately come from the

. principal.] '

Representatives of all role groups need a thorough understanding of
innovations to be adopted so that: (1) plans are realistic, (2)
reassignments do not result in the organization's loss. of knowledge,
(3) interactive support can occur, (4) no one group is overburdened,
and (5) there is a reasonable chance for institutionalization and
dissemination beyond initial pilot sites. ;

Impact in terms of student achievement was evident to some extent, .
.‘although not formally expected for the first year of implementation.

- Results suggest (tentatively) that greatest impact was made by

.- Mastery Learning, followed by Active Teaching. Student Team Learning
appeared to influence student affect more than achievement.

Teaching Variables data are inconclusive.
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People providing technical assistance (TA) are most effective when
they are: (1) responsive to the needs of the group (of implementers),
(2) task oriented znd knowledgeable about local norms, the innovation,
and processes of planned change, and (3) skillful in facilitating
shared decision-making and in coordinating communication.

Designs or plans for instructional improvement are most likely to be
successful 1f: (1) participation (of organizations) is voluntary, (2)
communication 1is multi-dimensional, (3) planning is interactive with
training, (4) training and technical agsigtance are provided during
implementation, (5) "1ip service compliance” is not accepted as imple- -
mentation, (6) adjustments of scope are consldered legitimate and
relate to resources available, dnd (7) each participant has some
degree of choice about his or her involvement (nature or extent) in
the effort. These elements were Present in SITIP.

oo
P

AR 1Y
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IITI. EVALUATION OVERVIEW

During the 1980-1981 and 1981-1982 school years, overall evaluation of
SITIP was conducted for MSDE by Research for BetéerVSchools (RBS).«ffhe
evaluation was designed to address’ two "levels:" (1) specific events or
.staées of activity, and (2)'the overall SITIP program as a viable'Strategy
for‘statewide school imprgvemeﬁt. Also, MSDE required the findings to be
reported on an on-going basis so that data-based decisions could_Be made to
bring about program improvements,* During the 1982-1983 school year, RBS
continued to take Primary responsibility for evaluation, but LEAs assumed
additional responsibilities, and "impact" data received greater a&tention.

This chapter summarizes the questions addressed by the'étudy for the
1982-53 school year, responsibilities and data sources, measures and

methods, and data analysis and reporting procedures.

Questions Addressed
" The study addressed four areas: impact, implementation, dissemina-

tion, and technical assistance.

.

1. What is the nature and extent of impact:

1.1 On educators, in terms of:
1.1.1 dincreased knowledge :
1°’1.2 change in practice or policy
1.1.3 attitude to specific topics and to teaching/learning in
general o
1.2 On students, in terms of:

0

1.2.1 change in achievement levels .

1.2.2 change in behavior (e.g., attendance, disruption, homework
completion) . . -

1.2.3 change in attitude (e.g., locus of control, self-concapt,
group participation, willingness to work) :

«

¢ . -

* In addition to short interim report; of critical events submitted to MSDE
staff, and topic reports reviewed with LEAs, a major report was developed
covering the period December 1980 to June 1982: Roberts, et al.,
Instructional improvement ih Maryland: A study of resgearch: in pructice,
1982, ERIC #: Full“report, ED222486;, executive summary, ED223553.

2
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2. What is the nature and extent of implementation:

2.1 Within a local system
2.2 Across LEAs implementing a given model

o

3. What is the nature and extent of dissemination:

3.1 Within a local system

3.2 Between LEAs

3.3 - Outside Maryland

4. What is the nature and extent of technical assistance provided by MSDE
in terms of:

Implementation -- planning, training, support

Dissemination -- planning, training, knowledge base/information .
Evaluation ~~ planning/design, techniques, measures, data analysis
and reporting :

RN S
DN =

Responsibilities and Data Sources

ﬁhile RBS had primary %esponsibility for the SITIP evéiuation, three
factors influenced the deciéion to involve MSDE TAs -and LEA coordinators more
directly in evaluation activities; (1)’studeﬁt achievemént data relating to
impact questions could best be cqilected énd‘summarized’by LEAB.-(Zi if
. 8imilar measures and methods were uysed by all LEAs, results coui& more- easily
be comparéd across the state, aq& (3) some LEA and MSDE staff wanted to
-lmprove their expertise in evaluation by becoming more involved:

- For thege reasons, RBS wogked with MSDE ?As to develop an»overall
design and written guidelines for LEA involvecment. The guidelines
summar;zed the design (see Taﬁle 3), listed role groug and individua;
responsibilities, included a J,’/’checklist planning sheet indicating \mandatleB
(e.g;, choice of various givén ways to measure student achievement), and

described measures and methéds. RBS and MSDE staff reviewed the guidelines

/
I

with LEA teams and each.LEA/completed a planning sheet agreeing to a coor-

1

dinated evaluation effort.f
; |
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Table 3 .
Summary of SITIP Evaluation'Design (1982-83) -

a

1
Evaluation | ) Data Data Colleccion Aduinistersd Analyzed
Question Hethods and Heasures Source Schedule By ' By
Impact On:
Educators [ e Process observations | e« 8 Critical events ® Selected by RBS observer R8S
(e.g., follov—up TAs, 2 per
weeting or pflog ° topic
N site events)
o
* Intervievs (on-stte e Key contact rerson/ * April ‘83 ) RBS f{nter- R3S
or phone) LEA (24) 1 viever
- |
(co
te ;| e Survey ’ e LEAs »SA Up to 25/ e May "83 LEA R8BS
| ’ T LEA (600)
Szudents ® CAT {n Math and .® SITIP & Control * Oct. '62 - SEA LEA
Reading/Language Ss grades 3, 5, 8 Oct. '83 °
Arts ’ .
® Ocher natfonal e SITIP & Control ® Pretest - LEA . LEA
| norm-referenced ' Ss Sept. '82
i teses
i * Postuese -
: Hay '83 " . e
) -
; * Locally developed e SITIP ® Pretest ~ LEA LEA
) criterion refer~ . Ss . Sepe. ‘82
! enced tesc
. » Postest ~
{' May '83
i
| e locally developed e SITIP : * Ongoing Ts Ts/LEA
! teacher made cri- Ss T :
; terion referecnced v
r tests by untc 1. 2
; e —_— ]
! s "My Class Inven- e SITIP * Pregese - 1EA LEA
b tory"” - student Ss : Sepe. '82
| atcitude ‘survey °
' ' . .®» Posgest -
i May '83
v e £ questionnatre o SITIP Ss (S.mple) s« Nov. '82 LEA LEA
. : May 83
C
® Survey e LEAs SA Up to 25/] May 'E3 LEA : RES
(r LEA (600)] - .
[
é"_-" - .
| Izple- . ,(Co ’ .
| oentaclion e Survey . e LEAS SA Up to 25/ e May '83 LEA RBS
. cl} LEA (600)
e Questlonnaire s LEA key contact ® Pre-Sept. '82 LEA : :3:39
Post-May '8)
e Process observations | e TA ncc'tings * Montchly R3S RBS
e Critical events e Selected by RBS RBS
Tan, 2 per . . -
topic
— T
Dissem~ ’ ] e
taacton { e TA logs e MSDE TAs * Honthly TAs . RBS
. ! -
co :
* Survey e LEAS SA Up to 25/ s May °8) . LEA R3S
T LEA (600) [
- T
Technical - .
Assistance e TA logs e MSDE TAs . e Monthly; TAs R8S
'Aus. ."82
! 'wug. '83
) t
e Process observatfons| e TA meetings *{  Monthly: RBS ] RBS
Aug. 82
Aag. '83
= MSNE TA
e Intervieus ! 5 € e Harch-april ) RBS . RBS
o = LEA key contaces '83 ) .
e Feedback forms e LEA follov-up ® Selected by TAs RBS
participants . TAs : ’ o

¢ e Bg
FRIC ==

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




In general, RBS was.tesponsible for design, development, analysis, and
reporting. MSDE TAs were responsible for coordination, distributlon‘and
collection of materials (e.g:, questionnaires), and, -assistance to LEAs 1in
following the gu1de11nes (e.g., how to score and summarize student attitude
surveys). LEA coord1nators (key c0ntacts) carried out tasks similar to
those of TAs, but each in his/her own district. LEA evaluators worked with
lcootdinators to collect, score, and summarize data; particularly. that
collected from students. (Local responsibility for these tasks not only
increased local involvement and awareness ofjprogran impact, but also
ensured that concerns relating to "protection of human subjects" were dealt
with appro;riately.)

Information-—materials, interviews, survey responses--was provided by
(1) the seven MSDE TAs and the SEA assistant deputy superintendent (2) LEA
central office staff directly involved in SITIP (usually between one and three
people for each of 24 LEAs); (3) school-based administrators (up to 10 per
LEA); and (4) teachers (up to 20 per LEA). Also large numbers of participants
of state—Sponsored training* events provided information either directiy
- (responding to questlonnalres) or indirectly (observed by RBS).

Students also completed cognitive ‘and affect1ve measures.* Usable data
from cognitive measures (e - Ca11forn1a Achievement Test) were summarized by
9 LEAs and “submitted to RBS. Usable data from affective measures (e.g.,

Learning Environment Inventory) were summarized by 14 LEAs and submitted'to
RBS. Two of thev14 LEAs used their own questionnaires to meaSure student

attitudes,

v

D

* While MSDE expected all "veteran" LEAs (19) to submit data summaries,
several did not do so, for a variety of reasons.
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Measures and Methods of Data Collection

Six general methods of data collection were used: observations, inter-

views, questionnaires, document analyses, and measures of student attitudes
and achievement.

Observations

The evaluation desigg Included-observations by'RBS‘staff”of eight
critical evénts (téohper toplc) selected by the MSDE TAs. These cr;ticai
eveﬁts céuld consist of training activitiés conducted byuthe TAs or éite
visité:f; ﬁartiéipatingnschool diétricts.

<

Four MSDE training eveants were oBserved by RBS staff. These events

consisted of one follow-up éach for AT, ML,‘and STL, and one combined
follow-ﬁp for AT,;STL, and TV. In'additibn,_RBS staff conducted procéss
.observationg in fgur LEAs, and:at two state-wide conferences;—one in ﬁay’ 
1983 at whi;h all 24 LEAs méde presentations, and one in Juiy 1983 aﬁ which -
new LEA staff were trained. and all LEAs updated their ﬁlans; (RBS staff
were assisted in observing the ﬁay conference beMSDE—sﬁpported staff '
invoiVed in another projéct.)

Monthly technical assistance-meeéings.were observed to determine the

v

nature and extent of assistance and the operating opportunities and con-

&
straints..

<

In all cases comprehensive notes were taken, objectively aescribihg
‘what occurred and indicating time eiépsed (about 400 pages of field hotes);;
Reports on the traiﬁing events were submitted to the_TAg aé.soon as
possible (in most cases withiﬁ ten days) aiter tﬁe event. Notes of the

trainiag events and TA meetings served as data bases for the annual

£l

evaluation report.
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..... Interviews— - o oo e et

.Ielepnone.interviews were conducted by RBS witn LﬁA key contacts during
the summer of 1?83 in order to neriff and clarify, if necessary, information
provided by the LEA. -

The MSDE TAs‘were interviewed individually on questions relating to
their role in SITIP, perceived successes, and recommended improvements..

ij~ ‘Informal interviews with local implenenters were conducted during site

visits and at training events.

Questionnaires

N

Three questionnaires were used: (1) Key Contact Questionnaire, (2):

Follow-Up Feedback Form, and (3) General Survey. Each one 1s described

below.

Key Contact Qgestionnaire.. In edch LEA, for each topic implemented,
the project's key eontact person ﬁas reqdired to complete two Versions of
the:questionnaire: a "pre" version in September 1982 and a "post" version
the following May. Items on the questionnaire related to level of implemen-
tation (e.g., numbers of schoois, grades, teachers. classes, and students
involved), LEA objectiyes for the SITIP project, and extent of dissemina-"

tion of the toiic within the LEA.

Follow—UpﬁFeedback Form. LEA participants of MSDE training or follow-

up events were required to complete feedback forms. Items on the forms
related to such features as clarity of objectiveé, utility of the activi-
tieS,_quality of support and assistance from MSDE staff, and future needs.

General Survey. A general 'vey was developed by RBS and completed

by up to 25 respondents in each LEA :* .. three role groups (e.g., central
office, school administrators, teacherc). Survey items related to imple-

. mentation, perceived impact, dissemination, and technical assistance.
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Document Analyses

Ail materials developéakby MSDE for plénning, training, and communica-
tionvabOUt SITIP were'reviewed by RBS. Materials (including video tapes)
developed by all LEA; used at follow-up meetings and’ state conferences were
also réviewed. Some LEAs also provided copies. of ciassroom materials,
training.packageé, and evaluation reports. |

Student Assessment

While the Genera}'Suryey, comﬁleted by local educators, included .

questiéns relating to percéived program impact on students in te;m; of
Hattitqde, behavior,'and achievement, data were also collected directly from
students to determine their attitudes and to assess aqhievement. MSDE
expected all i9 "veteran" LEAS K244project sites) to assess program impact
. on stﬁdents, and to report the results to kBS. "New" sites (5) could submit
. data 1if they wished. In’fact, usable affective"data were received from 14
LEAs, énd ﬁsable cognitive data were received from 9 LEAs. Eleven LEAs
subﬁitted no usable student data of aﬁy'k;ﬁd. Of those eleven LEAs, one was
Lo

a "new" site.

Student Attitude Measures. 1LEAs could elect to use a given question-

|
|

)

naire or one of two surveys to assess attitudes.

The questionnaire (élementary and secondary versions) measures

studeﬁts' eﬁjoyment, interest, and perceived learning. LEAs using th%s
: | |
questionnaire were told to? : . i

l. .Administer the appropriate (elementary or secondary) questioﬁnaire
to SITIP students twice -— once half-way through the year (o?
course) and once at the end, asking students to respond for the
SITIP class in compdrison with others for the same subject.
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-M——-~~21_~Score—and—anaiyze%responses'by*class;‘assignihgfeach*verbal**~~wwmw~~
response.a numerical score: a lot = 5, a little = 4, don't

_“_“—‘—‘~"?now = 3, not much = 2, not at all = 1.

3. abulate responses by class, by time, by item, and send them to
RBS.
/

Th Isurveys'are more complex than the questionnaire. The Learning

Environment Inventory (secondary level) has eight scales measuring the
-

J : .
follow Lg areas: competitiveness, satisfaction, difficulty, friction,
. ’ i

disorg?nization, apathy,_favoripism, and environment. The My Class

-

Inventory (elementary level) measures the first four areas mentioned above.

LEAs interested in using these Surveys to measure student attitudes were
told to:

1. Obtain copies of the survey manual from MSDE staff, determine .
' appropriate scales, identify relevant items, and produce copies of
the resulting measure-to be used with students.

2. Use the measure as a pretest/posttest with SITIP sﬁudents.
(Control students.—— matching classes taught by the same teacher
when .possible -- may also be involved.)

3. Alternatively, use the measure as a posttest only, either: (1)
asking SITIP students to complete it twice, once for the SITIP
class/subject and once for a similar class/subject, possibly
‘taught by the same teacher; or (2) .having SITIP students complete
it once, and attaching to the results a note from the teacher as
to hoped-for responses. - '

k]

v 4. Score and analyze results, and send summaries to RBS.

Achievement Measures. LEAs were required by MSDE to assess studen;

-

achievement. Guidelines stated: : : {

Achlevement may be measured by the CAT -or other norm-referenced
tests, or‘by’criterion—referenced measures. While it is theoret-
iéhlly desirable to pretest and posttest students comparing
results of. SITIP students with similar populations in "regular"
classes, this traditional design is not always possible. Afterna-
tives include: (1) long term trend analysis comparing "posttest

only" results with those that might be commonly expected, or (2)
pretesting and posttesting SITIP students using critericn
referenced tests. Whichever method is used, it should be uunder-
stood that "claims of program success" or "objective value" of

SITIP should be made with caution. .
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Specific procedures wgremqqugigggﬁpeferring to use of various kinds of

measures: California Achievement. Test, other norm-referenced tests, or

criterion referenced tests developed by the LEA or classroom teachers.

Analysis and Reporting

Data were analyzéd for éach question by model, by LEA, and by role group:
Also, data Qere_analyzed to determine correlations among activities, role
gfoup involvement/investment, énd outcomes.

Data were analyzed as soonbas possible after céllectioh. Summaries were
prepared and reports made fo the MSDE team, orally about once a month and in
~writing for formal events. Turh groun& time fof thosé written reports was
usually seven to ten days.* -

This system of on-going analysis and reporting assisted the MSDE team in

making data-baéed decisions to plan interventions and make program

-,
N
N

‘improvements. : S »

!

o

* Several reports were developed about SITIP activities for the period
December 1980 to June 1982. During the 1982-83 school year, copies of

. some of those documents were reviewed with LEA teams, LEA superinten-
dents, and MSDE assistant superintendents.

’
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IV. STATE INITIATIVES AND ASSISTANCE -

In.support of local implementation of four models of instructional
improvement, the Maryland’State Department of Education (MSbE) initiated
activities relating to three.areas: planning, training, and technical
assistance. *In order to:carry out those activities effectively, organiza—
tional struotures and mechanisms were established which built upon previous
efforts. This chapter—presents general background information,-desoribes
organizational structures, reviewe events for the three areas of activity, and

presents related conclusions.

General Background

In the fall of 1980, MSDE initiated the School Improvement Through
Instructional Process (SITIP) program,_which involves local education
agencies (tﬁAé) in implementing instructional models proven to be effective
in increasing student achievement. The models are: Adtive'Teaching,
Mastery Learning, Student Team Learning, and Teaching Variables. All four

models are research-based and were selected by MSDE as potentially useful to

all schools for improving instruction in strubthred academic curricula,

}ear 1: 1980—81

During the 1980- 81 school year, teams of educators attended orientation
conferences conducted by* the researchers/dnvelopers of the models. Then L9
LEAs submitted plans to implement one or more of those models, received
grants (up to $5000 per LEA per year), and participated in further training

and planning activities sponsored by MSDE.
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Year 2: 1981-82

buring the 1981-82 gchool year, nearly 700 teachers in grades K-12 used
one or more of thedmodels in mathematics,,reading/language arts, science;“
socilal studies,‘or other academic areas.. In each of the 19 LEAs, SITIE
teams were formed, including teachers;,schooi—based administrators, and
central office staff. These teams were assisted by MSDEdtechnical
assistants (TAs)--two people per model--who visited local sites, facilitated
problem~solving and networking, and conducted one or two "follow-up"
training events attended by all teams implementing a given model.
In addition to conducting activities relating to a specific model, MSDE
“also sponsored an Instructional Leadership Conference in May 1982 focusing /:
on quality instruction (addressed by Barak Rosenshine) and staff developmedt
(addressed by’ Bob Bush and Bruce Joyce). The conference was attended by
about 500 local educatorS, including SITIP team representatives. (MSDE//
staff also attended a conference conducted by the same presenters.5
" To further reinforce the instructional improvement theme, MSDE /
commissioned Research for Better Schools (RBS) to write a paper synthesizing
research on ins.ructional improvement and planned change.* That paper was
subsequently used as a knowledge base for severallMSDE—sponsored training

T

events in the 1982-83 school year.

Year 3: 1982-83
During the summer of 1982, the five LEAs that initially had not
participated in SITIP became part of the pProgram and received appropriate

assistance and funds from MSDE. Funding, assistance, and model—specific

follow—upvtraining events continued for all LEAs throughout the year.

-* Roberts, J.}.E., & Smith, S. Instructional improvement: A system;wide
approach. - )



" In early fall 1982, an RBS evaluation report covering the 18 months -

—_ e e e e e s i v e e e e = timmnn s m = ¢ o e s i e 4 e e e

'beginning December 1980 was released, and the executive summary and sections

relating to local impiementation of specific models were distributed and
discussed by key interest groups.. Some findings influenced subsequent
activities. |

The spring 1983 Instructional'Leadership Conference included presenta-
tions made by each:of the 19 LEAs first involved‘in SITIP, and focused on
teacher effectiveness (Madeline Hunter) and planned~changeh(Karen Louis).
Those two presenters also addressed MSDE staff and college faculty at separate
conferences. The RBS synthesis paper was used as advance reading for the LEA

._conference, and was the basis of several other presentations and training
events to state and local administrative and supervisory staff.

By June '1983, 23 LEAs were committed to a third year of SITIP implemen-
tation, all with matching state funds, and all planning expansion.* In July,
MSDE Sponsored a Summer Institute to train new implementers and assist logcal
team planning. !

The SITIP design calls for flexible state leadership, and involvement of
ail role groups in planning, training, and implementation. MSDE .sponsors
planning and training events, carries out technical assistance and evaluation,
and facilitates local implementation:and dissemination. Local involvement is
voluntary, but 1ip service compliance is not accepted as implementation.

Local investment (time, money, and comnitment) is high and 1is influenced by

the nature of the design, the quality of technical assistance and training,

* One -LEA does not plan expansion and did not request MSDE funds for the
1983-84 school year. Interested teachers/schools may continue to imple~
ment the SITIP model on their own. :

)
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and the perceived value of the models implemented In general, as SITIP

galned visibility within the state, central office staff (especially superin-

tendents and assistant superintendents) gave more attention to the program and

to the relevant research bases.

Organizational Structures

The organizational structures used for SITIP evolved over time to ensure
.appropriate participation of‘role groups'and hierarchical levels. Multiple
channels of cummunication were Used,,with careful attention to’sending
consistent, clear,.timely messages, and to maintaining personal contacts so
that local educators could readily exchange information with MSDE. While
appropriate attention was paideto lines of-authority, crossflevel Oor cross-
division mechanisms were also.used or developed to facilitate coordination.
This section outlines the structures and mechanisms which did evolve. It
refers to MSDE decision-making, the placement and responsibilities of MSDE
staff- asgigned as technical assistants, and MSDE/LEA communication.

SITIP was initially designed by staff of two departmental units of MSDE,
building on needs and successes of existing programs relating to professional
development academies, technical assigtance, Project Basic (the state
competency-based educationrprogram); and the implementation of research;based
processes and models. Once approved by the state~superintendent, SITIP was
reviewed by the Instructional Coordinating ﬁouncil_(ICC)‘;- the state superin—
tendent,'assistant deputy soperintendent, and MSDE assistant superintendents
each responsible for a particular'division/department."ICC members agreed

o 5

that SITIP would become a jointly—sponsored program, coordinated by the

assistant depnty superintendent (ADS),:and supported by the person time of

selected division staff with field respongibilities. These staff became the
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SITIP technical assistants (TAs), each "expected" tovspend about two days a
- month on the Program. .They continued their usual tasks, and, for SITIP,
reported to the ADS,

-The-SITIP TA'team'was chaired py’the ADS and included eight TAs (two per
model) drawn from the Divisions of Inetruction, Certification -and. Accredita—
tion; Instructional Television; Library Servicee' Compensatory, Urban and
Supplementary Programs and the Office of Project Basic. The team met monthly

_to review progrees, agsist each other or share materials, and to plan forth-
coming actiVitiee. Individual members took on specific tasks most closely

- relating to their "regular" work. Moet»genetal administrative work (e.g.,
coordinating local plans and allocating funds) was undertaken By the two TAs
who routinely reported to the ADS. Each pertnership was free to determine
what technical assistance should be offered and how work should Jbe shared.
Members were expected to network about SITIP within their own divisions,
spreading successful concepts and building a general knowledge base among MSDE
staff. This communicaticn was not as etrong as was initially planned.

Communication-between MSDE and the 24 LEAs initially invoived the ADS and
LEA superinten ents, and that channel continued to be used for formal informa-
tion exche:ige. Subsequently, the local council of assistant superintendents
(that re ets monthly, chaired by the ADS) became a communication channel, The
SITZP model required involvement of cross—hierarchical local teams,, and once
rhey were established Msﬁ; TAs could contact specific teachers, school-baged
“adminietrators, and central office staff. Usually'one of the latter group.

- (or, more rarely, a school administrator) was designated as the local project -
coordinetor and became the key contact for LEA MSDE SITIP communication. In a

fey cases a project coordinator was so little involved in SITIP that - someone
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else (usually school—based) became the key contact, especially to review

implementation progress or needs. Important'information (e. Bes about the
annual Instructional Leadership Conferences) or :materials (e.g., evaluation
summaries) were shared in several ways through several channels (e.g.,
councils of superintendents and assistant superintendents, mailing, TA local
on—site visits, follow—upitraining events), with senior administrators
receiving information first, but other channels used to ensure‘that "desk-work.
blocks" did not delay or/prevent communication. d(Even so, such blocks did
occur at times, indicating a need for TAs to encourage better communication
within some LEAS.)" / |

SITIP policiesrand activities were%planned by the TA team, with members
taking into account local needs and interests. Plans were reviewed, revised
" 1f necessary, and approved by the IcC. Operational specifics were negotiated
with LEA superintendents and SITIP teams. In general, the SITIP TA team took

primary responsibiiity for leadership and. administration of the program, with

the ADS responsible ‘to the ICC for maintaining quality and cost-—effectiveress.

\\w Planning

This section rev1e s planning processes and activities initiated by MSDE.
F01lowing a brief review\of efforts up to June 1982, two areas are addressed:
planning within MSDE, and planning with LEAs.

Planning 1980—June 1982

The preliminary design r SITIP was deveioped in 1980 by MSDE staff,
reviewed and approved by the0¥CC and the LEA superintendents'ccouncil, and put
into action by staff responsible for staff development and Project Basic. By
July 1981, the;SITIP TA team had been formed, and planning responsibilities
were assumed'by that~group (with review and approval by the ICC). Planning

n

for the fir;t 18 months focused on:
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e Overall desggg; program purpose; leadership; funding and other means
e of—support¢~substance7~proce§37~andmproceddres¢~traininggmlocalm~~«~w—mwm—w
participatioh requirements; and evaluation

e Modification of the design: consideration and initiation of changes
indicated by the relative success of early activities (e.g., inclusion
of technical assistance, flexibility in local i{nvolvement issues)

¢ Specific training events: the orientation conferences for the four’
-models, matching summer institutes, follow-up activities conducted by
TAs, and jthe 1982 Instructional Leadership Conference

® Local planning: guidelines; procedures; clarification of the reality
of SITIF intentions (e.g., requirement for cross-hierarchical team
involvement, and real--not lip servicej—implementation) :

® Local planning modification: reformatting of guidelines; negotiation
of changes or reductions in LEA intentions based on clearer under-
standing of the demands of SITIP models )

® Evaluation: {initial design,'and suBéeqﬁént modification to use fast
feedbapk on critical events to inform decisions.

Planning Within MSDE (June 1982-June 1983)

Within/MSDE tiwree types of planning activities occurred; (1) resource
allocation/and policy making. by the ICC, (2). program modifigation by MSDE
divisions, and (3) program-development and modification by the TA team.

ICC jplanning related to SITIP occurred during their regular monthly
meetings/. The ICC reviewed prpgress reports and TA team recommendations, ;nd
subSequentl§ determined fesoufce ailbcatioﬁs.. For instance; continuation of
TA éupport was approved for the 1982—83,year (at 10% time for each TA) and for
the 1983-84 year (at 15% time for each TA). Local grants were approved, with
from /$3000 to $5000 available for each LEQ,abut, fér 1583—84, participating
LEAs had to p%ovidé matching funds. Fun&iﬁg for Instructional Leadership
Conferences, follow-up training, and evaluation was also approved, with
amounts for the 1983-84 year cut by about 40% (reflecting overall budgét

cits).

37

28




MSDE division planning was 4ndependent and case—specific, involving

. modification of existing programs “to incorporate concepts, Strategieo,”d}“‘”'“'

content ofpSITIP percelved as valuable and relevant to particular programs.
Influence or initiative originated from ICC members (division directors), TAs,
or branch chiefs who read SITIP materials or participated in SITIP-related
activ1ties; ‘For instance, an ICC member (director of the Division for |
Compensatory, Urban and Supplementary Programs) gave 3 research synthesis to a
branch chief. Impressed by the synthesis, the chief discussed implications

with the TA in his branch. Together, they drafted tentative plans, expanded

ideas with other branch staff (and RBS), then used SITIP—related knowledge and

processes for thelr annual state conference (attended by Chapter I coordina-

tors and LEA assistant superintendents). In another division, a major program
was launched (Utilizing Research to Affirm Teacher Education——URATE), in which
researchers (e.g., Berliner, Cohen, Hunter) addressed representatives of

institutes, of higner education. Planning'forvURATE, and for ways to link

_URATE and SITIP participants, involved SITIP TAs and MSDE staff of the

Division of Certification and Accreditation.: Individual TAs were influenced
by the SITIP Pnowledge base (on instructional improvement and planned change).
and incorporated it in their “regular" work in,various ways« Also, the 1982
Instructional Leadership Conferences (focusing on staff deVelopment)
stimulated review of practices in several divisions, with some modifications
to Increase impact.'

TA team planning occurred during regular monthly TA meetings and sub—
sequently by sub-groups or individuals accepting specific tasks. Planning'
related to all areas- of the program, with most attention to trainingi

Instructional Leadership Conferences, Follow-up, sessions and the 1983 Summer
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Institute); the improvement of assistance to LEAs; and to evaluation. The

-~

———ﬁore—comp%ex—an—area—qi—aétivityTmtheueanlier“the“planning begaﬁ.*“.ln,”,m
géneral, aﬁ open systems planning appr&ach was used: objectives and target
;udiences were specified; substance and process were developed together;

.material and political support. were taken into account.

e Training: General level planning for the '83 Conference and Institute
began in May 1982, with main objectives, target audiences, presenters,
and.resources determined by June. Specifics were determined subse-
quently, with all LEA superintendent approvals in hand by December
'82. Follow-up planning was initiated three to six months before a
given event. )

e Assistance: Planning was on-going, flexible, context-specific,
anticipatory, and proactive as much as possible. SITIP administrative
efforts (e.g., collection of LEA PEPPs forms, identification of LEA
key contacts) to facilitate formal documentation or funding require-
ments were coordinated by one TA: energy and enthusiasm were

- relatively low for these routine activities. . SITIP program efforts
(especially. strategies to overcome’ specific barriers to local imple-
mentation) received much greater attention, with full days spent in
July 1982 and May 1983 reviewing and planning,technical assistance
strategies and activities (in light of relevant research).

e Evaluation: Planning was interactive, with RBS staff and TAs v
reviewing and modifying annual designs each June, -then TAs reviewing
designs ‘with LEAs at the beginning of the school year. Evaluation of
training was planned .as events were pldnned. Primary planning/design
responsibility was assumed by RBS. Planning for review of evaluation
results, or consideration of findings in prugram improvement was the
responsibility of the TA team. °

Major outcomes of these planning activities (other than the implementa-

tion-of the plans) included: (1) a general knowledge of SITIP by most MSDE -
staff, (2) sufficient commitment or interest by senior and middle management
to be willing to explore elemenﬁs or knowledge bases of SITIP, and té continue

(and expand) cooperative support for technical assistance,, (3) increased know;

ledge and skills in instructional improvement and planned change by members of

* Complexity related to: extent of participant input in planning; process
for approval and/or funding; number and variety of role groups involved as
participants and/or presenters; ‘number and variety of content areas or
‘models addressed. - « :
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the TA team (which informally filtered back into other program areas), and (4)

application of %ITIP-related information, strategies, or processes in varilous

'existing programs. While some programs were influenced by SITIP there was

little impact on pclicy or practice of other instructional programs. This

reflects less on the SITIP design than on organizational norms: established’
philosophies and priorities ot individual divisions outweighed the possible
value of the SITIP knowledge base,nand the pressures of'everyday tasks out-
weighed the appeal of information offered informally by TAs..

Planning With LEAs (June 1982-June 1983)*

Planning related. to SITIP between MSDE and LEAs used several channels,
involved various state and local groups, and related to: planning and project

administration, mplementation, evaluation, and training. For each

topic, a given channel (role group) might carry out any of three responsibi~
lities. rewtev, commitment, or involvement. Table 4 presents topics. and’
channels, and the‘following discussion reviews each topic and then each kind
of. responsibility. |

Usually, the Assistant Deputy Superintendent {ADS) represented MSDE for‘
planning activities with LEA superintendents and assistant superintendents.

2

Sometimes the State Superintendeng was'involved, especially for formal

) communication of new efforts. Occasionally TAs were involved, especially

for specific on-site review'or problem—~solving. .SITIP TAs were primarily-

responsible for planning with local project directors, evaluation coorlina-
tors, and SITIP teams. While almost all communication or'activities related

to planning were initiated by MSDE for general, SITIP activities, LEA groups

* Planning within LEAs {e.g., Jmplementation design or the specifics of
evaluation), is not discussed here; the focus 18 on MSDE initiatives.

-
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Table 4

MSDE/LEA Planning Topics and Channels

Topics Project _ o
Channels Administration Implementation Evaluation Training
LEA Superintendents review review
) commitment commitment
involvement '
[LEA Assistant review review review review
Superintendents ’ commitment involvement
LEA Evaluation review
coordinators commitment
SITIP Project review review .review review
Directors involvement involvement commi tment involvement
- commitment commitment commitment
SITIP Teams ‘review involvement 'review review-
commitment commitment commitment involvement
commitment




also initiated some planning (e.g., topic selection for the assistant super-
intendents' conference, October 1982), and individual LEAs also invited TAs
to participate in local planning.

General SITIP planning and project administration included a require-~

ment by MSDE that each LEA complete a PEPP (Promising Educational Program or
Practices) form. These single—pagebforms addressed objectives, target
-audience, staff development, etc., and so served as summaries of local
: intentions. PEPPs were compiled and distributed to all LEAs, at the request
of local superintendents, to facilitate local networking. In 1981 19 LEAs
completed PEPPs which covered activities through June 1983, However;*the five
LEAs that were not involved at first, decided to participate in 1982. Those
five loral superintendents initiated the request”/they were influenced by
colleagues from other LEAs who were impressed with SITIP. The "new" LEAs
needed to complete PEPPs and apply for MSDE /funds (approximately $3000 per LEA
for one school year). Preliminary negotiation involved the ADS and the five
LEA superintendents. Subsequently, TAs visited those distriets, 'reviewed
SITIP activities, conducted orientation/training on models" of potential
interest,* and assisted LEA teams in developing plans for 1mplementation.
During the 1982—83 school year,bfurther MSDE/LEA interactions for‘project

. -
_administration for all LEAs occurred in relation to: - (1) planning and funding
for the\hext year, (2) coordination.of eiisting implementation with MSDE

-training and with local plans to expand, and (3)1clarification of state

initiatives or requirements-(e.g,, foradocumentation or allocation of funds).

a

A
.

\
\

\ -
N

°

*. Two LEAs chose Active Teaching, and each of the other models was gelected
bY one LEA. < ' : -
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There were few 1 plementation planning initiatives by MSDE, except with

‘the five "new'" LEAs. In general, the focus was on maintaining communication
(networking) so that good ideas could be shared across districts. In a few
cases, especlally where there were staff reassignments, TAs worked with SITIP
teams or project directors to "trouble—shoot'.unanticipated problems and
modify plans. In the second half of the year, most LEAs requested TA review
of plans-or involvement~in'planning“for'implementation’in‘the‘1983—84ischool
year. Implementation issues were influenced by findings reported in the
‘evaluation of the first 18 months of SITIP.

For the 1982-83 school year,,LEAs were more involved in planning for

Q

evaluation. While MSDE and RBS developedrthe overall design and measures,
each LEA was required to make _decisions within the given framework. MSDE TAs
reviewed the design with LEAs‘and worked with project directors or evaluators
to clarify épecificxactivities. of all'areas{ this one created some.planning
(and implementation) problems,'partly becausé_lEAlevaluation_plans had to be
revised in 1982, and partly because "ownership" and understanding of the
design and related tasks were not clear in some cases. .In general, some LEAs
did not follow through ‘on MSDE initiatives, they submitted appropriate written
. plans but did not implement them. Also, in‘this area, some TAs were not
strcngly prdactive and so did~not»volunteer assistance until the need became
very apparent, by which time it was too 1até (e.g:, to collect data or plan
.pre/post tests). | .

Planning'forvtraining took the greatest amount of time and effort of both-
MSDE and LEA staff, Statewide events included a three-day Summer Institute
(July 1983) for 200 participants, a one-day Instructional Leadership

Conference (May 1983) for 500 participants (plus similar events for college

2%
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facult& and_MSDE staff), and four model—specific follow—up meetings.* In
addition, TAs conducted training at the_request of specific LEAs. SITIP-
related'training activities (e.g., the Assistant Superintendents' Retreat, and
site-specific follow—ups) were planned or coordinated by TAs, the ADS, and
local staff, and similar. efforts planned by other MSDE divisions (e. g.
Chapter I Conference, URATE) involved at least one TA team ' T
member and required coordination witn.local SITIP teams. _All of these
events required careful planning and“some kind of formal or informal needs
assessment, eyaluation,;and follow-up. Coordination among:evente was
facilitated by organizational structures fincluding the fact that there are
only 24 LEAs in'the state), but was, nevertneless, a challenge that was'
addressed satisfactorlly by the TA team. -

Across the four areas addressed (project administration, implementation,
evaluation, and training), and for each of the -five local groups (superinten—
dente,.aseistant superintendents, evaluators, project directors, and SITIP

teams), there were three ways in which LEA staff participated in state-local

planning: xe!igy, 1nvolvement, and commitment.

For review, MSDE shared preliminary ideas or draft documents with a

'particular group. Local input was invited 'and was usually glven as sugges-

tions for minor modifications. - Since SITIP is voluntary, any LEA with strong

negative reactions to tentative plans had the option not to participate.

e
~

For involvement, MSDE invited local input during planning, sometimes as

an informal needs assessment, sometimes through a series of discussions with

individuals or groups. Local influence on MSDE plans was strong, especilally '

* The Staff Development Branch of the Division of Certification and" Accedita-
tion shared responsibility for the Instructional Leadership Conferenceu.
Two SITIP TAs were in that Branch, which facilitated coordination. .
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for training. For instance, informal needs agsessment of teams might identify
topics to be addressed and a preferred format for use of the time available.

Then, after MSDE TAs drafted a general agenda, specific LEAs or individuals

took responsibility for planningV(and7conductingl_ahgiven session at a
conference. iAs worked with local presenters (and.outsidersl to ensure
cohesive Planning to meet stated needs. Sometimes, localvinvolvement was
proactive (e.g., By the superintendents of the five "new" LEAs), P

For commitment, MSDE requested support through action following review

and approval of plans. Usually the immediate action was local planning based “

e On- the~state-initiative. “Subsequently; implementation was expected. Commit—
ment in the form of public support, acknowledgement, and recognition of SITIP-
successes was also encouraged during planning. Such commitment was-given
(e.g., all superintendents of "veteranJ sites”participated in team presenta-
tions at the Instructional Leadership Conference) and the general 1evel of

[

implementation of plans was very high.
, Summarz
‘: Planning was flexible,.interactive, on-going, and based on an open-
systems approach. Existing organizational'structures wereﬁused Or new ones
developed to fac{litate communication and involve various interest groups in
MSDE-initiated plans. Within MSDE and between MSDE and the LEAs, efforts were
made to coordinate ctivities and to strengthen or integrate existing programs

with SITIP (or SITIP knowledge- bases on- instruction and planned change)

Planning was timely, made good use of resources and available expertise, and .
: invited local participation by role groups and in such ways as to result in

high commitment to the %rogram and real (not lip-service) implementation in

almost.all sites. The combination of visible success and voluntary participa-=

tion also facilitated planning. One particularly strong influence in planning




h

o

was the expertise and position of the ADS. As chair of the'ICC, the Assistant
'Superintendents' Council, and the TA team he could facilitate information

exchange, and anticipate or’design ways to link SITIP and othermactivities.

— . m Training*
MSDE—sponsored training activities related to SITIP during the 1982-83

year included' (1) an Assistant Superintendents Retreat, (2) an Instruc—
tional Leadership Conference, and (3) Follow-up Workshops on each model. Each
of those activities led to site-specific activities at some LEAs. The three
kinds of activities are described here, participant evaluations are presented,
and follow~up activities are outlined. 'Attention focuses on"training of locali'
'educators. ' _ N ) | _ -

Asgistant Superintendents' Retreat.

This discussion describes a two-day retreat conducted in October 1982 and

“«

some related activities that occurred before and after that event.

Early in 1982, MSDE commissioned RBS to dnvelop a paper synthesizing
research on instructional improvement and planned change, organizing the
information to addreSs responsibilities of each eﬁucational role group or
"level:" teachers,.school—based administratorS, central office staff, and
staff of state education agencies (Roberts & Smith, 1982) Subsequently, RBS
staff (Roberts) made presentations on the paper to Project Basic facilitators

‘and to the ICC. The latter presentation also involved Susan Loucks of the

NETWORK , who reinforced the knowledge base by presenting a synthesis of recent

* Each event summarized here'was described in detail in reports developed ‘by
RBS and submitted to MSDE soon after a given activity. Those reports are
listed in the bibliography. ,The Summer Institute conducted in July 1983 1is
described with the 1983-84 activities.
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school improvement studies. The paper was also distributed to the LEA
Assistant Superintendents, who then suggested that Roberts and Loucks should
make presentations at their annual retreat. .

Retreat activities. MSDE sponsored a retreat for LEA and MSDE Assistant

‘Superintendents of Instruction at the Columbia inn in Columbia, Maryland on
Qctober 5th and 6th, 1982. The“retreat was coordinated by Dr. Richard Petre,
Assistant Deputy”State Superintendent of Schools, and focused on recent
research on instruction and planned change.

"The retreat was attended by 30 participents, six from,ySDE and 24 from
.the local school systems. Representing MSDE was an agsistant superintendent
or designate from three MSDE divisions, and three other staff members.
Representing the LEAs were assistant superintendents of instruction or their
deeignatns from 23 of the 24 school districts. (The representative from
Baltimore City was unable .tc attend the retreat )

Jane Roberts gave the first presentation on school and classroom effec~
. tiveness, which was followed by three consecutive group discussion sessions..
Each discussion sessiop was- led by an LEA participant who had been previously
_assigned as the discussion leader. During these sessions, participants were
able to discuss how the information presented could be applied to the
“ classroom, the school,_and the LEA, The formal-part'of the first day of the
retreat ended with a brief wrap-up by the'conference‘consultants.

On the second day, Susan Loucks made a presentation on planned change.
The presentation was -followed by concurrent small group discussions focusing
on practical application of the research findings to individual school
district change efforts. - The conference consultants moved among the group

answering"questions and making suggestions and comments. The entire group

v
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of participants re-assembled at the conclusion-of-the -small group discussiocns
in order to hear the reports from the group facilitators. Dr. Petre concluded

the retreat by reminding participants that:

-

® MSDE is trying to: 1) use research—based pProcesses to implement
school improvement programs, 2) provide effective technical assist-

ance, and:3) coordinate programs

® The SITIP topic reports (which can be obtained from each district's
SITIP project director) show where current strengths and weaknesses
occur in the implementation of school improvement programs

. Supervisors need to understand the programs being implemented in their
district so that they can determine fidelity and change, and make sure
that instruction 1is effective

® MSDE and school .districts must learn how to add programs with least
effort and” maximum effectiveness.T“

Participant evaluation. Participants were asked to state their reasons

for attending and indicate plans for application of the information they
received.‘ Using a five—~point gcale (5,00 being most positive), participants
also rated the effectiveness of the retreat. ‘The reasons for attending’
perceived as most important for the highest number of participants were:

1) the scheduled topics were of high personal interest; 2) the information
‘would be useful back home; and 3) the topics were directly relevant to their
jobs. Aspects of the seminar receiving the most positive mean responses
were: 1) the seminar provided knowledge that participants could use in their
work 4.77); 2) the presentations were clear (4.76); 3) the seminar was well
designed and managed (4.73); and 4) the physical facilities were ‘adequate

(4 73). The lowest mean response was for 'seminar addressed my needs' (4.36)
‘and even that was a highlv positiVe response; In terms of future application,
the largest proportion_ of respondents (52%) planned to share the materials and
information obtained at the seminar with other staff memberS’in their school

?

district,aincluding central office staff, principals, and/or teachers. A

~
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~~1arge"segment"of*respondents’(38%)ﬁa130“p1anned'to“ﬁseﬁthe‘seminaf materials
and inforﬁation to plan and implement change efforts within their schobl o
district in areas such as staff development, cufriculum development, and
instructional improvement. | |
Most of the respondents (76%) felt that MSDE br.thé‘consultants sHou1d
foliow—up on t@e seminar by providing technical assigtahcé.to help school
districts apply-the information.presented at the seminar to local‘problems
“and/or programs, or by providing éﬁditionél inforﬁation at a future meefing.

The comments volunteered most often by the respondents pertained to the

overall seminar (well planned, informative, worthwhile), to_ the spéakers
. (excellent preéenters), and to the topic (good topic -~ appreciated getting
back to instruction as a major topic).l In general, the retreat was

perceived to be a success.

Subsegqdent related activitie;. Three kinds of éctivities océurred in
felatian to thg retreat: for LEAs, at the state level, and among TAs.

Three LEAs‘invited the RBS speaker to repeat her wbrkshop session for
administrative and.Supervisory staff.

® In Washington County, RBS staff conducted training for central office
supervisors and school principals, and worked with. LEA staff to '
develop videotapes for teacher inservice. Local educators formed
study groups to explore some arcas (e.g., time-on~task) in more detail
and plan appropriate applications. This reinforced several county
instructional improvement efforts and may have influenced the county's
decision to implement Mastery Learning in the 1983-84.school year. -
(STL was implemented during 1980-83 with SITIP funding, and AT was
implemented during 1982-83 as part of another project. Both will
continue through 1984.) : ’

e/ In Harford County, RBS staff conducted training for elementary school

' principals and some central office staff. This reinforced and
elaborated SITIP activities since Active Teaching is implemented in
all elementary (and some middle) schools in Harford.

® In Prince George's County, RBS staff conducted training for all
secondary school principals and some central office staff. This
reinforced the county's efforts to train principals as instructional
leaders. : . ' .
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Two other LEAs, Stt Mary's andKWicomico, requested further information and
made arrangements for SITIP implemnnters to attend workshop sessions conducted
by RBS at the beginning of the 1983~-84 school year.

At the state level. Chapter I| staff decided to focus on instrnctional

improvement for their annual conference, and invited RBS staff tolassist them.

The Roberts and Smith synthesis paper was used as advance reading material and

\

RBS staff presented workshOp sessipns. The Chapter I conference, held in
January 1983, wae'attended by LEA Loordinators, ‘some assistant superinten-
/

dents, and some centra1 office su%ervisors. Participant evaluations were

positive.

w T T T = —

ALl SITIP TAs reviewed materéals used at the Assistant Superintendents'
Retreat, and discussed the knowledge bases with RBS staff. They incorporated
information and materials into their own follow—up training, and coordinated
SITTP activities with other local and state efforts ‘to apply the shared
knowledge base on instructional improvement.

Instructional Leadership Conference(s)

This discussion describes three inter-related conferences conducted in
May 1983: for local educators, MSDE staff, and college faculty.’ Whi}e most
conference planning and management tasks were carried out by the SITIP TA team

-

and staff of the Certification and Accreditation Division, the conferences
were sponsored by the ICC and- considered a joint effort of instructional
divisions. ~ | o | L : )

The four original.orientation sessions for SiTIP, held in 1980-81,
brought nationally-known speakers to address an andience of cross-hierarchicalu

teams. Speakers also addressed MSDE staff on separate occasions. The events .

-were successful, so in 1982 an Instructional Leadership Conference was

i=4

;' f e 50




 conducted at which Barak Rosenshine and Bob Bush made presentations. Again,
audience reactions were véry positive and a 1983 Conference was planned with
activities coordinated across MSDE divisions in order to meet various -rogr

interests. B
. The main 1983 conference was "a"éf“s"fg‘_ﬁa'a“fa"‘r";"l‘a'aa 1 educdtors. In addition”
one speaker (Madeline Hunter)-spent a day and a half with over 100 college

faculty, and she and Karen Louis also spent:a day with MSDE staff. The three
tralning activities all”focused on the same knovledge base,_but,enphasis and

.process variled to suit audlence needs, .

Conference activities. On May 4, 1983 the annual Instructional Leader-

& ship Conference was held at College Park attended by approximately 500
participants, most of whom were local educators. The objectives were:

® to review research on the processes of planned and managed instruc-'
tional improvement

e to learn the results from 19 Maryland local education agencles which
have implemented planned change in SITIP (School Improvement Through
Instructional Process) for the last two years'

e to consider facilitating quality in teacher effectiveness.

]

The first objective——planned change for instructional improvement--was
addressed by Karen Seashore Louis of the University of Massachusetts. The
second objective-~SITIP implementation—-was addressed by LEA teams, introduced

f by their respective superintendents in a series of concurrent small group
sessions each lasting 45 minutes. The third objective——teacher effective-
ness--was addressed hy Madeline Hunter of the University of California{ Both

outside speakers addressed the total audience, each speaking for one and a

half hours.,
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All partidipants received as advance reading materials: "Instructional
aprovement: ~ A System—Wide Approach" (Roberts & Smith), and "The Science of
che Art of Teaching (Huntetr). Most LEAs provided small—group participants

<

with handouts.describing their“SITIP actiVities,'and some also used other
Gisual“aidS“in“their‘presentations.w~~_1 |

Louis' presentation was straignt ~forward, with some references to SITIP
butvfew asides or anecdotes. Louis addressed three main topics: (1) current
trends in school improvement and school”effectiveness; (2) assumptions and

strategles. of planned change; and (3) planning dilemmas.

Each local SITIP presentation was introduced by the LEA superintendent

~or a designate, and conducted by a team of local educators. All presentations

included reference to the MSDE-sponsored activities for initial team training
and subsequent follow—up, and also outlined the model. Usually, central
office staff provided introductory and background information, principals
summarized the implementation process or reviewed evaluatfon findings; and

©

teachers described actual classroom experiences... “
“Hunter's presentation'was relaxed, and included examples and anecdotes to
illustrate key points. She talked about how to produce an effective school,
and discussed three'kinds of knowledge: (1) propositional——what;‘(Z) .
proceduralj—how, and (3) conditional——when and why; emphasizing how most
teaching centers .on prbpositional,'with;little concentration on procedural,
and hardly any emphasis at all on conditional knowledge. Hunter also reviewed
three decisions made by educators ‘that strongly influence effective teaching

These decisions are: (1) the content to be taught, (2) the behavior of the

learner, and (3) tiw: behavior of the teacher.
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Participant evaluation, Participants rated presentations and the overall
conference on a five;pointlscale (5;00=excellent). They were asked to ofier
negative or positiveucomments'and,to dndicate future needs or plans;

Mean ratings fur presentations are'presentedfin Table 5. They range
. betseen 3,09 and 3.93 for Louis‘and 4.73 to 4.87 for Hunter. Respondents

a

considered Louig' presentation to be average to good and Hunter's prescntation

>

good to excellent. Of the 63 positive statements made about Louis' presenta-
tion, 22 commented on the Speaker s expertise and general knowledge of the
content,'and 21 considered the presentation WEll organized. Of the 100
negative statements, 64 considered~Louis Presentation too long, and 19
criticized the delivery. ~0f the 75 positive Statements made about Hunter's
presentation, 21 commented on the speaker's content knowledge, and 17 enjoyed
the delivery. “ Of the ‘10 negative statements, 3 wanted more time, 3 related to
facilities (poor amplification), and the others found the content simplistic

<

or inappropriate for their needs. ,
Both rounds of LEA . presentations were considered by the respondents to be
of "good" quality as evidenced by the‘overall mean ratings on all seven.
evaluation items of greater than 4.00 Within each topic (AT, ML, STL, TV),
the ratings averaged across ‘the role groups on the seven evaluation items were
all greater than 3.00 (average). Mean ratings tended to be lowest for TV, and
highest for AT and ML:‘ Of the 51 pOSitive comments volunteered by the respon—
dents, 24 enjoyed the speakers (varied, enthusiastic, teacher involvement in
presentations) and 10 appreciated the quality of the content. Of the 35
negative cogments about the LEA presentations, 22 respondents mentioned the

facilities (crowded bad accoustics, difficulty seeing), and 5 commented on

the content (too much, inappropriate, not new).
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R " Table 5

Kl

Mean Ratings for Presentations:
Ingtructional Leadership Conference, 1983

. : . N LEA Sessions
. Objectives Louis Hunter Round 1 [Round 2
Clarity of.objéctives 3.93 ,‘- 4£.75 4,33 7| 4.18
E Relevaﬁée of objectives - 3.67 4,73 4,17 | 4,07
Attainmént of Sbjectives 3.58 4.77 ‘4.23 4011
Quality of content | ase 480« | 4.25 | 4.13
Quality of‘presentation 3.09 h.87 1 4.28 4.19
unality of overall acfivity 5 3.26 4.81 4,18 - 14.05
Quality of materials , _ 4.05 :07
¢ ' * ' N

Responses can range from 1.00 {poor) to 5.00 (excellent).

N




For the overall conference,'all five evaluation items received mean
ratings of 4.00 or above, indicatink'that the respondents judged the confer-
ence to be of "good" quality. oOf the\SO positive comments volunteered h)p
respondents, 29 related to the speakers, with most appreciating LEA presenta-

\\tions (14) or Hunter (11). Ten respondents appreciated the quality of the
cdntent, and nine liked the design (balanced use of time, session choices,
etc. ) . Of the 43 negative comments, 18 criticized the facilities for small

\ o
group sessions, and 13 related to the speakers.

Table 6

Mean Ratings for the Instructional Leadership Conference Overall (1983) .

»Objectives : ]| Mean Rating'
Quality of advance reading materials ﬁé,lz_b.
Quality of conference design | . 4,08
Quality of the facilities | ' T ) ;
Quality of the overall conference 4.10
Yalue of the eonference | h | 4.04 ,

Responses can range from 1.00 (poor) to 5.00 (exeellent).
Respondents were asked to indicate futpre accions. The largest percent-
age of respondents (7P.4%) indicated that the§ nonld discuss further with
5 St L
their colieaéues the information that they gained from the conference. Only
5.8% of the respondents did not have any-future plans. |

In general, the conference was successful, particularly the presentations
by LEAs and Hunter. While the content of Louis' presentation was valuable,
participants reacted negatively to her dﬁ}ivery, which, in comparison to

Hunter, was perceived asudry and academic.

s
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Related'activities. The conference forXLEAs was flJ&ked by two similar

conferences, one for faculty of colleges of higher education, and the other 3
i

te

for MSDE staff. o - . )
: ) e ‘\ ‘\\ o
The former was held at Towson State Collﬁge, consisted of one-and-a-half

3 days of sessions conducted by Madeline Hunter,;and was part of the URATE

: ' ’ / .
series. The content was the same as that discussed for the LEA conference,
. - o :

.

but Hunter went into more detail and also engaged particiéants during question
and answer sessions. The conference was well receiﬁed, and several of the 120
participants stated that they would:include Hunter;s ideas.in their courses
(teacher preservice). |
| The conference for MSDE.staff was part of the professional staff.develop—

ment program, and involved both Hunter and Louis who were asked to use the
‘same knowledge bases as they had for the LEA conference but to focus on
implications for state policy and practice. Each speaker was scheduled for
one three-hour general session and for two or three:one?hour‘conSultation
sessions with Specific groups“or divisions;f

Hunter addressed a large group from many divisions for her general
sessiong two separate groups of five to.eight each,from the Divisions of .
Instruction and of Compensatory, Urban and Supplementary Programs (CUSP) ; and
approximately 20 staff from'Special Education. Her general presentation was
basically ‘the same as that given for.the LEA conference. Consultation
sessions followed a question/answer format and included discussionnof instruc-
tion, curriculum, use of class time, student grouping, and provision of
technical assistance.

Louis addressed 21 staff from~five divisions for her general session, a
group of six staff from CUSP, and five SITIP TAs in szparate consultation, -

sessions. The general session expanded on the LEA conference presentation,

. 3
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and the consultation §es§idns focused primﬁrily on provision of technical

assistance.'.All three sesﬁions engaged participants in discussion. Key

points made included:

.. When the program/innovation 18 a real local priority it is easiler, and

)

- SEA staff sometimes .also provide technical assistance which is in-

person action to help local educators make decisions or behavioral
changes related to their own perceived needs or goals. TA assumes
that local educators make choices. TA is not a "solution in search of !
a problem." Good TAs tend to identify with their clients.

Monitoring and.TA'shopld be separate roles. If they are combinéd,

4]

strategies must be used to "switch hats.":

TAs spend 10% to 100% of their time in the role.

- 10%Z - 20% wakes relatively little impact :

- 40% - 50% is minimum if time is to be protected from other
responsibilities '

- 80% - 100% is ideal for effectiveness. v

Low (official) time allocations increase incumbents' stress,

especially if the role is not legitimized as part of a job ‘description

with appropriate accountability. S

When TAs have little time in the role, or many sites to cover, it is'a
good ldea to use the time to help the LEA stay on track, usually by
working closely with a local champion or energizer who has ernough
influence to get things done. A 10%.SEA TA-and a 10% LEA energizer
(at each site) add up to less than 20% since the MSDE TA is working
with several sites, and -both TA and energizer get pulled from the
program by other responsibilities.

[

—_—

local dependence is less.

Other "facilitators" include: TA knowledge of LEA norms; LEA under-

.standing of SEA staff roles and program priorities; earned familiarity
of individuals (credibility/trust, LEA confidence that TA really will

help); shared successes; careful planning with on-geing checking of
the areas suggested by the "theories in use" matrix (especially

‘political and systemic contextual influences as the program gets

underway) .

"Barriers" include: lack of understanding or belief in the TA role
by LEAs or other MSDE staff; loss of linking/bonding mechanisms if
positions are "RIFed" or individuals change jobs. - :

Institutionalization arises through cycles and passages.
- A cycle is a series of related eveule e.g., a champion leaves and
new jerson takes over. If the new person 18 a champion in name
. only, or i1f there is no new appointee, there may be "underground"
' program use, but no institutiomalization; but if the new person
‘takes hold institutionalization is more likely.

- o, 43 ' » : .
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~ A passage is a change in program étatus, e.g., a change in the
funding base, a shift from a.pilot to a project, or broader
implementation. _ ‘ , .

Each major decision 1s crucial. While institutionalization is not

guaranteed, the more cycles and passages which occur, the more likely

that a program will survive. If something 1s "hard to undo” it's more

likely to be institutionalized, e.g., rather than a single pilot site,

1f there is pressure for success by teachers (and“others) rather than

by lonely advocates or uncommitted staff.

3

o When outside funds stop, LEAs'will continue a program if they perceive
‘it as having subjective and/or objective value. If they have accepted
funds out of opportunism, .or if they find a program such as SITIP as
having little value, they probably should let that program die.

@ SEA may hope that LEAs will learn how to apply planned change.research’

' and build capability to repeat the process. That's rarely true, it

happens only when an LEA experiences it several times. SEA TAs can,
over time, build local capability in planned change.

Participantélrated the effeéti§eness of the presentations and consulta-
tion séssions,‘with mean ratings ranging from 3.59 (quality 6f Louis' generél‘
presentation) fo 4.75 (quélity of Hunter's general preséntafion) on-a scale of
one to five (5.00=excellent). Overall, the conference was perceived to be in
the good té exceilent range, In genéral, most particiﬁants'stateﬁ they were
1ikelylto take one of -the following three actions as a result of the
conference:

e use in inservice/staff development

® incerporate into program planninglor policy—ﬁaking‘

e ldiscuss further witﬁ colleagpes.

Follow-Up Workshops

N

This section desdribeé'follow-up workshops conducted by TAs during the °

|

1982-83 school year. : i

The SITIP design provideF for folloﬁ-up training each year for

implementers of each mode], The purposes of such events are:

e . to facilitate networking by bfinging LEA teams together to exchange
information '
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® to reinforce, clarify, or expand knoWlégge and skills needed to
.implement! the model | AT X

. _ n .
e to meeé néeds identified E local team members, iﬁcluding the main;
tenance of \a support group|and the continuing dévelopment of an
up-to-date knowledge base. | ~ . - '
~Each EA team hég access to funés (up Lo $2000 per modél) and was free to
use memberél own judé@mené in desig;ing'activities suitable‘for.the above
futpéses. Onelcollabéﬁative folléw—up session was conducted”and'all others
were ﬁodel—specific and\independeﬁtly developed.

Follow—ub events included: “ '

® Joint meeting: AT, STL, TV, September 16, 1982 at MSDE

-0 MLg'Septembér 28—29,.1982 aﬁ Harpers Ferry (near Frederick County)

e STL, October 22,vi§82 in Charles County | | ‘

® STL, March 24-25, 1983 iﬁ Worcester County

e AT, May 17-18, 1983 in Kent County
e Joint meeting. The TAs of three models;—ATQ STL, and TV--collaborated
to conduct a one-day joint mee;i;; at MSDE in September 1982. It was
attended by 41 local eduCétoré representing 18 LEAs and addressed the o
following‘topi;s:a

® URATE—-(by C & A Division staff) how .LEAs and colleges could exchange
"information or coordinate activities for mutual benefit.

o Evaluation--(by RBS staff) findings and reports for the 1981~82 year,
and requirements for local involvement for the 1982-83 year.

. ® Updates--(by TAs) model-specific discussions of recent LEA activities
and needs/plans for the upcoming year, including welcoming "new'" LEAs
to ‘SITIP. ' )
Participant ratings were positive, with all wgwus» shsve 3.69 fon a five
_point scale where 5.00=excellent). The_update«sessionswwereﬁperceiveduasmmostmwwwu
| ’ '

useful by participants, although several also appreciated the information on

the evaluation design and measures. While participants liked the idea of
: . 7 ) )
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sharing information with college faculty, their interest and energy focused

more on their own implementation needs. For future TA activities, partici-

|

pants expressed needs in the following areas: tralning (1 LEA), dissemina-
. . : ‘ |

tion/expansion (3 LEAs), evaluation (2 LEAs), general support and resources (6

| \

LEAs), and coordination with college preservice (1 LEA)

Active Teaching A two—day retreat was conducted at Great Oaks ianding,

\

'Kent County, in May 1983, attended by 33 local educators representing six
\
i
LEAs., Objectives included increased awareness nf activities in other AT
| \ .
counties, increased familiarity with research on classroom management, and
\ c

ability to conduct classroom management workshops for teachers. Activities

' \
included: y

\
\ | il
e Comparative review of instructional strategies—— T (by Th omas Good)

and similar deSigns by Rosenshine, Hunter, and S allings\(by the AT
TA) i o ’
‘ j A ' ,
e LEA progrees'reports'and plane—+by each AT team' \

e Classroom management (by Barbara Clements ‘of the R&D Center at the
. Unlversity of Texas)——presentatione and participatory actiwities.

Participant ratings were positive, with means ranging from 3.39 to 4.57

\
l

(on a five point scale where 5. 00~excellent),\and evaluation comments

indicated that most people most enjoyed the handouts providedland the group

involvement activities. Futureuneeds expressed y participants related to
e . | b . ) .

training and assistdnce (particularly teaching/learning "how tos"), dissemina-
- tion/expansion, evaluation, and general support and resources.i Most e%pressed

<

needs were made by pevticipants from Cecil County.

Mastery Learn. = 4..e M. TAs conducted a tw -u. ; Sireat at Harpers

Ferry (near Frederick Count;) at the end of September 1983.. It was attended
by 30 local educatoés representing eix(lEAe. (The seventh LEA sent represen-
tatives only for their own preeentatione ) ‘The agenda—%content and process——

1
§

was designed to meet npedsuspecified by participants in a pre-conference

o ! . ! 51! . \.
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sufvey. Sessions on corrective and enrichment ;ctivities (by an outside
cOnsulfant),_én staff development (by TAI), and.qp testing (by LEA staff) were
conducted for the total gfqup. Allvothérs were small group cﬁncurrent
sessions.organized 8o that each parficipant atténdéd at least four such

sessions.

©

Topics addressed included:

® Designing and managing corrective and enrichment activities and
analyzing and assessing prerequisite and component skills (by Walter
Thompson, Mastery Learning Corp.)--two formal presentations plus large
and small group question/agswer sessions o

- @ Staff devélopment and coordination of inservice and preservice (by
C & A Division staff person and TAl)--small group presentation and
discussion . : . '

® Evaluation (by RBS'staff)——smail group presentation and discussion
of results of the first year study and requirements for local
involvement in the second year . '

® Dissemination in school and community (by Allegany staff)--small group
presentation '

. ® Assisting new schools (by .Baltimore County staff)--small grouﬁ
' presentation and discussion

e Teaming for successful lmplementation (by Worcester and Howard county
staff)=~-concurrent small group presentations

e Staff development (by'TAl)——prqsentation of relevant research to total
group, and a small group presentation by Baltimore City staff

° initiatinghML (by TA2)--presentation of open systems planning and
' implementation research to a small group : :

® Test construction (by Baltiiore City assistant superihtendent) and
testing what is taught (by A.ne Arundel staff)--pregsentations and
.participatory activities for zhe total group ' :

e Project review and-planningAfof two groups—-ddministratofsAand
- teachers. " -

PR
Participant ratings were positive, with means ali above 4.05 (on a five
point scale where 5.00=excellent) and evaluation comments indicated that most

people most enjoyed thé formal and informal sharing among LEAs, and the
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sessions on testing. With the exception ofﬂsessionsvcondpcted by Thompson,
all sessions held participants' attention. Thompson belOWed.hiS own agenda
which was not wholly responsive to expresaed needs of TAs and participants.
For future TA activities, participants expressed. needs in.the foilowing areas:
training (3 LEAa), dissemination/expansion (4 LEAB);Aevaluatian {1 LEA),
general support and resources (4 LEAs).

°

Student Team Learning. Two foilow-up sessions were held, the first -

(October 1982) hosted by the STL pilot -school in Charles County, the second
(March 1983) held in Ocean City and‘including sita visits to pilot schools
in Queen Anne's and Worcester. Only the second worksﬁOp 138 described here.
‘The STL Spring Follow-up was attended by 52 local participants who
spentvmost of the first dap visiting clasaes using STL at Queen Anne's Eigh
School, some of the.secand.day observing STL classes at Showell Elementary
in‘Worcester County, and tﬁe rest of the tipa.in total group‘and‘small_group
sessions éondpcted at the Carousel, Ocean City. Topics addressed included:
e LEA progress reports and plans—-by each STL team -

® Planned change and the SITIP design: (by RBS staff)——presenta—
tion and participatory activities.

e STL implementation (by STL developer)——brief comment on
local successes. g

- . 1

t

Participant ratings were positive, with means ranging from 4.15 to 4.49
(on a five point scale whare 5.00=ercallent), and evaluation comments
indicated that most'p%ople most enjoyed site visits to observe STI used in the
alasaraom. Needs.expressed for the future included information and leadership
in project continuation and eXpansian, andjgeneral support and resources.
Both sets of needs were expregied in Qays suggesting that tﬁey should he

addressed by LEA teams ratl.cyr than ﬁSbE. .However, there was some evide’ .:

’




that MSDE TAs would need to help LEAs in maintainingbmomentum, in networking
among schools and districts, and in maintaining fidelity and scope and &
intensity of STL implementation.-

Summary. Each of the Follow—up sessions led to further communication
between some LEAs. and the MSDE TAs. In several cases, especially for 'mew"
countles, TAs conducted site-specific workshops, sometimes assisting local
coordinators, sometimes directly conducting training. Also, since two TAs
(for ML and TV) are in the MSDE Staff’ Development Branch their knowledge of
SITIP models influenced content of workshops and training institutes they
conducted for principals and others not directly involved in SITIP.’ ‘ >

It is apparent that each Follow-up session addressed the general purposes

of such events and satisfactorily met participant needs. It is interesting to

¢

note that in all caseg LEA progress reports were given, an outside consultant
conducted at least one session, and both formal presentations and participa—
tory activities were included This mix of activities appears to have. been
well-received, and participants particularly liked learning about others

' activities--the more first-hand the better as is apparent from the STL site
visits. If outside consultants were involved they were more successful 1if
they attended to the guidelines negotiated with the TAs (all of whom seriously
addressed the needs and interests of local participants) The TA attitude
(and resulting behavior) that localrneeds for effective program implementation
provide the basis for Follow-up activities, was apparent in all cases and.
.evident to. participants who responded positively by their ~contributions in

' progress reports and small group activities. The networking (affective and
informative) resulting from the Follow-up segsions has contributed to the
goodwill. among LEAs and between MSDE and the LEAs, and has stimulated quality

o

implementation and some expansion in the LEAg,
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ﬁSummarz
| Training w;s'designed for;cross—hierarchical teams, was directly related
to implementation of the SITIP models, included information and activities to
reinforce content and process, took into account participant needs and
interests, involved local teams as presenters, involved outside consultants as
presenters‘(carefully coached by MSDE TAs), and was provided on the under-: -
standing that MSDE would provide assistance for LEAs wishing to'foliow through
ideas with a larger number of local educators, .The various kinds of training
events reinforced each other, and MSDE also tried to establish a common know-
ledge basevfor all hierarchical levels. Communication among TAs and ‘through
the ICC facilitated coordination, and influenced training designs ‘and content
that reinforced application of research~based instructional improvement and

yet did not result in redundancy.

_Participant evaluation of events and the subsequent local requests for

on-site presentations and assistance provide strong evidence of the value to

participants of the SITIP~related training provided by MSDE. -

1

Technical Assistance

”As stated previously, assistance to LEAs was provdded by an eight;person’
' team.under the ieadership cf the ADS. The team carried out planning and
training activities described earlier in.thisvchapter and also worked in dyads
to provideimodel-specific assistance to local implementers. This section
describes the technical assistance (TA) system, roles and responsibilities,
and impact. |

The TA System

- The ADS provided leadership, allocated resources, and encouraged volun~

tary acceptance of tasks to be done. He cnaired monthly meetings (usually
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lasting one or two hours; but with one annual full day séési;ﬁ), and
coordinated activities across quels.. While he encouraged each TA dyad to be
prog:améorieﬁteq and autoﬁomous, he made suggestions and set'limits‘whén plans
or activities did. not seem to. be SITIP-centered (e.g., overly ambitious -
‘training designs or dissemination plans). :

The TAs were drawn from various MSDE divisions. At the beginning.of the

school year there were: two administrators from Pfoject Basic; two staff

4 L)

development staff —-‘a branch chief and a consultant from the Certification
and Accreditation Division; (plus a third person who was delegated only to one
ﬁL county); two instructional staff -~ a branch chief and a mathematics
specialist from the Division of Ingtruction; and two pProgram specialists one
each from the Division of Library Deﬁelopment'and Sefvices and of Compensa-
tory, Urbaﬁ and Supplementary Programs. ° J

‘ For each model two TAs were assigned. For the 1982-83 year some changes
occured: |

® For AT, the instructional branch chief TA participated at a low level .
for administration through December, then handed over responsibilities
to the other TA (mathematics specilalist), who was allocated (some)
increased time for SITIP. In June 1983, a new TA (also a mathematics
specialist) was assigned to share the work load. '

® For ML, both TAs (and a delegate for one county) continued through the
year, but primary responsibility was exchanged with the program
specialist TA taking the lead instead of the staff development branch
chief. In June 1983 one TA (in Staff Development) handed over
responsibility to a mew TA (in Instructional Television).

® For STL, one TA retired. A new TA (from the same division —- Library
Services) was assigned, with regponsibility to support all models
(materials and relevant research~based information), while the
administrator TA took responsibility for all tasks related to STL
LEAs. . :

® For TV, both TAs continued with SITIP, proposing to share work

equally, but finding that the administrator TA invested somewhat more
effort than did the staff development TA.
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The TA system was loosely—coupled, decentralized, program—oriented and
‘made up of highly—autonomous members held accountable for maintaining produc—
tive working relationships with LEAs. As long as ‘local feedback to the ADS
" (e.g., from LEA assistant superintendents, -ICC members, or- PBS evaluators) was
positive, each TA was free to use his/her own judgment.:

When a TA needed assistance (usually recognized by the TA) he/she asked
for and received help from another team member, including the ADS, and members
- were well aware of each-other's strengths: Thus, the TA system provided
support for its members, and coordinated administrative_and logistical
planning, communication, and resource allocation. While TAs worked as a team
to plan Leadership Conferences and the 1983 Summer Institutes, and to ensure
consistent and sppropriate1communication to LEAs about SITIP‘(e:g., planning
and evaluation requirements, resource aj? locations), they did not work together
for delivery of assistance to LEAs. The assignment of the TA from Library. .
Services to provide support to all TAs appeared to be a good idea initially.
However, such support was not needed by TAs (éach preferred to build his/her
own knowledge base and maintain specific resource files), and the incumbent
was not integrated into the TA system. ($his reflected primarily on systemic
needs and established patterns of behavior rather than on individual capabi-
lities: the job assigned was not perceived by TAs to be needed, and other
people continued torcarry'out the tasks). The one weakness of the system,
identified by itsimembers, was that the small amount of time available for TA
meetings had to be spent on central management tasks, and TAs would have
preferred to spend more time on program tasks, builcing their capacity by
learning from each other (e.g., content and knowledge base of the models and

strategles and anecdotes of processes of Planned change).

o



The constraints of time did not relate only to. formal TA meetings but
also to delivery of services to. LEAs and to general administrative tasks.
Administrative tasks e.g., collecting PEPPS forms or evaluation‘surveys, were
unpopular, and most coordinating functions were undertaken by the administra-
tor assigned to STL. In general, as a team and vithin each dvad, TAs made
appropriate arrangements to get the work done, usually withcut interpersonal
conflict and without things "falling through the cracks." Quality and
“quantity of work done were influenced by TA perceptions, by the level of
effort invested in specific tasks, and by organizational arrangements within
each dyad.

Roles and Responsibilities . c

While.all TAs agreed that their responsibility was to help local

~ educators implement the models selected according to LEA plans, each dyad
defined that responsibility slightly differently. Here, roles, rewards,
challenges, and tasks are discussed for the whole team with references to
model dyads; .

. ggle.. With tha exception of the person designated to provide general
support, TAs helieved that the assistance role included: coordination of
networking among LEAs using the same model; on-site visiting to acknowledge
_fidelity use; training and coaching; trouble—shooting, and information giving;
They d1fferentiated assistance to "veteran" LEAs (encouraging independence)
and "new'". LEAs (building trist, training). They uHHErstood their value as
outsiders in crossing hierarchical boundaries within an LEA, and ;ere some~
times frustrated when their help was not sought (and some TAs were trying to_“
be less proactive with "veteran" sites hoping that local educators_would have

“

. leafned what help to request).
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Differences among TAs resulted in four different dominant role sets:

AT —- trainer/coach ML -- consultant/trainer' STL - obserVer/networker,

o

TV — information linker/tfainer. These differences were influenced by
personal style and preference (e.g., AT and ML), by the nature of s model and
relative availability of developers as trainers (e.g., STL), and by the number

of "new LEAs and of ' veteran.\LEfs in which training was done to encourage

expansion (e.g., AT V). ///) ' . _

Rewards. - Role definitions were irfluenced by individual TA's motivation

or perceived rewards. While all TAs were gratified by project successes and_

«

by. specific growth" of activities or people in LEAs, each of the six active
TAs had a different emphasis in terms of personal rewards.

‘e program focus: "I want to see it work because it works" —— the .
excitement of faci]itating a worthwhile instructional program (1)

' professional growth "I understand the conceptual knowledge bases
now. I've become an expert, and can use what I know in SITIP and in
my regular role. I'm accomplishing something."”" (2) ' :

e '"people" orientation: "I enjoy watching people grow, and the 1inter- .
active support among role groups. I like networking." (2)

o personal growth: visibility, working with highly competent people,
"I like the direct involvement with a school imnrovement project." (1)
=N

Challenges. Regardless of the perceived rewards, all TAs experienced

_common challenges. Conflicting demands -- SITIP vs, regularlv'assigned <
jresponsibilities - required TAs to make‘choices. The most obvious choice was

made by the two branch chiefe who gave up their SITIP roles, one in December,‘

3

the other in June. They both argued that rcle conflicts - management vs.

pProgram -- of their regular ‘duties and SITIP TA were too great, and (somewhat

-
.

reluctantly) they opted for those responsibilities for which they were more.

formally held accountable. .Most other TAs looked for ways to combine SITIP

with thelr regular duties.‘ For instancerthe mathematics specialiet,integratedg;

3 " . » s . AN

- -
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SITIP‘and regular;tasks-relating to his subject area and piggyfbacked site

: viSits with other field work; Other TAs did similar things but without the
subject area focus, - Attempts to.balance (rather thanhintegrate) roles were
less gsuccessful, partly because the official allocation of 10% time to SITIP
was insufficient; and sometimes because the "regular" rolevresponsibilities
were highly demanding or very different from TA responsibilities. This
conflict raised a question about the reality of priority status awarded SITIP.
""If SITIP's so important,fwhy doesn't my supervisor recognize that?" Coping
behaviors —_ when integration and balancing did not work —-— included. 1)
investment of time (evenings and ‘weekends), 2) fire fighting --.attention to

'immediate "loud" crises or needs, usually relating to the regular role; and

3) fast fakes -- relying on existing experience rather than developing

&
>

specific expertise, usually relating to the TA.role.
L Other challenges pe*tained to state/local relationships, staff reassign- .

ments, and use of resources. The relationships challenge occurred when a TA,

sincerely wanted to provide assistance in a client»responsive manner, but the“
LEA suspected that all MSDE staff wanted to enforce implementation of their

own ideas and programs. .Also, in some cases LEAs seemed to think that they
could accept SITIP funds without actually carrying out the plans they had
developed ?oth kinds of local perceptions had a historical basis and TAs
sometimes found it‘difficult to convince local staff that the plans were to be
implementedgand ?As could help.. (This kind of challenge was encountered, for
.all models’, but not alwayB recognized soon enough by TAs, especially when a

. project coordinator,"told a good story." | ‘

A second kind of challenge occurred when key staff were’ reassigned For

L

instance in Calvert (AT and STL), Garrett (AT), and Kent (TV), project

coordinators and/or energizers (program advocates) were reassigned, program

)
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activities faltered, and\IAS needed to provide additional help in training,
'coordination, and communication. - Thev.also needed to try to.persuade;local
SITIP teams to spread expertisge (build an organizational knowledge base) and
encourage more involvement and commitment of central office staff, rather than
rely_on a single trainer/leader. When school—based staff were enthusiastic,
TAs were sometimes tempted to "skip over" central office staff Though they _
did not do so, they were frustrated by instances of disinterest and seeming

unwillingness of central office staff (new to SITIP) to support school

implementation of the program. ' o ' : o
'\

The third challenge related to resources. While all TAs would have liked
more money for follow-ups, e.g., to.pay nationally recognized presenters or
overnight expenses of’participants, only two ?As considered lack of resources
or resource use as aﬁchallenge.. One argued that LEAs implementing the more;
c0mplex models (e.g., ML) should’ recelve more funds (regardless of the dmple-
mentation strategy or scope),'the other was concerned that SITIP projects did
HnOt make use of such resources as MSDE audio—visual materials or school~media
centers (including micro-computers). Neither challenge was'addressed.

Tasks. The ten task areas originally identified were also addressed
during the 1982 83 school year, although time allocations changed, and some
areas were slightly redefined. During the seven months ending June 1982. TAs
spent about 175 days on SITIP, addressing the task areas of : (1) administra-
rticn and budget (5%), (2) planning (37), 3 knowledge building,v(4) materials
identification or development, (5) training (22% which included time for tasks
#3 and #4 which were perceived as directly related to training), (6) general
support (10%), (7) site visits (40%), (Q) evaluation (4%), (9) communication

e

(10%), and (10) dissemination (6%).

a.
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During the 198&—83 year these task areas were characterized as follows:

® Administration and budget -consistéd primarily of distributing
and collecting forms from LEAs relating to funding and to
local participat#on in -SITIP training events. It also ,
included record keeping of various.kinds. With one exception,
no TA spent more than 5% of his/her SITIP time on this task
area. The exception -~ the STL TA -- spent 35% of her SITIP
time (14 days) on this (partly because her "regular" role as
assistant to the ADS made it simpler for her to do the work
.than for the others). :

e Planning included activity among the TAs during monthly
meetings to design upcoming events such as: the Instructional
Leadership Conferences, or liaison with URATE, interaction
with LEAs (especially "new ones") related to planning and '
completion of PEPPs forms, planning for their follow-up
training events. With one exception no°TA spent more than 107%
of his/her SITIP time on planning. The exception -- one of
the TV TAs -- spent 25% of his SITIP time (8 days) orf planning,
focusing primarily on arrangements for the Summer Institute, a
responsibility he undertook since it required expertise he
used in his "regular" role in staff development.

¢ Knowledge building ébnsisted primarily of developing expertise

"in application of research on planned change and one or more
SITIP models., Four TAs spent between 10% and 20% of their
SITIP time (up to 8 days) on this, while the others spent less
than 5Z. While the newly assigned TA was expected to invest
time knowledge-building, the behavior was unexpected for the
other three. However, all three stated that they had read
widely, thoroughly understood the relevant knowledge bases,
used that knowledge in their "tregular" roles, and —— as was
apparent in thelr training and assistance activitiesg —- they
developed materials and gtrategies relevant to local needs that
demonstrated that expertise. One said, "I understand the '

~concepts now -- I own that knowledge."

[ Mateéials development/identification work was greatest fdr'TV
training (15% of one TA's SITIP time, about 10 days) and
minimal for other models. ‘

e Training included both conducting workshops in LEAs and at
model follow-ups. .Five TAs conducted training, with two of
them spending about 25% of their SITIP time (12-24 days) on
the activity, and the others spending less than four days.
Almost all LEA training conducted by TAs was for "new" sites _
or where the local energizer had been reassigned. Training by
TAs was needed less for STL and TV since several LEAs
contracted with model developers to provide assistance. All
on-site training conducted by TAs was in support of local
educators and was linked to follow-up assistance and school
site visits. _ : '

TS
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. !
] General\support inchded over-the-phone assistance, petwork#qg
sites with common needs or interests, and sharing informatibn.
Each "lead" TA spent|between 5% and 10% of SITIP time on this

activity &betwéen twd and seven days). .
® Site visits were conddcted by six TAs, each spending betwee
two and eleyen days (10% to 40% of their SITIP time). The
objective was for .each LEA to be visited twice, with more
visits for "new" sites.: Specific purposes varied, and
included: | | : T
- monitoring\fide}ity of implementation .
- recognizing/acknowledging teachers' accomplishments to
resolve problemé- -

- participating in cross h;erdrchical team meetings to
review progress and determine next steps’

- working with project coordiﬁatQFS“to design tfaining,
'develop implementation plans, or determine how to overcome
barriers - . : L

~ bullding working relationships and mutual trust at all
hierarchical levels so that the model could’ be
implemented. '

oo

o Evaluation was conducted by RBS but TAs determined criteria
for the design, informed LEAs of their responsibilities, '
clarified RBS guidelines, helped LEAs develop evaluation
plans, distributed and collected surveys and reports, and
arranged for RBS to visit pilot sites. Four TAs contributed

to evaluation tasks, each investing between two and five days
(5% to. 10%Z of SITIP time).

e Dissemination took up to 15% of a TA's SITIP time (from one to
14 days) and included: assisting LEAs develop presentations
for the Instructfonal Leadership Conference (May 4); referring
to SITIP or making SITIP-related presentations to key interest
groups such as the ICC, professional associations, or at
training academies; resppnding to requests .for information
from other states and from researchers in school impcovement
and effectiveness; and making presentations at national
meetings such as AERA.* :

During-the twelve months ending June 1983} the TAs spent 263 days on
SITIP.** Officially each TA could spend 10% of his or her time on SITIP. 'In

practice, investments (of work days) ranged from 2% (of the TA who handed over

<

* Time estimates do not include ADS contributions, which were high for this
task area. ) '

a

** The ADS spent'time in addition to this, but that is not ,included in this
discussion.

-
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’ AT responsibilities in December) to 35%, with .one partner in each dyad
investing ZOA or more and the other partner investing 12% or less.* Almost
twice as much time was invested by TV TAs (47%) as by AT TAs (25%), with ML

. (32%) and STIL (27%)’between those two. Allocation of time éas a percentage of .
263 days) is summarized for each of the ten-task areas in Table 7. It is
interesting c¢o note that investment was_approximately double (in comparison to
the previous year) for administration‘(IOZ), planning (8%), and dissemination
(13%), and decreased c'onsiderably for site visits (15%). Also, in the 1982-83
year TAs did distinguish their own knowledge building (107) from materials .
development/identification (5%) and training activities (14%). 'Increase in
time for administration and planning was influenced by increased TA responsi-
bility for. instructional Leadership Conferences, and (as local expansion
occurred) the increase in complexity of coordination efforts. The increased
time for dissemination related Primarily to out4of-state Presentations. The
decrease in i:ime spent on site-visits did not mean that’ fewer visits were
made, but rather that TAs became efficient in scheduling "back-to-back" v 'sits
byrgeographical area. ' The combined time spent on knowledge'building,
materials, and,training-(29% for 1982-83, 22% for training the previous year)
reflected TA's increased involVement;with SITIP inplenentatibn, their own
needs for a sound knowledge base, and a responsiveness to local needs and
concerns. |
Impact

Impact is discussed for:the team and for each dyadi Relative success was

influenced by many factors including: -

* These figures represent work days. Sever! TAs Invested their own time iq
add? < ro this.
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® "Regular" role —- the relationship of regular and STITIP tasks,
including supervisor's attitude to SITIP, the balance of
administrative vs. technical tasks, and comparative ease of
integrating processes and knowledge bases

. The models -- developer access and support and complexity of
implementation requirements -

e Local needs ~- "fit" of model to local priorities, communica—
tion among role groups, stability of key staff, and attitudes
toward SITIP and MSDE

o TA motivation or perceived rewards, the "fit" of role set
definition to local needs, expertise in application of planned
change and in the model(s) (or use of developer expertise).

i

e. ADS leadership, maintenance of clear and realistic expecta— o
tions, and: coordination across organizational boundaries bu
‘with a tight focus on program goals. S

Accomplishments of the TA team included: providing 1eadership for a
statewide school improyement program while at the same time encouraging local
ownership, maintaining communication within MSDE -and among LEAs; developing
- networks and teaching/learning opportunities for local teams to share
successes and build expertise, developing expertise among themselves and i
‘.applying it not only in SITIP but also in-other areas; and increasing
- awareness of effective SITIP practices to researchers and educators.outside
Maryland The most apparent impact made by the-team related to the statewide
training events.(discussed,earlier in this chapter). ﬁy involying others in
planning, the team made an“impact in'that area (also discussed earlier).
Impact relating specifically to assistance activities included:

f

o 1Increased trust and openness in/communication between LEAs and
MSDE | ’

;
i

® increased‘effort-by some LEAs to carrytout their plans

o' better linkage.or a clearer common knowledge among hierarchi-
cal levels within LEAs N :



® 1increased involvement by central office staff in some LEAs

o changes in planning, decision-making, and/or communication
(e.g., more involvement of teachers) in some LEAS.

Impact for each model, influenced by such factors as those presented earlier,

included

e AT (trainer/coach) -- better LEA/MSDE rapport, increased
expertise and confidence of local educators, modifications
.made to plans to facilitate continued and willing participa-
tion, application of strategies to facilitate expansion, and
application of knowledge and strategies to facilitate
implementation in three "new" LEAs. ‘

e ML (consultant/trainer) -- better LEA/MSDE rapport, some
increased expertise of local educators, application of know-
‘ledge and strategies tc facilitate implementation in a "new"
LEA; and a negative impact in one LEA of confusion in cross-
hierarchical communication and inadequate strategizing to

. overcome problems.

e STL (observer/networker) -- better LEA/MSDE rapport, applica-
tion of knowledge and strategies to facilitate implementation
in . a "new" LEA, application of strategies to facilitate expan-
sion, application of strategies (including accessing the
developer) to, maintain implementation and participate in net-
working. . /

TV (information linker/trainer) -- better MSDE/LEA rapport,
application of knowledge and strategies to facilitate imple-
mentation in a "new" LEA (including accessing the developer),
application of strategies to increase involvement of central
office staff and to maintain or expand implementation, appli-
cation of strategies to decrease teacher resistance and
facilitate continued participation.

T

/
/The above examples of impact relate to TA actions. Cne other kind of impact
/

{
!
/

/| == local educators"disappointment ~-- related to TA inaction. Specifically,
some LEAs reduested;assistance, e.g., clarification of evaluation guidelines,
and received only part of what they needed. 1In other instances, LEAs wished
that TAs had been more proactive or capable in offering help. 1In general,

what was done by TAs was helpful to LEAs, but in some cases more quality and’

/ l .
quantity was needed While this was.true to some extent for all models, the
T - ! .

°

greatest need for better TA_was‘indicated by ML sites.
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Summary and Conclusion

In the context of SITIP and also of other MSDE ﬁrograms, the future of
techniéal agsistance was discussed by the TA.team and by othérévduring the
Instructional Leadership Confefences. .Also, scenarios were revi;wed as to how
local SITIP“activities might erlve over the next few years. These issues and‘

ideas’ are summarized here, with local futures discussed first.

Ti

While some TAs advocate institutionalization of the models at existing

~

sites, others argue thét each site should make a purposeful decision to termi-
nate or institutionalize base& on the relative value (objective and subjec-
tiQe) of the model at that site. Several TAs also believe that all LEAs
should understand all four models (their advanfages and short—coﬁings and what
‘ it takes to impiement them), should also have the opportunity to learn about
others, and should eﬁcourage all‘teacﬁers to use STL oczasionally. There ig

strong concensus that local application of strategies of planned change (e.g.,

:involvement of créss—hierafchical‘teams, interactive support including
training and follow:up assisganée)'are very important and shouid continue even
if a mo&el i% terpiﬁated. | |

Concerns relating to future local activities include:

e. Status -- in most LEAs SITIP has project status. Should it be
- 1ncorporated into the regular instructional program? 1If so,
would it survive? '

e Location -- 16 of the 29 sites have a lighthouse school orien-
tation, and three of the capacity-building sites and two of
the pilot-district sites are school-based. Yet in only one

. site 18 leadership formally based at a school. Under what
circumstances is it more desirable for SITIP activities to be
school-based?

e Central office support —- in 11 of the LEAs there was strong
- active. involvement of central office staff. Support was
responsive to school staff needs in nine LEAs, and in four
cases central office staff did little to help school staff.

A

[
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While school-based implementation may well continue with the
principal’'s support, all sites want support from central

of 'ce, .. ' for some models and implementation strategies that
support 1s essential. .ow can central office staff be
encouraged to take greater responsibility for imstructional
improvement through SITIP? :

TAs continue to explore these concerns and, to date, have addressed them
on a case by case basis.' They have found that 'some LEAs are more willing than
others to continue SITIP without MSDE support (funds and assistance), and
individual TAs have varying opinions about the extent of future MSDE support
and the conditions under which it should be provided.

The SITIP TA role will.continue through June 1984, with each person con-
tributing 15% (about 35 days) of his or her time (instead of'the,lOZ formerly.
allocated for the 1982-83 school year). Two of the eight.encumhents for the
1983-84 year anticipate continued role conflict; and oﬁe of thoss plus two

others anticipate work overload. All TAs see the 1983-84 year as cruclal, and,

\

in working with "veteran" LEAs, expect to be involved in "go -~ no go" deci-

o

sion—naking. In problem solying sessions TAs recommended for themselves to:

. ® become well-informed generalists with a thorough knowledge of
relevant research and how 1t should be applied*

e continue existing,successful practices such as monthly TA
meetings, model follow-ups, and site visits

e find ways to incréase local commitment and capacity and
decrease dependency on MSDE .

e teach central office staff to manage - instructional improvement

o help LEAs develop or establish a cadre of people and a system
for them to provide leadership, training, and coaching (to
avoid reliance on a single energizer and to facilitate .
expansion)

® help create a positive climate, encouraging administrative and
supervisory staff to acknowledge and publicize hard work and
success o

69
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® enrich existing models,>sharing expertise with local educators

® conduct drientation sessions and weave SITIP references into
presentations for other programs for both MSDE and LEA staff.

There was no consensus on fﬁnding.**  TA reébmmendations,included: y(l)
,alIOaate;$50.0dO pe; year to each LEA implementing é complex model; (2)
cortinue funding ofhmatching grants until iﬁngA is "o assume full
_responsibility; (3) .allocate fundé.oqi& for@ékp?nsion to other schools; (4)
offer school-based grants. There was agréement that LEAs should not continue
SITIP simply because funds were available. Policy decisions will benmade by
the ICC. o (\
Recognizing tﬁat SIfIP may evolve into something else, and/or that the TA
.role (and time\allocatioﬁS) may not be approved by the ICC after June 1984,
the TA feam‘expressed‘the hope that their experience would somehow be éhared

by other MSDE staff, and that the successes of the SITIP'design would

influence future MSDE activities.

Summary and Conclusions

MSDE initiated a statewide instructional improvement program that offered
' LEAs choices of exemplary models. The state department established an organi-
zational strucfure across divisions, using existing expertise and mechanisms

to provide coordinated support and to facilitate communication.

* This expertise has been developed through reading, contact with visitors to
Maryland (e.g., Rosenshine, Louls, Clements), contact with researchers and
practitioners at outside conferences, and contact with staff of Research
for Better Schools. TAs were particularly appreciative of RBS .usistance.

** For the 1982-84 year each LEA was awarded up to $5,000 if it provided
matching funds. MSDE will not subsidize local participation in state-
sponsored training such as Instructional Leadership Conferences or follow-
ups but each LEA involved in SITIP.is expected to send representatives to
‘such events. o - :

70



Planning activities invited participation across hierarchies and organi-
zational units at the state and local levels. On-going communication about
SITIP interacted with related activities in other program areas so that the

meesaée -was clear, consistent, and widespread. The ''message" was the
research—based knowledge on classroom and school effectiveness, and planned

change. i

Through various'state—sponsored training activities. all members of. the
educational community in the state had the Opportunity to learn about this
knowledge base. LEA teams contributed to the training and learned from each
othar and from fexperts". Training activities yere very well received and
were followed up by assistance from MSDE staff.

SITIP TAs worked as a team to contribute to planning, design'training,
and provide on-site assistance related specifically to the models. They also
monitored plans, administered grants to local projects,. and coordinated evalu;
ation and dissemination activities so that data-based improvements could be
made and successes could be widely spread.

The obvious impact of MSDE initiatives and provision of assistance is the
voluntary involvement of all 24 LEAs, with all but one providing matching
funds for continuation in the 1983-84 school year. The application of o
research on planned change facilitated the process (e.g., helped build commit-
ment, maintained energy levels). The use of research-based models built'
credibility, and the provision of choice allowed LEAs to maintain their sense
of autonomy. Other areas of impact arising from MSDE initiatives related to
communication, coordination, widespfead understanding of a common knowledge

base, and a high sense of professional achievement on the part of those

involved in SITIP.



Maryland's efforts are acknowledged as successful in many ways by other
states and by researchers in school improvement. For instance, when Karen
Louis met with the TA team she said she had read a great deal about Maryland's

school improvement efforts and saw the state as being'bne‘df about half a

dozen state education agencies systematically investing in helping many LEAs

and schoolsi Maryland featqres that Impressed Dr. Louis_iﬁclude: the R&D
knowledge base is clear; the role of technical assistants is research based;
‘ MSDE 1is ﬁroviding quality information/models with sound research base;; there
is prévisibn of training and funds for local implementation with reievan;
»follow—up; LEAs have choices and are building their capacity; -and therelis
attention to monitoring.;he implementation ‘of gtate-~-funded prbjetts.
"Outside" statements such as these, LEA feactions, and comparison to the

literature on school improvement and planned change, indicate, that Maryland's

staté initiatives and provision of technical assistance are exemplary.

<

o
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V. LOCAL IMPLEMENTATION AND IMPACT

This chapter describes local implementation and impact of the SITIP

models for the 1982-83 gchool year, The overall question addressed was:
" e What was the nature and extent of local implementation and impact
for the second year of the project? ' :

e i % e W e e et e o

The basic criterion for success;was>impiemeﬁfoiioﬁ ofwlocal'plaﬁs{

e Did the school district carry out the activities/objectives planned
by local staff? » ) ' ’ ,

. Additional questions .addressed were déri&fgaprimarily from the literature on

planned change:
e What were the scope and intensity of implementation and the types of
local strategies used, and how did these factors influence an

changes that. were made?. )

e What were ths patterﬁs of local participation in planning and train-
ing events for each role group? : )

e What were the roles and responsibilities of local participants?

e What proportions of the school year ani'of class time were spent on
" the models? :

e What was the -impact on schools_and school systems, on educators, on
students, and on instruction in general?

e What needs and concerns were é&pressed by participants that might be
addressed in the third year of implementation? - o -

Finally, the answers to these questions were synthesized to determine:
e How did the various factors interact to influence project success?
In the following pages, 1ocal<po;ticipation in state-initiated planning

and training activities 1is summarized, and each model is discussed.in turn in

terms of LFA participation in planning, scope and intensity, time .pent on thé'

model, roles and responsibilities, impact, and participant concerns. LEA case‘:

reports ‘and brief summaries are presente:d for each model, and a final sommary

©

discusses cohclusions and implicaticns"across models.

- o
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. General Background "

This section summarizes the planning and\tfain;hg initiatives of MSDE

for local school'éystems that were deéignéd to facilitate local imﬁiementa— ,

3

tion.

Planning

. ‘“
Local schoql systems interested in participating in the SITIP program

- were asked by MSDE to develop plans and attend planning séssions._ Specifi-

cally, LEAS were ésked to: o

o develéb'propbsals identif?ing'the SITIP model(s) to‘be implemented
and describing how and .why implementation was to be'doqg (winter
1981) : i v .

o  attend a planning session foy clarification of models and assesgsment
" of training needs (spring 1981) : i

e attend a p(anning'sessioh to review and revise implementation plans
and tralning needs (fall 1981) ’ : '

e develop standardized summaries of final plans using the Promising .
Educational Practices Program Submittal (PEPPS) form (winter
..~ 1981-82). This single page form called for eight categories of
information: purpose, target population, description, special
-conslderations, staff development, cost, resgults, and services
availablg." : : : - ° '

\

All three role groups (teachers, school administrators, and centéal\
office gtaff) were involved to some extent in planning in all of the‘LEAs\

across all the of ﬁogels;

Sugtained involvement was lmportant to maintain continuity.

Eight LEAs maintained involvement of a central office person, ten

‘LEAs. maintained involygment of a school administrator, and eight
. maintained Involvement of a teacher. For six sites né one sus-

. tained participation in all six activities. At three sites minor
Problems occurred as a result of lack of sustained involvement: :
1) a lack of awareness of other LEA activities required greatc. o
dependency on within-LEAvrésourceb (knowledge, ﬁetworking, N

-support). in one case, and 2) commitment and'epergy to implement
the topic fully was relatively low in two s}tes. (Roberts et al.,
-1982) . - - . o oy . ’

\!.i - : . ® ) . o
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For the second year of the project (1982—83); five "new" LEAs submit yed

PEPPS forms. MSDE staff provided planning assistance to each of these new

o

LEAs. Continuing LEAs updated their original PEB?S forms if changes had been‘
made. Although the major purpose of SITIP in several LEAs‘was to impact
teacher behavior’;nd instruétional"improvement to varying degrees thfough
staffldevelopment, the majority of tﬁé‘districts were primarily iﬁtgfested in
increasing studeng achievemeni," _ u

The districts used four stratgéies'to achieve their 6bjegtives:

¢

e the district-wide strategy involved all schools at a given level
(elementary, junior/middTe, high school) and demanded the greatest
level of effort among the four strategies, high enthusiasm from
central office staff, and a perceived need by all role groups.

e the pilot-district strategy involved one or a few schools in the
first year with commitment from central office to become actively
involved in dissemination/implementation to many more schools in
subsequent years., ' ;

e capacity building was essentially a staff development strategy which
 encouraged voluntary implementation by teachers following training
‘conducted by those first involved with SITIP.

e the lighthouse school strategy focused on implementation of a model

*'in a single school. Success was broadcast informally. No formal
commitment was made by central office staff to actively encourage or
train other schools to adopt the model of the lighthouse school.

By September 1982, four models had been adopted: Active Teaching (AT) by

seven LEAS, Mastery Learning (ML) . by seven LEAs, "Student Tedm Learning (STL)

« by nine LEAs, and Teaching Variables (TV) by six LEAs.

e



Training*

VThe SITIP‘program included three kinds of training events organized by

8

" MSDE:

° Awareness Conferences for each of the four models were conducted
ibetween December 1980 and February 1981.

® Summer Institutes for each model were conducted in June and July 1981
for participants who had decided to implement the specific model. In-
July 1983, a summer institute was conducted for both new SITIP
participants and for educators who had been previously involved. New
participants attended model training sessions while "veteran" educa-
tors learned about the management of change.

N Model—specific Follow-up Sessions were conducted between December 1981
v “and May 1983 for those implementing ‘the model.

ol ey e e

In keeping vith recommen&ations in the literature on planned change, MSDE

encouraged participation of cross-hierarchical teams from each LEA, and LEA

| ~

superintendents agreed to try to meet those requirements by sending teachers,

"7

fprincipals, and central office staﬁfwtomthewtraining~eventsaf Overall attend--

!ance in terms.of numbers, roles, and sustained participation across geveral
¢ . .

1

training»eyentsAwas good. The training activities, especially the summer
institutesfand.follow—ups,"werevattended most frequentiy bylteachers;
Inxaddition to those three-types of training‘eyents,planned and conducted
by MSDE as part of the SITIP design, other related events attended by local
o

educators were instructional leadership conferences and instructional improve—

ment presentations.
Two instructional leadership conferences were held for state and local

staff. Local superintendents were asked to include SITIP participants on

o

14 : [

* This section summarizes training conducted by MSDE statewlde. Detailed
descriptions are presented in' the previous chapter. LEA-specific training
1s not discussed in detail here. The LEAs used various methods of turnkey
training to inservice their staff. In some counties teachers did the

. training, other counties asked the develop‘rs or MSDE to train their staff,
while several counties used central office sta‘f or principals as trainers.

o
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'their‘team’as a reward for their, efforts. At the first conference in April
1982, attended'by approximately 300 participants; Barak Rosenshine and Robert

, Bush discussed research on- teacher and school effectiveness and effectiVe
staff development.

The second conference, in May 1583, was attended by approximately 420
educators who heard Karen Louis and Madeline Hunter discuss the research on
planned change and teacher effectiveness.: LEA teams involved in SITIP °
reported on their’districts' projects during sma’l group sessions. LEA
superintendents were present and introduced their district s LEA team.

The need for greater central office involvement in SITIP indicated in
the 1982 SITIP report, and the general interest in research on instructional
improvement and planned change expressed bybstate and local superintendents,
led to training events conducted by RBS for MSDE and for LEA assistant
superintendents and LEA-based staff with responsibilities in instructional
improvement. All LEAs participated in at least one such event; three LEAs_,
invited RBS to conduct on-site workshops.

.In all of theﬂe additional trainingkevents, references were made t6 SITIP
by the presenters, and thé relationship between SITIP models and strategies

and the. programs conducted in other states was specified.

-

. . . ActiVve Teaghing (AT)

As stated in Chapter II, Active Teaching (AT) is a system of direct
instruction. Out of the 19 LEAs involved in SITIP during 1981-82 five LEAs
(Cecil, Garrett, Harford Montgomery, and St. Mary's) implemented AL- In
1982—83, two additional counties (Caroline and Wicomico) became involved in
AT. This section descriles Lhe implementation of AT, including discussions on o

!

planning, scope and in#ensity of implementation, time spent on. implementing
W ? ! e

i
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AT; roles and, responsibilities of AT implementerse; AT impact on school eys-
tems, individual schocls, educators, and students; and participant concerns.
Plenning : ‘;

‘The extent of involyement of AT implementers in MSDE~organized planning.
act{vities during the‘1981-82 school year is summarized below:

With the expection of one county, all LEAs attempted to involve
all three role groups (and sustain that involvement) in planning
activities initiated by MSDE. However, teachers were léast
involved in planning (particularly in Cecil and Montgomery .
Counties), and school administrators in Garrett County were not
sufficiently involved in planning....(Roberts et al., 1982)

For the 1982-83 schcoljyear, MSDE did not organize any group planning
activities bnt provided individual aseietance in preparing PEPPS proposals to
the "new;iLEAs. None of the veteran'AT LEAs changed their original plans.

An enalyeie of local plans for‘the:1982-8é school year identified LEA .
objectives and-the status -of each at'thenbeginning of September 1582.* \
Table 8 presents-the objectives. In each case, the percent of LEAs that“

“"hoped for," “partly achieved," or "already achieved" each objective is
5indicated. As can be seen, there were nine objectives identified. All were B

. ' ‘ o ' D
addressed to some extent by the participating LEAs. Improving student °

achievement in basic skills and teachers' classroom competence were the two

cbjectives addressed by theflargest number of counties. Improving student

achievement in basic skills was the only objectiVe that was "achieved" by any .
3 : 0

of the counties as of September 1982. Ensuring a match between instruction,

curciculum, and tests was least addressed because it is not a component of the

AT model. " The remaining®objectives were either "hoped for" or "par.ly

achieved" by the coynties addressing those objectives.

©

o

* New LEAs were not required to submit information on status of objectives in
September 1982. However, Caroline County did submit objectives which are
included in Table 8. : -

o

o
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/ / Table8
/
Status of/ ocal ?bJECtiVES, 1982-83 Active Teaching - o
/ j ’ 1
i /‘{ / |
Local Objettives / Status
F i : .
. j ,/ Pre-(Sept. 1982)F Post-(June 1983)]
o o / . {.Percent of LFAs Percent of LEAs
‘ o / N k| 2x | 3% || N I 1 2% | 3%
L. Improve student achlevemgnt 6 50 33117 6 133 |50 |17
(basic skills) ’ \\ |
) ‘,' . \\ :
2, Improve student achievement 2. 150 | 50 0 3 67 (33 | 0
(other subjects). ‘ 1
3. Inform local educators about modei.‘ ﬂ 130 15040 6 | 0 50 50
4 : ;(’ . k\\
4. Train educators to use mode], 4150 [ 50 | o 5 0 180 | 20
Q'S.CDImprove teachers' classroon b 50 | 50 0 1 0 |71 | 29
competence, ) '
6. Ensure match of instruction, 1 0 1100 .o |l 1 [0 0 |100
curriculum, and test(s), ( ‘ e
7. Help teachers becope better 125 175 1.0 6 | 0 |67 | 33
organized - |
8. TImprove time-on-task, 3 60 40 | 0 6 1 0 {67 133
9. Improve students' involvement in 4 50 | 50 0[] 6 1 0] 83 17 -
learning (motivation) ' :
10, Other (L corporate Hunter's ~ - - ~ 1 0 [100 0
learning theory) ‘

*1 = Hoped ‘for
2 = Partly achieved
o 3 = Achieved
[:R\j: " o

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

i

{: Y

Y

Note. Total number of LEAs equals 7,




Scope and Intensity of Implementation ,

In September 1982, seven counties were involved in AT. Caroline and
Wicomico were just beginning their involvement. Cecil, Garrett,.Harford,
Montgomery and St. Mary's counties were in their secona year of implementa—-
tion.  As can be seen in Table 9, the scope and intehsityeof implementation
varied among ‘the five "veteran" counties in June 1982 from five teachers and
180 students in one elementary school in one county, to 434 teachers and
il 910 students in 26 elementary schools in another county =Across the five
~ LEAs, approximately 33 schools and 473~teachers in a var;ety of subject areas
were involved in AT. |

Table 10 presents the scope and intensity of.AT implementation in June
1983. Across the seven LEAs, all four implementation strategies were being
) used (lighthouse school=3; pilot district H districtfwide=g; capacitx
building=1). ApproximatelyVSSI teachers in 73 elementary.and secondary .
schools were‘implementing'AT. All counties used AT in mathematics, and
several counties tried AT in other sutject areas, o

The percentage of schools in each county implementing AT as of June

1983 ranged frcm .6Z in Montgomery Co&nty to 79% in Harford County. Across
the entire state, 6% of the schools were involved in AT at the end of the
1982—83 school year.

DSome,maxor changes occurred between June 1982 and June 1983 including
the two new LEAs Caroline decided to use a lighthnouse schcol approach in two
.elementary.sctoois with five teachers in mathematics; Wicdﬁico'hsedma
district-wide strategy to implement AT in 12 elementary schocls with 43»;
te;chers in matheématics. In the five "veteran LEAs, the vcope and intensity

of implementation.increased somewhat between Tune 1982 and June 1983, but none

of the five districts changed its implementation strategy: Four LEAs .

v
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Scope and Intensity, June 1982:

Table' 9

Active Teaching

A # of : # of & of _ :

- LEA Strategy -Schools Type Teachers Students Subject Areas
Caroline( ’ New District
Cecil PD 4 E, J/M 20 . 450 R/LA, M
Garrett LS 1 H 5 281 M,Sc
Harford DV 26 E . 434 11,910 M
Montgomery LS 1 E 57 180 R/LA, M
St. Mary's CB 1 H 9 684% R/LA, M, Sc¢, SS
Wfbomico New District ‘_J
*Includes some duplicates
Squect Areas: R/LA=Reading, language arts Strategy: LS=Lighthouse school

A M=Mathematics ' PD=Pilot district

Sc=Science

8S=Social stud
0=0ther
E=Elementary
J/M=Junior high
H=High school
0=0ther

ies

schooi
/middle

B

DW=District wide

CB=Capacity building
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- Table 10

Scope and Inteasity, June 1983: Active Teaching.

. - A of § of b of
LEA Strategy Schools Type | Teachers Students Subject Areas
Caroline .~ | 1 7 ; 5 2 !
Ceetl ) R I R Y 2,000 RLA,
Garrett L8 R Bl Wi ORI M, S, 0
| Harford W I TR T 19,10 N
) | .
N o | ,
| Hontgonery 1§ ! B 9 mn RILA, ¥
St, Mary's (3 S IR g LIS | RiLA, ¥, 85,
Wiconico DN 12 B 4y L,100 i
‘ *Includes some'duplicates‘
| ubject Areas:! R/LA'Reading language arts trategz L= Lighthouse school
- HeMathematicg | PD=Pilot distriet -
o '  ScxScience  DW=District wide
92 | S§=§octal studies CB=Capacity‘bu'ilding
| OfOther | S
Type: E=Elementary school .+
Jft=Jundor high/middle
H=High school ™

0xQther



increased the number of ‘involved schools, two included additional grade
levels, all five added teachers, and four had more students involved Subject
areas remained fairly constant._ .

Scope and intensity also pertains to fidelity-—the extent to which
teachers implement the model ae designed. AT, as designed,‘requires the
implementation of sgix componentsﬁ .preflesson development,_lesson develop-
ment, controlled/guided practice, independent practice, homework assign-
ments, and revieWs. Of 57 teachers responding to the General Survey,* 72%
carried ovut all six components. No component was addressed by less than 87%
of the teachers. Components most consistently addressed were: lesson
development (by 93% of the teachers), and independent practice and homework
assignments (each by 91% of the teachers) Teachers indicated that the most
important components (in terms of instructional value) were pre lesson
development and controlled practice. Reviews in various forms were also
considered important. The greatest fidelity was maintained in Caroline and
Wicomico counties (both "new" and . therefore strongly encouraged not to.
adapt). Greatest adaption occurred in St. Mary" s (where the greatest range of
subject areas were included). In general fidelity was high, with adaption
most likely to occur in subjects less "structured" than mathematics and/or in
-secondary schools. (AT was designed primarily for elementaryimathematics.)

f

Time Spent on the Model#**

This section discusses time spent on AT during the 1982-83 school year.

* No data were availabIe for HarfordICounty.

** This information ig based primarily :on: the reSponses made’ by a sample of
. implementers who completed the General Survey



)

Time across the school year is discussed fifst, followed by a discussion of

<

the time spent by teachers, by school adminisﬁrétors, and by central office

staff.

Across the school vear. Dgring the 1981-82 school year, AT w;s used Ey
each teacher for an average of just over three months. Some teachers from all
of the counties began using AT ;t the beginning of éhe year, bqt in Harford
most.teacheré did not beéin implementing gntil March 1982. The majority of
teacheré continued implementing AT in their'classrooms through June 1982,

During the 1982-8§f3chqoi year, implgmeﬁters across the seven counties
were involved in SIiIérfor-an average éf‘eight months,'with no one involved

for less than seven months. St. Mary's had the lowest and Caroline had the_

highest average number of months involved.

In the classroom. During the first year of implementation (1981-82), all
AT teachers used the model in theéir classrooms between 50% and 80 of the time
" allocated for the selected subject.

Teachers implementing AT in mathematics used the instructional !
process during at least 80% of the allocated mathematics time. '
In other subject areas, teachers used AT for about 50% of the
time allocated for that subject. This difference in the percent-
age of classroom time spent using: AT was due to the fact that it
is designed for structured learning activities, and is not per-
ceived by teachers to be appropriate for more creative activities
such as composition writing (Roberts et al., 1982). »

In 1982-83, the teachers responding to the General Survey (N=63) indica-
ted that theﬁ spent an average ofi39z of their school week on AT-reiated .
activities. The primary»activity for the majo:ity of teachers was classroom
~implementation. However, some teachers also sﬁent time on planning and/or on
training; Elementary teachers using AT in one’or two subieq; areas sPeﬁt an

average of 212 of: their gqﬁool week implementing AT. Secondary teachers using

AT in their 'specific subject areas spent a larger percentage-(SIZ) of their

- o 84 ' Yy
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school week involved in AT. In general, local educators indicated that AT did
not take any more or any less time than similar innovatiohs in terms of
teachers' preparation of students (e.g., grouping, pre-testing), or in terms
of curriculum coverage.

;School and central offiCe administrators.* Twenty-six school adminis-

" trators and central office staff acrgss the seven LEAs spent an average of 10
, days on AT. The average number of days ranged from 23 in Harford to three in
Wicomico. 1In general, central officeustaff spent more time on SITIP ng days)>
than did school administrators 57 days). ‘ / ‘ \t;
Thirty;seven central office staff and jschool administrators.reported

spending about the same amount of time and/energy on SITIP as‘they had on

similar previous projects. However, in Montgomery County, ‘the central

office person and school admin*strator answering the survey reported that

substantially more" time and energy had been spent .on SITIP, while the

educaQors from St. Mary' s and Wicomico counties reported their expenditure af |

°

time and energy to be "slightly less."” : B

Roles and Responsibilities. ' o ) ’ . .

. The SITIP design encouragés involvement“of cross—hierarchical teams,
including: 1) central office‘sLaff, e. g., supervisors in instruction or -
“coordinators of staff development, 2) school adminlstrators, e.g., principals,
‘ vice principals, or department heads; and 3) classroom teachers. .This section

describes the people involved, what they did, andctheir relationship to each

other from three perspectives: usual assigned roles, activities undertaken

and levels of efforct and interactive support. .

o

%

* No data were available from school administrators in Harford and Montgomery
counties or from central office staff in Wicomico County.

5
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Usual roles. Teachers, school-based adminiétrators, and central office
staff were all involved in AT. Of the 18 central office staff reéponding to”
the 1983 General Survey, one was in staff development, nire were in inétruc-
tion, and four were in "other" areas such as curriculum development. Four had

.multiple responsibilities. Of the é8 school administrators ;espoﬁﬁing to
the survey, 27 were principals (18 elementafy, 3 junior high/middle, 2 high
school, and 4 no grade level indication) and one wés a high.séhool vice-
principal. While both elementary and sécohdary teachers were aimost equally
represented as survey responderits, most implementation was carried.out by
elementary teachers: about twice as many elementa£§ vs. secondary students

were impacted by AT.

Activities and levels of effort. On the General Survey, six actisity
areas were ldentified and central office staff and school administrators were
asked to indicate level.of effort (time and energy) spent on each (with
responses ranging'from 0 "none" to 5 "a great'deal"). The areas of activity
were: 1) administration (including planning and Budget); 2).deve10pment of
materials; 3) designing and/or conducting inservices; 4) supporting school
implementation (e.g., problem-solving, supplying materials, etc.); 5)
dissemination; and 6) evaluation; (Mean ratings are presented in Table 11).

The level of effort spent by central office staff and school adminis-
trators on each activity area during the first year of implementation
(1981-82) 1s summarized below: )
Centfalﬁéffice staff and school adminisﬁrators spent similar
levels of effort on administration, inservice, and support, but
school administrators spent more than central office staff on
materials development, dissemination, and evaluation. Least
effort was spent on materiils development. An examination of
individual responses indicates that within each county office

(with the exception of Montgomery) at least one -Individual was
Involved in all. six areas of activity. Most central office staff

86
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Table 11

Active Teaching, 1982-83

Level of Effort:

e IS
L AVAN VAN Y
R \ /vvvvv\//
m— INARRARAAY
, e,
e AAVANNRY
77777

NOIIVYLSININGY

K —_— e .ﬁl,».--.-..

<
[7a)

ANy

o o
< -

i

. 4
Values range from O ''none"

to 5.00 "a gréat deal" of time and ehergy.
Central Office Staff

N7
N

J . School Administrators

PECLY

0
(@p
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effort was spent on inservice and support, followed by adminis-

tration. If other central office staff were involved, they

helped this individual, most often in inservice and support, but

also in evaluation, dissemination, and -- to some extent —- -
administration. - Although most school administrators distributed

their efforts in similar ways (focusing most on support, .

inservice, and dissemination within thefr own schools), three

broke this pattern, indicating that they did very little in those - .
three areas, two saying they did even lesc in the other three

areas, and one. spending more effort on materials, evaluation, and
administration. (Roberts et al., 1982)

As can be séen in Table 11, during 1982-83, central office staff and school
administrators éombined spent the least amount of time on materials develop-
ment (2.051 and the most amount of time on supporting school iﬁplementation‘
(3.17). Central offiée staff reported spending more time on all areas than
did school administrators. |

‘ Individual éounty responses indicated that there was séme level of effort
spent on each activity acfgss ali df’the LEAs. In addition qughe»categories
supporting school implementation and désigning/conducting inservice,aeQalua—
tion was ranked high in one county (Caro1iﬂé)\\3j::ﬁistration in three

counties (Cecil, Garrett, Montgomery), and- dissemInation in one county (St.

Méry's).

ve training/

Interactive support. Teachers implementing AT could red
information from four sources: developers,'MSDE, central office staff, and
school-based staff (school administrators and teachers). The lafgést P
age of teachers responding to the sﬁrvey’kN=59)* received information and
training from school administrators and teachers (462), and from MSDE and
centrai office staff (44% each). Only 15% of the teachers recelved
information énditraining from the developer a;d these tea;hers were

"veterans" who actended the Awareness Conferences and Summer Institute during
R . . :

the first‘year'of/the project.

.”E_Noﬂdatggweremavailable~for'Harford County. ' A
-/ - 88 :
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Within the individual counties, the majority of teachers in Caroline
(67%) and Garrett (89Z)°receivedvinformation/training from MSDE. 1In Cecil
County, all teachers received training from central office staff. The
majority of Montgomery (100%) and St. Mary's (887%) teachers received their
training from both school' administrators and fellow teachers. In Wicomico
County, almost all teachers received their training from both ‘MSDE and central
office staff.

Survey respondents were asked to rate the support received.from
teachers, principals, central office staff, MSDE, and developers. (from 1.00 =
vefy poor, to 5.00 = excellent). Ratings of interactive support from the 1982
survey are summarized below:

. . . for AT, central office staff were generally more positive

in thelr assessment, rating all but the developers as good to

excellent. Teachers, most of whom did not Interact with MSDE

staff or developers, were,}in general, less positive. hHowever,

overall mean ratings indicate that each role group was perceived

positively by peers and other role groups in terms of providing
“_  information, help, and geﬁeral support. (Roberts et al., 1982)

-

\\.

N "As shown in Table 12, resﬁondents of the 1983 survey* rated the inter-
active support received from'aTl five role groups as 3.16 (average) or above

indicating that each group was

perceived pos;tively by other educators
involved in AT in ierms of pro?iding informafion, help, and general support,
Develogers received the lowest total rating (3.24) because very féw of the
respondents interacted directly with the AT developers. School administrators
‘received the highest totalorating (3.83). cCentral office staff were generally

more positive in their assessment, rating all but the developers as good to

* No data were available from central office staff in Wicomico County.,
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excellent. Teachers were, in general, least positive in their.asseé§ments
X |

except for their ratings of support from MSDE and developers,{which»&ere

slightly higher than the ratings given by the school administrators.

The mean ratings given to the five role groups b& the survey respon-
dents in each of the individual counties were above average except for the
following cases:

e teachers from Harford County rated support from MSDE as below average
(2.00) because most received direct assistance from central office
staff (who "turnkeyed" help from MSDE)

e the school administraﬁor from Montgomery and teachers from St. Mary'é

rated central office support as below average (2.00 and 2,57,
respectively). .

Impact

This séction discuéses AT impact in-the area of training and on school’
systems;_individualrséhools, central office staff, school administra;ors, |
teachers, and students.

?raining,. MSDE TAs held two foliow—up trainiqgusessioﬁs for those
counties implementing AT. The fifst’session was a combined follow—upqheld'in
tﬁe fall of 1982 at MSDE with participants implementing STL and f%. prproxi—
ﬁately 16 AT participants were present. Dgring this joint follow-up, the
1982-83 evaluation design was reviewed by RBS and participants met-in small

'”“mode;=specifichrbuﬁéWtG“réViEW“pléhS”aﬁHvfb*éﬁéféﬁﬁééﬁéfand”cdﬁéérné.’ THé"“’
second AT follow-up training'seésion was a two-day retreat held in the spring
of 1983 at Great'Oaks Landing, Maryland and was attended by approximately 33
LEA p;fticipants. T@eisession consisted of LEA project updates and a‘preseﬁ-
‘tation by Barbara Clhggnfs‘from the Texas Research and Development fenter for

- Teacher Education on the research on classroom management.

\

A
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AT participant evaluations of both sessions (e.g., clarity, relevancy,
and accomplishment of objectives; support from MSDE) were positiQe, the mean
responses ranglng ?ﬁom 3.39 to 4.57 on a scale from 1;00 (least positive) to

ﬁS.dO (most positive). The majority of the AT:par%icipéhts ﬁost eﬁjoyéd the
sﬁéll group discussion activities. The needs expressed for future TA activi-
ties were varied, including requests for help in évaluatién, dissemination,
“leanning,-aﬁd traininé.

As indicated previously, teacﬁers responding to thé GeneralJSurvey
indicated that they received information and training from a variety of
sources, 1ncluding school administfators, feliow.teachers, central office
staff, and state TAs. The majority of the teachers in the two 'new" counties
réceived training from MSDE (Caroline ana Wiéomico)cand from central office
staff (Wicomico). Teachers from district-wide and pilot district school
systems (Eecil, Wicomico, Harford) reéeived their training from central office}
and, to some extent, from state staff. School systems with lighthouse schools
or teacher-directed programs ge.g., Montgomery, St. Mary's) used school-based
pe;sonnél (principéls, éeachers) for ﬁraining, with the exception of Garrett
which used state staff.

The majority of teachers indicated»thatrtﬁey understoéd'the model (727%)

T"and that their teaching abiiity had improved as a result of their Involve~" - R
ment with AT (66%)- Only 13% indicated that their teaching ability hqg not
changed. 1In general, this pattern of results was consistent across tﬁ:useven
counties with the Gxéepti;n of- Montgomery County where 50% of th; teachérs
felt‘that their teaching ability had not changed. Less than 15% of the’

teachers in each county felt that they needed to learn more about AT except in

Cecil (17%), Garrett (22%) and St. Mary's_(19%5 counties.
[4
\ .
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As mentioned previously, accurate implementation of the Af model .
involved the use of six components. Seventy-two percent of the survey
respondents indiéated that they'carried out all six components and no
component was addressed by less than 87% of the teécher fespondents. lThis
faithful use of the model can be related to the effectiveness of the
trainihg received by the implementers, thg majoriﬁy of whom indicated that

they understood the model.

School system. The impact of an innovation on a school system involves
changes’ in practice or policv that affect or could . affect more than a single
school or single group of educators. Systemic impact on implementing school
systems I1ncluded:

e policy decisions such as using AT in certain subjects/grades

© district-wide (3 counties) and regrouping to obtaln homogeneity

(1 county) : : :

® changes in areaz of emphasis such as on staff development (1 county)

® application of research on school improvement and effective teaching
(1 county) ' o

e improved communication, sharing, and cooperation among educators -
across the district (2 counties), Co

These outcomes were influenced by various factors including administra-
torS"pérceptions that teachgrs accepted AT and students benefitted, and tﬁat
“AT‘aﬁ&"fhe”SiTIP;ﬁfBEéHﬁréé“ﬁéfé'eééy;164implement, supe;yiée,_andmgdm1n1§pgr,w

(e.g., financing arrangements). Fiqally, since the'the state requires
students to pass a ;ompetency,tést in mathema;ics in order to graduate, some
counties hoped Qhat systemafic use of AT would improve achievement iﬁ that
subject. |

Central office staff. AT had an impact on central office staff in.a

variety of ways. Central office staff felt that.involvement in SITIP allowed

9 10
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them to gain e#perience in the use of a new instructional technique (2
counties), made them better organized (2 counties),‘gave them a means of
helping ineffective teachers (1. county), made them aware of .how students use
time (1 county), allowed them to become more involved with students (1
county), gave them a respect for the SITIP process (1 county), and enabled
them to improve instruction with the support of MSDE (1 count}}.

These results reflect on the individual supervisors' attitudes and
behavior rather_than on policy or practice decisions of the system. 1In o
general, such results are most apparent when a central office supervisorvis
directly involved in AT, advocating 1t ag g technique with many of the
teachers supervised. |

Schools. The impact of an innovation on a ° single school involves only
those educators within that school. AT impact on single’schools included:
greater continuity/consistency within tnose subject areas and teachers using
AT (4 counties); increased interest in the selected subject area(s) in which
AT was being implemented (2 counties); teacher enthusiasm and sharing (3 -
counties); structured daily program/improved management system (2 counties);
closer monitoring/supervision of lessons by principals and supervisors'(i
counties); increased awareness of school needs (1 county); better definition
of student and teacher roles (1 county); adoption of a uniform homework policy

L;LLI:cgunty);’and gragg:foat§:expansion~into“other:subjectﬁareasM(l?ccunty).
Educators from one county felt that AT was especially useful in slower, low
ability classes, '

These resulits were influenced primarily by the reactions of sch- 5i-based
staff to AT, particularly when a group of teachers worked as a team and/or the

principal was strongly supportive of the program.
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School administrators. School ‘administrators felt that theilr involvement

- in AT enabled them to learn about a new teachiﬁg\technique 3 coqﬁtieS), to
become better organized (2 counties), to experience the satisfaction of being
part of a successful Project (2 counties), to become aware of an effective
method of observation/supervision (3 countiesii~to stfengtben their conviction
that traditional instruction works (2 counties), and to share ideas with.

a

teachers (1 county). -

These results refléctlstrong attitudes of instructional leadership by
school administrators providiny subport to theilr teachers.

Classrooms and teachers. AT impact on teachers fell into 13 categories

under the.three general areas of: (1) increased knowledge, (2) iméroved
'skills, and (3)‘stréngthened attitudes/perceptions. (See Table 13.) In.addi_
tion,” survey respondents agsessed reiativeiinsﬁ¥uct;onal value and impact on
teachers in six areas on a five-point Likert scale. '(S;e Tablé 14.&

Teacherg across the largest number of count;esx;eported.four main teacher
impact éategories: (1) increaged knowledge'df the qomponénts of effective
teaching; and irproved skills in (2) orgaaization, structure, planning, and

>

pacing, (3) the effective use of time, and (4) 1in assessing and addressing

student needs. School administrators across the largest number of counties
‘reported two categories of impact on teachers: (1) improved skills in a new

-..teaching technique, and (2 skill in crganization, structure, planning, and

pacing. Central office staff féund that‘teachers imbroved.skills in
organization, structure, planning, and pacing. ' .o

As can be seen 1n Table 14, survey respondents in general ind?:ated that
AT was é‘worthwhile/workable model, with mean réspoﬁses ranging from 429 to

4.47 (on a scale from 1.00 least positive to 5.00 most positive). Teachers

.95
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Table 13

Impact on Teachers as Reported by . Co
Each Role Group: Active Teaching 1982-83 -

Role Groups ,
(Reported in No. of LEAs;
. . : N=7) '
Impact on Teachers o o co SA T
As a result of AT teachers have:
Increased knowledge
 —of the components of effective teaching. | 3 4 6
Improved skills ' ; _
‘~in a new teaching technique., . 2 5 4.
-in organization/structure/ ) '
planning/pacing. : 5 5 6
-in the effective use of time.’ N 3 4 6
~in the components of effective teaching
(e.g., review, lesson development,
controlled practice, homework). ‘ 0 2 3
~1n assessing and addressing student needs. 1 1 6
~in instruction. : 3 3 2
Strengthened attitudes/perceptions
~that traditional teaching techniques work. 0 2 0
~that teachers must teach every day. 1 1 1
- ~that the larger group must be emphasized." 0 1. 3
~of teachers'' confidence and self image. 1 1. 3
~of the value of specific components of
effective teaching. . 0 0 1
~about . teaching (e.g., involvement). 1 3 a 1

o

CO = Cemiral Office; SA = School Adminis;ra}ors; T = Teachers

o
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Table 14 . _ ' -~

¢

_ Instructional Impact as Perceived by.
Survey Respondents: Active Teaching, 1982-1983

Role Groups
co SA - T Total
Impact on Instruction ' N=18 N=28 N=76 N=122
Instructional Value
Woiks in classroom. | | 4,61 4.57 G461 | 4,47
- Is worth the work it takes. : 4,67 4.50. 4,12 4.29
- Is a worthwhile teaching approach. 4,67 4,54 4.26 4.38
Impact on Teachers
Teachers enjoy it. - _ : 4,22 . 4,07 3.95 4.02
Teachers have increased knowledge. 4.50 4,11 3.97 4.08
- Teachers have increased skills. 4,44 4.18 3.91 4.05
“Impact on Students |
Students enjoy it. 3.94 4,04 3.82 3.88
Students are less disruptive. : 4,00 3.90 3.84 3.88
 Students' achievement has increased. ©3.61 | '3.54 .3.60 3.59
Students are learning more. 3.78 3.71 3.54 3.6{
Students' general behavior is better. K 3.78 - 3.81 3.69 3.73
Time —
Teachers spend more time Preparing students. 3,00 3.18 3.08" 3.09
Teach.ts cover curriculum in less time. 3,50 | .3.37 [ 2.96 | 3.13 |

" Mean ratings range from 1.00 (strongly disagree) to 5;00'(strong1y agree).
- CO = Central Office; SA = School Administrators; T = Teachers :

.
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were coneisteﬁtly lower in their ratings of instructional value than were
school administrators oricentral office staff, Centtal office staff gave the
highest ratings.

In summary, participants indicated that ATFworks in the classroom anq'has
had.an impact on teachers, especially in the afeas of increased knowledge.of
what constitutes effective teaching and improved skills in the orgaaization
of instruction.

Students, Ovet 24,000 students receieed instruction based.on the AT
model, and just over cne third were in gecondary schools. Impact of AT on.
students-fell into 15 categoties under the three general_areas of improved
attitudes or awareness, increased achievement, and benefits from better
instruction. (See Table 15.) 1In addition, survey respondents assesgsed
relative impact on students in five afeas on a five-point Likert scale. (See.
Table 14.) Also, LEAs were asked to submit data summaries of AT impact on
student achievement and attitudes.

. ?
All three general areas of student impact (i.e., improved attitudes or

awareness, increased'achievement,.and benefits from bette} instrﬁction) were
' reported by'educatore;from about the aamé_number of counties,

" Teachers across the largest number of LEAs reported two main student
impact categories: (i) increased achievement in mastery/retention of facts
and skille,.and (2) benefits from better instruction which provides a'clear
understanding of teacher expectations. Improved attitudes about leafx;ng/
school, increased achievement in test scores, and benefits from‘better
Instruction which;results in better usage of time were the threé strlent

/

impact categories reported By school administrators across the largest number

of counties, Improved attitudes about learning/school and benefits from

i



.Table 15

Impact on Students as.Reported by
Each Role Group: Active Teaching 1982-83

X Role_Groﬁps
\\ ‘ . ' Reported in No. of LEAs;
H b ’ N=7 )

Impact on S%udents : : co SA T

1
T

As a result of AT students have:

Improved attitudes or awareness

. —about their learning ability

(e.g., increased confidence). : 1 0o 3
—-about their learning responsibilities -
(e.g., accountability). : j2 1 2

-about léarning/school (e.g., Increased - /
interest, involvement, enthusiasm, ' '
motivation). 3 3 3

Increased achievement

-in mastery/retention of facts ;
and skills.. -
-in problem-solving abilities.

-in grades.

-in test scores.

NO O —
W= QO =
W= NS

Benefitted from better instruction \
which provides _ .

—a structured, consistent format. ' 3 : 2 2

-a clear understanding of teacher expec-—
tations. - 0 ' 0 4

-effective learning activities c 3
(e.g., review, practice, homework) .

-more individualized attention.

—-opportuni-y for independent work.

"—better us= of time/more material covered.

—-large group instruction. .

~special benefits for slower students.

(=N eNeNoNoNe
OO WO O
—_— O~ W

CO = Central Office; SA = School Administrators; T = Teachers
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better instruction which Provides a structured, consistent lesson format were

the studgnt impact categories mentioned by central office staff across the

largest number of counties. All three role groups reported improved student:

_attitudes er awareness about learning - respensibilit;es and about 1eatning/
school 1n general, increased achievement in mastery/retention of facts and
skillsvand in test acores, and benefits from better instruction which provides
a structaiee, consistent lesson forﬁat. .
° - Survey respondents in general felt that AT had somewhat of an impact on
students in terms of better attitudes and achievement, with mean.responses
ranging from 3.59.te 3.88 on a scale from 1.00 (strongly disagree) to 5.00
(EEEBEQly.agree). (See Table 14.) However, these responses were not as high
as the fesponses given to classteom and teacher impact. Teachers.were consis-
tently lower in their ratings of student impact than were central office

V staff, except in their ratings of the statement that "students' achievement
has iIncreased" where teachers' ratings were fairly consisteat with the ratings
given by the other two fole'groups.

Affective measures of student impact were submitted by three of the

seven LEAs. (Two additional LEAs submitted resuits from‘their own surveys of
student attitudes toward AT.) Cecil and St..Mary's counties gave tHeir
students the Student Questionnaire. The questionnaire consists of seven
questions orf dimensions (i.e., recognition of differences, understahding of
}eaaoas, enjoyment of lessoﬁs, ease of 1eaaons, learning of lessons, better
‘grades, and better lessons). Reapondente'answered using a five~point scale
ranging from 1.00 (not at all) to 5.00v(yes a lot). There are elemcntaty and

v

secondary versions of the questionnaire.
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I'n Cecil County, both the elementary (grades K=3) and seécondary (grades |
4-12) versions of the questionnaire were administered at the end of AT imple-
mentation (post).‘ As can be seen in Table 16, the mean scores for all seven
dimensions were positive on both versions of the questionnaire. The mean
scores of the younger students ranged from 3.13 (ease of lessons) to 4.68
(recognition of differences berween>AT lessons and léssons taughr:prior to AT
implementation). The mean scores of the older students ranged from 3.71 (ease
of lessons) to 4.50 (understanding of lessons).

In St. Méry's County, the secondary version of the questionnaire was
given to students in 16 different ciesses taught by:eight teacners half-way
. through the year (mio) and again at the end of the year (post).: As can be
:bseen in Table' 16, mean scores on the mid—year administration of the question-
naire were positive for all seven nimensions and ranged from 3.20 (better
grades) to 4.04 (understanding of lessons). Mean scores on the post test were
also positive ranging from 3.36 (better'grades).to 4.23 (understanding of
lessons). Mean scores on the questionnaire increased (became more positive)
between the mid-year and end-of—year administratlons for all seven dimensions
(especilally for three dimensions: learniné of lessons, ease of lessons, and

better lessons).

Caroline3bounty used the My Class Inventory (MC) to measure affective

student impact. The'inventory was given to approximately 524 elementary
students prior to AT implementation (pre) and 573 elementary students af“er

implementation (post)
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| TaBle 16

Student Attitudes (Student Questionnaire)f

hetive Teaching, 19gy.gs

T~ LEAs _ Cecil St. Yary's

| Dimgnsions - I= | T-Post (K-3) :N= | X-Post (4-12) g:gég. ;;g;;t ]

L. Recognition of ifferences | 31| 4 || g 18 |38 | g

. Understanding of lessdns ¥ &3 821 4,50 f4.64 4,23

3. Enjoyment of Lessops B IR T R R | 3.8
‘ b Base of lessons 3 3.13 802 | 3.1 3.23 “3.49 :

5 ‘Learning éf.lessons 37 b, b 800 l 4,22 13,63 3.93

b, Better gradeé I bl 4,39 197 ..3.75 13200 3.3

1, Bett;r lessong B 35 405 | 199 ' 3.96 3,53 3:75 |
_______ - \ .

Mean respoﬁses faﬁge from 1,00 (

not at all) to 5,00 (yes a lot)
higher the agreement with the di

+ The higher the score, the-
mension meagured,

{14




Table 17

Student Attitudes (My Class Inventory): Active Teaching, 1982-83

> LEA ' Caroline
. ' Pre - Post

" Dimensions % Yes % No Z Yes | % No
1. Competitiveness 75 .25 - 70 30
2. Satisfaction - 68 32 65 35
3. Difficulty 38 62 36 64

-

4. Friction - 69 31 65 |. 35 ;

The MC 1s an elementary version of the Learning Environment Inventory.

&

It consists of 45 items measuring five dimensions. Four dimensions were
relevant for assessing AT impact on student attitudes (i.e., competitiveness,
satisfaction, difficulty, and friction) Responses are "yes" and "no" and the
higher the percent of "yes" answers, the‘higher'the_agreement with the dimen-
sion being measured. High agreement is desirable for satiSfaction, and low
agreement for difficuity and-friction. Desirable scores on competitiveness
depend upon individual school philosophies.

There was very little difference between scores on the pretest and post-
test indicating that student attitudes about their classes did not change
after AT implementation. On both the pretest and posttest, agreement was high
for competitiveness, satisfaction, and friction and low for difficulty.

<

indicating that students 1liked to compete, enjoyed their classes, felt that
there were tensions among certain groups of students that tended to Interfere
with class activities, and felt that the work of the class was not too

difficult. N

\
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Garret; County administered !ts own attitude survey to students involved
iﬁ AT. Results showed that AT students were more satisfied with instruction
and had more positive attitudes about_their class in comparison with a control
group of students not using AT.

In Wicomico Countf, teachérs were asked to_complete’a duestionnai;e éfter
two and one-half months,of AT impleméntatiop. Tﬁey were asked to summarize
thelr students' attitudes about AT. S&me of the teachers' respbnses were:
class likes 1t, students feel secure,~studénts look forward to class, students
are increasing their self confidence, and students like the routine.

Harford and Moﬁtgomery Counties did not submit affective data.

However, both counties had received informél poéitive feedback about AT from

students.

Cognitive measures of student impact were submitted by three of the seven

LEAs: Garrett, Montgomery; and St. Ma?y's countiés.*

Garrett County submitted pre and post mean sCéres_on a criterion-
referénced teét for'seveﬁ AT classés at Northern High School. ~ For a}l seven
classes, scorgé incréaseddfrom pre to post and the differences Betwéen pre and
poét test mean scores ranged from 12.77 to 47.07‘po?nts.

At Southern High School, the pre and post test mean scores of three
experimental and control groups were compa;ed. "For two of tﬁe three experi-
mén;al/cbntrol groups.éopparisons, AT students (experimental) made substan-

tially larger gains than non-AT students (contrbl) between the pre and post

test.

<

* While CAT scores for the students in Belmont Elementary for October 1982
were submitted by Montgomery County, they are not discussed here since no
related data (e.g., post scores, trend analysis) were provided.
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St. Mary's County comparec the mid-term°and final grades of students in
nine AT classes and two control classes, Thirty-eight percent of the experi-
mental students' grades increased.from nid—term to final grade compared to
only 8% of the control group's grades. While 62% of the ekperimental
students'_grades dropped between midjyear and the end of°the year, 92% of the
control group's grades decreased.v

Caroline and Wicomico counties were not required to submit cognitive

‘data. Cecil County did not formally look at cognitive impact because AT had

"spread widely and it was too difficult to 1solate students>and‘teachers for

placement in experimental and control groups. ’ !
No cognitive data were received from Harford County Harford has

conducted a longitudinal study with six schools (two schools scoring at each

" of three levels —- top, middle, low -- on the CAT) comparing ‘third and fifth

grade CAT scores in: mathematics. There were significant gains on CAT scores
at both the lower and middle scoring schools.

Direct "cause and effect" claims for AT impact on student achievement are
difficult to make on the basis of the above data and test designs used.
However, many studentsAare‘mastering the material and believe that their
comprehension and competence have improved, and this can be attributed in part.
to‘AT. ‘

Participant Concerns

Two types of concerns were expressed by AT implementers:. model-specific

ONCErns. AS cail be seén 1n CHATE 2; most lmpla=

© N .
‘menters expressed model-specific concerns with the most common beir, that AT

was too structurcd/monotonous and could inhibit a teacher's creativity The
most common implcmentation concern was that personiel and resources were not

being used (or available) to meet project needs. ‘ :
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Chart 2_

Concerns/Problems Reported: Active Teaching, 1982-83%

1)

Model concerns

el

Time allocations too rigid/lack of time for students having -
problems (4) ; ‘ ‘

Not apblicabiﬁ for all éubjeét areas/classrooms (4)
Too structured/monotonous/inhibits a teacher's creativity (6)

Children checking & grading homework (which may not have been done
independently) (2)

Does not take individual differences into accoﬁnt/may hold back
academically talented students (1)

Implementation concerns

Coordinatioﬁ of effective activity, design, materials development, and
classroom management (3) )

-Personnel and- resources ndét used (or available) to meet project
needs (5)

’ ’

Teachers not actively engaging students in learning (1)

* Figufés>iﬂfﬁaféﬁthéséguiﬁﬁihate the number of LEAs making a given statement.

3
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Suggested recommendations (see Chart 3) fell.intodfour categories.
classroom implementation. implementation/preparation; expansion, and external
assistance. ‘The most common recommendation'yas to expand to other classes/
subjects/teachers/schools. However, many respondents.stated that before.
expanding, LEAs,should try to inplement the other types of recommendations
<(1.e., implementation and external assistance).

Conclusions and Summary

’

In the’pteceding'paées; each research question or issue has been
addressed and findings have been discussed across LEAs. Some 1ssues and
conclusions are presented below. Then, findings for each LEA ara discussed.

It is apparent that almost all LEAs implementing AT were strongly
committed to its effective use in a large number of classrooms, and employed
strategies both to train teachers and to ensurelschool-based administrators
and centralroffice_staff could observe and-supervise AT classes effectivelyE

' The level of fidelity waséhigh. implementation was long term and consistent
for given subjects and grades, and teachers understood the relative instrnci
tional value of components. Although seemingly sinple, AT became a chalienge
when teachers understood the implications involved (especia11§ coordinating‘
activities, materials, and management strategies for each component to main-
tain time-on-task). ‘Although AT was used in many subject_areas, the greatest
impact was made in‘matnematics.* | ' ’

Impact was made on student achieJ;ment when AT was used in appropriate:
subjects or units, and when the teacher paced the students through the

components at a level of instructional difficulty appropriate for t*re majority

- u

* AT was designed primariiy for mathematics instruction. Also, the MSDE TA
for AT is a mathematics specialist and can readily provide assistance in
this area.
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Chart 3 '

Recommendations/§olutibns: Active Teaching, 1982-83%

Classriom implementation

Allow situational adaptation (e.g., spotcheck, instead of full class
checking) (3) : '

Maintain fidelity (and monitor) (2)

Allow sufficient’ time, adjust time allocations (3)

Provide resources (material) (1)

‘Have ability or homogerious grouping (2)

Develop strategies to deal with absentees (1)

Implementation/preparation -

Implement for the full year (3) - B
Reduce paper worl (1) o s
Provide trainir: . .d assistance (e.g., by content areas) (3)

Evaluate effecz_ve-ess (1)

Expansion ‘
Use =very day (1) .
Expand to other classes/subjects/teachers/séhools (6) , , -
Try another model (2) : .

External assistance

Provide inservice (1) :

Keep locals informed about research on teacher effectiveness (1)
Increase funding (1)

increase central office support (1)

Increase cooperation between MSDE and central office to help teachers
solve problems (1)

.* Figures in parenthesges indicate the number of LEAs making a given statement.

1

reW)
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of the students. (This is difticult in heterogeneous classes with wide ranges
of ability.) Students' attitudes about their ability to learn,'and'apprecia-‘
tion for_well—organized lessons'increased when AT was used with fidelity.

Impact was made on individual teachers' knowledge (research on classroom
effectiveness and its relationship to AT) through training. Skills improved
(in use of time, development of activitles for the "review" component, and the
coordinated management of learners and learning), through on-site practice
accomp:.aied by follow-up assistance. Self-confidence in their teaching
ability increased when their efforts were.acknowledged by administrators and
supervisors.

Impact was made -on a school (the faculty and how 1nstructional matters
-are dealt with) when several teachers are involved, and when it was'under—.
stood that AT was to be used for a given Ssubject or,unit. In elementary
schools, it“appeared“to.be important for"prinéipalsfto understandmand“aaVal"”'
‘cate use or AT (e.g., for mathematics), and conduct observations related to AT
components (providing appropriate recognition for success). 1In secondary
schools, it appeared that the principals understanding and advocacy was\
important in establishing the reality of implementation, but subsequently
faculty looked to each other (e.g., by subject "teams") for interactive
support. - (This difference is less likely to be related specifically to-AT
than to the diflerent organizational structures and teacher isolation of

elementary'and secondary schools.)

The strategies used to provide interactive support and maintain energy

to implement or expand AT were as Important as the perceived value of the

model Positive impact was made when teachere were given training and follow-

°

up assistance that related to thesir expressed needs and Interests; when

g

o

109 |




administrators understood,'advocated,.and acknowledged Eidelity implementa—
tion; when teachers had time and skill (with assistance 1f necessary) to
coordinate  and develop activities, materials, and management strategies to'fit
components and student needs; and when central offi-a staff clearly and
consistently communicated the nature and extentrof their interest in the
success of AT, acknowledging successes and taking action to help overcome
problems encountered. Positive im;act was reduced or barriers created when:
central office staff maintained administrative control but expected everything
else to be done by school based staff, centralized mandates were made w1th
insufficient attention to building commitment and a sense of ownership by

school staff; the program was "energized" by one key person whose'influenCe

was limited (e.g., if ‘he/she was reassigned, or was school-based), with the

-,

‘result that time and effort was then needed to build capacity and 1nterest of
others."

In the following case reports of tha LEAs implementing AT, attention is

given to the influential factors mentioned above and also to specific

objectives and results achieved in each county.*

r

Caroline County. Caroline has been implementing AT for one year using a

lighthouse school strategy.' In September 1982, educators "hoped" to achieve
five objectives specified in Table 8 (i.e., improving student achievement in.

basic skills, informing ‘local educators about AT, training local educators to

.
“

use-AT, improving teachers classroom competence, and improving time—on—tasw)

In June 1983, four of the five obJectives had been ' partly achieved" (the

Q
- CA
&

* Levels of information vary, in part because: two LEAs were pilot sites of
which one invited RBS to visit, and in part because some LEAs provided more
documentation or other evidence of model implementation and improving
_Student involvement in learning.



enception was improving student achievement “in basic skills which was no

©

longer indicated as an objective in June). Two additional objectives not

~— mentioned-in-September-were-also artly-achieved"-(i.e.,-helping-teachers
o p .

become better organized and improving students' invslvement in learning).

.

Scope and Intensity, After the first year of AT implementa~
tion (June 1983), AT was being used in two elementary schools
by five teachers and 122 students in mathematics.

Fidelity. Teachers consistently addressed all six components

of the AT model. The largest number of teachers feit that the
pre-lesson development was the AT component having the great-

est impact on students.

Time. Edugators spent an average of 10 months involved in AT
across the 1982-83 school year. Teachers reported spending an
average of 29% of their school week on AT-related activities.
AT ‘required teachérs.to spend about the same amount of time
preparing students (e} g.s grouping, pre~testing) and allowed
somewhat more time for curriculum coverage han‘had similar
previous instructional methods.

School administrators spent an average of seven days and
central office staff an average of four and one-half days on
AT. School administrators felt AT took "about the same"
amount of time and energy, while central office reported
"slightly less" effort on AT in comparison to similar previous
projects.

Roles and Responsibilities. School administrators and central
office staff combined spent the least amount of time and
energy on materials deve10pment (1.83)* and the most effort on
inservices and evaluation (3.33 for each activity). School
administrators. spent the least amount of time on administra-
tion (1.75) and the most effort on inservices and evaluation
(3.25 for each activity). Central office:staff spent the
least time on materials development (1. 50) and the most effort
on inservices, supporting school. implementation, dissemina-
tion, and evaluation (3.50 for each activity).

N

Training was done by MSDE, central office staff, and school-
based staff (teachers and school administrators). Educators
rated the interactive support received from the five role
groups’ involved in SITIP as- average and above. MSDE received
the highest ratings and developers the lowest ratings of
support. (Staff of this LEA had no interaction with AT
developers.) By the beginning of June 1983, ‘. .rmation had

——

* Level of effort (time and energy) was rated on a scale from 0 (none) to
5.00 ,(a great deal). ’ )
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administrators, and 25% of the teachers. Training had been
received by 75% of the central office gtaff and school admin-
istrators.and by 25% of the teachers. Twenty-five percent of
~he school administrators and teachers had received help.

been received by all central office Stgff, 50% of the school"

o Imgact. AT has had an impact on .training and on the school
system, the school, the educators, and the students involved.
In the area of training, the majority of teachers felt that
they understood the model.

AT impact on the school system was the policy decision to
actively encourage use of the model district-wide for elemen-
tary mathematics. School level impact included greater
continuity/consistency of instruction for mathematics, teacher -
enthusiasm and sharing, and a structured daily program/
improved management system..

School administrators felt that AT involvement enabled them to
learn about a new teaching technique and ‘to become better '
.organized.

Educators indicated that AT has had an impact at the classroom
level ‘in terms of a structured, consistent format.

Teachers increased their knowledge of the components of
effective teaching, improved their skills in a new teaching
technique, in organization/ structure/planning/pacing,. and in
the effective use of time, and strengthened their confidence
and self-image.

Educators were unsure as to whether use of AT had resulted in
increased student achievement during the first year of imple-’
mentation. Affective student impact was perceived by educa-

, tors in terms of improved attitudes about school, enjoyment of
AT, and somewhat better/less disruptive behavior. Results
from the My Class Inventory indicated that students in AT
classes did not have difficulty with the lessons, were fairly
satisfied, and reported slightly less competition and friction
by the end of the year than they had first perceived.

e Coucerns and Changes. Caroline educators expressed both model
and implementation concerns. Some educators felt that the
time allocations were too rigid, that the model was too
structured, and could inhibit a teacher's creativity, that: the
model may hold back academically talented students, that AT
was not applicable for all subjects/classrooms and that
personnel and resources were either not being used or were not
avallable to meet project needs.

_‘Suggested recommendations included developing strategies to
deal with-absentees, evaluating the effectiveness of the
model,. and expanding AT to other classes/subjects/teachers/
schools.

¢
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Factors influencing relative success included: 1) strong central office
support; and 2)opportunity and willingness to learn from "veteran" AT imple-

menters. Concerns expressed suggest that educators may need o explore use of

resources and the extent go which teachers believe that their ideas and meeds -
are considered for the project. Caroline has made good progress for its first

—year-of-implementation.

Cecil County. Cecil has been implementing AT for two years using a pilot

”district strategy. In September 1982,.educators'"hoped" to achieve seven of
the nine objectives specified in Table 8 (i.e., improving student achievement
in basic skills, informing local educators about the model, training local
educators to use the model, improving teachers' classroom competence, helping
teachers become better organized, limproving time-on-task, and improving
students-sinvolvement in learning).' In June 1983, two of these seven
objectiveszhad been "partly achieved” (i.e:, improving teachers' classroom
competence and improving students' involvement in learning). The remaining
five objectives were "achieved."
° Scope and Intensity. After the first year of AT implementa--
‘tion (June 1982), AT was being used in four schools (2 elemen-
_tary and 2 junior high/middle schools) by approximately 20
teachers and 450 students in reading/language arts and mathe-

matics. - In June 1983, 17 schools, 40 teachers, and 2,000
students were involved in AT. -

e Fidelity. The cnly AT component not consistently addressed by
all the teachers was weekly or monthly end of unit reviews.
The largest number of teachers reported that controlled
practice was the AT component having the greatest impact on
students, ‘

e Time. Educators spent an average of 8 months involved in AT
across the 1982-83 school year. . Teachers reported spending an s
average of 25% of their school week on AT-related activities.

School administrators spent an average of 10 days and central
office staff an average of 12 days on AT. School administra-
tors reported that AT took‘"slightly less" .time and energy and -
central office staff reported "slightly more" effort on AT in
comparison to- similar previous projects.

?




- ® Roles and Responsibilities. School administrators and central
office staff combined spent the least amount of time and
energy on dissemination (2.30)* and the most effort on

~ .supporting school implementation (3.30). Central office staff
spent the least effort on materials. development and dissemina-
tion (3.00 for each activity) and the most effort on inser-

9

energy on inservice (1.86) and the most effort on supporting
school implementation (2.86).

. Most of the training was done by central office staff,
although a few teachers were also trained by the developer,
MSDE, and school-based staff (school administrators and
teachers). Educators rated the interactive support received
from the five role groups involved in SITIP as average and
. above. Central office staff received the highest ratings and
developers the lowest ratings. By the beginning of June 1983,
information had been received by 100%Z of the central office
staff, and by about 75% of the school administrators and
teachers. Training and help had been received-by 100%Z of
central office staff and school administrators and by about
50% of the teachers.

’

e Impact. AT has had an impact on training and on the school
system, schools, educators, and students involved. In the
area of training, the teachers reported that they understood
the model. A large number of them felt that their teaching
ability had improved- as a result of their involvement in AT.

AT impact on the school system included policy decisions to
use AT in certain -subjects/grades district-wide, and greater
emphasis on staff development. School level impact included
, greater continuity/consistency within those subject areas and
teachers using AT, teacher enthusiasm and sharing, and a
structured daily program/improved management system.

Central office staff felt that involvement in AT enabled them
to learn about a new teaching technique. School administra-
tors experienced the satisfaction of being part of a success-
ful project, and became aware of an effective method of obser- .
vation/supervision.

Educators indicated that AT has had an impact at the classroom
level in terms.of a structured, consistent format, clear ¢
teacher expectations, the use of effective learning activi- _
ties, more individualized attention, and better use of time.

_Teachefs increased their knowledge of the components of
effective teaching and improved their skilis in organizatic.:,
structure, planning, pacing, the effective use of time, the

* Level of effprt (time and energy) was rated on a scale from O (none) to
5.00 (a great deal).
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" components of effective teaching, assessing and addressing
student needs, and instruction in general. Teachers'
confidence and sense of efficiency increased, as did their
belief in the value of traditional teaching techniques.

Increased student achievement was perceived to some degree by

educators in terms of grades and increased mastery/retention .
T offacts-and—skillsi—Affective student—impact-was-positive—in-———— -

terms of student enjoyment and better/less disruptive

behavior. :

e Participant Concerns. Educators expressed both model and
implementation concerns. Some educators felt that AT is not
applicable for all subject areas/classroom and that it can
inhibit a teacher's creativity. They were concerned about
.children checking ‘and grading homework which may not have been
done independently. Teachers expressed a concern over the
ability to coordinate effective activity'design,‘materials
development, and classroom management. E

Recommendations/solutions dealt with classroom implementation
(1.e., allow sufficient time, provide resource materials, and
group students by ability), implementation/preparation (i.e., -
implement for the whole year and provide continued training
and assistance), and expansion (i.e., use everyday, expand
' to other classes/subjects/teachers/schools, and try another

_ model). : ,

. . , AN

Factors influencing relative success included: 1)\Etrong central office

support, particularly in f}aining teachers and providing folibw-up‘assistance;i
2) involvement of school-based administrators in supervisory-suppért roles;

and 3) teachers' professionalism. Educators. may need to address concerns
about.homewbrk and coordination of activities, materials, and management in

the classroom. (The latter may be alleviated if ability grouping is used for
AT‘matheg;tics.) | |

3

Garrett County. Garrett has been implementing AT for twofyears usiﬁg'a

-

lighthouse school.strétegy. "In September 1982 educators "hoped" to gchieve
all of the objectives specified in Table 8. 1In June 1983, these obiectives

were "'partly achieved".

® Scope and Intensity. ‘After the first ye: i of AT implementa- .
tion (June 1982), AT was being used in one high school by five
teachers and 281 students in mathematics and science. In June
1983, eleven teachers and 443, rcuaents in two high gchools
were using AT inta-variety of subjects. -
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. o Fidelity. None of.the six AT components were addressed by all
the teachers. However, no component was addressed by less
than 78% of the teachers. The two components least addressed .
were controlled/guided practice. and homework assignments. The
largest number of teachers reported that the indepgndent prac-—

- tice was the AT component having the greatest impact on

——— _gtudents. s

e Time. Educators spent an average of geven months involved in

v AT across the 1982-83 school year. Teachers reported''spending
an average of 317 of their school week on AT related activi-
ties. ’ - ' '

School administrators spent an average of three days.and
central office staff an average of 20 days on AT. Central
office'staff reported that AT took "slightly less" time and
energy and school administrators reported "about the same"
effort in comparison to similar previous projects.

e Roles and Responsibilities. School administrators and central
office staff combined spent the least amount of time and energy
on materials development (2.50)* and the most effort on
administration (4.00). School administrators spent the least
effort on materials development (1.50) and the most time and

\ energy on administration; inservice, and supporting school
implementation (3.00 for each activity). Central office staff
spent the most effort on administration (5.00) and the least

time on materials development (3.50).

Most of the training was done by MSDE, although some of the
‘teachers also received training from the developer, central
office staff, and school administrators and teachers. ,
Educators rated the interactive support received from the five
role groups involved in SITIP as average and above. Central
office received the highest and developers the lowest ratings
of support. By the beginning of June 1983, information had
been received by 50% of the central office staff, 75% of the
school administrators and 100% of other faculty at the two
high schools using AT. Training had been received by 50% of
the central office staff, and 75% of the school administrators
and 25% of the teachers.at the pilot schools had received
training and help.

s

e TImpact. AT has had an impact on training and on the school
system, schools, educators, and students involved. In the
area of training, 89% of the teachers reported that they
understood the model and 33% reported that their teaching ¢

~

ability had improved as a result of their involvement in AT.

As‘a result of SITIP, the school system became more aware of
the research on school improvement and effective teaching.’

* Level of effort (time and energy was rated on a scale from O (gone)-to
5.00 (a great dgal}{ : :

116 _1_,‘28.-




School level impact was felt in terms of closer monitoring/
. supervision of lessons by principals and supervisors. '

Central office staff reported that AT enabled them to become
better organized, and school administrators reported that AT
strengthened their conviction that traditional instruction

" works. :

Classroom level impact (e.g., AT is a worthwhile, workable
instructional model) was perceived by educators in terms of a
structured, consistent format, clear teacher expectations, and
the use of effective learning activities.

Teachers increased their knowledge of the components of
effective teaching and improved their skills in a new teaching
technique; in organization, structure, planning, ' and pacing;
in the effective use of time; in the components of effective
teaching; in assessing and addressing student needs;and in
instruction in general. Teachers also strengthened their con-
victions about'the benefits of traditional teaching
‘techniques. '

Increased student achievement was perceived in terms of
mastery/retention of facts and skills and evidenced in results
from teacher made tests. At one school, .two out of three AT
classes made greater gains on tests than did control classes.
At the other school, pre to post gains for AT classes ranged
from 12.77% to 44.77%, with all class means above 53% on the
post ‘test. (Local evaluators stated "Greatest learning gain
appears to correlate with degree of implementation of the
model's major components," and "Students identified more
organized instruction as the major contributor to increased
student learning.") ' ’

. Affective student impact was perceived in terms of improved
“attitudes about learning responsibilities. AT students
reported satisfaction with instruction, increased self
confidence, belief that they -were ‘learning more, and belief
that more content was being taught. ' For the 1982-83 year,
between 50% and 83% of the AT students in both schools agreed
in those four areas, (with a higher mean'score in the second-
year site), while between 31% and 68% of the control students
made such responses. (Local evaluators concluded "Experimen-
tal students ... were more satisfied with: instruction than

were their control counter parts.") o A\ ‘

Participant Concerns. Educators expressed concerns that AT is

_ not applicable for:all subject. areas/classrooms, and that AT

1s so structured it can inhibit a teacher's creativity. In 1
the area of implementation, educators were' concerned about
personnel and resources not being used (or available) to meet
project needs. A C Co , .
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Suggested recommendations fell into four categories. class—
room implementation (i.e., allow instructional adaptation);
implementation/preparation (i.e., implement for the full
year); expansion (i.e., expand to other classes/subjects/
“teachers/schools), and external assistance (i.e., provide
inservice).

'——-—"-Factors—influencing—relative~success—includedi__L)“the_relationship of AT
to existing beliefs of many local edmcators about effective teaching (rein-
forcing commitment); 2) staff reassignments (e.g., the "loss" of the school-
based coordinator) vhich made heavy demands on the MSDE TA towprovide'training._
for expansion and assistance for capacity buildimg; anda3) centrai_office'
responsiveness to MSDE assistance,Aand support for the project,  inciuding
investment in evaluation to determine the objective value of AT. The recom-
mendations made in the local evaluation report include "... eupport contimued
use of the model on a voluntary basis,” and "perhaps it (the model) can be
‘adapted more easily to some-ccﬁtemt dreas ... than to others." Lccal
educators may'aiso want to review their allocation of staff and timetrelatedw~
to AT in light of these concerns and in order to increase theilr own capacity
for training and assistance in support of implementation.

Harford County. Harford has been implementing AT for two years using a

district-wide strategy. In September 1982, educators "hoped" to improve

teachers' classroom competence and had "partly achieved" improvement in

student>achievement in mathematics. In June 1983 improving student achieve-

ment remained "partly achieved" and improving teachers' classroom competence

was "achieved",'especially at the elementary level

o Scope and.Intensiﬂg, After the first. year of implementation
(June 1982), A? wag being used in all (26) elementary schools
by 434 teachers\an:\}l 910 students in mathematics. By June
1983, all of the middie schools were also using AT: a total of

34 schools, 446 teachers and 19, 177 students in mathematics,
grades K-8.
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e Fidelity. The majority of teachers implemented AT with a high
' degree of fidelity using all six components.

o Time. Educators spent, an average of eight months involved
in AT across the 1982-83 school year. Teachers reported
spending an average of 51% of their school week on AT-related
activities. (Middle school subject specialists spent much
more time on AT than did elementary teachers.) Educators did .
not think that AT required more time for preparing students
(e.g., grouping, pre-testing) and were unsure about whether
the curriculum could be covered in a shorter amount of time
using AT. ‘ )

- Central office staff spent an average of 23 days on AT. They
reported that AT took about the same amount of time and energy
as -had similar previous projects.

® Roles and Responsibilities. School administrators and central

.~ office staff combined spent the least amount of time and

i energy (level of effort) on evaluation (2.43)* and the most
effort on inservice (3.57). Central office staff spent the
most effort on administration, materials development (for
training), and inservice (4.33 for each activity) and the
least effort on evaluation (3.67). School administrators
spent the least time on administration (.67) and the most
effort -inservice (3.00).

Most of the training was done by central office staff and some
by school administrators and the MSDE TA. Educators rated the
interactive support of the five role groups involved in AT as
average and above. Central office staff received the highest
ratings -and MSDE the lowest ratings. MSDE trained and
provided assistance to central office staff and received high
ratings of support from this role group. By the bezinning of

. June 1983, all educators in grades ¥-8 had received
information, training, and help. '

e Impact. AT has had an impact on the school system, schools,
educators, and students imvolved. The school system has
benefitted by the improves communication, sharing, and
cooperation among educezors across the district. Children are e
grouped by ability o facilitate AT implementation. At the
school level there kas been closer monitgring/supervisfon of
lessons by principzls and supervisors, and a better definition

" ofcstudeut and teacher roles.

Central offiéeistaff and.échool administrators felt that AT
gave them a means of helping ineffective teachers. ~

Educators indicated that AT has had an impact at the classroom
level in terms of more opportunity for independent work and
better 'use of time/more material covered. -

A

* Levels of effort (time and energy) was vated on a scale from O (none) to
-5.00 (a'great_deal). : : :
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Teachers increased their knowledge of the components of effec-
“tive teaching and improved their skills in a new teaching
technique; in organization, structure, planning, and pacing;
in the effective use of time; in the components of effective
teaching; in assessing and addressing student needs; and in
" instruction in general. :

-t

Increased student achievement was perceived by educators in

oo -~ terms-of -test-scores.. A longitudinal study showed significant

gains on third and fifth grade CAT scores, especially for
students attending schools that traditionally have low scores.

“Affective student impact has been felt in terms of better/less
disruptive behavior and improved attitudes about school. '

. Participant Concerns. Some concerns expressed by educators
included the following:

- time allocations are too rigid .

- AT is too structured, can inhibit a teacher's. creativity

~ children checking their own homework (which may not have
been done independently)

- personnel and resources are not. used (or available) to meet

© project needs

- some of the teachers may not be actively engaging students

in learning.

Recommended. changes fell into two categories: classroom
implementation (i.e., allow situational adaptation, maintain
and monitor fidelity, allow sufficient time) and expansion
(i e., expand to other classes/subjects/ teachers/schools)

vFactors influencing relative sucless included: 1) very strong central
office support, particularly in providing training and follow-up assistance
(although a‘little more attention to school administrators in the middle
schools would have helped to overcome initial resistance)- 2) use of various:

sources of information on school and classroom effectiveness to reinforce AT,

" especlally among administrative staff, and 3) attention (by central office

staff and school administrators) to assessing the subjective and objective
value of ATzand making'appropriate data-based decisions (e.g., to address
teachers' concerns) and clains §E.g., that AT works best when students are
grouped by ability, and canAmake great impaot on low-achieving students).

Toward the end of the .school year, bndget'CUtB were made and a new project

coordinator was assigned.

o
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Montgomery County.* qutgomefy has been implgmenting AT for two yearé
‘using-a lighthoﬁse school_strategj. In September 1982, educators had
‘"achieved"iimprovement of Bfudent achievement in’tge basic skills and had
"partly acﬁieved" six other objectives specified in Table 8§ (i.e.,‘improving
student achievement_in other subjects, improving teachers' classroom
competence, ensuring curriculum alignment, helping teachers become bettef
organized, improving time—on—taék, and impro?ing students' involvement in

| learning); By June 1983, all of these six "partly ach;higd" objectives were
ﬁachieved" along with the additional objective —- informiqg local educators
about AT.

® Scope and Intensity. -ﬁy June 1983, AT was being used in one

elementary school Ey five teachers and. 180 students in
reading/language arts and mathematics. In June 1983, four

more teachers 4in the same school were using AT. These
teachers are also implementing- Teaching Variables.

e Fidelity. The two AT components that were not consistently
addressed by all of the teachers were pre-lesson and lesson
.development. e

® Time. Educators spent an average of nine months involved
in AT across the 1982-83 school year. Teachers reported
spending an average of 38% of their school week on SITIP-
related activities (AT and TV). Educators were unsure as to
whether AT required more time ‘for preparing students (e.g.,
grouping students, pre-testing) or if curriculum could be
covered in a shorter period of time using AT.

Central office staff spent an average of 20 days on SITIP.**
Central office staff and school administrators reported that:
SITIP took "substantially more" time and energy than had
similar previous projects. s T

@ Roles and Responsibilities. School administrators and central
office staff combined spent the least amount of time and
energy on materials ‘development .and dissemination (1.50 for

_* This school site combined use of AT and TV. Results cannot be attributed
to the implementation of a single model.

** Central office staff were involved with more than one model. ..
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each activity)* and the most effort on administration and
supporting school implementation (4.00 for each activity).
School administrators spent the least time and energy on
dissemination (2.00) and the most effort on administration,
inservice, supporting school implementation, and evaluation
(4.00 for each activity). Central office staff spent no time
on materials development and the most time and energy on
administration and supporting school implementation (4.00 for
each activity). - .

Most of the training was dore by school administrators and
teachers, although some teachers received training from the
developer and MSDE. Educators rated the interactive support
received from the five role groups-involved in SITIP as aver-
age and above (with the exception of support from central
office staff). Teachers and school administrators received
the highest and central office staff the lowest ratings of
support. By the beginning of June 1983, at the pllot site,
information and training had been received by. all school
administrators and teachers and by 10% of central office gtaff
and other faculty. Help had been received by all school
administrators, 50% of the teachers, and 10% of other faculty
at the pilot site. '

e TImpact. AT has had an impact on traiﬁing and on the educators
and students involved. In the area of training, teachers felt
they understood the model. .

. School administrators felt that their involvement ‘in AT
enabled them to learn about a new teaching technique and to
experience the satisfaction of being part of a successful
project, ' ; .

Educators indicated that AT has had an impact at the classroom
level (e.g., AT is a worthwhile, workable instructional
model). : :

Teachers have increased their kndwledge of and skills in
applying the components of effective teaching and have also
improved their skills in assessing and addressing student
needs. A ' ’

Y . .
Increased student achiévement has been perceived by educators
in terms of test scores..;Affective student impact has been
felt in terms of enjoyment' of the model and improved student
attitudes about schooi.;{

e Participant Concerns. : Educators expressed a concern that time
allocations were often: too rigid. 'They recommended that

funding and’central.ofﬁice sdppoft should be increased.

e

* Level of effort (time. and eneisy) was rated on a séale from d‘(none) to
5.00 (a great deal). S
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Factors influencing relative success.included: 1) the energy and commi t-
ment of the principal, 2) the teachers' ﬁrofessionalism, and 3) use of various
sourées of information on school and classrooﬁ effectiveness to reinforce AT.

- This project waé,essentially school-based, and staff felt little relationship
-to other "school effectiveness" activities initiated by central office étaff,
in spite of "spin off" activities organized by the principal for professional

~groups in the county. §tgted objectives were achieved and so participants
experienced success from a ratioﬁal pérspective. However,; they were

disappointed by a perceived lack of active involvément by central office

staff.

St. ﬁatY'S County. St. Mary's.haS’been implementing AT for two years
using a capacity building strategy; In September .1982, educators "hoped" to
achieve four objectives specified in Table 8 (1.e{,uimproving studént écgieVe_
ment Iin basic skills and in other subjects, improving time-on-task, and
improving students’ involvement in learning). Four’objectives were "partly

“achieved" (i.e., informing local educators about the modgl, training educators
to use the model, improving teachers’ classrooﬁ competence, and helping .
teachers become better organized). Ih.june 1983, two objectives wefe still
"hoped" for (ife., improving student achievément in basic skills and in other
subjects). The other six objectivés-were "partly achieved."
e Scope ananntensity. After.the first year of implementatioq
(June 1982), AT was being used in one high school by nine °
teachers in a variety of .subjects. 1In June 1983, AT was in

five schools (elementary and secondary), Twenty-seven
teachers were using AT in various subject areas.

e Fidelity. The AT component addressed by the largest percent-
age of teachers (87%) was lesson development. Controlled/
gulded practice was addressed by the fewest number of teachers
(67%) . The remaining four components were addressed by at
least 73% of the teachers. The largest number of .teachers
reported that pre-lesson development was the component having
the greatest impact on students.

-
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® Time. Educators spent an average of seven months involved in
AT across the 1982-83 gchool year. -Teachers reported spending
an average of 63% of their school week on AT-related‘activi-
ties. AT required teachers to spend more time preparing
students (e.g., grouping, pre-testing) in comparison to other -
instructional processes, ' '

- School administrators spent an average of two days and central
office staff an average of four days on AT. School adminis-
trators reported that AT took about the same amount of time
and energy, while central office staff reported spending less
effort on AT in comparison to similar Previous projects,

o ® Roles and Responsibilities. School administrators and central
office staff combined spent the least time and energy on
materials development (1.44)* and the most effort on dissemi-
nation (2.78). School administrators spent the least time on
materials development (2,00) and the most effort on supporting
school implementation (3.00). Central office staff spent the’
least effort on materials development (1.17) and the most time
and energy on dissemination (2.83). : ’

Most of the training was done by sthool-based staff (school
administrators and teachers). . The two teacher coordinators
for the project have done the majority of the training. A
"buddy”" system 1is used for coaching. Educators rated the
Interactive support received from the five role groups
involved in SITIP as average and above. Central office staff
‘received the lowest ratings and teachers the highest ratings
of support. By the beginning of June 1983, information had
been received by all central office staff and school adminis-
trators and by 50% of the teachers. Training had been

- recelved by 50% of thé central office staff. Twenty-£five
percent of the teachers at the pilot schools had received

training and help.

® Impact. AT has had an impact on training and on the school
system, schools, educators and students involved. ' In the area
of training, 62% of the feachers reported that they understood
the model, and 81% felt that their teaching ability had
improved as a result of their involvement with AT, '

The school system benefitted from the improved communication,

sharing, and cooperation among educators across the district..

AT impact on the schools included greater continuity/consist~

.ency within those subject areas and teachers .using AT,

creased awareness of schéol needs, adoption of a uniform

homework policy, and grass-roots expansiqh into other subject
- areas. o

" Central office staff reported that AT infolvement enabled them
to gain experience in a new teaching technique, made them

<

* Level of effort (time and energy) was rated on a scale from 0 . (none) to
5.00 (a great deal). v ! - ’
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better organized, and allowed them to become more involved
with students. School administrators felt that AT enabled
them to learn about a new teaching technique ‘and to become
aware of an effective method of observatidqﬁsupervision."

[ e e it g

Educators indicated that AT has had an impakt 'at” the class-
room level in terms of a structured, consistent format, a
clear understanding of teacher expectations, better use of
time, and the use of effective learning activities.

Teachers increased their knowledge of the components of effec-
tive teaching and improved their skills in a new teaching )
technique; 1in organizatiom, structure, planning, and pacing;
in the effective use of time; in assessing and addressing
student needs; and in instruction in general. Teachers
strengthened thelr belief in large group instruction. .

Increased student achievement was evidenced in .terms of
increased mastery/retention of facts and skills, increased
problem-solving abilities, and in test scores. Results of
teacher-made criterion-referenced tests indicated that a
larger percentage of students in AT classes than in control
classes made achievement gains between the first and second
semesters. ' ' :

TAffective student impact was felt in terms of improved
attitudes about their learning ability and about school in

. general. Behavior was better/less disruptive. Questionnaire
results (for over 400 high school students) showed improvement
in all areas addressed, with greatest increases relating to -

- students' perceptions of "learning more .than usual," "finding -
the -lessons easier;" and "finding the lessons better than
usual,"” . o

* ® Participant Concerns. Educators expressed the following
concerns about AT: not applicable for all subjects/classrooms;
too structured and can inhibit a teacher's creativity;
difficulty in coordinating effective activity design,
matérials“deveIOpment and classroom management; and personnel
and resources not used (or available) to meet -project needs.

Suggested recommendations fell jnto the categories of class-

room implementation (i.e., allow situational adaptation),
.implementation/ preparation (i.e., provide training and
assistance); expansion (i.e., expand to other classes/sub~
jects/ teachers/schools, try anofher model) ;and external

assistance (i.e., keep local staff informed about research on

teacher effectiveness, increase cooperation between MSDE and
* central office to help teachers solve problems).

. \ : . .
Factors influenping relative success included:" " 1) energy and enthusiasm
of teacher coordinators who were AT advocates and built up the project, 2)

administrative support and perseverance in encouraging voluntary involvement

[
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in other séhools; 3) use of varioes sources of informa;ion»on school and
cclaésroom effeetiveness to reinforce AT, especially among administrative
~wstaffyﬂand~4)“developmentfof“strategieSﬁﬁoffaeilitafé”impIéméﬁfﬁfibﬁ}“efgf}'””v'”
follow—pp~assistance by "buddy" paftﬁer;i Educators eay wish to review theA
reiative effectiveness of AT by subject area and/or teacher in 1ight of
concerns expressed and fidelity reported. Also,:if“expansion continues there
will be continuedgneed for essistaﬁce and support to teachers (prebably most
related tao épprdpriete coordination and deVeloement of activities, matefials,
and management sErategies). Given results to Eate, investme;t for review and

support would probably be well worthwhile.

‘Wicomico County. Wicomico has been implementing AT for one year using a

_..district-wide strategy. At the end of the first year of implementation (June_

1983), educators "hoped" for iﬁprovemeet'%p student achievement in non-basic
skills subjects end'had."achieved" the objective of informing local educators
" about the model. The remainiﬁg seven objectives specified in Table 8 were
"partly achieved." ' |
o Scope aed Intensity. 1In June 1983, AT was being‘implemeneed

in 12 elementary schools by 43 teachers with 1,100 students in ¢
mathematics.

e Fidelity. All teachers consistently addressed all components .
except independent practice which was not addressed by 8% of
the teachers. The largest number of teachers reported that
pre-lesson development and controlled practice were'the AT
components having the greatest impact on students.

e Time. "Educators spent an average of ‘eight months involved in
AT across the 1982-83 school year. Teachers reported spending
an average of 247 of their school week on AT-related ‘activi-
ties. :

Schsol administrators spent an average of three days on AT.
They reported that AT took less time and energy to imple- ment-
in comparison to similar Previous.projects.

&y
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® Roles and Responsibilities. School administrators spent the
~ least time and energy on dissemination (.67)* and the most
effort on supporting school implementation (3.00).

Most of the training was done by MSDE and central office staff
although some’ teachers“received‘training"from school-based ------------------ s e
staff (school administrators and teachers). ducators rated

the interactive support received from the fiye role groups
involved in AT as average and above. Developers received the
lowest and central office staff the highest ratings of -

support. (Staff of this LEA did not interact with the devel- -
oper.) By the beginning of June 1983, information had been ‘
received by all educators. Training and help had been

received by all central office staff and school administrators
‘and by 25% of the teachers in the county. »

e Impact. “AT has had an impact on training and on the system,
schools, educators, and students involved. 1In the area of
training, the majority of the teachers reported that they -
understood the model, and that theilr teaching ability had
improved as a result of their involvement with AT.

At the system level, a decision was made to- increase allocated

time from 45 minutes to 60 minutes a day for elementary mathe-
—maticsTclasses—(This-was-recommended-by—-some-teacliers-ag~———r——-
well as administrators.) The impact of AT on individual :
schools included greater continuity/consistency within those

subject areas and teachers using AT and. teacher enthusiasm and
sharing.

School administrators reported that AT enabled them to become -
better organized and to share ideas with teachers. This
strengthened their conviction that traditional instruction
works. .

Educators indicated that AT has had an impact at the classroom
level in terms.of better usage of°® time and emphasis on large
group instruction.

Teachers increased their knowledge of the components “of effec-
" tive teaching, and improved their skills in a new teaching
technique; 1n organization, structure, planning, and pacing;
in the effective use of time; in the components of effective
teaching; in assessing and. addressing student needs; and in
instruction in general. They strengthened ‘their belief that
‘teachers must really teach every day, strengthened their
attitudes about the value of specific components of effective
teaching, and became more self confident as a result of AT.

Increased student achievement was- evidenced in increased
mastery/retention of facts' and skills, and increased problem
‘solving abilities indicated by results of teacher-made tests.

' * Level of effort (time and energy) was rated on a scale from 0 (none) to 5.00
(a great deal) :

.
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Students enjoyed using AT and their behavior was better/less
disruptive. Students also improved their zttitudes about
their learning capabilities and responsibilities and about
school in general. B . ‘ ' ‘

T8 "Participant Concerns’ Educators eéxpresséed the following
R concerns about AT: time allocations too rigid; too struc-
tured/inhibits a teacher's creativity. Coordinating effective
_activity design, materials development, and classroom manage-
- ment was found to be difficult and personnel and resources
were not being used. (or available) to meet project needs.

Recommendations fell into the categories of classroom
implementation (i.e., maintain and monitor fidelity, allow
sufficient time for components, and have ability grouping),
implementation/preparagion (i.e., implement for the full year,
reduce paper work, and provide training and assistance), and -
expansion (i.e., expand to other classes/subjects/teachers/
schools). L :

Factors influencing relative success included: ly'strong central office

éupport with active involvement of all elementary superﬁisors, and appropriate

g

Wtrainlng'andrﬁéﬁiﬁtance“prdVTded"by‘the“projectfcoordiﬁﬁtor“(WTfﬁ“MSDEfHEIﬁTTTz:’;
2) informed suppbrt by principals,.é) professionalism and enthusiasm of .
téaghers, and 4) opportunity and willingness to learn from "'veteran" LEAé.
Educators may want to address concerns relatiﬁg to use of time (for specific

components), to coordination and development of activities, materials, and

“effective méhaggaént strategies, and to explore ways to maintéin interest and
energ&. (Given the high degree of f}delity and_comﬁetence of somefof the AT
teébﬂers, those issues might well be addressed in'teéchereled problém-solving
sessions.) Wicomico is making Qéry good progfess, and appeérs to be applying

appropriate strategles of planned change to facilitate AT-implemenfation.
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Mastery Learning (ML)

‘As stated in Chapter II, Mastery Learning (ML) is an instructional model
which combines curriculum alignmentu(of,seQuencedaskills, systematic instruc-
tion, and tests using items addressing both lower’order and higher‘order
thinking skills) with a philosophy that all students;can achieve. A critical
characteristic is formative;:"no fault" testing followed by appropriate
corrective or enrichmentlactivities.' Final summative tests for each unit are
giyen, and student masteny of specified‘objectives is recorded. Usually a -
school estaolishes a standard of at least 80% of students acnieving mastery o
at least 80% of a unit}s objectives. ‘ML is most often used for structured
academic subjects,

During 1981—82, six LEAs (Allegany, Anne Arundel Baltimore City,

‘o

f

2

Baltimore\ggunty, Howard, and Worcester) implemented ML. In 1982—83, one

-

additional coudty\(gaztoll) became involved in ML. This section describes

*

the implementation of ML including . planning; scope and intensity of imple-

T

mentation; time spent on implementing\ML roles and responsibilities of ML
implementers' ML impact on school systems, individual schools, educators, and
students; and participant~concerns. First, results across sites are

discussed. Then, county profiles are presented. L

Planning . . ”‘;

The extent of involvement of ML implementers in MSDE-organized planning

°

activities during the 1981-82 school year is summarized below:

Overall, all LEAs involved cross-hierarchical teams in at
least...two planning activities.... School administrators
were more heavily involved in planning than central office
staff and teachers. Central office staff were more heavily

involved in planning than wetre teachers.... (Roberts et al
1982) :

. }ég,. '1411_ . ) "'



For the 1982-83 school vear, MSDE did not organize any grouﬁ\planning

activities but provided’in dividual assistance in preparing PEPPS Proposals to

[

bythe "newﬁﬁlEAs. None of the veteran ML LEAs changed their original plans.
,/ An analys‘s of local plans for the 1982-83 school year identified LEA
:objectives~and the status of each at the beginning of September 1982.% Table
18 presents the objectives. 1In each case, the percent of LEAs that "hoped

for, partly achieved," or already(achieved" each objective is indicated.

As can be seen in Table 18, there were nine objectives identified All

nine were addressed.by at least five of the six "veteranf LEAs. Improving
vstudent aehievement.in.basic skills; insuring a match between instruction,
curriculum, andvtests; helping teachers become better organized; and improving
students' involvement in learning were objectives already achieved by .some of
-—the—LEAs~as—of -September-1982+— Thewremaining“Q"é'objectives were either '
"hoped for" or partly achieved" by the- LEAs addressing those objectives.’

"%6

Scope and Intensity of Implementation

In September 1982, seven LEAs were involved in ML but C%rroll was just

<

beginning its involvement. Allegany, Anne Arundel, Baltimore City, Baltimore

County, Howard, and Worcester were in their second year-ofiimplementation. As

can be seen in Table 19, in June 1982 scope and intensity varied among the six =

veteran LEAs from three mathematics teachers and approximately 80 students
.
in one elementary school in one LEA to 46&teachers in one high school teaching

-a variety of subject areas in anotlier LEA. Across the six LEAs, approximately

-

.6 schools and 78 teachers in a variety of subject areas were involved in ML.

‘1
7’

* New LEAs were not required to submit information on the status of their
objectives in September 1982, :
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Table 18

Status of Local Objectives, 1982-83 Mastery Learning

Local Objectives o | | Status &
| = Pre—(Sept 1982) ~Post-(June 1983) |-
Percent of LEAs Percent of LEAg

N [1] [ 3%l N [I¥] 2% [ 3

1. Improve student achievement
(basic skills). ' ” 6 [0 (67 I3 7 || 4 43

2. Improve student achlevement
(other subijects), | > (60 140 L 0| 6 [67] 33 ¢

3. Inform local educators about model, W& (8 (17 o T 16| 9|5

4. Train educators to uge qggel. . .- | o6 3 e | o 7101}

{3+ Improve teachers' classroom
competence,

0

Fsqs ool 7] 0]na

6. Ensure match pf instruction, | .

curriculum, and test( ). - 6 133 150 |17 71 0] 431 57
7. Help teachers become better , |

organized, | o 1 6 {33 150 | T 0 711 29 |
8. Inprove tineor-task, e a7l
9, Tmprove students' involvement in | |

learning (motivation), - 3 [20 |60 | 20 > 1 01 60 | 4o

' , A
*1 = Hoped for o Note. Total nusher of LEAs equals 7.

o ¢=Dlartly achieved |
_,___“_:_3._g,kAchievedm_f____m,,,,._.A:..-.....‘____,.__,‘ ey 0 143
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Table 19

Scope and Intensity, June 1982: Mastery Learning

. I of | b | be | |
LEA - Strategy | Schouls Type | Teachers Students Subject Areas
" itegany 18 Lo | » 00| R, 85,0
Anne Arunde] 18 { | & 3 00 | s
Baltinore City | pp 1 ) - | BAK, S, 55, 0
Baltinore County 1S ANt ' E 3 80 | H
Carroll ‘New‘Distfict
. Hovard TR I 2 = | R, s
| | |1 a \ ,
Worcester 15 | 1 B ) 100 | x
ubject Areas R/LA=Reading. language arts Stfategzi Ls=Lighthouse school
MeMathematics > - - D=Pilot district
. Sca§clence . - - | Di=District wide
S§=Social Studes o  (BxCapacity building
O'Other . - ; i
“Ipe:  E=Elementary school
© J/M=Junjor high/niddle ‘
. H=igh school

. 0=Other:




Table 20 presents the scope and intensity of ML implementation in June
1984. Across the seven LEAs, two implementation strategies were being used
(lighthouse school = 6; pilot district = 1). Approximately 203 teachers in
13 elementary and secondary schools ¥ere implementing ML. The majority of .
LEAs were using .. in mathematics; However, several LEAs were also using ML
in reading/language arts, science, and socilal studies. Two‘LEAs.tried ML in
other subject areas in addition to the four areas mentioned above.

The percentage of schools in each LEA implementing ML as bf June 1983
ranged from nearly 1% in Anne Arundel County to 8% in Worcester County.

Acrosh the entire state, 1% of the schools were involved in ML at the end of

{
|
\

the. 1982-83 schoolvyear. : -
.Some changes occurred between June 1982 and June\1983, the most obvious

being in the one "new" LEA, Carroll decided to use a lighthouse school

approach in one junior high/middle school with two teachers in social studies.
In general, the scope and intensity of implementation in the six

"yeteran" LEAs increased between June 1982 and June 1983. None of the'six

districts changed their implementation strategies. Two LEAs increased in

number of schools. There were increases in the number of teachers imple—

menting the model in three LEAs, and slight decreases in two LEAs. Number

of students involved increased in four LEAs and decreased in one LEA. [

Subject areas were increased in two LEAs. | ' | e
Scone and intensity also -includes fidelity —- the extent to whieh

teachers implement the model as designed. ML, as designed, requires the-

implementation of 10 components or processes which are 1isted below:

. Objectives are specified.

. Objectives are broken down into component skills.

. Curricula are matched to objectives.

i ‘
. Instruction givén matches curricula ‘and objectives. °
. Tests match objectives. ’

U W0 N
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[ | # of o fof tof
- LEA Strategy | Schools Type | Teachers Students | Subjset A
~ Wllegany g 1§ L 0 2 00| /LA, ¥, Se, S5, 0
_ ' .
e Arunde] 1$ N ; 150 |se
© Baltinore cgey B s | gy 3R, b, s, 5,
v | | / |
Baltinore County 1§ 3 Pl oy 05|y
- farnoll | S 161 |
fowrd g 1 I P B R e, s
o LWorcester : 18 1 B § |y

*Scope aﬁd Intensity% June 1983:

Table 20

Mastery Learning

0

ubject Areas R/LA-Reading, language arts

NeMathematics |
-~ SesSclence -

- SSSoctal Studies
oéother |

E=E1ementary school
J/M=Junior high/middle

Beliigh school ,

0=ther ¢

| EYR_

trategz Ls-Lighthouse school‘

- - DW=Distriet wide

M=Pilot distriet | .

CB=Capacity‘build1ng -

o

e

i
P |
! .
, ', .
| /

!
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!
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6. Tests include both higher and lower order thinking skills.
. 7. A no-fault formative test is given for each unit. :
8. Corrective and enrichment activities .are given after the formative
9. ;Szgative tests are given after each unit.
10. Records are kept per class/student/objective on level of mastery.
of the 48 teachers responding to the General Survey, 23% carried out all
10 processes. No process was addressed by less than S?Z of the teachers.
Processes most consistently_addressed were: corrective and enrichment activi-
ties and summative testS’(each by 98% of the teachers), and matching tests to
objectives (by 96%Z of the teachers). The process least addressed by teachers
bas record-keeping (52%). The remaining six component components were o
addressed by at least 73Z;of the teachers. Thehgreatest fidelity was main-
tained in Anne Arundel and Carroll counties (both small in scope and intensitfﬂ
‘of implementation; each with one school, and each Qith less than four teachers
in one subject area). Greatest adaptation occurred in Allegany County (where .
there was a great range of subject areas and‘grades). .Baltimore Qity, which
had the greatest:scope 'and intensity of implementation, had a high level or
fidelity. In general, fidelity across all of the LEAs was high. Teachers:
indicated that the most 1mportant components of ML (in terms of instructional _
value) were the formative and summative tests that provided‘students a second

N

chance to gain mastery. The largest number of teachers defined mastery as 80%

-

of the students achieving 80% or better on. summative tests. T“gs is in

keeping with the developer s recommendation.

-

Time Spent on the Model*" . -

" This section discusses time: Spent on ML during the 1982-83 school year&

*|

Time across the school year is discussed first, followed by a discussion of

EY

the time,spent by teachers and by school,and central office administrators.

* This information is based on -the responses made by a sample of implementers
who completed the General Survey.
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// Across the school year. ML implementation across the 1281-82 school

yéar is summarized below: ' : -
/// All counties had started uging ML in the classroom by February
/ 1982, The majority of respondents began implementation in .
// October 1981. Some teachers from each county except Howard were
/ using ML in May and June 1982. The majority of respondents
. - ‘ended implementation‘in June. Teachers in Baltimore County and
Worcester began using ML in the classroom in September and
continued until June. Teachers in Anne Arundel started imple-
menting in January and ended in June. Howard County used ML in
the classroom during February and March. Teachers from Allegany
began implementing between October and February and terminated. .
implementation anywhere between December- and June, Starting and ’
ending dates for Baltimore City implementation ranged from
September to May. (Roberts et al., 1982) '

s

During the 1982-83 school year, lmplementers across the seven LEAs were
involved in SITIP for an average of eight months, with all invesﬁing at least
6'months%, Baltimore city had the lowest and Anne Arundel had the highest

average number of months of involvement.,

" In the classroom. Time spent by teachers ia the claésroom implementing

: _ . @
ML during the 1981-82 school year is summarized below: : , "

Once implementation began, the majority of teachers used ML 100%
of the time allocated for the selected subject during the imple-
mentation period. However, the implementation period varied from
one LEA to another. Teachers from Baltimore County and Worcester
used ML to teach all units in the designated subject area for the
entire school year. Anne Arundel teachers used ML to teach all
biology units between January and June. Teachers in Allegany
taught one unit using ML during the first semester and two units
during the second semester. The Baltimore City goal was for each
discipline to use MLjto teath at least three units by the end of
the school year: in'general; teachers completed two units each.
In Howard County two teachers used ML to teach one unit during
the. 1981-82 school year. (Roberts et al., 1982)

In 1982-83, the teachers responding- to the General Survey (N=39) indi-

cated that they spent an average of 31Z of their school week on ML-related

activities, The primary activity for the majority of teachers was classroom
\ ' . . .

imp%ementation. However, most teachers also spent time on planning and/or

3
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training. Elementary teachere'using ML in one or two subject areas spent an.
vaverage of 23% of their school week on ML. Secondary teachers using ML in
their specific subject areas'spent a larger percentage (37%) of their school
week involved in ML. While. each.teacher spent approximately a third of his or
Nher time on ML, only in four LEAs (Allegany, Anne Arundel, Baltimore County, ‘

and Worcester) did students in a given grade and subject area have ML as the

instructional method for a complete course.
‘Inqgeneral, local educators indicated that ML required teachers to spend
more time preparing(students (e.g., grouping, pre-testing), and dfd not allow
the teacher to cover curriculum in less time. However; schcol administrators
were less sure about’ curriculum coverage than were the teachers and central
office staff. These results were similar to how educators felt during the
;1981—82 school year. Teachers implenenting ML in 1981—82 felt that although
less curriculum may have been covered, the curriculum that was covered .was

taught more thoroughly and was retained'by more students.

School and central office administrators.* Twenty~-four school adminis-
trators and central office staff across the sevenALEaS'spent an average of 22
days on SITlP. The average number'of days ranged from seven in Allegany and
Carroll to 57 in Baltimore City. In general, central office staff spent more
time on SITIP (33 days) than did echool administrators (13 days).

Twenty-five central office staff and school administrators reported

o
N

spending about the same amount of time and energy on SITIP as they.had on .
-similar previous projects.- However, in Anne Arundel and Howard counties, the

school administrators felt that they had spent "slightly more" to

B

* Central office staff in Baltimore and WOrcester counties were involved with
" two models. No data were available from school administrators in Carroll
County. ‘ o
-y . - ‘
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|
"substantiallp more" time and energy on SITIP, while the central office
staff in those counties felt that'"substantially less" time and energy had
been spent. Administratcrs in _Carroll County reported spending the least
amount of time and energy (2.00 on atscale from 1.00 hsubstantially less"\to

5.00 "substantially more'") while administrators from Worcester reported }

spending the most amount of time (3.75).

o

’”Roles ‘and Responsibilities

The SITIP design encourages inVolvement of a cross—hierarchical team,
including:O 1) central office staff, .e. +8., supervisors in instruction or
coordinators of staff development, 2) school administrators, e.g., princi-
pals, vice principals, or departmentoheads; and 3) classroom teachers. This
- section describes the people hnvolved, what they did, and their relationship

to each other from three perspectives: usual assigned rolest activities
undertaken and level of effort, and interactive support.

Usual’rgles. Teachers, school-based administrators, and central‘office
staff were involved 'in ML. Of the 15 central office staff responding to the
.1983 General Survey, one was in staff development, four were in instruction,
two were in research and evaluation; and two were in "other" areas. Six had
multiple\rgsponsibilities. Of the 12 school administrators responding to
the survey, 9 were principals (2 elementary, 2 junior high/middle, 2 high
school, 1 other, and 2 no grade level indicated) and three were vice princi-
pals (2 elementary and one junior high/middle). Most of the teachers a

implementing ML were at the secondary, level.
e

Activities and level of effort. On the General Survey, six activity

areas were identifi d and central office staff and Lol administrators

(N=26) were asked to \Indicate level o \effort,(time and energy) spent on each

ms, . 182 .



,F(With.respoﬂses ranging from 0 "none" to-5 "a great deal") for ML. The areas 
of activity wéfe: 1) administration (including'plénning and budgetipg); |
2) development of matefials; 3) desigﬁing and/or conducting inser§i¢e;

4) éﬁﬁﬁorting school impleﬁenfé;ion (e.g-; problem-solviﬁg, éupplying' -

materials, etc.); 5) dissemination; -and 6) evaluation. (Mean ratings are .

presented in Table 21.):

- The level of efforfwgséﬁgrby central office staff and school administra-

tors on each activity area during the first year of implementation (1981-82)
. N
is summarized below:
Central office staff and school administrators spent similar
. levels of effort on all areas of activity except materials
- development’ (in which school administrators were more involved)
and inservice (in which central office staff were more involved).
Most effort was spent on support and least on materials -
development... C o

e For administration, if central office staff put 1n more

effort, school administrators did less, spending more
"time on support to teachers, instead. : ;

@ Materials development was relatively high for only one °
central office respondent (Baltimore County), and
two school administrators (Baltimore City and Worcester).

® 1Inservice took more time for central office staff.

e With the exception of one person from each role (each in
a different LEA), all respondents invested energy in’
supporting school efforts. ) '

e Dissemination and evaluation tasks were dealt with similarly
between role groups and across counties except that in one
county (Howard) neither activity was done by central office
staff or school administrators. (Roberts et al., 1982)

~ As can bé'seen in Table 21, during 1982-83, central office staff'aﬁd
sbbool administrators combined spent ;he least amount of time on materials
development (2.0b);'and the most amount of time on su;porting sehool
implementation (3.31i. |
Individual LEA responses indicate that there was some levei of effort

spent on each activity across all of the LEAs. LEA responses varied:

administration was rated highest by two LEAs (Anne Arundel and Carroll);

e
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Table 2}

ing 1982-83

Lével of Effort: Mastery 'Leérn
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development of materials and designing/conducting inservice by none of.the
LEAs; supporting school’implementation by two LEAs (Anne Arundel and Baltimore
City); dissemination by one LEA (Howard); and evaluation By three LEAs .
(Allegany,>Ba1timore-County, and Worcester)..

Interactive support. Teachers implementing ML could receive training}

[

information from four sources: developers, MSDE, central office staff, and-

T~ school~based staff’ (school administrators -and teachers). The majority of
teachers responding to the survey (N=46) received information and training
from school administrators and teachers (54%). The percentages of teachers
recelving information and training from developers, MSDE, central office
staff, and school administrafOis and teachers did not vary greatly (percent-
ages ranged between 39% for central office staff and 547 for school adminis-
trators and teachers) | ' _

In Allegany and Baltimore City, most teachers.(63% and 922, respectively)
recelved information/training from 8chool-bagsed staff. The majority of
teachers in Baltimore (677) and Carroll (1007) counties received
information/training from three sources-—developers, MSDE, and central office
staff. In.Worcester Countf;‘43%:of‘teachers received information/training
from all four sources. In Howard Connty, all of the teachers received their
training from MSOE (100%) and in Anne Arundel from developers and MSDE.

Survey respondents were asked to rate the support received from teachers,
principals, central office staff MSDE, and developers (from 1.00 = very poor,
to 5.00 = excellent). Ratings of interactive snpport from the.1982 survey are
summarized below: | | |

-.?. for ML, tentral office staff and school administrators were

generally more positive in their assessment, rating all groups

between 4.00 and 5.00. Teachers were, 1n general, less positive,
rating the groups between 3. 00 and 4.00. Central office staff

<
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gave the highest rating of support to teachers; school adminis-
trators gave their highest rating to central office staff; and

teachers Indicated that school administrators had provided the
most support. (Roberts et al., 1982)

As shown in Table 22ﬁ.respondents'of the 1953 survey rated the inter-
active support received from all five role groups as 3.00 (average) or above,
indicating that each role group was perceived positively by other educators

involved in ML in terms of Providing information, help, and general support.

Developers received the lowest ratings (3.21), while reachers received the
highest ratings (4.11). _School administrators were generally more positive in
their assessments (except for their ratings of ‘school administrators, whichl
were slightly lower than the. ratings of central office staff or school
administrators). Teachers were, in general, least positive in their ratings.
In general, teachers received most of their information and training
from school administrators and teachers. Three LEAs used all four groups as
trainers, two LEAs used three role groups, and two LEAs used two role groups.
Developers and MSDE were’ used as trainers/sources of information by all seven
LEAs. The quality of support received was average or above .average for all
role groups across all of the LEAs. Developers received the lowest ratings

and teachers recéived the, highest ratings. Teachers were least positive in

their ratings of interactive support.
\ . )

Impact . <:;‘

g This section discusses ML impact in the area of training and on school
systems, individual schools, central office staff, stool administrators,
teachers, and students.

. Training. MSDE TAs held one two~day follow-., 3ialng session in the
fa'1 of 1982 at Harper's Ferry, West Virginia for those" LE&s implementing
ML. Presentations were designed to address common needs specified by the

participants in a needs assessment survey sent out prior to the follow-up.
. . ]
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Table )

Pérceptions of'Support Received: Nastery Learning, 196383
V;‘ ‘ | Support Groups
Respondents N | School Central
| v |Teachers Aduinisttators | Office Staf MSDE | Developers
| §
' - .\ /:’ e
Central Office Staff 14 | 421 '{ 4,29 4,29 391 3.0
School Adatuistratrs | 13 | 431 | s TK I R Y
Teachers LI VA 3 R K T B
Total RN _f\3.95, W | e g

Hean ratings range from a Loy ofyl.bO (very pobr) to a high of 5,00 (excellent),

I

]
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Whole group and»small gronp'presentations were conducted by MSDE TAs, by LEAs
having expertise in a certain need area, and by external consultants. Topics
of presentations included:} initiating §L (planning'and implementation),
designing and’ managing corrective and enrichment activities, analyzing prereq-
uisite and component skills, disseminating ML to'new schools, training staff,
and program evaluation. Approximately 42 ML participants were present, with
six LEAs sending cross-hierarchical teams. One LEA participated only by
having two administrators make a brief presentation. It was understood that
participants were to acquire knowledge or.skill to apply directly and also to
transfer to others (by "turnkey“ trainingj.

ML participant'eyaluations of the session conducted by MSDE‘were positive
(e.g., clarity, relevancy, and accomplishment of objectives; support from
MSDE) . The mean responses ranged from 4.05 to 4.49 (1.00 being the least
positiveand 5.00 being the most positive). The majoxrdity oﬁ the ML particii‘:
* pants considered the"local'group sharing (formal sessions and informal
conversations) as the best part of'the’follow-up. ?articipants also liked the

sessions on testing (test construction and testing what is taught) and staff

. e,
»

development.
As indicated inAthe section on interactive support, the majority of
implementing teachers received their training from school administrators and
_teachers. Most teachers felt that'they understood the model (73%) and that
their teaching ability had improved -as a result of their involvement with ML
(64%). Only 16% of the respondents felt that theirlteaching ability had not
changed. 1In general, this pattern of results was fairly consistent across the

seven LEAs. In four LEAs (Anne Arundel, Baltimore County, Carroll, and

Howard), !00% of the teachers felt they understood the m:dal. Howeyer, at.

1644 .
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least 50% of the teachers inrthtee of the LEAs (AnﬁL Arundel, Carroll, and
Hoﬁard) felt that they needed to learn more about actually impleﬁeﬁting the
model. Allegany and Worcester had the lowest ;ercentaée of teachers (60% and
57%, respectively) indicating that they understood the model. With thehexcep—
tion of Allegany, at least 50% of the teachers in, the other six LEAs felt that.
their teaching ability had improved (100% of the teachers in Anne Arundel,
Baltimore County, Carroll, and WOrcester). A fairly high level of fideiity of
impiemeﬁtétion was maintained; & noteworthy accomplishment with a mddel‘as
complex as ML. This faithful use of the model and the teachers' knowledge,
skillé and attitudes can be related to the effectiveness of the training
receired by the implementgrs, all of wiiich link in some way back to MSDE

initiatives.u

ASchool system. The impact of an innovation on a school system invclves

changes in practice or policy by a group or organizational unit that affect or

could affect more than a single school or single group of educators. Systemic

impact included:
e knowledge of planned change factors necessary to implement a new

program (1 LEA) and of the research on effective teaching
(1 LEA) .

e development of a training model for inservice credit (1 LEA)

e commitment, cooperation, and sharing among éducators (4 LEAs)
° policy decisions such as releasing teachers to coordinate the
program and/or to provide training and coaching (2 LEAs) and
: decisions to base grading on mastery (1 LEA).

a

These results suggest that educators were impressed by the processes of

planned change and found the'teaming concept to be effective. They were also

influenced by the perceived instrpét;onal value of ML.
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Central office staff. ML impacted on individual central office staff in

. a-varilety of ways. Central officerstaff felt tgat SITIP involvemeﬁt provided
' them“with knowledge of new, teaching strétegios (3 LEAs), understapding of
one's role in a project (1 LEA), the opportunity to work aslo team member with
local and srate educators in order to improve student achievement and
attitudes fl LEA), an improved underotandingpof‘tho 1earPing process and the
importance‘of reteaching (2 LEAs), an aﬁareness.of the nécessity to'be
constantly.aware of student needs- (1 LEA),'and the opoortunity to shore ideas
with other eduoators'(llLEA). These results reflect 1naividuai supervi§or's
'porceprions and attend almost equally to ML ond to the processes of planned
change advocated by SITIP TAs. These outcomes suggest that central office
staff gained knowledge and developed positive attitudes about thé program, but
did not necessarily develop new skills or practices.

Sohools. The impact of an innovation on a single school involved only
those educators within that school.” ML impact on single schools- included:

: .

e better long rahge pianning (1 LEA)
e arrangement of schedules so that teachers can work togéther to

develop correctives and extensions and have common planning time
(2 LEAs)

g : \
® a set of simplified, sequenced objectives (1 LEA), the development
- of a cross-reference system to allow students to keep track of
objectives, instruction, and assessment, and the use of teacher's

aldes to correct tests and keep records (1 LEA)

® support to teachers (e 8es recognition, provision of materials/
equipment) (2 LEAs)

® teacher sharing/enthusiasm with some grass-roots expansion to other
subject areas and teachers (5 LEAB)

e better knowledge of inservice training and of new instructional
techniques. (1 LEA), a concern for achievement (1 LEA), and improved
. teaching and learning in general (1 LEA).
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These results were influenced primarily by groups of teachers within a
particular school with opportunity to work together, frequently with support
and leadership resulting from a partnership that included a principal and a
department head or "lead" teacher.

School administrators. School administrators felt that their involve-

ment in ML enabled them to learn about a new teaching strategy (5 LEAs) and to
share ideas with peers (1 LEA); gave them greater appreciation of what
teachers can do (2 LEAs), an improved understanding of the learning process
and"bettervorganizational skills (1 LEA); made them more aware of the
necessity of planning (1 LEA); and resulted in better cooperation with staff
(1 LEA).

These results reflect commitment to quality instruction, and apprecia-
tion of opportnnities to work with teachers.

Classrooms and teachers. Impact on teachers fell into 13 categories

under the three general areas of: (1) increased knowledge, (2) improved
skills, and (3) strengthened attitudes/perceptions. (See Table 23.) In
addition, survey respondents assessed relative instruotional value and impact
on'teachers in six areas on a five-point Likert scale. (See Table 24.)
Improved skills in a new teaching technique and in organization/planning
Wwere the teacher impact categories reported by all role groups across the
largest number of LEAS. As can be seen in Table 24, survey respondents in
general indicated that ML was a Worthwhile, workable model, with mean
responses ranging from 3.85 to 4. 35 (on a scale from 1.00 least positive: to

5.00 most positive). They also believed that teachers enjoyed ML and

increased their knowledge and skills (mean responses ranged from 3.77 to

.
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Table 23
Impact on Teachers as Reported by Each Role Group:
Mastery Learning, 1982583 '

Role Groups
(Reported in No. of LEAs;
N=7)

Impact on Teachers ) ' co SA T
-As-a result of ML teachers have:

Increased knowledge

- of the curriculum/program. 3 1 4
* - of the components of effective teaching. 3 1 5

- of the learning process. 1 0 2

Improved skills

- in a new teaching technique. 5 4 7

- in organization/planning. 5 3 7
- in the effective use of time. 1 1 2

- in the components of effective teaching 3 2 4

(e.g., review, prerequisite skill devel-
opment, diagnosis, instructional objec-
tives, supplemental instruction). _ ,
- 1n assessing and addressing student 2 2 0-.
.needs. : A

- in curriculum development. 0 0 1

Strengthened attitudes/perceptions

- of what students can acoomplish. A 3 2 2
-- of teachers' confidence and self-image. 1 1 1.

- about teaching (e.g., involvement, co- 3 2 5

operation, sharing, satisfaction, recog-
nition). " -
- of the value of specific components of T2 1 3
effective teaching.

CO = Central Office; SA = School Administrators; T = Teachers
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Table 24

- Instructional] Impact as Perceive] by Survey Respon

dents: Mastery Learning, 1982-83

Provided by

CO[J{i ntral Office; SA = School Administrators; T = Teach

€rs

Role Groups
. (0 A | T Total
Impact op Instruction N=13  Ne13 | Ne48 N=76
Instructional Value
Works in classroom, 460 450 | 423 | 4,35
Ls worth the work it takes. 827 431 | 3.60 3.85
- Is a worthwhile teaching approach, 4,60 J8 | 415 | 4,08
Impact on Teachers
Teachers enjoy it, | 393 4,08 | "3.64 3.77:
Teachers have increased knowledge, 4,60 4,38 3,83, | 408 |-
Teachers have increaged skills, - L5345 | 3.9 405 -
- Impact on Students
. Students enjoy it, GOV 415 |08 | gu0g
Students are legs disruptive, 3,40 342 | 3.02 3.16
Students' achievement has Increased, 373 3.8 | 375 3.76
Students are learning more, 393 4,00 | 3,50 3.67
Students' general behavior is better. 3.33 3,95 2,98 3.09
Tide ~ »
Teacher: spend more tige Preparing students, 3.87 4,33 | 3,08 4,01
- Teachers cover curriculum in legs time, 253 315 | 233 2.51
Mean ratings range frop 1.0 (strongly disagree) to 5.00 (strongly agree). 163 l |
g B



4.08). However, these responses were not as high as the responses given to
classroom impact. Teachers were.consistently lower than the other role groups
in their ratings of teacherWimpactVand“instructional value.

s:dEEEts. Impact or ML on students fell into 17 categories under the
three general areas of (1) improved attitudes or awareness, (2) increased
achievement, and (3) benefitsafrom better insfruction. (See Table 25,) 1In
addition, survey respondents assessed relative impact on students in five
areas on a five—point Likert scale. (See Table 24.) Also, LEAs were asked to
submit data- summaries of cognitive and affective measures assessing ML impact
in terms of student achievement and attitudes. The results of these measures
are also summarized in this'section. |

:improved attitudes about their learning ability (e.g., Increased
confidence, success, higher expectat%ons) was.the most popular category of
student impact reporteo acrose all three roie groups.

Teachers across the largest numbers of LEAs reported three main student
dmpact categories. (1) increased achievement in test scores, (2) improved
attitudes about their learning ability, and (3) benefits from better
instruction which provided a structured, consistent lesson format with

<

specified objectives.

.Imbroved_attitudes about their learning ability was the one student

impact cdtegory reported by school administrators across the largest number

of LEAs. . : Ly

<

Central office staff found that students increased achievement in test

3

scores and improved attitudes about their learning ability.

As can be seen in Table 24, survey respondents in general felt that ML

3

had somewhat of an impact on students in terms of be“ter attitudes and
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Table 25

Impact on Students as Reported by Each Role Group:

v

Mastery Learning 1982-

83

Role Groups

(Reported in No. of LEAs;

s

. , [y ' . 151

165.

N=7), b
- Impact‘on Students ,CO SA T
Asva result of ML students have:
Improved attitudes or awareness
* — about their learning ability (e eg+y in- 3
creased confidence, higher - expectations,
of success). 4 4 4
" = about their learning responsibilities
(e.g., accountability). -« 1 0 1
-~ .about learning/school (e.g., increased
5, ~interest,  cooperation, involvement, '
enthusiasm, motivation). o3 2 3
- of areas of strength and weakness. 0 1 3
~ about tests. ¢ 0 0L} 2
Increased achievement . '
- in mastery/retention of facts " :
~and skills. ‘ o 1 0
~ 1n ‘problem~solving abilities & 5 '
conceptual understanding. 0 1
- especlally lower achievers. "1 1 1
~ In grades. - 0 1 0
- In test scores. 5 2 5
- in general. 0 0 1
Benefited from better instruction which
provides
- a structured, consistent lesson format .
with specified objectives. 1 0 | 4
- a clear understanding of teacher eXpec- o
. tations. . 1 1 2
~ less pressyre. 0 1 |
- fewer gaps in skill development. 1 1 1
= a second chance to master -- "no fault" .
test. 1 0 2
- opportunities to relearn -~ correctives
and extensions. 1 0 1
: CO=Central Office; SA=School Administrators;,T=Teachers




achievement, with mean responses ranging from 3.09 to 4.09 on a scale from
1.60 (etrongly disagree) to 5.00 (strongly agree). ‘Educators felt that -
students enjoyed ML (4:09) and that they'were learning and achieving more
(3.67 and 3.76, respectively), but were less sure whether student behavior was
better/less disruptive (3.09 and 3.16, respectively) ‘Teachers tended to be
lower in their ratings of student impact than were central office staff and
school adminis rators, except in their‘ratings of enjoyment and achievement
which were slig tly higher than the ratings given by central office staff. In
general, respondents rated classroom impact higher than student impact, |

o

suggesting that overall-instruction improved but direct impact on individual

]

\7students was less readily seen.
\ " .

vy B \

Affective measures of student impact were submitted by five of the seven

<

LEAs.* Allegany and &arroll countiesigave thelr students the Student Ques-—
tionnaire before ML implementation (pre) and at thelend of the'implementation
period (post)f** The questionnaire.consiets of seven questions or dimensions

(ﬁig., recognition of differences;bunderstandinglof\lesson, enjoyment of
lesson, ease of lesson, learning of lesson, better grades,’ better 1essons)
Respondents answered using a five-point scale ranging from 1.00 (not at all)
to 5.00_(yes a lot). There,are elementary and secondary versions of the
questionnaire.. E \\

l "In Allegany County, the \uestionnaire was given to students in grades-4
through 12. 1In Carroll Countjx the questionnaire nas administered to sixth
graders using the ML model in:their soclal studies classes. As can“be seen
in Table 26, mean responses averaged across_the two LEAs ranged from 3;32 to

Vo , .

- - \

* Baltimore and Howard counties did'not prov;de affective data.

/
** Carroll County a o\adminisfered\the questionnaire midway through the
implementation eriod but these data are not reported. : ;

Joe m \\_ 1686
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Table 26

Student Attitudes (Student Questionnaire): Mastery Learning, 1982-83

)
| LEAs | Allegany Carroll | Total |
- "' X = Pre| ¥ - Post X - Pre| ¥ - Post X - Pret | ¥ - Posth |
Dimensions N= §= F=155 | Nel48 N2 | N
L, Recognition of differencés' 3,.'47 A3.29 4'01, £53 L 3.9
2I. ﬁnderstanding of Lesson 4.25' 4,19 . 4-..80 | ae | 4.52 b.41
3. Enjoynent of lesson - &0 | 4,09 LIS | 433 4,10 4,21
| 4 Base of lessmn M| as || s 33|
5.. Learning of lesson 3,76 3.67v 403 | 3,97 3,89 380
6. Bt graes s || s | b | 5
1. Better lessons 300 1 3.81 39 3% | 3.8 1.8 |

* N equals number of LRAs,

ean responses range from 1,00 (not at all) to 5.00 (ves a lot):' The higher the score, the higher the
agreenent with the dimension measured, |

168




~ 4.52 on the;ﬁre and 3.74 to 4.41 on the post.test. Comﬁériﬁg the pre and post
'mean féspdhées for the total gfoup on each question, the responses increased
(bécame‘more positive)ion the post test for five of the seven dimensions:
recognition of differences between previous .lessons and the lessons where ML

Y

was used; enjoyment of the léssoh; ease of tﬁe lesson; better grades; and an
overall better lesson. On two d;meﬁsions the mean responses decreased on the
post test: understanding of the .lesson agd learning more from the lesson.

These results were“fairly consistent within the two individuai LEAs,
except for Allegany whose mean responses also deéreased_from pre to post test
on're%ognitioq of differenqes. Students in Carroll County tended to be
slightly more posigiye in their responses than the students in Allegany
.County. :

Anne Arundel County and Baltimors 1ty gave their secondary students

the Learning Environment Inventory (LEI) at the end of the implementation

period (post). The LEI éontains 105 items measuring 15 dimensions. Eight
dimensions were relevant for assessing ML impact on student attitudes. Each

is defined below:

@ Competitiveneds—-Students compete to see who can do the best work.
a - .

¢ Satisfaction-—Students enjoy their class work.

<

® Difficulty--The work of the class is difficult.

" e Friction-~There are tensions among certain groups of students that
tend to interfere with class activities.

® Disorganization--The class is disorganized.

~

° Agathz——Failufe of the class would mean little to individua?
members.

° Favoritism—-Ceitain,students'are favored more than the rest,.

] Environment——Tpeabooks and equipment students need or want are
easlily available to them in the classroom.
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Students answered the items uéing a four-point scale .ranging from 1.00
(strongly disagree) to 4.00 (strongly agree). The‘highef, the score the
- higher the agreement with the dimension being ﬁeasur;d. High agreement 1is
desifable for satiéfaction and environment; for all other dimensions except
competitiveness low scores are desirable. Compqsitionvmay or may not be
considered desirable dépending on fﬁe philosopﬁy of the~school. Both LE s
deéided to mea;ure all eight dimensions relevant to ML. As can be seeﬁ in
Table 27, meaﬁ refponses averaged across the'two‘LEAs ranged from 2.19
(favoritism) to 2.70 (friction). In Anne_Arundel County, the dimension with
the highest agreement (2.82) was environment, and the'iowest agreement (2.07)
WasﬁfaVOritism. In Baltimore City, competitivenesg recéived the higliest score
of 2.76, and difficulty the lowest score‘of 2.07.

On satisfaction and enQironment, where high agreement 1s desirable, the
total LEA responses were Higher than the test norms. On the remaining
dimeﬁéioné (except competitiveness) where lower scores are desirable, total
LEA responses were lower Ehan test norms on diffiéulty and épathy a1 the same
on disorganizatic. .. However, combined iEA scores were higher thaa the norms
on friction and favoritism.(especiélly Baltimore Cit&). Tﬁese results suggest
that most classes have above average learning environment on several
dimensions, bﬁtrghere is room for improvement invdeéling Qith disorganization,
friction, and favoritism. j ‘ @

Worcester County gave its elementary students the My Class Inventory (MC)

at the end of the implementation period (post). Instead of a pre test, the

four teachers implementing ML indicated how they” predicted their students

would respohd. The My Class Inventoéy‘is an elementary version = the LEI

with 45 items m043uring five ouE of the 15 dimensions on the LEI. Four
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 Student Attitudes (

Table 27 -

Learning Environment Inventolrsy and My Class): Mastery Learning, 1982-83

Affective Measures

Learning ﬁhvironment Inventory - LEI (Secondary) My Class Inventory - MC (Elenentary)
National I e ‘

Units Measured (Test Norms) | Anne Arundel | Baltinore City| Total Worcester

Dimensiong** ¥ ¢ izggSt X &:E?é% X &=§:st Pre%nggheéség=4ll Post%S;ggenésN§N=69)

I, Competitiveness .2.43 2,53 2,76 2,64 2 68 32

2. Satisfaction 24 2.3 I WV . 6 »

B Difficulty 161 26l 207 2,3 Ik ¥ o6

by Frictto 10 | o 1,73 10 | w5 5% 4
=B Disorganization 2,35 | 2.44)‘ 2,26 235
m‘ 6. Apatly 2,54 48 | 247

1. Favoritism 2,03 2,07 2.3 1Y

8. Environment 2,40 2,82 L4 2,66

% ¥ equals nuaber of LgAs,

LET - Mean responses range from 1,00 (
the agreement with the dimensio

Test norms ‘were ‘based on 1
MC - Responses are "yes" or "no.
dimension meisured,

** Higher scores are desirable for satisfact

scores are desirable, Competitiveness may ot o

school,

" The higher the percent of '

strongly diéagree) to 4,00 (strongly agree),
measured,

b8 subjects in 65 classes in a variety of sub

ject areas during 1969,

17

The higher the score, the higher
'yes" answers, the higher the agreement with the

ion and eﬁvironment; for all other dinensions expect competitiveness, low
Ay not be considered desirable depending upon the philosophy of the



dimensions were relevant for assessing ML impact on student attitudes (i.e.,.
”ntisfaction, difficulty, and cictic. Responses are-''yes"

and "'no" and the higher the percent of "yes" answers, the higher the agree-—
ment with the dimension being measured. Like the LEI, high agreement is
desirable for satisfaction and low agreement for difficulty and friction.
Desirable scores on competitiveness depend upon individual school philoso—
phies. Worcester decided to measure all four dimensions relevant to:ML

The teachers predicted a high level of agreement with competitiveness
(e g., students feel that ... "students compete to see who can do the best -
work") and satisfaction (e.g., students enjoy class). The teachers predicted
a lower level of agreement with difficulty (e.g., students do not feel that
classrBom work is too difficult) and were unsure about friction. The
students' responses  followed the'same Patterns, indicating that the students
responded the way their teachers predicted, ihere are no national norms
available for the MC, |

o

Cognitive measures of student impact were submitted by five of the seven

vono.  While all LEAs agreed to collect and summarize student achievement
data, each was free“tb’determine the kind of measure used and the design. For
instance, some LEAs used‘teacher made tests; others used norm raferenced mea-
_ suresf- Some LEAs reported class means for final (post) tests of ML students;
others compared ML students with those in ' 'regular" (control) classes. Scores
Vreported included mean test;sccres, percent of students achieving."mastery,"
and g 1de equi%alents. In three cases, LEAs reported data for two years, .

student achievement data were received from: Allegany, Anne Arundel,

Baltimore County, Carroll and Worcester. Each 1s reviewed briefly.

e
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Allegany County reported pre and post mathematics and reading grade

equiv'lent gcores nn the California Achievement Test (CAT) for grades 3

through 8 during 1¥81-82 and for grades 3 through 9 during . 32-83. In all
cases gains were made. Allegany County also reported the number of students
achieving mastery on summative tests given across the various Ml subject
~areas. In grades K through 6, 84.5% of the students were achieving mastery,
as were 80.1% of the students in grades 7 through 12,

Anne Arundel County used a teacherémade criterion-referenced test to
assess student achievement in biology. Seventy-eight high school students
(9-12th grades) who had been taught with the ML technique (experimental group)
received a mean score of 9l.97 on the 132 item test compared to a non-ML group
(control) of 73 students whose mean gcore was 69.49 (a difference of 22.48
points).

In Baltimore County, 159 third and 107 fourth grade students in the three
elementary schools implementing ML (experimental) and 119 third and 127 fourth
grade students in three“comparable schocls not using ML (control) were pre and

post tested on the mathematics portion of the Metropolitan Achievement Test

(see Table 28). Both percentiles and grade equivalent scores were reported
-Both the ML and non-ML schools showed gains between the pre and post tests.
The ML schools showed larger gainsg, especially in the third grade scores. In
one experimental site, percentile scores increased from 28th to 56th for third:
grade and from 28th to 54th for fourth grade. - One of the three elementary
- schools was involved in ML (grades three and four) during the 1681-82 school

year. After their second year of exposure to ML, students scored in the 96th

percentile on the Metropolitan Achievement Test. Gains for that school

eXxceeded normative predictions.
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Table 28

Metropolitan-Achievement Test Scdres for
Baltimore County: Mastery Learning, 1982-83

[_f Grade Group| N |National Percentiles| National Grade Level

Pre | Post | Gain Pre [Post | Gain

1982-83 3 E |159f 50{ 76 + 265 3.2 | 5.0 +1.8

(A1l schools) c {119 64 | 74 +10% 3.6 | 4.9 +1.3

4 E |107 58 | 82 +24 4.4 | 6.6 +2.2

C. |127 62 84. +22 4.6 6.7] +2.1

1981-82 o 3-4 | 60| 77 | +17 3.4 | 4.9 +1.5

(Pilot school only)|. 4-5 62] 82 +20 4.5 | "6.7] +2.2
1982-83 o34 | : 68| 86 | +18 4.8 | 6.8 +2

(Pilot school only) 4=5 : _ 74 96 +22 6.1 9.0} +2.9

E=Experimental; C=Control f

the "qéiling" effect).

The highest gains were made by ML schools with the lowest initial scores.
Initially high scoring sites appear to benefit less (possible influenced by

Overall, gains were greater for ML schoolé than for

control sites. : | -
Carroll County reported the number of students achieving mastery on

three summative tests given during the implementation of an ML unit in

economics. Out of a total-of 160 sixth grade students involved in MI., 89%,

80%, and 85% achieved mastery on the three tests. "Mastery" was defined as

80% students achieving 80% correct znswers.

* In Worcester County, cognitive assessment was done using criterion-
4 . .

referenced and norm-referenced tests. Two types of criterion-referenced tests
were used--unit summative tests and a comprehensive end of the year test. The

overall objective of the ML project in Worcester County was 95% mastery .at the
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_85% level. In grades one and two foramathematics, this objective was met on
all unit summative tests. The objective was achieved for three out: of four
unit summative tests in grade three. (Third graders only used ML for four
units of instruction.) On the end of the year comrrehensive test, 100% of the
students achieved mastery with an average score of 98% in grade one, 97% of
the students achieved mastery with an average score-of 98% in grade one, 97%
of the students in grade two achieved mastery with an average score of 967%,
and 75% of the third graders who used ML for only four units achieved mastery
with an average score of 89%. These results show that the students retained
what they had been taught. Scores on the California Achievement Test (CAT)
confirm the results obtained on rhe teacher—made tests. As can be seen in
Table 29, the mean grade equivalent scores on the pre test given in October

1982 and the post test given in May 1983 show increases that are larger than

normal.

Table 29

. CAT Scores, (Mathematics) Worcester County: Mastery Learning, 1982-83

Pre Post Growth Normal Growth

Grade 1 1.1 2.3 1.2 .8
Grade 2 - 2.3 3.5 .2 .8

Not only are the mean grade equivalents high, but~a1so the standard deviations
are low in comparison to the standard deviations in previous years. These
lower standard deviations indicate that students are scoring closer to the
mean. As stated in the county report, "The standard deviation of b 8 for the
82-83 'second grade is very significant with a high grade equivalent mean of

3.5."
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Direct "cause and effect" claims for ML impact on studené achievemen£
cannot be made on the bgsis of the above data and test‘designékuséd. However,
for the four LEAs prcviding‘cognitive data, large percentages éf students havéi
mastered material, and student scores on achievement tests haskghqwn growth
which can be attributed, at least in‘pért, to ML.

Participant Concerns

Cﬂart 4 lists the concerns reported by ML implementgrs.. Thése concerns
were divided into two general areas:- concerns-specific to the ML model and
concerns related to the process of implementation.

Most of the concerns were model-specific. They fell into. three cétego-

ries: concerns related to specific components of the model, time concerns,

. and concerns related to the educational value of ML. The largest number of

LEAs reported time concernms..

Concerns related to the process of'implementation were éirected'at school
(insufficient preparation time), district (inflexible LEA budget process), and -
state (unclear evaluation guldelines from MSDE) levels.

Chart 5 lists the recommendations/solutions reported by ML implementers.

These recommendations were divided Into five general areas: classroom imple-

émentation, implementation/prepafatipn,‘involvement, expansion, and external

assistance.. The largest number of LEAs made,recommendations in the area of
implementation/preparation (especially increasing preparation time) and in the

area4of expansion (especially increasing the numbers of teachers, schools,

students, and subject areas).

Véry few of the recommendations were solutions for the concerns stated.

; : IS N
. The majority of the concerns expressed were model specific; howeVer, the

majority of the recommendations or solutions were process oriented. Six out
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Chart 4

¥

»Concerns/Problems Reported: Mastery

Learning, 1982-83%

. The model~-ML,..

Is difficult to use with some subjects/topics

Requires too much time in general (7)
Reduces curriculum coverage (1)

: Holds back academically talented students (5)

The process of implementation

Insufficient time for preparﬁtion (of lessons
Inflexible LEA budget proces§ ¢))
Unclear evaluation guideline$ from MSDE (ry

%ﬁ

(2)

Is difficult to group students for correctives/extgnsions-(1)
Is difficult to find appropriate enrichment activities (2)

Requires too much time/effort on record-keeping- (1)
Requires too much time for student testing (1)

) (2)

S

R .
* Figures in parenthesis indicate the number of
Statement.

‘LEAs making a given




2

Chart 5 ' o SN

Recommendations/Solutions: Mastery Learning\ﬂ982?8§§\

Classroom implementation

Develop/use computerized record-keeping system or provide more clerical
help (1)
Have smaller. classes (1)

Implementation[preparation

Increase preparation time (5)
Increase number of teachers involved in curriculum/unit development (2)
Sequence’units more carefully (1) - : IS

~

lnvolvement'
. . ‘ 8
Encourage teachers to increase knowledge and skills (e g., release time for
professional growth) (3) :
Have only voluntary participation (2)
Compensate teachers for after school tr:. inng/planning (2).

0

Expansion

Increase numbers of teachers, students, schools, subject areas (6)
Before ‘expansion, measure impact on student achievement (2)

[}

External assistance ’ .

MSDE should -provide. funds for local training @) i
: more funds- (1) ‘
research updates on school improvement (1)
moré help (in general) (1) )
—encourage more inter~county networking (2)

2

’

* Figures in parenthesis indicate thebnumber of LEAs making a given statement.
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of the seven ML LEAs recommended expansion, even though some educators within
those LEAS expressed concerns about the model and its implementation. In
general teachers were more concerned about classroom application, and the
time needed in relation to the relative impact on students. while adminis-

i
trators advocated expansion. Findings suggest a careful review of both

objective (e - S0 test scores) and subjective (e e teacher perceptions)

value in order to determine next steps (e. g., termination, in—school support

“

~for-institutionalization; ‘9rrexpansion-to- other sites)T”““”“M““““““"u

" Summary and Conclusions

E

In the preceding pages, each research question. or issue has been
“addressed and findings discussed across LEAs. Here, some general conclusions

- across issues and LEAs are revieWed. Then, findings are summarized for each

" LEA.*
It is apparent?that LEAs have invested considerable effort in MI., and

“ found that.the instructional model had both objective and subjective value.

o

The level of fidelity was high and, -in most cases, standards of implementa-

tion of specific components‘were good. The demands of ML‘reguired time and

'

effort from-teachers——particularly for development of units (including tests
- o . . .

~and corrective.and enrichment.activities)——and also required support from

administrators (e. gy development of t1me —saving record—keeping systems,

: r

arrangements for planning time) However, oncé the development work had been

done, educators found ML useful,'pafticularly;for structured academic

curricuila.

* Levels of information vary, in part because three LEAs were pilot sites of
which one invited RBS site visits, and in part because some LEAs provided
more documentation or other evidence .of model implementation.

~<r
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Impact was made on student achievement when ML was used for a full conrse
or year in a given subject. ‘Students' attitudes about their,own ability_and
responsibility to learn increased when ML 1s used consistently for a given
subject.

Impact was made on individual teachers' knowledge (access to a strategy
of instruction) throuzh training, and teachers' sense of efficacy'increased
when they used ML and saw stndents' benefitting from it. However, because

w'i‘r‘i’il':i‘a"l"“it'ivol'veme'rit"“was'--so"'demanding';~'--1:-ear:h:ars-1-need}ed*a~great--'-deaiL--fof-msu:pport~----—
(logistical and affective) 1f they were to use ML enough to makeha real
impact on students. |

Tmpact was made on a school.(the faculty and how instructional matters
are dealt with) when the principal was® actively involved and when the use of -
ML was not perceived as a strategy used occassionally by a few.teachers at
‘their discretion, but rather as a model ,ystematically used for a given
subject and grade level.

Impact’ was made outside the pilot school when central office staff say
the ohjective value (student 'achievement data), and when initial implementers
provided assistance and training to_faculty in other schools.

The strategiles used to provide interactive support (and maintain some
on—going resources and interest) were crucial to the relative success of the

. project. Positive impact was made when teachers believed that their opinions
counted and that thelr needs were serlously considered; when local evaluators
(teachers and others) had enough knowledge and skill to develop units that

«

teachers like; when principals expected.and acknowledged fidelity implemen-

tation; when,coordinators provided training, coaching, materials, and

-l

relevant information/expertise (themselves or by accessing others, e.g.,

8
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"master" teachers); when central office staff provided resources for develop-
ment work, clearly and consistenbly communicated the nature and extent of
their interest‘in the success of ML, and facilitate shared decision-making and
networking.  Positive impact was réduced or barriers created when: _there was
heavy reliance on training alone, empecting teachers' professionalism and
"~autonomy to motivate development and implementation; development efforts were
- broadly spread and resources (especially staff timel were rationed. Teachers
perceived that their contributions were devalued,.usually due to mandate or
' autocratic leadership, messages from (different) administrators to“teachers
were conflicting or confusing (e.g., about the relative priority of the’
project, specific roles and responsibilities, or how a given task was to be
done) - (This last '"barrier’ f-communication confusion—-was made worse in some
cases by MSDE TAs.)
In- the following case reports of the seven LEAs implementing ML, atten—
"tion 1is given to the influential factors mentioned above and also to specific

obJectives and results achieved at each site.

Allegany County. Allegany has been implementing ML for two years using a

lighthouse school strategy In September 1982, Allegany educators "hoped" to

-

train educators to use ML and» had "partly achieved" the remaining eight
ObJectiVeS specified in Table 18 In June 1983, all nine objectives had been

"partly achieved."

e Scope and Intensity. Aftetr the first year of ML implementa- _
tion (June .1982), ML was being implemented in one school, ‘
grades K~12 with approximately 25 teachers and 300 students in
a variety of subject areas. Little changed in the 1982483 -
school year. '

e Fidelity. 'Allegany County educatoYs showed the greatest
adaptation of the ML model (i.e., the smallest percentage of
teachers imp1ementing all 10-ML processes or components) in
comparison to the other ML LEAs (probably because a greater
range of subject areas and grad s were included). . The ML
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components most consistently addressed by the Allegany
teachers were corrective and enrichment activities and summa-
tive tests; the components least addressed were the breakdown
of objectives into component skills, and record-keeping. The
largest number of teachers reported that the "no fault" forma-
tive and summative testing and the correctives and extensions
were the ML components-having the greatest impact on students.

e Time. Educators spent an average of 8.5 months involved in ML
across the 1982-83 school year. Teachers reported spending an
average of 25% of their school week on ML-related activities.
ML required teachers to spend more time preparing students
(e.g., grouping, pre-testing) and allowed léss time for
curriculum coverage.

wecm-.r. School..administraters. spent. an_average of four days and

“ 7 rcentral office-staff-an- average—of 13~6ays on-ML. _The.
combined average of both role groups (seven days) was one of
the two lowest reported.: School administrators and central
of fice staff reported that ML took about the same amount of
time and energy as had similar previous projects.

e Roles and Responsibilities. School administrators and central
o B office staff combined spent the least amount of time and
~energy (level of effort) on developing materials (2.25)* and
the most amount of energy on evaluation (3.75).  School
administrators spent the least amount of time on administra-
.. tion, developing materials, and supporting school implementa-
tion (3.00 for each area) and the most amount of time on
designing/conducting inservices, dissemination, and evaluation
(3.50 for each area). Central office staff spent the least
“amount of time on developing materials (1.50) and the most
amount of time on evaluation (4.00). Allegany used the
California Achievement Test, the Student Questionnaire, and
surveys of student, teacher, and parent reactions to evaluate
ML. '

- Most of -the training was done by school administrators and
teachers, although some teachers received training/information
from developers, MSDE, and central office staff, as well.
Allegany educators rated the interactive support received from
these five role groups as’average or above. Developers .
received the lowest ratings and teachers the highest. By the
beginning of June 1983, information related to ML had been
received by all central office staff and school administrators
and by 25% of the teachers and-other faculty. Training and

support had been received by 25% of central office staff and

« school administrators, and by none’ of the teachers and other
faculty outside the pilot school.

R . - = o

~

* Level of effort (time and energy) was rated on a scale from 0 (none) to
"5.00 (a great deal)

. . . o
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e Impact. ML has had an impact on training and on the school
system, the school, the educators, and the students involved. -
In the area of training, 60% of the teachers felt that they
understood the model (Allegany was one of two LEAs with the
lowest percentage of teachers indicating that they understood

. the model). Forty percent of the teachers (the lowest percen-

tage across the ML LEAs) felt that their teaching ability had
improved-as a result of their involvement with ML,

As a result of its involvement in SITIP, the Allegany school
system increased knowledge of the planned change factors
necessary in order to implement a new program. The school-
wide impact of ML has been in terms of -better long range
planning, teacher recognition, and teacher sharing, with some
grassroots expansion to other classes.

Central office staff felt that involvement in the SITTP
,_?foject gave them the opportunity to work as team members with
‘0cal and state’ educatoré in order to improve student
achievement and attitudes, and made them more aware of the
necessity to be constantly in touch with student needs.

Allegany educators indicated that ML has had an impact at the
classroom level (e.g., ML is a worthwhile, workable instruc-
tional model), but their ratings of classroom impact were lower
than those of other ML LEAs. The classroom impact of ML was
related to the use of a structured lesson format with clearly
specified objectives and the opportunity to relearn--correc-
tives and extensions. '

Teachers- increased their knowledge of the components of effec-
tive teaching, of the curriculum/program being used in their
'school, and of the learning process in general. They improved
their skills in a new teaching technique, in organization/
planning, in the components of effective teaching, and in .
assessing and addressing student needs. Strengthened attitudes/
perceptions about teaching in general, about what students can
accomplish, and of the value of specific components of effee-
tive teaching were also seen as impacts on teachers. ‘

Increased student achievement was perceived by educators and
evidenced in test.scores. Student impact in terms of: scores
on the CAT showed gains for reading and mathematics. Educa-
tors also reported that students increased their retention of

facts and skills and their problem-solving abilit%és.

Student attitudes becume more positive after ML implementation
- on four dimensions of the Student Questionnaire: enjoyment of
lessons, ease of lessons, better grades, and overall better
lessons. Educators reported improved student attitudes or
' awareness about tests and about learning capability.

-
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e Participant Concerns. Allegany educators expressed mode1—
specific concerns (e.g., ML is difflcult to use with some
subjects/topics; it is difficult to group students for
correctives/extensions; the model requires too much time in
general; and ML holds back academically talented students)
They also expressed concerns related to the process of imple-
mentation (e. B> Insufficient time for preparation of
lessons).

Changes/recommendations suggested by Allegany implementers : .

fell into the areas.of classroom implementation (e. g., have

smaller classes), implementation/preparation (e.g., increase

preparation time), involvement (e.g., have only voluntary

participation), and external assistance (e.g., more funds for

training and more/better help in general from MSDE).
Factors influencing the relative success 5} ML in Ailegany:included: (1)
. on—§ire aesisténoe_from MSDE.bp a delegate TA (outside the established TA .
team);thich built on an existing good LEA/MSDE relationship but which did not
‘readily access network information and ML expertise; (2)“reassignment of the
" school prinoipai which then required time for'Communication/orien;ation; 3)
implementation across severa1~subjects and grade levels, which increased com-
plexity and somewhat reduced fidelity; (4).strong central office support and
application of SITi? processes in planning\—— particularly the formation of 4
cross—hierarchical'steering_committee — uhich help;d build commitment, main-
tain en%ﬁgy, and probably influenced thevpoeitive_perceptions of implementers
about tn%%r’involvement andAabout ML impact on teeohers and_students: A point
of interegriis_ihatianten;inn_uas_giyen_to_informing.parentsiandfcommunity,i_____
members, generating inrerest in thekscnool and“in the;students' education.
Although ML is not a maJor county priority, expansion is planned for the 1983~
84 school year, with ML to be implemented by volunteer teachers in the voca-

tional technical school.‘ This expansion i¢ encouraging since Allegaay used a

lighthouse strategy. However, results suggest that project activities within.
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- each school may need to be consolidated -- allocating time and effort where it
is needed (e.g., for common planning time by a group of teachers), and
reiative fidelity may need to be reviewed aund compared with student outcomes.

Anne Arundel County, Anne Arundel has been implemehting ML for two years

using a lighthouse étrategy. In September 1982, Anne Arundel educatqrs had
'partly achieved" three of the nine-objectives specified in Table 18

improving student achievement in basic skills, informing local eduéators

about the model, and training educators to use the model). Educators "hoped"

[

to\ achieve the remaining six objectives. In June 1983, fout of the six "hoped
N ' .
for" objectives (improving teachers' classroom competence; ensuring a match of

instruction, curriculum, and.teéts; Helﬁinér£eé;hé;s 5ecoﬁe better organized;
and improving time-on-task) were "partly achieved:" The status of thé
remaining five.ijéétivés did not change bu:tween September 1982 and June 1982
(except for improving stﬁpen;sf involvement in léarning which was "hoped" for
in September but was not giveé a étatus rating in June).

o Scope and‘Inteﬁsigz, After thé fifst year of.ML implementa-

: tion (June 1982), ML was being implemented in one high school

with three teachers and 100 studeats in bilology. The number
of students involved increased during the 1932-83 school year.

o Fidelity. Anre Arundel was one of two LEAs maintaining the
greatest fidelity to the ML model: all of the teachers

addressed all 10 ML processes. The teachers reported thit the
1"

~w~w~w«-7ﬂa9mﬁaultwwfcrmative~and~summattve*testﬁxu;fand“the'tiéafiy‘ —
.specified objectives were the ML processes having the greatest
. impact on students.

© Time. Educators spent an average of 10 months involved in ML
across the 1982-83 school year (the highest across the Ml
LEAs). Teachers reported spending an average of 40% of their
school week on ML-related activities. ML required teachers to
"spend more time preparing students (e.g., grouping,- pre- °
testing), but educators reported. that teichers were able to
-cover the curriculum in a shorter amount of time using ML.

The school administratgrs spent an averégé of 20 days, and
central office staff an average of six days on ML. The school
administrator reported that ML took "slightly more" time, and

3 " . L
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energy than had similar previous projects while the central
office staff persbn reported "substantially less" time and
energy. :

e Roles and Responsibilities. Central office staff spent the
least amount of .time and energy (level of effort) on designing
and/or conducting inservice and materials development (1.00
for each area)* and the most amount of time and effort on
administration and supporting school implementation (4.00 for
each area). The school adzinistrator spent the ieast amount
of time on administration, supporting school implemen tation,
and dissemination (3.00. for each area) and the most time on
materials development (5.00). -

. o
The training was done by developers and MSDE. Anne Arundel
educators.rated the interactive support received from the five
role groups involved in SITIP as average or gbove except for
developers. Teachers and MSDE received the highest ratings
and developers the lowest ratings for support. By the end of
the 1982-83 school year, central office interest and support
had increased. One of the three teachers implementing ML was
assigned as a biology resource teacher to provide assistance ..
towteachers_district.wide! thus giving him the "opportunity to
disseminate the-ML strategy. By the beginning of June 1983,
information related to ML had been received by 75% of central
. office staff and by all faculty and school administrators at
~the ML school site. Training had been received by 25% of'
central office staff and by 25% of school administrators and
- other faculty at the-ML school site,

e Impact. ML has had an impact on training, and on the school,
the educators, and the students involved. In the area of
training, all of the teachers thought that they understood and

« knew a great deal about the model, but they also thought that
» they needed to learn more.

The school-wide impact of ML has been in terms of the arrange-
ment of schedules so that teachers can,work together to plan
and to implement ML; the development of a cross-reference e
'*W**\’*”’system”tb“aiioW‘studentg“fﬁ”kééﬁ'tféﬁk"Bf“ab3ectives;”1nstrﬁc—f?\d
tion, and assessment; the use of teachers' aldes for test
-c - -rection and'rgcord—keeping; the provision of support to.
teschers in'the area of materials/equipment; increases in
teacher Interest; and better knowledge of inservice training

and of a new instructional technique.

Central office staff felt that involvement vwith ML provided
them with an improved understanding of-the learning process.
School administrators felt that involvement with ML gave them
a greater apprecilation of what teachers can do, an improved

* Level of effort (time and energy) was rated on a scale from 0 (non:) *o
5.00 (a great deal).. .
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understanding of the learning process, and better brganiza—
tional skills, and enabled them to learn about a new teaching
strategy and to share ideas with teachers.

Ratings of classroom level impact (e.g., ML.is a worthwhile,

"workable instructional model) were positive (above 4.20), and

were expressed in relation to clarity of teacher expectations,

and .the use of a structured .lesson format with clearly speci-
¢ fied objectives. K :

—~

Teachers increaseg their knowledge of the components of effec—
tive teaching and of the learning process. They improved
their skills in a new teaching technique, in organization/
planning, and in the effective use of time. Strengthened
attitudes/perceptions of ‘teachers’' confidence and self image,
of the value of specific components of effective teaching; of
what students can accomplish, and about teaching in general

were also seen as impacts on teachers.

-Cognitive student impact was perceived by educators and
evidenced in inproved grades. On a teacher-made criterion-
referenced tesw, students involved in ML had a higher average:
number of correct answers than did simiiar students in
"regular" classes (a difference of 22.48 points on a 132 point
test).

Affective student impact was positive in terms of improved
attitudes about their learning responsibilities and about
learning and school in general. Behavior/discipline appeared
to be somewhat improved. In comﬁﬁ?ison to national norms,
students perceived higher levels of friction, and a more
positive physical classroom environment in their ML classes,
but in all other LEI dimensions there were relatively little
differences between ML scores and national norms.

- @ Participant Concerns. Anne Arundel educators expressed model-
specific concerns (e.g., it is difficulf to find appropriate
enrichment activities; the model requires too much time in
general; and ML -holds back academically talented students).

;pﬂ,,,wawﬂéiﬁanges/recqmmendations reported by Anne Arundel implementers
fell into the areas of -expansion (e.g., increase numbers of
teachers, schools, subject areas) and external assistapce
(e.g., more funds for local training from MSDE, and more
encouragement from MSDE for inter-county networking).

Factors influencing the relative success of ML in Anne Arundel
V2 - - . .

included: (1) the support and approval of the school principal; (?} the
task-oriented leadership of the department head; (3) the dedication,

creativity, and professionalism of the school-based team; (4) the proactive

efforts of that team»fo_inform and involve others; and (5) central office
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agreement with school staff plans for resqurce allocations. Two factors of
interest that may also have had a positive’influence were:. 1) energy spent
on careful develcpment of test items to nmtch objectives and cover the
cognitive levels of thinking, and 2) .course planning outlines distributed to
students for their cwn diagnosis of snccess on given objectives. ~Given the
fact that a lighthouse strategy wa; used, Anne Arundel developed a good
program. “Expansion‘hy voluntary involvement of bioiogy teachers in-cther

schools may well be considered by .local educators.

Baltimore City. Baltimore City has been implementing ML for two years

,using a pilot—dlstrict strategy In September 1982, educators "hoped" to
train teachers to use the model and to ensure a match between instruction,

curriculum, and tests, and had "partly achieved" the remaining seven

objectives specified in Table 18. In June 1983, one objective, informing
local educators about the model, had been Tachiehed.f The two fhoped“ for
objectives had been "partly achieved,”" and the status of the remaining six
objectives remained unchanged as "partly achieved." |

® Scope and Intensity. After the first year of implementation
~(June’ 1982), ML was being implemented in one high school with
approximately 40 teachers in a variety of subject areas. - By
June of 1983, four junior highs were using ML in addition to
the pilot high school, making a total of 5 schools, 150
~ teachers, and 3,332 students.

e TFidelity. Baltimore City educators implemented ML with a high
degree of fidelity, especially considering the wide range of
» subject areas included.. The four ML processes or components
7 most consistently addressed were matching tests to objectives,
' and giving no fault formative tests, correctives and exten-
sions, and summative tests after each unit. The component
least addressed was record-keeping.* The largest number of
teachers reported that the "mo fault" and summative testing
were the ML components having the greatest impact on students.

* A goal for.the project i1s computerized record-keeping.
. B . o
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o Time. Educators spent an average of 6.5 months involved in
ML across the 1982-83 school year. Teachers reported spending
an average of 42.57% of their school week on SITIP-related
activities when using ML. Interested educators in 13 disci-
plines were asked to develop and implement two to five units -
using ML (each lasting two to five weeks).* ML required
teachers to spend more time preparing students (e.g.,
grouping, pre-testing) and allowed slightly less time for
curriculum coverage. School administrators spent an average
of 19 days and central office staff an average of 50 days on
ML activities. School administrators and central office staff .-
reported that ML took about the same amount of time and energy

~as had similar previous projects. :

® Roles and Responsibilities. Central office staff spent the
most amount of time and energy (level of effort) on supporting
school implementation (4.00) and dissemination** (4.00) on a
scale from 0 {uone), to 5.00 (a gre: .z deal) and the least on -
materials development (2.67). School administrators spent the
most effort on supporting school implewentation (4.00) and the
least on conducting inservice (1.67),

Most of the training was done by school adminis;fators and
teachers. - (The coordinator of the ML project at the pilot .
high school does the majority of the training.) Some - teachers
also received training from developers, central office staff,
and MSDE. Interactive support received from the five role
groups involved in SITIP was perceived by educators as above
average. School administrators received the highest ratings
and developers the lowest. Teachers gave the lowest ratings
to all five groups. By the beginning of June 1983, informa-
tion had been received by all central office staff. At the
pilot site, school administrators and 75% of the teachers and
other faculty had received information. Also at the school
site, training had been received by about 50% of the teachers
and 25% of other faculty. About 25% of the teachers, and about
12% of other faculty, had received help.*** (Across the LEA,
a great deal more training has been done to support implemen-
tation of ML. However, that is separate from SITIP.)_

* One unit from each discipline is being reviewed and approved by a coor-
dinator at central office for use as a resource unit for staff development
purposes;, : : ' '

** The SITIP project is"part of the district's five year plan to implement ML
in all schools. School site staff have presented the project a. the
annual meeting of the American Educational Research Assoclation and in the
local media. The project is currently being considered for eligibility as

.a "promising educational practice." ‘ < )

*%% A ML workshop was designed and was approved by MSDE for inservice credit.
Fifty-three teachers have completed the workshop. '
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e Impact. ML has had an impact on training and on the school .
system, the educators, and the students involved. In the area
of training, 75% of the teachers reported understanding the
model and 17% felt they needed to learn more about the model.

System-wide impact of ML has been in terms of the develop-
ment of a training model for inservice eredit;_commitmént,

- cooperation, and sharing among educators; and policy decisions
such as a released teacher to coordinate‘the program and to
provide training.

-Central office staff felt that involvement with ML provided
them with an understanding of individual roles in a project.
“School administrators felt that ML enabled them to learn about
a new teaching strategy, made them more aware of the netessity

of planning, and resulted in better cooperation with staff.

Ratings of classroom level impact (e.g., ML 1s a worthwhile,
workable instructional model) were positive and were expressed
in relation to the use of a structured, consistent lesson
format with clearly specified objectives, fewer gaps in skill
development, and the second chance given to students to master
the material. )

Teachers Increased their knowledge of the components of effec-
tive teaching-and improved their skills in a new teaching
technique, in organization/planning, in the effective use of
time, in the components:of effective teaching, and in assessing
and addressing students' needs. Strengthened attitudes/
perceptions of.what students can accomplish, of the value of
specific components of effective teaching, and about teaching
in general were also seen as teacher impacts of ML.

Cognitive student impact was perceived to some degree by
educators, and evidenced in increased retention/mastery of
facts and skills and in test scores. Although student
achievement was not the. main thrust of the' project, on
criterion-referenced tests after first time_implementation of
ML, 95%Z of a random sample of classes scored within expected
norms (mastery is defined as 80% of the students achieving 80%
mastery). Galns are expected to increase with increased

" curriculum alignment and unit sequencing.*

» Affective student impact was perceived by educators in terms
of increased confidence and improved attitudes about learning
and school in general, and awareness of thelr own strengths
and weaknesses. Educators were less sure about ML impact on
behavior/discipline. In comparison: to national norms, ML
students perceilved higher levels of competitiveness, frictiom, -
and favoritism, and lower levels of difficulty, but in all
other LEI dimensions there.were relatively little differences
between ML scores and nationp} norms. .

* Currently no student experiences ML for a full course or semester for any
subject, so.cause-effect conclusions caunot be drawn systematically.
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® Participant Concerns. Baltimore City educat:~s expressed _

model—specific.concerns (e.g., ML is difficuic to use with EX
. some subjects/topics; it requires too much time/effort on

record-keeping and in general; and it reduces curriculum
coverage); and concerns related to the process of implemen-
tation (e.g., insufficient time for preparation, inflexible
LEA budget process, and unclear evaluation guidelines from
MSDE). : )

Changes/recommendations reported by implementers fell into the
areas of classroom implementation (e.g., \develop/use compu-
terized record-keeping systems or provide more clerical help),
implementation/preparation fe.g., increase prepardtion time,
increase the number of teachers involved in curriculum/unit -
development, and begin sequencing units), and expansion B
(increase the number of teachers, schools, students, and
subject areas). -

Factors influencing relative success included: (1) central office
interest and support; (2) involvement of the principal for planning and

leadership; (3) the dédicated and enthﬁsiastic leadership_and‘extensive

«

~— o

- support and training efforts of the teacher-coordinator; (4) adminlstrative

decision to release'that_coordinator from repular classroom responsibilities;

(5) the hard work ind continued involvement of the teachers. Overall, the
program at Forest Park involved teachers in many activities to contribute to-

,thgir”ppofessiqnal growth--appropriate since staff development was a major

<

project objective. However, that diversity acrosg’disciplines resulted in

many little pieces of work in a lot’of areas with no concentrated effort in

o -

any given subject. If impact is to be made on students, educators may need to

continue development of sequenced units for a complete course or semester in

<

those subjects most likely to prove rewarding,:,If impact on teachers'

<

indStructional expertise (knowledge 6f ML and related areas, skill in using the

ML model or appropriate components' in relation to student needs, eti,) ©° ‘§

Y ]

continues to be a primary objectiﬁe, educators may consider how to "keep

alive" positive “interest among teachers andfor expand--either the knowledge

e
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. /
base and level of expertise, or to other schools, It might aiso be useful for
/
project participants to clarify theLé understanding of the relationship

/
between the two goals of staff de:7lopment and student achievement, and the

appropriate.levels of effort to be contributed to each.

Baltimore County. Baltimord County has been impiementing ML for two
years using a lighthouse strategy. In September 19§2, Baltimore County

educators had "héped" to achieye three objectives (i.é,,iimproving teachers'

[

classroom competence, helping/teachers become better organlzed, and_imp:oGing

- f
time-on-task) and had "partly achieved" the remaining four objectives
y H

i { v

specified in Table 18 (with/the exception of improving student achievement’ in

other subjécts and improvi#g students' involvement in learning which were not

! .
considered as objectives),  In June 1983, three objectives (improving student
achievement in the basic Lkills, informing local educators about the model, .

and ensuring a match of;inst:pEEion, curriculum, and tests) had been

"achieved." The remaining four relevant objectives had been "partly

"achieved." The only objective which did not increase in status between

September 1982 and June 1983 was fraining educators to use the model, which

Y,

remained as "partly iFhieved'" In June 1983, an additional objective not

specified in Septemb?r has been achieved--evaluating the effectiveness of

"second g:heration training."

-® Scope and Intensity. After the first year of ML implementa-
tion (June 1982), ML was being implemented in one elementary
school witg three teachers and 80 students in/mathematics. As
of June 1983, three elementary schools, 13 teachers, and 325
students w%re involved in ML in mathematics. '

o Fidelity. /Baltimore County educators implemented L with a
high degree of fidelity. The three ML processes that were not
addressed’by all the teachers were the breakdown of objectives
into comp?nent skills, the testing of both higher and l@ygr},
order thinking skills, and record-keeping. The largest number.. ..
. of teachers reported that '"no fault'" formative and Summativel“~1\f .
_ testing ere the ML components ha. ing the greatest impact ‘om— :
students/

i . am . | TN
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® Time. Educators spent an- average of approximately 10 months
involved in SITIP across the 1982-83 school year. Teachers
reported spending an average of 507 of their school week on
SITIP-related activities. ML required teachers to spend more
time preparing students (e.g.,.grouping, pretesting) and
allowed less time for curriculum coverage.

School administrators spent an average of four. days and
central office staff* an average of 20 days on SITIP activi-
ties. Central office staff reported that SITIP took about the
same amount of time and energy, and school administrators felt
that SITIP took slightly less effort than similar previous
projects. S

® Roles and Responsibilities. Central office staff spent the
most amount of time and energy for ML on evaluation (4.00)**
and the least amount of effort on materials development
(1.50). School administrators did not spend any time on
inservice and little time on any of the remaining activities.
The most effort was spent on supporting scheol implementation
(2.00). , ' ‘

Most of the training was done by developers, MSDE, and central
office staff. The two pilot teachers were also given release
time to coach new teachers using ML.

Interactive support received from the five role groups
involved in SITIP was perceived by educators as average or
above with the exception of teachers' ratings of developers.
Teachers and central office received the highest ratings and
MSDE’apd developers the lowest.. Teachers gave the lowest
ratings except to MSDE where central office gtaff gave a lower
rating. By the beginning of June 1983, information had been
received by 50% of the school administrators and by 25% of all
other educators. Training had been received by 25% of the
central office staff and school administrators and by about
12% of the teachers and other faculty. No central office
staff and about 12% of the other educators in the district had
-received he p- : '

® Impact. ' ML has had an impact on training and on the school
system, che educators, and the students involved. 1In the -area
of training, all of the teachers reported understanding the
model and felt that .their teaching ability had improved as a
result of being involved in SITIP.

System-wide impact of ML has been in terms of increased
knowledge of the research on effective teaching, commitment.
cooperation, and sharing among educators, and policy decisions
such as releasing teachers to provide training and coaching.

&
2

* Central office staff Weré dlso involved with Student Team Learning.

** Level of effort was rated on a scale from 0 (none) to 5.00 (a great deal).
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Central office staff felt that involvement with ML provided
them with knowledge of-new training strategies and the oppor-
tunity to share ideas with other educators. School adminis-
trators felt that SITIP involvement enabled them to learn a
néew teaching strategy.

Ratings of classroom level impact (e.g., ML is a worthwhile, "
workable instructional model) were positive and were expressed .
in terms of the use of a structured, consistent lesson format
with clearly .specified objectives. _ ‘

Teachers increased their knowledge of the curriculum/program,
improved their skills in a new teaching technique and in
organization/planning, and strengthened their attitudes/
perceptions of teachers' confidence and self image, about
teaching in general, and of the value of specific components
of effective teaching.

Cognitive student impact was perceived by educators and
evidenced in test scores. On the Metropolitan Achievement
Test, ML schools showed larger gains from pre to post tests in
comparison to comparable non-ML schools, especially in .the
third grade scores. These galns exceeded normative predic-
tions. ' :

Affective student impact was perceived by educators in terms
of increased confidence and improved attitudes or awareness
about their learning responsibilities, about learning and
school in, general, about tests, and of their specific areas of
strength and weakness. Educators were less sure about the
effects that ML had on improving student behavior/discipline.

‘e Participant Concerns. Baltimore County educators expressed
model-specific concerns (e.g., it 1s difficult to find appro- °
priate enrichment activities, ML requires too much time/
effort, it holds back academically talented students).
Changes/recommendations reported by. implementers fell into the e
areas of implementation-- preparation (e.g., increase prepara-
tion time), involvement (e. g., compensate teachers for after
school training/planning), expansion (e. g., Increase number of
teachers, students, schools, subject areas; and before
expansion,. measure impact on student achievement), and
external assistance (e.g., MSDE should provide research
updates on school improvement),

Factors influencing relative success inclu&ed: 1) a stable cross-
hierarchical team with strong‘mutual réspect and sincerifykamong memhers; 2)
strong commitment, hard work, and professioﬁa}ism by teachers; 3) thoughtful
support from.ceﬁtrél office staff and school based administfators, with atten~

"tion to careful planning and data-based decision—méking. Initial implementa—

tion was relatively small-scale, with attention focused on one subJect area: -
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decisions to expand were based on proven ";bjective" value (séudent tegt
scores in;reased)aand on "subjective" value (teachers found ML useful for
' matﬁemétics in gra&es three and four). Baltimore County_hés successfully
applied SITIf processeé and is impl.ementing ML with a high degree of fidelity.< 
" In considering improvements, educators ﬁéy analyze test items to determine
Erequegéy‘gf dsé‘of’higher Ordgr cognitive skills,-and eitheruredesigﬁ
grouping procedureg or develop approprigte enrichment activities to satisfy

the needs of.academiéally talented students.

Carroll County. Carroll County has been implementing ML for one year

using a lighthouse strategy. By June 1983, all -but one of the nine objec~
tives specified in Table 18 were achieved for pilot teachers and students.
Improving student achievement in other subjects besides basic skills was

"hoped for." |

@ Scope and Intensfty._ After the first year of implementation ‘ﬁ
(June 1983}, ML was being implemented in one middle school by
two teachers with approximately 160 sixth graders in social
studies. The teachers developed and implemented one unit in
economics using ML. .

e Fideiity. The Carroll teachers implemented ML with a high
degree of fidelity. All ML components with the exception of
record-keeping were consistently addressed by both teachers.

@ Time., Educators spent an' average of eight months involved in
ML across the 1982-83 school year. Teachers reported spend-
ing an average of 3% of their school week across the entire
school year on SITIP-related activities. ML required teachers
to spend more -time preparing students (e.g., grouping, pre-
testing) and allowed less time for curriculum coverage.

Central office staff and school administrators spent an
average of 6.5 to 7 .days on SITIP activities. Central office
staff spent slightly less. time and energy on ML in comparison
to siwilar previous projects. :

|

/
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® Roles and Responsibilities. Central office staff spent the
least amount of time and energy on inservice and evaluation )
(1.00 .for each activity)* and the most amount of time on °
administration (3.00). School admi-istrators spent no time
on materials development and evaluation “and spent equal
amounts of time on supporting school implementation and |
dissemination (3.00 for each activity).

o The training was done by developers, MSDE, and central office
staff. Assistance was also provided by ML implementers in
Howard County. Interactive support.received from the five
role groups involved in SITIP was perceived by educators as
above average with the exception of central office staff who
rated developers as below average. Teachers and central
office staff received the highest ratings of support. By the
beginning of June 1983, at least 75% of the local educators
in all three role groups received information about MI,. Most
of the educators directly involved in the project (one school
had received training and help.

¢ Impact. ML has had an impact on training and on the pilot
school, the educators, and the students involved. In the
area of training, both pilot teachers reported understanding
the model and felt that their teaching ability had improved. .

School-wide impact of ML has been in terms of improved
teaching and learning in general and a "carry over" of ML
techniques to other subject areas.

Central office staff felt that involvement with STTIP made
them more aware of the importance of reteaching. School
administrators.felt that SITIP involvement enabled ‘them to
learn about a new teaching strategy.

Ratings of classroom level impact (e.g., ML is a .worthwhile,
workable instructional model) were positive and were expressed
in relation to the use of a structured lesson format with
specified objectives.

Teachers increased theilr knowledge of the curriculum/program,
of the components of effective teaching, and of the learning
process. -They improved their skills in a new teaching
technique, in organization/planning, and in curriculum
development. : -

Cognitive student impact was perceived to some degree in
Increased mastery/retention of facts and skills. On three
summative tests given during the implementation of the ML
unit, mastery levels were achieved (at least 80% of the
students achieved 80% correct answers).

°

* Level of effort (time and energy) was rated on a scale from 0 (none) to 5.00 .
(a great deal).. :
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Affective student impact was perceived by educators in terms
of enjoyment of the ML process. Educators were less sure
about whether ML had an impact on behavior/discipline. On
the Student Juestionnaire, scores Increased (pretest-posttest)
on recogaltion of differences between ML and non<ML classes,
enjoyment of lessons, ease of lessons, better grades, and
better lessons (slightly). -

e Participant Concerns. Carroll educators expressed model-
specific concerns (e.g., it is difficult to group students
for correctives/extensions; ML requires too much time; ML
could hold back academically talented students).

Changes/recommendations reported by implementers fell into the
areas of implementation--preparation (e.g., more preparation
time; increase the number of teachers involved in curriculum/
unit development), expansion (e.g., increase numbers of

' teachers, students, -schools, subject areas), and external
assistance (e.g., MDSE should provide more funds and encourage
more Inter-county networking). .o

Factors influencing the relative success of the project included: 1{
educators' willingness to learn from bther ML SITIP éites, and the willingness
of participants at those sites to share ideas and provide assistance (nét-
working); 2) actiQe support from the principal and central office superviéor,:
as demonstratéa in unit develapment actiﬁitiesf arrangements for site visits
to other ML LEAs, and érrangemgntq for release time for teachers to bé
involved in those activities; and 3) thé initial use of time for participants
to understand ML fully before deVeloﬁing materials or teaching units.- In
ordef to dgtermine’the'relative value of ML, educators may need to develop
eﬁough units for a class of students to experience ML for‘a complete coursé or
semeséer. In order -to share'ghe perceilved benefitg of the activifieé (e;g.,
curriculum development,‘pfofeséibﬁhl expeftise), educators may want to expand
the SITIP team or find ways of includiﬁg more teachers.. In general, Carroll
has progressed carefull&, seekiﬁg after quality of understanding of the model,
and application reflecting positive experiences of other sites. Fidelity_to_‘
SI?IF processes and to ML has been high and appears to have been effeétive er

this first year of implementation.
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Howard County, Howard County has been implementing ML for two vears

using a lighthouse Strategy. In September 1982, educators "hoped" to improve

student achievement in other subjectS-besides basie skills, and had "partly

achieved" the remaining eight 6bjéctiGes specified in Table 18. By June 1983,

Al

the eight '"partly achieved" objectives had been "achieved." The status of
improving student achievement in non-basic skills subjects remained unchanged.

o Scope and Intensity. -After the first year of implementation
(June 1982), ML was being implemented in one middle school by
two teachers in reading/language ‘arts and social studies. By
June 1983, nine teachers and 260 students_were using ML in
reading/language arts, mathematics, science, and social
studiess ’ "

1
i

e Fidelity, Hoﬁhrd\educators implem%g;ed ML with a high degree
of fidelity. The ML components least consistently addressed
were matching curricula to objectives and record-keeping.

All of the other components were consistently addressed by
the teachers. The Howard teachers felt that the "no fault"

. - formative and summative testing, the correctives and exten-—
sions, and the ML rationale that every student can succeed
were the aspects of ML having the greatest impact on
students.

o Time, Educators spent an average of nine months involved in
ML across the 1982-83 school year. Teachers reported spend-
ing an average of 75% of their school week on STTIP-related
activities, during periods when ML units were being imple-
mented. : :

ML required teachers to spend more tine preparingstudents
(e.g., grouping, pre~testing), but did not take a donger
amount of time for curriculum coverage. The school adminis-
trator spent an average of 25 days and the central office
staff respondent an average of seven days on ML activities.
The school administrator reported that ML took substantially
more time and energy while the central office person reported
substantially less time and effort spent on ML in comparison
to similar previous projects. (This reflects the status of
project leadership.)

® Roles and Responsibilities. The central office staff perso..
~ spent no time on materials development and the most amount of
time or dissemination (4.00)*.. The school administrators

T

* Level of effort (time and energy) was rated on a scale from 0 (none) to -
5.00 (a great deal). -
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spent the least amount of time on materials development (3.00)
and a great deal of time (5.00) on each of the remaining
activities specified. -

The teachers received most of their training from MSDE and

develdpers. By the beginning of June 1983, information,

training, and help had been received by about 25% of school
- administrators and teachers at the SITIP site.-

® Tmpact. ML has had an impact on training and on the school,
\ educators, and students involved. 1In the area of training,
\ teachers reported understanding the model.

School-wide imﬁact of ML has been in terms of release timei
A for planning, and teacher enthusiasm, withasome grass roots
: expansion to cther subject areas and teachers.

Central office staff and school administrators felt that
involvement with ML enabled them to learn about a new
teaching strategy.

Ratings of classroom level impact (e.g., ML 1s a worthwhile,
workable instructional model) were positive. Teachers : .
improved their skills in a new teaching® technique, in ’
organization/planning, and\in the components of effective

teaching. They strengtheneﬂ their attitudes/perceptions of

what students can accomplishiand about teaching.

Cognitive student impact was perceived by educators who said

that test scores increased. (For instance where 53% students. . ... .. ..

- had been;awarded“gradésWOf'"D"”ﬁf“"ﬁ"jubnly 20% received such °
grades in ML classes. Where students received "D" or "g" on
-formative tests, only 4% received: such grades in summative
tests.) o ; :

Affective student impact was peréeiVed by educators in terms
of enjoyment, improved attitudes or awareness about their

learning ability, about learning andischool in general, and
improved behavior/discipline. . :

® Participant Concerns. " Howard educators expressed model-
specific concerns (e.g., ML requires too much time/effort),
Changes/recommendations reported by implementers fell into .-
the areas of involVement (e.g., encourage teachers to inctE%se
knowledge and skills) and expansion (e.g., increase number of
teachersi'students, schools, and subject areas).

Féctsrs influencing the relative success oflthe Project include: 1)
iﬁplementstion.in the first yeaf was slow to stéét and participants shared
little with other ML LEAs; 2) there was some misénderstanding of rolss.and.
responsibilities; 3) clarification across hierarchical levels 'and of specific
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ML applications helped to focus.efforts; 4) some successes (especialiy'in
teacher teaming) were experienced, ackno&ledged; and shared (e.g., with |
Carroll visitors),'énd the project gained significéqce. Educators may needftgf
use ML for a Eompleteﬁcoufse'and then determine relatiQe cﬁst—effeptiveneSS
(since some'participants think ML takes too much time and effort), They may
also explore ways to capitalize on the posiﬁive lmpact and possibly iﬁclude
mora teachers. Their'netwcrking-activities appear to have been sucééssful,

and opportuﬁities t§ learn from and éhare with other LEAs should be taken. In
general, Howard appears to have a viable:prOject that still needs nurturing to
get it firmly in plaé;.

Worcester County. Worcester has been implementing ML for two years

using a lighthouse strategy. In September 1982, educators "hoped" to achieve
improved student achievement in other subjects besides basic skill areaé and

to inform local educators about the topic. "Partly achieved" objectives

included training educators to use the model, and improving time-on-task.

o .

The remaining four objectives specified in Table 18 wére."already-aéhievedi!{”

In June 1982, three objectives (improving student achievement in basic
skills, helping teachers become better organized, and improving students'
involvement in learning) decreased in status from "achieved" to "hoped for"
for the first objective and to "partly achieved" for the latter two
objectives. The remaining six objectivés did not change status from September
to June. (Relative achievement of objectives ma§ have remained the same or
decreased frOm.September to June since the same objectives may have been
addressed but with different classes of students.)
® Scope and Intensity. After the first year of implementation

(June 1982), ML was- being implémented in one elementary

school with five teachers and 100 students in mathematics.

By June 1983, four teachers and 75 students from the same

school were using ML in mathemati.s. (The reduction was due
to decreased enrollment.)
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o Fidelity. Worcester educators implemented ML with a high
degree of fidelity. The ML components least consistently
addressed by the teachers were the inclusion of higher and
lower order thinking skills on tests, and the "no fault"
formative test given for each unit. Teachers reported that
correctives and.extentions, gulded practica, and the ML
philosophy were the aspects of ML having the greatest impact
on students. ‘ . .

e Time. FREducators spent an average of 9.5 months involved in
SITIP across the 1982-83 school year. Teachers reported
spending an average of 14% of their school week on SITIP-

. related activities. ML required teachers to spend more time

. preparing students (e.g., grouping, pre~testing) and allowed
»less time for curriculum coverage than previously used
instructional methods,

School administrators spent an average of 17.5 days and
central office staff ap average of 15 days on SITIP-related
activities.* School administrators and central office staff
feI; that SITIP required slightly more time and energy than
had‘@imilaf previous prcjects.

® Roles and Responsibilitres. Central office staff and school
admin%strators for ML spent the least amount ‘of time and
energy on materials development (3.00 and 1.00, respectively)
and the most amount of time on administration (central '
officelr4.00) and evaluatior (school administrators--4.50).

The training was done by developers, MSDE, central office
staff, and school-based staff-~school administrators and
teachers\ Interactive support received from the five role
groups involved in SITIP was perceived by educators as average
and above¥ Teachers received the highest ratings and school
administrators the lowest. By the beginning of June 1983,

’ informati&n had been received by all central offi#ce staff and
school administrators and by 25% of the teachers. Tfaining
and help had been received by 25% of the teachers at the pilot

" site.

°

¢ Impact. ML has had an impact on training and on the system,
school, educators, and students involved. - In the area of
training, 57% of the teachers understood the model and 43%
felt they n§eded to learn more. All of the teachers felt
that their teaching ability has improved as a result of ML.

System~wide |impact on ML has been in terms of sharing among
educators. A cross-hierarchical steering committee was
formed. Members include teachers, the principal, two central
office staffl, a school board member, and a parent. The
chairperson is a‘school—based administrator (curriculum
coordinator)[ The «committee reviews project activities and

* Central office staff were also involved iﬁ_Studént Tear Learning.
. - { .
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results and submits requests and recommendations to the
central office. School-wide impact has been in terms of
teacher enthusiasm, concern for achievement, and the develop-
ment of simplified, sequenced objectives for .mathematics.
Teachers team for each grade level to develop daily, lesson
plans, and the principal-monitors implementation.

Central office staff felt that involvement with SITIP gave
them a better knowledge of available teaching techniques, -

while school administrators gained in respect for thos

educators using ML. . :

Ratings of classroom level impact (e.g., ML is a worthwhile,
workabie instructional model) were positive and were expressed
in terms of clear teacher expectations, less pressure on
students, and the opportunity to reiearn -- correctives and
extentions.

Teachers increased their knowledge of the curriculum/program
and of the components of effective teaching. They improved
their skills in a new teaching technique, in organization/
planning, in the components of effective teaching, and in
assessing and addressing student needs. Teachers also
strengthened attitudes/perceptions about teaching

Cognitive student impact was perceived by éducators and
evidenced in increased mastery/retention of facts and skills

and in test snrores. On unit summative tests, at least 97% of

the students using ML for the entire school year achieved
mastery at ihe 85%Z level, and on an end of the year compre-—
hensive test at least 977 of these students were achieving
mastery with an average. score of 96%. Pre and post test
scores on the CAT showed significant growth beyond normal
predictions, with significantly lower standard deviations.

Affective student impact was perceived by educators in terms
of enjoyment and improved attitudes, and awareness of their .
learning capability and of their strengths and weaknesses.

On the My Class Inventory, students answered as teacﬁérs pre-
dicted, with high levels of agreement with competitiveness °
and satisfaction, lower-levels-on difficulty, and uncertainty
about friction.

Participant Concerns. Warcester educators expressed model-
specific concerns (e.g., ML requires too much time/effort; ML

‘holds back academically talented students). Changes/recom—

mendations reported by implementers fell into the areas of
implementation~—~preparation (e.g., increase preparation time),
involvement (e.g., have only voluntary participation, compen-
sate teachers for after school planning/training), and:
expansion (e.g., increase the number of teachers, schools,
students, and subjects). '
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Factors influencing relative success included: 1) time required for
'planning, disagreement~among teachers, and perceived lack of\central office

support contributed ‘to. some teachers' reduction in commitment and reluctance

¥

to expand the\project; 2) increases in standardized test scores influenced
central office staff wish to- expand the project, but some teachers did not
agree w1th expansion without additional consistent support and assistance; 3)
some teachers felt overwhelmed by the work although an outside consultant was
hired to develop materials- 4) asslstance (by MSDE and local administrators)
was perceived as spotty-—a lot .all at once and then nothing at all . Within
the pilot school, a great deal of development work has been done and more is
planned for ML to spread up through the grade ]evels. Standardized test data
and the perceptions of educators indicate'a strong objective value of the
program. ‘Various strategies and development efforts (e.g., the "phasing in"
of third grade teachers, and the development of an efficient record—keeping
system) are providing support for teacliers. ‘Beyond the pilot school, there is
little evidence of planning for expansion. During the 1983-84 school pear,
educators may need to review their own experience and determine appropriate

strategies if expansion is to occur beyond the pilot school.

e

" Student Team Learning (STL)

o

L As stated in Chapter II, Student Tean Learning (STL) is a technique which

v
W

uses peer tutoring and team competition to facilitate student learning.

During 1981-82, eight LEAs (Baltinore County, Calvert, Charles, Montgomery,
Prince Geprge's, Queen Anne's, Washington,Aand Worcester) implemented STL. In
1982-83, one additional county (?orchester)ybecame involved in STL. This .

s

section describes the implementation. of STL including: planning, scope’and
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.
intensityvbf implementation; time spent on Implementing STL; roles andﬂ
) R

responsibilities of STL implementers; STL impact on school systems, individual

b

schools; educators, and students; and participanthconcerns.
Planning
The extent of involveéent of STL implementers in MSDE-organized
planningractivities during the 1981-82 school year is summarized below:
Overall, Baltimore, Queen Anne's, Washington, and Worcester
. counties were the only LEAs that involved. cross—hierarchical

teams in at least...two planning activities.... School
administrators were more heavily involved in...planning than T,

central office staff and teachers. Central office staff and X\
teachers were fairly equally involved in...plamnning. (Roberts : i
et al., 1982) ‘ . N,

For the 1982-83 school year, MSDE did not organize any group planning

act1vit1es but provided individual assistance in. preparing PFPPS proposals:
\. L

to the new LEA. Only one veteran STL LEA changed its original plans:
:Washington County modified its SITIP plans for 1982-83 so that the leadership
uroie would be assumed by the teacher center and the-project would‘be main—
tained at 1981;82 1evels (i.ei, the original. goal Eor scope and intensity

would not be achieved).

An analysis’of local plans for the 1982-83 school year identified LEA

objectives and the status of each at Ene beginning of ‘September 1982.%
Table 30 presents the objectives. In each case, the percent of LEAs that

o

"hoped for," "partly achieved;" or "already achieved" each objective is

<

indicated. As can be seen in Table 30, there were nine obJectives identified.

All nine were addressed to. some extent in the participating\LEAs. Informing

3

local educators about the model and training educators to use the model were

* New LEAs were not required to" submit information on status of objectives in.’
September 1982.

a
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Status-of LScal Objectives’, 19

14

Table 30

82-83: Student Team Learning

Local Objectives

Status

Pre-(Sept. 1982) *_Post-(June 1983)
Percent of LEAs Percent of LFAs
N 1% 2% | 3% N 1% [~ 2% | 3%
I, Tmprove student achievement 71 43| 57 0 6 | 0 | 67 | 33
(basic skills). N |
2. Improve student achievement b1 500 so ol ||l
- (other subjects)., | -
3._ Inform local educators about model. 8 25 62 | 13 7 O 43 C 57
4, Train educators to useumodel. | 8 25 | 50 | 25 | 8 0 | 62 | 38
5. Improve teachers' classroom 6 17 1 66 | 17 8. 0 ] 62 | 38
competence. ° : | '
6. Ensure match of instruction, 4 0 50 50 4 0 50 50
curriculum, and test(s). ’
7. Help teachers become better 3 33 67 0 7 0 86 14
organized,
8. Improve time-on-task, 2 50 | 50 0 5 0 | 60 1 40
9. Tuprove students' involvement in 7 343114 4] 7. 0129 | N
learning (motivation). '
10.  Other -- dissemination of STL. 1 - - - - - - -
11. Other ~- ‘evaluate usefulneés of - - - - 1 - I
STL as a teaching strategy. '

Hoped for .
Partly aclieved
Achieved

Wowooy

Note. Total number of LFAs equals 9,

206




i

‘the two objectives addressed by the largest number of countieb. Tmproving
;ime—on—t sk was the least addressed because it is not a component of STL.
QFive objectives were alreédy achieved by some of the LEAs as.of September
51982. The remaining four bbjectives were either "hoped for" or "partly'
:;achieved"“by \he.LEAs addressing those.objectives. One LEA specified an:

; i
{ additional obJective——dlssemination of STL.

: Scope aLd Intensity of Implementation
In| September 1982, nine counties were involved in STL. Dorchester was
just beginning its involvement. As can be seen in Table 31, in June 1982,

scope and intensity of implementation varied among the eight "veteran'" LEAs

from three teachers and 66 students in one junior high/middle school in one
county ko'ZI teachers and 1,500 stndentesactoss 16te1emenéary and secondary
school.f in another county. Across the;eight ﬂEAs; approximately 25 schools
, ; < :
and 10% teachers in a variety of subject areas were invbolved in STL.
Tqble 32 presents the scope and intensity of STL implementetion in June
1983.% Across the eight reporting LEAs, a variety of implementation

——-———=strategles were being used (lighthouse school--3; pilot district--7; capacity

<

building--3). 'Approximately'113 teachers in 42 elementary and éecondery
. schools were implemenping.STL.j_The majority of the LEAs were using STIL, invthe
basic subjects of reading/language arts, social studies, mathematics, and
science. Three LEAs tried_STL in additional subject areas.
The.percentage of schools in each reporting county implementing STI. as
.of June 1983 ranged from .6% in Montgomery County to 50% in Dorchester
Connty. Across the entire state, 3% of the schools were involved in STL at

the end of the 1982-83 school year.

* No data availlable for Prince George's Cuunty.
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- Table 31

¥

~ Scope and Intensity, June 1982: Student Team Learning

i . ¥ of # of t of
" '. LEA Strategy Schools Type Teachers Students |  Subject Areas
Baltinore County o N S T 7 250 | RIA, ¥, Sc, 5
Calvert 1S 1 I 3 66 | R/LA, 55
| /
(harles 18 oM 17 500 | R/LA, M, Sc, 58
Dorchester New District
‘| Montgomery s 1 J/M 8-9 250 | R/LA, M, Sc, 0
:-; . ‘ \
'.N . .
Prince George's B 16 |E M o2 1,500, | R/LA; Se
Queen Anre's B R n 500 | Wi, ¥, Sc, S8, 0
Vashingtn | 1| BIM| 300 | R/IA, S5, 0
Worcester B ! - 15 302 | R/14, ¥, Sc, S5, 0

Subject Areas: - R/lA=Reading, language artg -

M=Mathematics
Sc=Science

. 85=S0ocial Studies
0=0ther

E=Elementary school
J/M=Junior high/niddle
t=High school
~ 0=Other

Type:

Strategy: LS=Lighthouse

PD=Pilot district
DW=District wide

CB=Capacity building
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Teble 32

Scope and Intensity, June 1983: Student Team Léarning o

.. Hof | ¥ of Fof
'LEA - Strategy Schools Type Teachers | = Students Subject Areas
Baltimore Conty | p 2 E, I/ 9 25 | R/A, N, Se, 3
Calvert - LS | 3 B, JM 10 | -300 | R/1A, ¥, 88, 0
Charles BT 0 | BN 1 650¢% | R/LA, ¥, Sc, S8
| Dorchester M 1 B 8 7| ss
: ( ,
\\ " ' ) | -
Montgomery 1§ 1 I 10. ., 480 | R/LA, M, Sc
M ' ' |
O I
W ' .
| Prince George's No Data ‘
Queen Amne's (B 1 H 23 900 | R/1A, M, Sc, S8, 0
Washington B W lE M| 90 600 | R/LA, S8, 0
) T A,a o
Worcester CB bl B I ] 16+ 400 | R/tA, M, Sc, SS
¥ Pilot uiddle schoal only, 7 ’
| ..‘ ~ Subject Axggg:“R/LA=Reading, language arts.  Strategy: LS=Lighthouse school
210 ¥elathematics 0 PD=Pilot distriet
‘ Sc=Science ' ' | DN=District wide
§5=Social. Studies CB=Capacity building
. 0=Other I

.Iype: EeBlementary school

Jh=lunior-high/niddle . o | |
- HeHigh school . i L ;
o DeOther e o




Some changes occurred between June 1982 and June 1983, the most obvious
being the one new LEA. Dorchester decided Lo use a pilot district strategy in
seven elementary schools with eight teachers in social studies In general,
the scope and intensity of implementation increased in the seven "veteran"
LEAs between -June 1982 and June 1983 (no comparisons can be made for Prince
George's County), Nonedof the seven districts changedgitsvimplementation
strategy. Four LEAs increased in number of schools. There were increases in
the number of teachers implementing the model in six LEAs. The number of
students involYed increased in six LEAs. Subject areas were increased in one
LEA. | | | |

STL includes four strategies——STAD; TGT, Jigsaw, and TAI. None of the
teachers responding to the:General Survey (N=62) were using the new strategy,
TAI, during the 1982-83 school year. The largest percentage of survey respon~
dents (59 7%) were using. STAD, followed by TGT (45, 2/) and Tigsaw (24.22).

Scope and intensity of - 1mplementation also includes fidelity--the extent
to which teachers implement the modelyas designed. STL, as designed,.requires
the implementation of five components or processes which are listed in their
order of importance.

.lt Each team includes a‘mix of kinds.of students (on given criteria).

. 2. Materilals are available for peer tutoring, team practice, and '
.individual: and tournament quizzes,
3. Quiz/tournament scores relate . -to Individual and team achievement
4. Peer tutoring takes place a great deal.
= 5. Successes are publicized.

Of the 62 teachers responding to the General Survey, 33% carried out all
fiye components or processes. The process most consistently addressed (by 957%
of the teachers) was the most lmportant: each team includes a mix of kinds of °

students. The process least addressed (76%) was the th1rd most important:.

quiz/tournament scores relate to individual and team achievement. The
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remaining three components were addressé&d by at least 82% of the teaéhers.
Teachers 1indicated that the most imﬁortant components (in terms of {instruc-
tional value) were shared responsibility for and effort toward team success
and team recognitidn. While individual teaéhers at some sites maintained high
fidelity, in general, fidelity atross all the LEAs was not as high as
expectgd.

Time Spent on the Model

This section discusses the time spent on STL during the 1982-83 school
year. Time across'the school year is discussed first, followed by a
discussion of the time spent by teachers in frhe classroom and by school

administrators and central office staff.*

Across the school year. During 1981—82, the méjority of STL implementers

began using the model in Seﬁtember and dctober,1981 and continuéd using it
through Ma& 1982. However, a few teachers did not begin implementing tntil
April 1982, and in two cbunties G fgw teéchers had stoppéa implementiny STL as
early as February and March 1982.

| During the 1982-83 school year, implementeré across seven counties were
involved in SITIP for an average of 5 months. Implementers in all seven
districts were involved for at least 3 months. Queen Anne's and Montgomer;
counties had the‘lowestland Baltimore County had the highes@ averaggfnumber of
.months of involvement. Time allocaticns relate to the unifs'of instruction in
which STL is usea. In general, a given'class of students rarely participated
in STL for more than two units during the year (e.g., TGT in the féll for

[

mathematics, jigsaw in early spring for science).,

* This information is based primarily on the responses of a sample of imple-
menters who completed the General Survey. No survey data were available for
Prince George's and Washington czounties. o h
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In the classroom. The amount of time STL was used in the classroo;
during 1981-82 is summarized below:

Onée iﬁplementation began, the majority‘of‘the teachers (64%)

used STL up to 25% of the time and the rest of the teachers

used it from 26% to 50% of the time. Only one teacher used it

more than 50% of the time. Teachersuseemed to be tsing STL

occasionally for certain units or fofr certain toplcs within a

.unit. (Roberts et al., 1982) L '

Inwi982—83, the teachers responding to t%e General Sqrvey (N=42) indiqa—
ted that they spéﬁt an average of 21% of their-sdhool week on STL-rélated
acti?ities.ﬁ The primary activity for‘the majority of teachers was classroom
implementation. . However, some teachers also spent time on pianping‘;nd[or_
training. Elementar& teachers using STL in one or two subject areas spent an
average of 15% of their school week imﬁlementing STL. - Secondary teachers
using STL in their specific subjecf areas spent a iarger perceﬂtage (23%) of
their school weekfinvolved in STL. These time allocations rel%te to periods
. when a given unit |of instruction incorporated STL. ’

Tn geqeral;'ibcal educators indicated that STL required teachgrs to spend
more tige\prepariné étudents (e.g., grouping, pre-testing) and either
disagfeed or were ubsure about whethgr the cur}iculum could be covered in a

'qomparativeiycshortém amountnof time using STL. These 1982-83 ﬁindings were
éonsistént with the‘results_obtained during the 1981--82 school year.

Time spent by administrators.* Seventeen schovl administratbrs and

\ o :
central office staff across the seven LEAs providirg survey data spent an_ o

average of 9.5 days on SITIP. - The average number of days ranged from 26.5

in Worcester to two in Charles. 1In general, central office staff spent more

s

time on SITIP (17 days) than did school administrators (8 days).

i 0

* No data were available from Queen Anne's édunty, from central office staff
In Calvert, Dorchester, and Montgomery counties, or from school adminis
trators in Charles County. Central off.ce staff in Baltimore, Calvert,
Montgomery, and Worcester -counties were also involved with other models.
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Twenty-four central office staff and school administrators reported
ispending about the same amount of time and energy on SITIP as they had on
similar previous projects. However, central office staff in Calvert and
Dorchester counties and school administrators in Baltimore, Charles, and
WOrcester counties reported that "slightly more" to substantially more" time"
and energy had been spent on SITIP, while the school administrator from
Montgomery County réported fsubstantially less." The administrator from
Montgomery County reported spending the least amount of time and energy (1.00
on a scale from 1.00 "substantially less" to 5.00 "substantially more"), while
adm1nistrators from Balt1more and Worcester counties reported spending the
most amount of time (4. 00) These time allocations reflect the level of effort

of classroom implementation.

Roles and Responsibilities

The SITIP design encourages involvement of a cross-hilerarchical team,
including: 1) central office staff, e.g., supervisors in instruction or
coordinators of staff development; 2) school administrators, e.g., principals,
vice principals, or department heads; and 3) classroom teachers. This :-ection
describes the people involved, what they did, and their relationship to each
other from three perspectives: usual assigned roles, activities undertaken,

and interactive support.

Usual roles._ Teachers, school-based administrators, and central office

staff were all involved in STL. Of the nine central office staff responding
to the General Survey, two were in staff development, three were in instruc-
tion, one was in research and evaluation, and one was in "another" area. Two

had multiple responsibilities. Of the 16 school administrators responding

to the survey, ten were principalS (seven elementary, two junior high/middle,
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and one no grade ievel indicated) and six were vice principals (three elemen-

: | 4
_tary, two junior high/middle, and o1e no grade level indicated). 1In general,

STL implementation was carried out about equally b& elementary. and secgndary

\ o _ .
teachers. /
: /

Activities and levels of effort. On the General Survey, six activity

/

areas were identified and central office staff and school administrators from

i

those LEAs{resanding to the survey were asked to indicate level of effort

\ , N
(ti~2 =ad energy) spent on each (with responses ranging from 0. "none" to 5 "j

great deald).f The éreas of activity were: 1) administration (including
planning anh ﬁudget); 2) devélopment of materialg; 3) designing and/or
condﬁcting ;qgervice; 4) supporting schoél implementation (e.g., problem-
solving, suéglying ﬁateri#is, etc.)g 5) disééﬁination; and 6) evaluation,.
(Mean rating; are presented in Table 33.) »

. The level of effort spent by central office staff and school adminis-

\

tratofs on each activity during Fhé first year of implementation (1981-82) ig
. .‘\ - N
summarized below.

Most.effort was spent by central office staff and school
administrators on providing support to school staff, followed
by administration, and least effort was spent on materials
develo?ment. Some specific points include:

¢ In the three capacity-building and one of the pllot/district

*  LEAs,, school administrators spent little effort on adminis-—
tration but their central office staff spent much more.

e Only four respondents (three of whom were central office
staffﬁ&spent much effort on materials development (a high
need for STL). \' .

" Inservice effort was low for about half the respondents in N
each roie group. R )

® Support\was fairly high for all respondents, with the excep-

tions of| school adminiéprators in two counties (Washingtpn -
and Worcester) and two central office staff in Prince
George's N\

) Dissemin%tion anqmevaluagion efforts were higher for central
office staff than fqr'sch@ql staff, with Washington very low
in both. | (Roberts et al.,"k982) o .

\ -
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Table 33

. \ :
Level of Effort: Student Team Learning, 1982-83
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As can be seen in Table 33;.during‘the 1582-83 school year school.
administrators and central office staff combined spent the ieast amount of
time on the development of materials (1.625 and the:most time on supporting
school implementation (3.04). ;Eentral office staff reported spending more
time on all—areas than did school administrators. Most central office effort
was given to administration followed by supporting school implementation and
dissemination. School administrators spent most of thelr time on supporting
school implementation followed by dissemination. )

Individual county responses indicated that there vas some level of effort
committed to each activity across all of the LEAs. _Thebgreatest amount of
effort was glven to: . administration in two counties (Montgomerv and -
Worcester), materials development in no counties (received least effort in
four counties); designing and/or conducting inservices 1in one county
(Charles); supporting school implementation in tvo counties (Baltimoré County
and Dorchester); dissemination in two counties (Calvert and Charles); and
evaluation in no counties. STL units can only oe taught if appropriate
materials are“available. The lack of investment.in materials development'
suggests that teachers (in 198?—83) usedﬂmaterials developed earlier:(some by

the develcper, and some'exchanged among teachers or LEAs).

Interactive support. Teachers implementing STL could receive training/

information from four sources: developers, MSDE, central office staff, and

school-based staff -(school administrators and tezchers). The largest

percentage of teachers responding to the survey (N—61) received information

&

andptraining from school administrators~and teachers (62%). ‘The lowest

! . \ .
percentage (25%) received training from developers.

£
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All counties received some training from MSDE and STL developers. Also

 teachers in Baltimore County received their trainingofrom other teachers; the
majority of teachers from.Charles (81%) and Worcester (67%) counties received

their training from ‘school administrators and teachers; and in Queen Anne's,

fj’>67Z of teachers were trained by one or mofe of the local role groups.
+

Qurvey respondents were asked to rate the support-received-from teachers,

principals, central office staff, MSDE, and developers (from 1.00: very poor,
i

to 5.00: excellent). Ratings of interactive support from the 1982 surve} are
summarized below:

...for STL, central office staff were generally the most
positive in their assessment (average rating of 4.23). School
administrators were also positive in theilr ratings of support
from the three role groups- (average rating of 4.14). Teachers
_were, In general, less positive (average rating of 3.56) in
their ratings. Central office staff and school administrators
gave the highest rating of support to teachers; teachers gave
their highest rating to school adminlstrators. (Roberts

et . al., 1982) "

v oL

As shown in Table 34, respondents of .the 1983 survey* rated the inter-
active support received from all five role groups as above average, indicating

*

that each role group was perceilved positively by other educators involved in
STL in terms of providihg inforhation, help, and general suppertf Developers.
reeeived the lowest, and.teachers and school admihistrators the highest
fatings of support. Centrai office staff gave the highest ratings while
teachers tended to be "the leaﬂt positive in their assessments.

The mean ratings given to the five role groups by the survey respondents
in each of the individual countiee were all 3.00 (average) and. above except in -

Montgomery County where the school admirtistrator and teachers rateu central

office staff below average (1.00 and 2.L :: nactively).

«

* No data were available from central office staff and school administrators
in Queen Anne's County. :
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Table 34 e

hmwﬂmsMSwmﬁRmﬁ%m Student Team Learning, 1982-8

- -~ School Central a
Respondents N [Teachers Administrapors Office Staff| MSDE | Developers
;,~ — .
Central 0ffice 9 | 4.62 4,50 4,37 4,44 4,00
School Administrators 7| &9 6,00 62 | L] 3%
Teachers R 60 | .09 6,10 36 [ A e
Total % | L2 | 4 8| am

Mean ratings range from a loy of 1,00 (very poor) to a high of 5,00 (excellent).
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ImEact

This section discusses STL impact on training and on school systems,
individual séhools, central office staffs, school administrators, teacheré,
and stﬁdents.

Training. MSbE TAs held three follow-up training.sessions for.those
counties implementing STL. The first session was a combined follow-up held in
the fall of 1982 at MSDE with participants'implemenging AT and TV. Approxi—
métély 18 STL participants were present. During this joint follow-up, the
1982783 evaiuation desigh was reviewed by RBS, and participants met in small
model—specific groups to review plans and to share needs ana cdncerns. The
second session was hosted by the pilot school.in Charles'County,_é;d the third
follow-up training session‘was.hosted py schools iﬁ Queen Anne's and Worcester
counties. Each of the latﬁg>\gzglsessiops consiéted of classroom observations
of STL, presentétions by the STL developer, and LEA project updates. 1In the
spring session, a presentation on planned change was made by RBS staff.

] STL participént evaluaﬁions'of'folldw—ups (e.g., clarity, relevancy, and -
accomplisﬁment of objectivgs, support from MSDE) ;ére pésitive, the mean
responses ranging from 3.69 to 4.76 on a scale fromll.OO (le;st pogitive) to
5.00 (most positive). ;The majority of.the STL participants:congidered the
evaluation overview as the best part of the firsf session, aﬁa the classroom
observations were the most popuiar part of‘the other sessions. The néédé
expressed for future TA acﬁivities.by the STL participants were varied,

,including requests for hélb in evaluétion{ dissemination, planning,~and

training. ~




°

Teachers received information and training from a variety o{ sources, hut
mostly from school’ administrators and teachers.- The largest proportion of the
teachers indicated that they understood the model (80%) and that their
teaching ability had improved as a reéult'of their involvement with STL (50%).
.%wenty—seven percent felt that'tpeir teaching ability had not changed.

As mentioned Previously, accurate implementation of the STL model
involves five components. Thirty-three percent of the survey respondents
indicated that theay carried out all six components, and no component was
addressed by less than 76% of the teachers. The remaining components were
addreseed by at least 82% of the teachers. This degree of fidelity was not as

high as expected,

School syétems. The impact of an innovation on a school system involves
changes in.practice-or pelicy that.affect or could affect more than a single
school or single greua ef educators. Systemic impact included:

¢ new teaching technique, (2 LEAe)

® teacher enthusiasm (1 LEA) | . ' R

® renewed confidence in county (1 LEA) )

® shared experiences with other scﬁools (1 LEA)

These resulta, while positive, do not indicate strong or lasting systeaié
changes. STL does not appear to have had an impact'en district level policy
'or.practice. This was probably inflaenced by the implementation strategies -
Iused and by the mddel; which 1s lafgely'pegeeived as classroom contained..

Central office Staff. STL impacted on central office staff in two ways

" .-- awareness of a new teaching technique 3 LEAs), and awareness of how well

students can work together (1 LEA). Neither impact gives any corfidence that

there were changes in skill or behavidr by individual central office staff.
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- Schools. The impacg of an innovation on a single school involved only
2cho0.8 / . :

/

thoge educators within that school. STL impact on single schools included:
e teacher and student interest/enthusiasm (4 LEAs), new
teaching technique (3 LEAs}, cooperation between students
- and teachers (2 LEAs) . .
“o time to develop curriéulumi(l'LEA)
® cooperation between educatorsﬁtoward a comﬁon goal (2 LEAs),
effective, inexpensive, easy to use and to train teachers to
use, (2 LEAs), networking among schools (1 LEA)

e recognition (3 LEAs)

_The first group of results focuses on the model's impact on teachers
and students and reflects the nature of STL's emphasis on cooperation. The
-second item and third gfgﬁb of results focus on the Process of implementation
and iIs influenced by the SITIP design and by TA activities. "Recognition"
rfflects local and state acknowledge, publicity, and opportunity to network

wifh‘o;héts‘in SfTiP, and;is influenced by MSDE initiatives and communication

procedures.

School administrators. School administratoré felt gﬁat their involvement
in STL eﬁabled them to learn about avnew teaching technique (3 LEAs), to sharg
ideés'with other professionals (1 LEA), to become more aware of how well

'.students.can work tégether (1 LEA), and to become more involved with students
‘(i_LEA)} Two responses indicate increased knowledge, and two (sharing id;as

with professionals and bécoming involved with students) are more Behaviorél.

/ cHowever, none are.particularly strong, 'suggesting again that STL ié class-

room centered.

—

' f
Classrooms and teachers. Impact on teachers fell into eight categories

1 i

under the thiee general areas of: (1) increased knowledge, (2) improved
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skills, and (3) strengthened attitudes/perceptions. (See‘Table 35.) In addi-
tion, survey respondents assessed relative instructional value and impact on
teachers in sﬁx areas, on a five—point Likert scale. (See Table 36.)

Improved skills in a new teaching technique was the teacher impact
category reported by all role groups across the largést.number-of LEAs. As
can be seen in Table 35, survey respondénts generally indicated that STL was a
‘gorthnhile, workable model, with mean.responses ranging_from 4,18 to 4.43 (on
a scale from 1,00 least positive, to 5.00 most positive). They also believed
that teachers enjoyed STL znd increased their knowledge“and skills (mean
responses ranged from 4.06 to 4f17)' However, these responses werebnot'as
high as the responses given for classroom impact. Teachers were consistently
. lower than the other role groups in their ratings of teacher impact and
instructional value. |

Students. The impactsiof STL on students fell into 13 categories under.‘
the'three general areas of :- (1) improved attitudes'or:awareness, (2
increased achievement, and (3) benefits from better Instructions: (See
Table 37.) Also, LEAs were asked to submit data summaries of cognitive and
affective measures assessing STL‘s impact in terms of student achievement -and
attitudes. The results of these measures are also summarized in this section.
| Improved‘attltudes about learning and school (e 8o increased interest,
cooperation, involvement, enthusiasm, motivation) was the most commonly
reported category of student impact across all three’r’Ie groups As can bJ\
seen in Table 36, survey respondents generally felt that student% enjoyed STL
(4 37), that they were learning and .achieving more (3, 60 and 3.76, respec-*
tively), and that their behavior was somewhat better/less disruptive (3.57 and

3.65, respectively) Teachers tended to be lower in the1r ratings of student

impact than other educators.
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Table 35

Impact on Teachers as Reported by Each Role Group:-
Student Team Learning, 1982-83

- Role Groups
(Reported in No. of LEAs;

N=9) " .~

Impact on Teachers ' ‘ » Cb SA ~ T

As a result of STL teachers have: . : g

" Increased knowledge

-~ about teaching and learning through staff. v 0 1 2
development/observation. .

Improved skills .

= in a new teaching technique. 3 5

- in classroom management/organization,
planning

—in use of peer teaching

~ in working with students (e.g., motivation).

— in assessing student progress/needs.

~

NO OO
N O =W
S0

Strengthened attitudes/perceptions A ¢

~ of how well students can work together. . 0 2 4

" — about teaching (e.g., involvement, coopera- 2 6
tion, sharing, satisfaction, recognition,
and self esteem). '

CO=Central Office; SA=School Administrators; T=Tquhers

2
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Table 36

Instructional"Impact as Perceived by
Survey Respondents: Student Team Learning, 1982-83

RoleNGrouij
’ _ 4 : CcO SA T |} Total

Impact on Instruction . N=9 N=17 | N=63 N=89
Instructional Value

Works in classroom, - : 4.67 4,75 4,30 4.42

Is worth the work it takes. - o 4.33 | 435 | 4.11| 4.18

Is a worthwhile teaching approach. 4,67 4,76 4,30 4.43
Impact on Teachers

Teachers enjoy it,. : : | 4.33 4.44 4.08) 4,17
" Teachers have increased knowledge. : 4,44 4,37 4.03 4.14

Teachers have increased skills.' 4.44 4.50 3.89 4.06
Impact on Students

Students enjoy it. 4.67 | 4.715 | 4.23] 4.37

Students are less disruptive. 3.89 4,25 3.46 3.65

Students' achievement has increased. - 3.50 3.94 3.75 3.7

Students are learning more. 3.56 4.00 3.51 3.60

‘Students' general behavior ig better. 3.78 3.00 3.44 3.57
Time

Teachers épend more time preparing students. 3.78 | 3.56 4.05 3.93

Teachers cover curriculum in less time. . 2.56 2.81 2,49 2.56

Mean ratings range from 1.00 (strongly disagree) .to 5.00 (strongly agree).
CO=Central Office;. SA=School Administrators; T=Teachers. :
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= . ~ © Table 37

Impact on Students as Reported by Each Role Group:
Student Team Learning, 1982-83

Roie‘Groups‘
(Reported in No. of
‘LEAs; N=9)

Impact on Students " co sa | T

K]

As a result of STL, students have:

Improved attitudes or awareness

— about their learning ability (e.g., increased
°  confidence, higher expectations, success). 1 1 2

- abdut léarning~and\sghggl\£g.g., incréaéed

interest, ccoperation, involvemert, enthusiasm, :
* motivation). . 6 7 8

Increased achievement

= in retention. of information. 2 2 3
= in grades. ° 3 3 w4
- in test scores. 2 3 4
-~ in general. 0 1 2
—- especially for under achievers/lower ability, 0 0 2
Benefitted from better instruction which provides
- variety. ) 1 1 1
’ ~ peer tutoring/working in groups. 1 0 -y 3
- competitior. : 0 0 1
-~ more comp:iete instruction. 0 0 1
- recogni’ion of success. 1 1 1
- opportunity to advance. 0 0 1

CO=Central Office; SA=School Administrators;® T=Teachers

<
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Affective measures of student impact were submitted by four of the nine

1LEFAs (see Tables 38 and 39).* Baltimore, Dorchester, and Worcester counties

administered the Student Questionnaire to students at the end of the rmplemen—

tation period as a posttest. The questionnaire consists of seven questions

or dimensions (i.e., recognition of differences, understanding of leSson,
enJoyment of lesson, ease of lesson, learning of lesson, better grades, better
lessons). Respondents answer using a f1ve—point scale ranging from 1.00 (not
at all) to 5.00 (yes a lot). The higher the score, the higher the agreement
with the d1mension being measured There are elementary and secondary -
versions of the questionnaire.

El

As can be seen in Table 38, mean responses averaged across the three LEAs

o

ranged from a low of 3. 78 (better grades) to a high of 4 65 (understanding of
1eqson) An examination of results'within the three LEAs indicated that all
mean responses-in Worcester County were between 4.03 and 5.00, inclusive.
Mean responses in Baltimore and Dorchester counties.were somewhat lower,
ranging from 3.67 to 4 74'

v

Charles County adminis:ered the Learning Environment Inventory (LEI) to

100 students (50 STL and 50 control students) at Henson M1ddle School at the
end of the implementatiOn period (post). The LEI containg 105 items measuring
15 dimensions. Eight dimensions were relevant for assessing model impact on

student attitudes. Each 1s defined below:

‘® Competitiveness--Students compete to see who can do the best work.

o,fSatisfaction—-Studgnts enjoy their class work.

‘o ”Difficultz——The work of the class is difficult.

\
* Montgomery, Prince George's, Queen Anne s, and Washington counties did not
provid: affective data. Calvert County submltted a brief report summarizing
teachers' perceptions of student attitudes,
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Student Attitudes

Table J8

[\

mmMWMMmMMSNMMMMmm%J%MT*

]

W

Yean responses range frog 100" (not t al1) to 5,00
-~ Uiuension meagured,

ITZ

LEs™ | Baltinore County - ﬁoﬁiﬁestéimE;;ﬁzf __|Worcester County mﬂE;E;ii“b_“h
- Gr,3-Post 16r,5-8-Post [6r 1-Post [or. &n -Rost |G, I-Post 1Gr, )-Post 1
Dinensions U IS 0 A NSRRI LN O I B
L. Recognition of differences, | 27 14,04 16;} 3,80 (18 | 4.68] 595 | 436 | 35 451 1715,00 |02 |4.34
L. Understanding of legson, 1 4,99 167 \\4,60 182 | 4.68] 644 4,66 EREFIRY LI (1070 (665
3. Enjoyment of lesson, 20459 183 Z,az 168 | 4.3Lf 625 l4.52 35 GA3J 174,76 {1055 | bd5 |
4 Base of legson, 20 | 4.44] 167 4}Q4 9 (3920503 | 3,68 | 35 14,03 17]476 908 i 3.84
5, Lé%rning of lesson, 044 ,3.9;\174 G830 5861 420 | 3 4.561 17 4.65‘ 1013 4.2
6 Bettar grades. 2 'l4.07 172 3,70 \iSZ 3951 497 | 3.6 B[ 4R[4T0 900 (3.8
11 Better lessons., 0 L& L4 léi\ 4100393 | 4,30 [ 35 |47 T4 1004 4.56
|

(yes a lot), The higher the score, the higher the apreement with the
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® Friction--There are tensions amoung certain groups of students that
tend to interfere with class activities >
i i '
* Disorganization——The class.is disorganized .

° Apathz——Failure of the class would mean little to individual
members.

® Favoritism--Certain students are favored more than the rest.

e Environment--The books and _equipment ‘students need or want are
easily available to them in the classroom.

Students responded to items using a four—point scale ranging from 1.00
(strongly disagree) ‘to 4.00 (strongly agree). The higher the score, the
higher the agreement with the dimension being measured. High agreement is
desirable for satisfaction and environment; for all other dimensions (except
competitiveness)'1ov'scores are desirable. Competition may or mav not be
considered desirable depending on the philosophy of the school. As can be
seen in Table 39, mean responses ‘for STL students ranged from 2.21
(favoritism) to 2.82 (environment) Mean responses for control students
ranged from 2 48 (satisfaction and diqorganization) to 2,80 (environment)

A comparison of Charles County responses ‘'with the national test norms of

-satisfaction‘and environment, where high agreement (higher scores) 1s .

N desirable, revealed that both STL'and control'responses were higher than test
norms. Mean STL responses were found to be slightly higher than control
responses on these dimensions. Of.the remaining‘dimensions (except competi-
tiveness) where lower scores are desirable, mean.responses were lower than
national norms for both STL and control students on difficulty and apathy. On

Mapathy," the STL mean response was lower than the control mean ‘response. On
difficulty, the control mean response was slightly lower than the SIL mean
response. On friction, disorganization, and favoritism, however, STL and

. control mean scores were higher than the national norms. On ali three of

231
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Table. 39

Student Attitudes (Learning Environment Inventory):
Student Team Learning, 1982-83

Mean Scores for Charles County

_ Populations ;National
Test Norms STL Control
Dimenéions* : L X X X
N=50 N=50
1. Competitiveness . 2.43 - 2,58 1 2,51
2. satisfaction 2.40 ) 2.56 | 2.48
3. Difficulty ) . 2;67 2.55 - 2.51
4. Friction 1 2.40 2.66 | _\ 2.74
5. Disorganiza;ion 2.35 ‘ 2.37 ¢ 2.48
6. Apathy o256 | 247 2.51
7. Favoritisg o | 2.63' e 2.21 2.54
b, Environmeht 2,40 : 2.82 - 2.80

LEI - Mean responses ranged from'1.00 (strongly-disagree) to 4.00 (strongly
agree). The higher the score, the higher the agreement with the dimension
measured. . ' . v _
Test norms were based on 1048 subjects in 65 classes in a Variety of subjec:
areas during 1969. . s »

" * Higher scores are desirable for satisfaction and environment; for all"
other dimensions except competitiveness, low scores are desirable.
Competitiveness may or may not be considered desirable depending upon the

philosophy of the school.



these dimensions, STL mean scores were lower than control mean scores. These
results indicate that STL appears t0’héve had a positi@é affective impact on
st&dentsal J |

Calvert County, which did not submit any of the standardized éffective
measures of student impact, did return a s;mmary“statement compiled by two
teacheps using tﬁe STL strategy at one middle séﬂool. Their repoft éopcluded,
"As a result of the Student Team Learning sé;ategy, an increase was shown in
studentf..behavior“and self-esteem.”

Cognitive measures of student impact were submitted by three out of the

nine LEAs impleﬁenting Student Team Learning: Charles,. Dorchester, and
Montgomery counties,.* .
4Charles Coﬁnty reported studeﬁﬁ’grades on teacher-made cfiterioq—.
referenced.tests in the following subject areas: math, SEienge, language
afts, and socilal .studies. These tests evaluated student achievement after -
ccmpletion of a two to f;Qe week unit of study in the specified'subject a;ea.
Table 40 reports percentages of students with grades of "C"‘or above for:
students exposed to the STI technique (gxpérimental éfoup) as well as stuéents
~in‘non—STL (control group) classes..‘In fivé out of eight STL CIésses,ra-
higher.perﬁentage of‘STL students earned grades.of "Cf and above than the

o

-percentage of students in non-STL classes. - Of special interest is the fact

that below average STL students consistently demonstrated higher grades than

below averége or average non-STL. students. This provides additional support
» ; . , _
for the notion that ‘STL is particularly effective for below average students.

L4

* While CAT scores for the STL students in Montgomery Village Jr. High for
October 1982 were submitted by Montgomery County, they are not discussed

~here’ since no related data (e.g., post scores, trend analysis) were
provided. ' ’ :
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P Table 40

| . Grades on Criterion-Referenced Tests:
J Charles County, Student Team Learning, 1982-83

f ' | "C" and Above Below "'C"
D : : e " %
I* |6th Grade Math -
f STL- (Avg.) : 7Q 30
; Control (Avg.) 72 28
| l6th Grade Math ,
i STL (Avg.-) 92 8
/ - Control (Avg.-) ' 82 _ 18
i 8th Grade Math . _
STL (Avg.-) 92 « 8
Control (Avg.) 71 29
8th Grade Math : ,
STL - - (Avg.-) .85 15
Control (Avg.) - ° 83 17
7th Grade Science , -
STL (Mix) .73 $27
Control (Mix) _ 79 - 21
8th Grade Language Arts
STL . (Avg.) 97 . 3
Control (Avg.+) 100 0
- ... |6th Grade Social Studies : . :
STL . (Mix) : . 89 11
Control (Mix). 81 19
6th Grade Social Studies ‘
. STL (Avg.) 100 0
Control (Avg.) R 80 20

[

Student Ability Grouping

‘Avg.+ = Above average AVg.=‘Average
‘Avg.—~ = Below average Mix = Heterogenous
2
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Dorchester County also reported student grades on a teacher-made

criterian—referenced social studies test. Two fifth grade classes were pre-

and posttested on the teacher made test. One class was exposed to the STI

Jigsaw approach (experimental) for one month at the end of the year. The

other class was provided instruction in a regular teacher directed manner
Q .

(control). Table 41 presents the percentage of students scoring "c" or

above on each of the tests.

t
{ 4

. Table_41

Grades on a Criterion-Referenced Test: Dorchester County,
~ Student Team Learning, 1982-83

o STL class ) Control class
‘ a Z "C" or above " Z "C" or above .
Pretest - 47% C42%
Posttest | - 907 69% .
I4

. The results presented in the table ébove indicate that-botg classes w
fairly equal at the time of the pretest.‘~Howe§erg at;the time of thé post
test, 90Z of the STL students scored "C" or better’compared with only 69%
the control class studénts;’ STL students earned higher gfédes than studen
instrqiiéd in the regular teacher directed manner.

- Direct "cause and effect” claims for STL impact on student‘achievemen
carmot be made on the basisbof the above data o; on‘thestest dgsigns used.

However, for two of the LEAs reporting cognitive data, many students have

mastered the material and this can be attributed in part to STL.

s
)
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Participant Concerns

Chart 6 lists the concerns reported by STL implementers.' All of the
concerns were model specific and were related to the amount Of time required,
the scoring system, the model's effectiveneso with different kinds of
students, discipline, and the availability of materials. The largest number
of LEAs reported time concerns. . . o : c

Chart 7 lists the recommendatiohs[solutions reported by STL imﬁlementers.
These recommendations were divided 1ntc %our'general areas: Implementation/
preparation, involvement, expansion, and external assistance. The largest
number of LEAs made recommendations in the areas cf implementation/areparat;on
.and eXpansion:‘ Very faw of the recommendatiohs were solutions for the
concerns stated. Six out of-the nine STL LEAs recommehded expansion eveﬁ
though educators within those LEAs expressed‘concerns about the model.

Summary and Conclusions

In the preceding pages each research question or issue has been addressed
dand the findings have been discussed across LEAs. " Here, some general conclu-

sions across issues and LEAs are reviewed. Then; activities are summarized

: v
for each LEA.* . lﬂ? : 0

It is apparent that STL is perceived as a classroom—focused teaching
strategy that ihdivfdual teachers can ‘implement ea31ly once they have received

training and have obtained or deVeloped suitable materials. "Successful"

teachers, familiar with their courses, students, and the STL strategies, used

* Levels of information vary because some LEAs provided more documentat:on
or other evidence of model implementatio
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Chart 6

 Concerns/Problens Reporied: Student Tean Learning, 1982-83

. v

Requires tog much time/effort -~ plqnning/pfepara;iqn/scpring (4)
 Requires toq much time/energy -~ in general (3) -

[Requires too much péperwork (2) f

Don't Like scoring systen -- bumpingﬁ (16T), improvement Point systen (STAD) (2)
Difficulty in neasuring achievement ([) : -

Holds back gcadenically talented (2)
Weaker Students, depend on stronger ones (1)

Hard for remedia] students to stdy on task (1) | | o ‘
How to handle absentees (1) . o , | :

’Discipline = tendency to "goof off",\less teacher control, increased noise Jevels (2)

‘ .

-Availability of material correlated to county curriculun (1)

* Pigur;es.in, parenthésiS'indicate the number of LEAs makiqg a givenvstatement.

4 !
!
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Chart 7.

°

RecommendationsYSolutions: Student Team Learning, 1982-83#

Implementation/preparation

A

Allow more time for classroom observations (1)
Provide. bulletin boards for publicizing team scores ¢))
Provide more workshops on unit development (1) :

‘ provide more opportunity for unit preparation (1)
\| -Reduce burden on teachers (2) )

\ N

Use earlier in year (1) : _
" Make research results available to educators vefore implementation (1)

Iﬁvolvement

—_— ﬁ .
. An

Have only voluntary participation (2) .

Enéqurage teachers to increase their knowledge and skills (1)

_\Eannstn §; ’
A %

Use byxall f%structors 1)
Increase:numbers involved (5) _
District provision of follow-up assistance (1)

-External assistance

MSDE should :gdevelop materials'for business education (1)
- provide continued support (1) . o .
- prpvide more funding for materials and dissemination (l)

* Figures in parenthesis indicate the number of LEAs making a given statement.
N A " .

=]
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By

.one or two units with high: fidelity (quality rather than quantity of imp]emen—
tation) Its subjective value was high teachers liked using at least. one of_
the three approaches offered, and administrators approved of teachers having
access to a model like SIL.

Impact was made on student achievement in specific units of instruction

where teachers had suitable materials and paid attention to imp]ementing all
I

relevant components faithfully. Casual grouping offstudents or use of STL for
units that did not readily 7ht STL guidelines result in little impact differ—
ence from "regular" instruction. HOWever, student attitudes about the
lessons, their self—esteem; and willingness to work with others increased
. during implementation of/STL | o K
Impact was made on teachers' knowledge (of strategies) through training,

land &n skills and attitudes through trial implementation. Early successes
encouraged further use (of a given unit or set of materials). .However, most
teachers using STL properly did so for only one or two units a year—-partly
because of the demands of pretesting for grouping and’ partly because suitable
materials were not available for more units (and there appears to be no
_release time for development).

| Impact was made on a school when the principal actively encouraged many

teachers to use at Jeast one STL strategy School and centrdl office impact

was pr1marily awareness of STL strategies and of the benefits of peer learning

\
o |

for students While interaction through training encouraged cooperation,
apparently there were no systemic effects,
The strategies to provide interactive support (within a given TTA) were

important, but less so than for the other three SITIP models. This reflected

the fact that all nine LEAs (regardless of the implementation strategy stated

&



in their plans) essentially expected teachers'to use STL voluntarily once they

were trained. Pqpitive impact {(fidelity and scope of use by anﬂenthusiastic
teacher) was made when quality training was provided and was directly
supported by suitable materials (or development time) and follow-up, on—site
assistance and recognition, when central office staff clearly communicated
atheir interest in the success of STL and made sure’ that resources were
available to carry out plans; and when principals expected and acknowledged
fidelity implementation. Positive impact was reduced -or barriers created
when: initial plans were.overly ambitious; project leaders.did not carry out
key steps of their plans° there were not enough 1ocal trainers or teachers as
trainers could not spend enough time in that role; there was hea;y relJance on
training alone, without provision for on-site help as teachers began trial

" runs; teachers, left .alone, modified STL components or developed materlals

\

which did not reflect STL philosophy and therefore did not achieve expected
I
results; and when communication between "levels" (especially from central

office) was unclear or- delayed. ' \
In the following case reports of the nine LEAs implementing STL, atten-
A ‘ ) .

tion is given to the influential ‘factors mentioned above and also to specific.

objectives and results achieved at each site,

;\\faltimore Countyi. Baltimore County has been implementing STL for two
years using a pillot district strategy.. In September'1§82,’those involved in
the project fhoped" to inform and train local educato;s-andihad "partly
achieved" their dissemination plans for the 1982—83‘school year. In June
1983; educators had "partly achieved" their information/training ob*ectiwe.

The status of the 1982-83 dissemination plans was not'specified. In addition

to the three objectives mentioned in'September, educators in June had
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'"aChigved" imbrovement in students' involvement in learning and had "partly

achieved" the remaining five objectives specified in Table 30. A new objec-
tive, evéluating the usefulness of STL as a teaching strategy had also been
"partly achieved".

® Scope and intensity. After the first year of STL implementa-
tion (June 1982), STL was being implemented in one elementary
-and one middle school with approximately seven teachers and
250, .students in reading/language arts, mathematics, science,
and social studies. Little changed in the 1982-83 gchool
year. Student Team Achievement Divisions (STAD) was the most
popular STL strategy. . :

-

® Fidelity. In Baltimore County the survey respondent addressed
all components of the STL model. He/she felt that shared
responsibility for and effort toward team success, the
cooperation among team members, and peer tutoring were the
aspects of STL having the greatest impact on students.

e Time. Educators spent an average of 9 months involved in -
SITIP, across the 1982-83 gchool year. Teachers reported
spending an average of 10% of their. school week on STL-related
activities. School .administrators and central office staff
reported that STL required . teachers to spend more time
pPreparing,students (e.g.; grouping, pre-testing) but teachers
disagreed. All role groups reported that curriculum coverage
took longer for STL. -

School administrators spent an average of 10 days and central ,
office staff* spent an average of 35 days on SITIP. School
administrators reported that SITIP took "substantially more"
time and energy while central office staff report "about the
same" amount of time and energy compared to similar previous
projects.

z
\

o Roles and responsibilities. School administrators and central
office staff combined spent the least amount of time and
energy on evaluation (2.00)** and the most effort on
supporting school implementation (4.50). School administra-
tors devoted the least effort to administration and evaluation
(1.00) and the most to supporting school implementation and .
dissemination (5.00). Central office staff spent "some" time
and energy (3.00) on materials development, dissemination, and
evaluation and "quite a lot" of effort on administration,
inservice, and supporting school implementation.

- A

- T e—

* Central office staff were also involved in another model.

** Level of effort (time and energy) was rited on a scale from 0 (none) to
5.00 (a great deal).
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Teachers reported that most of the training was done by
developers. Educators rated the interactive support received-
by the five role groups involved in STL as good to excellent.
Developers received the lowest ratings and teachers the
highest. By June 1983, information related to STL had been
received by about 12% of the Central office staff and by 25% of
the other educators in the district. Training and help had
~ been received by none of the central office staff and by about
12% of the school administrators and teachers. Other faculty
had received some. training (12%), but no help. '
® TImpact. STL has had an impact on training and on the schools,
educators, and students involved. In the area of training,
teachers felt they know a great deal about the model. :

An example of school-wide impact i1s the use of STL to Integrate
and orient new sixth graders into the middle school. School
‘administrators felt that STL involvement enabled them .to share
ideas with other educators. o ;

Educators indicated that STL has had an impact at the classroom -
level (e.g., STL is a worthwhile, workable instructional

. model). The classroom impact of STL was related to the use of

- peer tutoring, competition, more complete instruction, recogni-
.tion of success, opportunity to advance, and variety. Teachers
improved their skills in a new teaching technifue and

. strengthened their attitudes/perceptions about teaching.

Tncreased student achievement was perceived by educators and
evidenced in better retention of information,_in grades, and
in test scores.

Affective student impact wag also perceived by educators and
evidenced in(better/less disruptive behavior, improved atti-
tudes about Nearning and school, and positive responses on the
seven dimensions of the Student Questionnaire (i.e., recogni-

* tilon of differences, understanding of lessons, enjoyment of
lessons, ease of lessons, learning of lessons, better grades,
and better lessons). ‘

¢ Participant Concerns. Educators felt that STL could hold back
the academically talented and that the bumping system in TGT
could could damage étpdent self-esteem. Expansion was
recommended for the 1983-84 school year, however.

L3

3

Factors influencing the rglative success of STL included: 1) central
office support, which was good, although it was somewhaﬁ reducgd toward the
end of the year when policy decisions resulted in;greéter attention to another
SITIP model (mastery learning)‘in the céunty; 2) some initial lack of focused

energy due to organizational changes in the school; 3) strong teacher interest

©
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and approval of STL as a set of useful. teaching techniquss. Together, these
factors suggest that.teachers will éontinue to use STL at ﬁhe pllot sites, but
will probably need some recognition (at léasé by'schoolrbased administrators)
of thei% efforts. ifESTL is to expand, more central office;support wiil'be
needed:'hEducators may éish to review which.of'the STL strategies 1s most
appropriate for a given subject or unit and grasp of students, and considéf'

'tryiﬁg alternatiQe strategies. i

- Calvert County. Calvert has been implementing STL for two years using a

lighthouse school strategy. in September'}982, educators had "partly
achieved" three of the nine objectives specified in Table 30 (i,e., informing
local gducators about the model, training local éduca;ors.to ugélthe'model,
and ensuring a match between instrgction, curriculum, and tésts). The

remaining six objectives were "hoped for." 1In June.1983, two objectives were
R : 3 ’

”"achieVed" (1.e., improving teachers' classroom competence and insuring
curriculum alignment), one was still "hoped for" (i.e., impréving student
achilevement in other subjects), one'was not given a status (improving time-
on—task)iand the.reméining five were "parfly achieved."

® Scope and intensity. ‘After the first year of STL implementa-
tion (June 1982), STL was being implemented in one middle
school by three teachers with 66 students in reading/language
arts and social studies. By June 1983, two elementary schools

. were also involved. Ten teachers and 300 students were using

STL in a variety of subject areas. Student Team-Achievement
Divisions (STAD) and Teams-Games-Tournaments (TGT) were the
most popular STL strategies. : ‘

o Fidelity. The STL components least. consistently addressed by
the teachers were relating quiz/tournament scores to indivi-
dual ‘and team achievement and using peer tutoring. Most of
the: teachers felt that the competition and shared responsibi-
lity for team success were the aspects of STL having the
greatest impact on students. '

1
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¢ Tiwe. Educators spent an average of 9 months involved in STL
& vss the 1982-83 school year. Teachers reported spending an
rage~0of 19% -of their school week on STL-related activities.
t . requlred teachers to spend more time Preparing students
(e.g., grouping, pre~testing) and allowed less time for
curriculum coverage. ' :

‘School administrators spent .an average of 12 days on SITIP.
They felt that SITIP took about the same amount of time and

. energy as similar previous projects while central office staff
reported '"'slightly more."

oo ® Roles and Responsibilities. School administrators and central

office staff combined spent the least time and energy on
materials development (2.60)* and the most on dissemination
(3.80). School administrators spent the least time on
administration and materials development- (2.50) and the most
effort on -dissemination (3.50). Central office staff spent
most of their time on administration and supporting school
implementation and dissemination (5.00), and the least time on
materials development (3.00). ’

2 Most of the’training came from the developer and from 'school
staff (teachers and principals). Educators rated-the inter-
.-active support received from the five role groups involved ‘in
SITIP as above average. Central office staff received the
lowest and teachers and school administrators received the
highest rating of support. By the beginning of June 1983,
information on STL had been received by 75% of the central
office staff, 50% of the school administrators, and 25% of all
other faculty. Training and help had been received by 25% of ©

central office staff, school administrators, and teachers.

o1

e Impact. STL has had an impact on training and on the schools,
educators, and students involved. In the area of training,
teachers felt that they understood the model and that their
teaching ability had improved as a result of their involvement
with: STL. o -

The schools involved in STL have benefitted from the increased
cooperation between students and teachers.

Central office staff and school administrators felt that
‘involvement with the SITIP project enabled them to learn about
a new teaching technique. ,School administrators also became

more involved with the students.

Educators indicated that STL has had an impact at the class-
room level (e.g., STL is a worthwhile, workable instructional
model). - They felt that STL helped provide va}iety to the
instructional routine, : o .

* Level of effort (time and energy) was rated on a scale from 0 (none) to 5.00
. (a great deal), e : o
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Teachers increased their knowledge about teaching\and learning

and improved ‘their skills in a new teaching technique and in -
classroom management/organization/planning._’They strengthened
their attitudes/perceptions-of how well students Gan work

together and about teaching. ‘

Increased student achievement was perceived by educators and
evidenced in test scores.

Affective student impact was perceived in terms of better, ' .
less disruptive behavior and improved attitudes about learning
- and school.

@  Participant Concerns. . Educators felt that STL required too
much paper work. Suggested changes/recommendations included
encouraging teachers to increase their knowledge and skills,

and expansion to other classes or schools.

Factors influéncing relétive su;cess of the.project include: 1) the_
interest and support of school-based administratoré, and 2) the value of STL
as,perc;ived by teaphers. Staff changes at the central office d; not'appear“
tp:have had a negative impact on the project, since school étaff carried out
most éf the necessaryvtésks; The'ayailébility'bf STL. developers was’helpful
in traininglteachers'in the‘giéﬁgptary "feeder" schools. Educators -may wish®

to decide if the ﬁroject 1s district wide or school based and then make -

expansion plans with appropriate .support.

Charles bbunty.. Charles‘has béen ;mplementing STL for two years using
é lighthoyse school strategy. In September 1982, educators "ﬁoped";to achieve
fiQé of the nine'pbjectiVes sﬁecified in Table 30 (i.e., improving student
achievement in basic skills,,informing local educators abqpt'the model,
training loggl educators‘fq ﬁse fhe:model, improving teachers' classroom
cqmpetence,:and 1ﬁprov1ng studehtg' iqvqlvement in learning). In'June 1983,
two of these’objectives (imprq?iﬁg teéchers' classroom tompétence and
improving stddengs'.inﬁolvement in learning) were "partly acﬁieved" and the

other three were "achieved". One additional objective not specified in .-

September (helping teachers become better organized) was "partly achieved" in

>

- -

June.

> j-' ) {
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® Scope and intensity. After the first year of STL implementa:
tion (June 1982), STL was being implemented in one middle
school with 17 teachers snd 500 students ir reading/language
arts, mathematics, science, and social studies. In June 1983,
over 10 elementary and junior/middle schools were involved as
teachers voluntarily implemented STL fol]owing‘lOCal inger-
vice. Student Team~fchievement Division (STAD) and Teams-
Games-Tournaments (TGT) were the most popular STL strategies.

e Fidelity. The STL component most consistently addressed by
the teachers was: "quiz/tournament scorés related to indivi-
dual and team achievement." The components least addressed
were peer tutoring and use of appropriate materlals. Most of
the teachers felt that team recognition Wwas the aspect of STL
having the greatest impact on students. '

© Time. Educators spent an average of 6 months involved in STL
across the 1982-83 school year. Teachers reported spending an
average of 26% of their school week on STL-related activities.
STL required teachers to spend slightly more time preparing
students .(e.g., grouping,. pre-testing). Educators were unsure
whether STL allowed more time.for curriculum coverage.

Central office staff spent an average of two days on STL.

School administrators reported that STL took '"slightly more"

time and energy while central office reported "about the same"

amount of effort on STL. in comparison to similar nrevious

projects. .

‘@ Roles and responsibilities. School administrators and centrafg
office staff combined spent the least time and energy on ,
materials development (1.33)* and the most effort.on inservice
and dissemination (3.67). Cehtral office staff spent "very
little" time on materials development (1.50) ‘and "quite a lot"
of energy on inservices and dissemination (4.00). School
administrators also spent little of their time on materials
development (1.00), and the most amount -of time on administra-
tion (4.00). o

' Most of the training was done by school administrators and
teachers, although some teachers received information/training
from developers, MSDE, and central office staff.

A team of four teachers is in charge of staff development,
which consists of an awareness session, six-hours of inser--
vice, ‘and follow-up by the team members. At the pilot middle
school, department heads. serve as resource people. Educators
gave the highest interactive support to teachers and school
administrators (4.26 and 4.21 —— good to excellent). “All rcie
groups received above average ratings. MSDE and central™:
office staff received the lcwest ratings. “By the beginning of

=
i

s (a great deal).;
/

/
i

J : . e ' )
* Level of effont/(time and energy) was rated on a scale from 0 (none) to 5.00




June 1983, all gchool administrators, 75% of the central
office staff, and 50% of the teachers had received information

“about STL. Training had been received by 75% of the central .
-office staff and 50% of the teachers and school administrators

(all schools have at least one teacher trained). Help has
been received by 25% of the educators involved .

Impact. STL has had an impact on trainipg, on the district in
general, and on the schools, educators, and studen}s involved.
In the area of training, all of the teachers indicated that.

. they understood the model and several felt that their teaching
_ability had improved as a result of their involvement. _ :

The schools have benefitted in terms of incrgased cooperation’
and enthusiasm among teachers and students, recognition, and
an effective, inexpensive staff development program. Central
office staff felt tHat STL involvement ehabled them to learn a
new teaching strategy. Co o

Classroom level impact (e.g. STL is a worthwhile, workable
instructional model) was perceived by educators and has Been
attributed to some extent to the use of peer tutoring.

Teachers increased their knowledge about teaching and leérning
and improved their skills in a new. teaching technique, in

. classroom management/organization/planning, in working with

- : students, and in assessing student progress/needs. They have .

]

strengthened their attitudes/perceptions of how well students
can work together and about teaching. : '

Increased student achievement was perceived by educators and
evidenced in grades on teacher made criterion-referenced
tests. In five out of eight STL classes, a higher‘percentgge
of STL students earned grades of "C" and above than non-STI.
students. Increases in student achievement were especlaily
evident’ for below average students using STL.

‘Affective student impact was perceived in terms of improved

attitudes about their learning capabilities and about learning
and school in general. Educators were not sure about whether
behavior/discipline had improved. On the LEI, STL students

‘had  higher scores than control students on competitiveness,

satisfaction, difficulty, and environment and lower scores on

friction, disorganization, apathy, and favoritism.

' ance).

Participant Concerns. FEducators felt that STL required too
much paperwork and tdo much time/effort on planning and pre-
paration. One teacher did not like the STAD scoring system.
Other concerns included the lack of materials correlated to
the county's curriculun, the difficulty which remedial
students had in order to stay on task, how to handle absen-
tees, and the increased noise levels and reduced teacher
control during STL claqies. Suggested changes/recommendations
fell into the categories of implementation--preparation (e.g.,
increase the numbers involved and provide foilow-np assist-,

- . 6, '
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Factors influencing relative success of the pProject incld@e: 1) the
strong leadership andisupport of the principal, 2) the teacher-pased training
and related activities to involve educators beygnd the pilot school, 3) the

value of STL as perceiVéd by teachers, and 4) evidence (grades and student

A

surveys) that students benefit from STL. However, as attention*~ocu$ed on
expausion through training, some model-specific concerns arose which educators

may need to address for some classes. ' .
Dorchestef'County. Dorchester has been implementing STL for one year
- . | .
: using a pilot district strategy. By June 1983, educators. had "partly achieved"

improvement-of‘studenﬁ achievement and had "achieved"‘f;ur gdditional objec-
tives‘(informing local educators, training educato;s to use\the model,
improviné teachers' glassrodm-competence, and improving time-b_-task).
. ® Scope and in&ensity. ‘After the first year éfAimplementétion
(June 1983), STL was being implemented in all seven elementary

schools by eight teachers and 177 students in social studies.
Jigsaw was the most popular STL strategy. "~

e Fidelity. The STL components most consistently addressed by‘\\
teachers were the mix of students on each team and the exten-

- sive use of peer tutoring. The component least addressed was \\
*'quiz/tournament scores relate to individual and team achieve- °
ment," The largest number of teachers indicated that shared
responsibility for team success was the aspect of STL having
the greatest impact on students.

¢ Time. Educators spent an average of 4 months involved in STL
across the 1982-83 school year. Teachers reported spending an
.average of 147 of their school week on STL-related activities.
STL required teachers to spend slightly more time preparing
-students (e.g., grouping, pretesting). Educators were unsure
whether STL allowed more time for curriculum coverage.

School administrators spent an average of three days on STL.
Central office staff reported that STL took "substantially

" more" time and energy, whi'~ school administrators reported
"about the same" level of -rt spent on STL in comparison to
similar previous projects.

L
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® Roles and responsibilities. School administrators and central

"~ ,office staff combined spent the most time and energy on
suppbrting school implementation (2.44)* and the least effort
on administration and dissemination (.75). Central office
staff spent the most effort on mdaterials development (4.00) -
and the least effort on dissemination (1.00). School adminis-—
trators spent most of their time supporting school implementa-
tion (2.37) and the least time on administration (.43).

Most of the training was done by MSDE and central office staff

~ although some teachers were trained or received information
from the developer and from school administrators and
teachers. Educators rated the interactive support received
from these role groups as above average. Central office staff
received the highest ratings, and developers and teachers the
lowest. By the beginning of June 1983, information about STL
had been received by all school administrators, by 75% of the
central office staff, and by 25% of the teachers. Training
had been given to 25% of .the central office staff and teachers
and by less than 25% of the school administrators.. Help had
been given to 25% of the teachers.

® Impact. STL has had an impact on training, on the school
system, and on the schools, educators, and students involved.
In the area of training, the majority of the teachers reported
that they understood the model. and that their teaching ability
had improved as a‘result of their involvement fifty percent of
the teachers felt they needed to learn more about STL.

The school system benefitted from teacher enthusiasm. At the
school level, educators and students benefitted from a new
teaching technique, increased network;pgwamong%educators, and
teacher and student enthusiasm. v

Central office staff and school administrators felt that
involvement in SITIP made them more aware of how well students
"can work together. -

Educators indicated that STL has had an impact at the class-
© room level (e.g., STL is a worthwhile, workable instructional
- model). Teachers improved their skills in a new teaching
technique, in the use of peer tutoring, and in working with
students. They strengthened their attitudes/perceptions of
how well students can work together and about teaching.

Educators were unsure as to whether STL had increased student
achievement since teachers implemented the.model for only a
short period of time. A significantly higher percentage of
fifth grade students scored a "C" or above on a teacher-made
criterion-referenced test than a comparable group.of studer.s
not using STL.

1

- * Level of effort (time and energy) was rated on a scale from 0 (none) to 5.00
AN Aa great deal). . L )

\ ;
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Affective student impact was perceived by educators in terms
of improved attitudes about. learning and school, and by some-
what less disruptive behavior. - Students responding to the .
Student Questionnaire gave positive responses to all geven
dimensions (i.e., recognition of differences, understanding of
lessons, enjoyment of lessons, ‘ease of lessons, learning of
lessons, better grades, and better lessons). '

® Participant Concerns. Educators were concerned about the time

~ required for planning/preparation and the tendency 46f wedker-
ability students to depend upon stronger-ability students.
Recommended changes fell into the categories of implementa-
tion/preparation (e.g., more opportunity to pre-plan units,
use earlier in the year) and expansion (e.g:, increase numbers -
involved). : '

Factors influencing relative success include: 1) blanning, communica-~
tion, decision-making, and training wefe'carried out'thoughtfully with good

cross-hierarchical participation, and 2) educators' enthusiasm (which probably

influenced classroom use and positive student reaction). The project has

" begun well with enough schools involved to provide a supportive nethork for

v -

. teachers. Educators may need to review progress and distribute resources

(including teacﬁers' energy) to address the immediate classroom congcerns of
*ﬁ o .
current implementers (e.g., for materials development) and also the interests

of others wishing to be traired. g

Montgomery County. Montgomery has been implementing STL for.two years

using a lighthouse school strategy. .In September 1982, educators "hoped" to

improve student achievement in the basic skills, inform local educatore about
thevmodel, and improve students' involvement in learning. They had "partly,

aehieved" impfpving teachers' classroom competence and had "achieved" curric-
ulum alignment and training educators to use the model. 1In June 1983, three

ob}ec?ives were "achieved" (curriculum élignment,vhelping_teachers‘become'

better organized, and improving students' involvement in learning).  One

Jd
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objective was no longer applicable (informing local educators abo&g the model)

and the remaining five objectives were "partly achieved." (See Table 30.)

® Scope and intensity. After the first year of implementation
(June 1982), STL was being implemented in one junior high by
approximately nine teachers and 250 students in a variety of .
subjects. In June 1983, 480 students were using STL. Student

- Team-Achievement Division (STAD) and Teams-Games-Tournaments
(TGT) were the most popular STL strategies. - '

<

e Fidelity. The STL component not addressed by all of the
teachers was the extensive use of peer tutoring. Teachers
indicated that competition and .team recognition were the’
aspects of STL having the greatest impact on students.

e Time. Educators spent an average of three months involved in
. STL across the 1982-83 school year. .Teachérs reported - -

spending an average,of 28% of their school week on STL-related
activities. STL required teachers to spend more time ?
preparing students (e.g., grouping, pretesting) and allowed
less time for curriculum coverage. School administrators
spent an average of four days on STL. STL took "substantially
less" time and energy than similar previous projects.

® Roles and responsibilities. School administrators and central
office staff spent the least amount of time and energy on
materlals development (.50)* and the most effort on adminis-
tration (2.50). Central office gtaff spent the least time on
évaluation {0) and the most effort on dissemination (3.00).
The school administrator spent most of his/her effort on
administration (3.0Q) and the least effort on materials
development (0).

-

Most-of the training was done by MSDE, although some teachers
also received tﬁainingiinformation from the developer and from
school administrators and teachers. Ratings of interactive
support from the role groups involved in SITIP were average or
above except for the ratings of central office staff support
glven by school administrators and teachers. Teachers and
school administrators recelved the highest ratings apd central
office staff the lowest. By the beginning of June 1983,
information about STL had been received by 50% of the-teachers

".and training had been given to 25% of the teachers at th?
pllot school. .

* Level of effort (time and energy) was rated on a scale frém 0 (none) to 5.00
( a great deal). ' . ’ .
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® Impact. STL has had an impact on training and on ‘the school,
educators, and students involved. 1In the area’of training,
the majority of teachers felt that they understood a great
deal about the model. : .

At the school level, educators and students benefitted from a
new teaching technique and teacher interest and enthusiasm.
Central office staff felt that involvement in SITIP enabled
them to learn about a new teaching technique. '

Educators indicated that STL has had an impact at the class-
room level (e.g., STL 1is a worthwhile, workable instructional
model) in terms of ‘the use of peer tutoring, competition, more
complete in_sngry_cﬂéﬂg_,.ép_cl_r.gsogn.ig10n of success.

Teachers increased their knowledge about teaching-and learning
and improved thelr skills in a new teaching technique, in
classroom management/organization/planning, and in assessing
student progress/needs. They also strengthened their °
attitudes/perceptions about teaching. :

Increased student achievement was perceived by educators and
evidenced in grades. During the 1981-82 school year, STL was
being used with students performing one year below grade
level. 1In 1982-83, above average students were also included.

Affective student impact was perceived in terms of improved

-9 attitudes about their learning capabilities and about learning
and school in general. Educators were unsure whether behavior
was better as a result of STL. ' ’

e DTarticipant Concerns. Educators were concerned about the time
required to implement'STL. Recommended changes fell into the
categories of implementation/preparatipn (e.g., reduce the
burden on teachers) and expansion (e.g., increase number of
teachers involved).

Factofs'influencihg relétive success Include: 1) teachefs' knowlédgenof

STL and interest in using it, and 2): educators' perceptions that STL benefitg

students. However, there appgars to be 1itt}e impact of STL outside the ,

immediate classroom which suggests that it/{s a teéhniqué used at'a teacher's

/

discretion (an average of 28% time over three months). Educators may. wish to
determine how to maintain at le: mac jevel of use, bearing *. . uf :aut

some teachers feel "burdened."
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Prince George's C unty.* Prince George's has been implementing STL for

two years using a capaqity building strategy. ‘Iﬁ September 1982, educétors
"hoped" to train educators to use the model and improve students' involve-
ment in learning (motivation). They had "partly'achieved"htwo objectives—-
improving Student_achieveEent in basic skills andvinforming local educators.

about the model. Prince iirge's County did not indicate the status of,their

__objectives in June 1983.
After fhe first year of\ implementation (Juneﬂl982), STL was being
implemented across the thrée reas of the county in approximately 16 schools

of all types with 21 teachers-gnd 1,500 Sgudents in reading/language arts

and science.** TIp June.1983, approximately 30 teachers were using STL.

' Teachers improved Lheir‘skills in assessing sfudent progress/needs, and

stgdeﬁts improved their attitudes about learning and school. Administrators
‘coqsidered STL to be a useful teaching technique, but:Lad'higher priorities
. for the allocation of rescurces %pr the 1983-84 school year. It appears to

havélbecome an "undergroundnprojeCt," approved by the central office but not

centrally ménaged'bf Supported. The primaryrcause for the changé.in”status

was competition for scarce resources.

o

Queen Anne's County. Queen Anne's has been implementing STL' for two
- ‘ "‘.
'years using a capacity building strategy. In September 1982, educators

"hoped" to improve student achievement in the basic skills and in other

—— - F

* The educators in Prince George's County did not respond to the 1983 General
Survey so many of the questions addressed by the evaluation report cannot
be answered. ‘rhe information about STL implementation in Prince George's
County 1s based upon other sources (e.g., Key Contact Questionmnylre-
September 1982).

** It was difficult to measure the écope and intensity of implementation of
STL as a result of SITIP since the county had been using the program prior
to the SITIP project. -
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in learning). ' .

subjects and had "partly achieved" three objectives (helping teachers become

better organized, improving time-on-task, and improving students' involvement

o

The remaining four objectives specified in Table 30 were already

"achieved." 1In June 1983, only two objectives were "achieved" (i.e.,

~

informing local educators about the model and improving students' involvement

in learning). Two objectives were dropped-—improving student achievement in .

basic skills and ensuring curriculum alignment. The remaining five objectives
were "partly achieved,"

° Sé;pe and intensity. After the first year of implementation
(Juge 1982), STL was being used in one high school with 23

teachers and 500 students in a wide range of subject areas.

In June 1983, 900" students were involved. Teams~Games—Tourna-
ments (TGT) and Student Team~Achievement Divisions (STAD) were
the most popular STL strategiles, - '

o TFidelity. The STL component most consistently addressed by
teachFrS~was including a mix of students on each team. The
component least addressed was the publiicizing of successes,
The other components were addressed by 73% to 91% of the

P educators. The largest number of teachers reported that the
.y shared ‘responsibility for team success was the aspect of STL

having the greatest impact on students.

‘o. Time. Educators spent an average of three months involved in
STL across the 1982-83 school year. Teachers reported
spending an average of 19% of their school week on STL-related
‘activities. STL required teachers to spend more time prepar-
ing students (e.g., grouping, pre-testing) and allowed less
time for curriculum coverage. . :

® Roles and responsibilities. Most of the training was done by
central/office staff and by school administrators and teachers.
Teaghéfs rated the interactive support received by| the five
rolé groups involved in STL as average or above. Teachers and
school administrators received the highest ratings and devel-
OPers received the lowest. By the beginning of June 1983,
information on STL had been received by all central office

//ét?ff and by all scliaol admiﬂiﬁﬁrqﬁﬁrs and teachers at the

/ pllot school. Iraining had beii vaceived by all central
office staff and by all of the ichool administrators and 25%
of the teachers at the pilot school. Twenty-five percent of

s the teachers at the pilot school had received help.

,
/ L -
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e Ifipact. STL has had an impact on training and on the school,
- educators, and students involved. 1In the area of training,
the majority of teachers felt that they understood the model
and 50% felt that their teaching ability had improved as g
result of their involvement with STL. Several teachers felt
that they needed to learn more about STL.

The pilot school benefitted from STL in terms of increased
Cooperation among educators and students, recognition, know-
ledge of a new teaching technique, and increased time to

develop the curriculum.

STL has had an impact at the classroom ‘level. (e.g., STL is a
worthwhile, workable instructional model) in terms of the use
of peer tutoring, increased opportunities for students to
advance, and instructional variety.

Teachers improved their skills in a new teaching technique, in
classroom management/organization/planning, in the use of peer
teaching, and in assessing student progress/needs. They also
strengthened their attitudes/perceptions of -how well students
can work together and about teaching.

Increased student achievement was percelved to some degree by
‘educators and evidenced in test scores. Affective student
- Impact was perceived in terms of enjoyment and an improved
attitude toward learning and school. ' :

e Participant Concerns, Educators were concerned about the
amount of time requiired by STL and by the tendency of some
students to "goof off" while in their groups. Recommended
changes fell into the citegories of implementation/preparation'
(e.g., more bulletin boards for publicizing team scores, and
more workshops), involvement,(e,g., have only voluntary
participation), expansion (e.g., use by all instructors) and
external assistance (e.g., MSDE should provide continued
'support and develop materials for usge in business=gducat{pn),

[

Factors influencing relative success include: (1) educators' interest in
trylng STL, and (2) their belief that students enjoyed this instructional
model. Changes in project objectives appear to be related to perceived impact

/and the implementation strategy being used{ Capacity‘building (staff develop~

i

ment)‘had the advantage of giving trainees the responsibility (ownership) }or
implementation, but gave energy to dissemination and a general leve' of STL
use rather .than focusing on "fine-tuning" application. Educators may want to

consider the relative desiralifiity (and investment of energy) in having many




teachers familiar with STI (and using it when they choose)'versus having some

teachers using STL with selected subjects or units to the degree that students

e

do not "goof off," but rather learn more or better.

Washington County.* Washington has been implementing STL for ‘two years

using a capacity building strategy (and had previously used STL as a pilot
site for the developer). In September 1982, éducators considered three of
the nine objectives specified in Table 30 as not relevant for their project
(curriculum alignment, helping teachers become better organized, and 1mprov1ng
time-on~task). The Gther six objectiVes had been "partly achieved;" "In June
1983, two objectives were added to the ‘six specified in September (helping
teachers become better organized, and improving time-on-task). These two
objectives, along with two other objectives (informing 1ocal educators about
the model, and training local educators to use -the model) were "partly
achieved." The remaining four objectives were "achieved.".

After the first year of implementafion (June 1982);ZSTb was being used
in two schools (one elementary and one middle school) by eight teachers with
300 students 13 a variety of subject areas. Four of the elementary teachers
had become involved with STL in 1977 as part of the pilot testing of the model
' conducted by Johns Hopkins University.q By June 1983, fourteen schools of all
types and 20 teachers were using STL with 600 students.

Teachers used STL periodically throughout the school year. Dissemination

had not been as successful as originally anticipated By the beginning of

Survey so many of the questions addressed by the evaluation report cannot be
answered. "The information about STL implementation is based upon other
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June 1983, information had been received by 25% of the educators and training
had been given to 25% of the teachers. The coordinator of the Professional
Development Center 1s currently responsible for follow-up assistance.

STL has had an impact on the schools, educators, and students involved._

At the school level, it promotes fair competition, and is easy and inexpen-

silve to use. Increased student achievement has been perceived by educators'
and evidenced in better retention of‘information and in improved grades.
Educators expressed a concern over the time required for materials prepara-
tion.

Factors influencing relative success include: 1) initially ambitious
objectives (to have many teachers trained-and voluntarily using STL after
workshops), 2) conflicting priorities.for central office staff (too many
tasks to be done) combined with delays in delegating or snaring tasks_with ' //
others, ano 3) a capacity building strategy which.gave teacher implementers //
autonomy of use (with many high quality applications), but which had no /

organizational support mechanisms; For the 1983- -84 year, as the county adds

Active Teaching and Mastery Learning to their SITIp activities, educators /

-may want to conslder processes to support implementation by teachers, and
determine organization and communication Structures and strategies to

facilitate achievement of objectives matching local priorities. e

 Worcester County. Worcester has been implementing STL for two years

using a capacity building strategy. In September 1982, educators had already

achieved".improvement of students’ involvement in learning. All of the other
objectives specified in Table 30 (except improving time-on~task, whi~h was not
considered to be relevant) were "partly achieved." In June 1983, improving

time-on~task was an "achieved" objective along with informing local educators
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~about the model, training local educatofs to uge the mbdel, and improving
students' involvement in learning. The remaining five objectives were "partly
achieved."

® Scope and intensity, After the first year of implementation
(June 1982), STL was being used in one elementary school by 15
teachers and 302 students in a variety of subject areas. In
June 1983, four schools (elementary and junior high/middle),
16 teachers, and 400 students were using STL. Student Team-
Achievement Divisions (STAD) was thé most popular STL strategy.

e Fidelity. The STL components addressed by 100% of the teachers
were: 1ncluding a mix of students on each team and publicizing
team successes. The component least consistently addressed was °
relating quiz/tournament scores to individual and team achieve—
ment. The largest number of teachers reported that the coopera-
tion and interaction among the students was the aspect of STL
having the greatest impact on students,

¢ Time. Educators spent an average of five months involved in STL
across the 1982-83 school year. Teachers report<d spending an
average of 17% of their school week on STL-related activities.
STL required teachers to spend more time preparing students
(e.g., grouping, pre-testing) and allowed less time for curric—
ulum coverage.. : : :

School administrators spent an average of 38 days and central
office staff* an average of 15 days on SITIP. Central office
staff felt that SITIP took somewhat more time and energy and
school administrators reported that SITIP took "substantially
more" effort than similar previous projects.

RO R L TP

® Roles and responsibilities. School administrators and central
office staff ‘combined spent the least amount of time and energy
on materials development (1.50)** and the most amount of time on
administration (4.25). School administrators also spent "quite
‘a lot" of time on inservice. ‘

Most of the training was done by school administrators and
teachers, although some teachers received training/information
from the developer, MSDE, and central office staff. During
the summer (1982), STL workshops were conducted and attended
by teachers from 11 schools. Educators rated the interactive
support received from the five role groups involved in STL as
average or above. Teachers received the highest ratings and
central office staff the lowest ratings of support. By the

. * Central office staff were also involved in another model.

** Level of effort (timeé and energy) was rated on a gcale from 0 (none) to
5.00 (a great deal). :

o
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beginning of June 1983, a11 teachers, 75% of the school
administrators, and 50% of the central office staff had -
received information. about STL. Training had been received by
all teachers in the pilot school and by 25% of central office
staff, school administrators, and other faculty. Help was
received by 75% of ‘the teachers and- 25% of the other faculty
in the pilot school. C . -

. & Impact. STL has had an impact on training, on the gchool
system, and on.the schools, educators, and students involved.
In the area of training, teachers reported that they under-
stood the model. Some teachers felt that their teaching
ability had improved as a result of their involvement with
STL. .

The school system has benefitted from STL in ‘terms of shared
experiences with other schools and knowledge of a new teaching
technique. The pilot school has gained recognition as an
innovative school and teachers have been very enthusiaﬂtic
about STL. School administrators felt-that involvement 4in STL
enabled them to learn a new teaching technique.

Educators indicated that STL has had an impact at the class-
room level (e.g., STL is a worthwhile, workable instructional
model). They felt that it provided instructional variety for
students. Teachers improved their skills in a new teaching
technique, in classroom'management/organization/plannipg, and
In the use of peer teaching. They strengthened their
attitudes/perceptions of how well students can work together
and about teaching.

Educators were unsure whether STL increased student achieve
ment. Educators did report that STL resulted in improved
retention of informatipn“(gspegiallyuinmbasic“facts.suchuas

the 'miltiplication tables), Students enjoyed STL and improved

their attitudes about learning and school.. On the Student
Questionnaire, students in grades one and two gave positive
responses on all seven dimensions., ° '

.® Participant Concerns. Educators were concerned about the time
required for planning and preparation, the difficulty in
measuring achievement, and the possibility that STL could
hold back academically. talented students. Coe

Recommended changes ‘fell into the categories of implementa-
tion/preparation (e.g., allow more time for classtoom.
observations) and involvement (e.g., have only voluntary
participation). -

s
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’ -concerns .

Bl

Factors influencing relative success include: 1) strong support by the
pilot school.principal; 2) the energy; enthusiasm. and professionalism of core
teachers at the pilot school; 3) perceived success by local educators (of
students enjoyment of STL); and 4) purposeful use of appropriate STL

approaches by teachers for given subject areas and grade levels. Educators

may wish to consider the extent of uge by any given teacher and find ways (if

appropriate) to expand (e.g., to include another unit), bearing in mind that

time 1s needed for materials development.

Teaching Variables (TV)

As stated in Chapter II, Teaching Variables (TV) addresses two variables

- found to be strongly related to instructional effectiveness and student

achievement: content and "time". Implementation of ' content" involves
curriculum alignment and systematic record keeping of students' progress;
implementation of "time" involves systematic classroom observation and
Sstrategizing to improve time—on—task '
During 1981-82, five LEAs (Calvert Frederick Kent Montgomery, and
lSomerset) implemented TV. In 1982—83, one additional county (Talbot) became
involved in V. Thisqsection describes the implementation of TV including:
planning§ scope and intensity of implementation; time spent on implementing

TV, roles and responsibilities of TV implementers; TV impact on school

systems, individual schools, educators, and students; and participant

Planning
: The extent of involvement of TV implementers in MSDE-organized planningi

activities during the 1981—82 school year is summarized below:

Of those implementers responding to the General Survey, school
administrators were more heavily involved in...planning than were
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central office staff and teachers. Central office staff were
~ more heavily involved in...planning than were teachers. (Roberts,
et al., 1982) o ' ‘

w

For the 1982-83 school year, MSDE did not organize any group planning
. 9]
activities but provided individual assistance in preparing the PEPPS proposal

for the "new".LEA.

i -

An analysis of local plans for the 1982-83 school year 1dentified LEA
objectives and the status of each at the beginning of September 1982.* Table

42 presents‘the objectives. - In each razse, the’percent of LEAS’that "hoped_

W

for", "partly achieved", or achieved" each objective is indicated. As can be
ivseen in Table 42, there were nine objectives identified All nine were

addressed to some extent: ‘by the LEAs, hEight objectives were .already achieved

-

by some of the LEAs as of September 1982, 'The greatest area of accomplishment

related to curriculum alignment, and the least to improvement in stuuent

3

g . 7
. . . 7
ach1evement. ° T ./

Scope and litensity of Implementation R ' . N

oIn Septemher 1952 six counties were involved in TV. Talbot mas just
beginning its involvement. As can be seen in Table 43, in June l982, scope
and intensity of implementation varied among'the‘five "veteran"~LEAs.from'tmo
teachers in one elementary school in one county to 11 teachers in one elemen-
tary and one junior high/middle school in another county. Across the five °
LEAs approximately six schools and over 51 teachers in a variety of subject
areas were involved in V.. :" : o ' . .

Table 44 Presents the scope and intensity of TV implementation in June

1983. Across the &ix LEAs, three implementation strategies were being used

e
o

* New LEAsS were not required to submit information on status of objectives in
September 1982. n
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Table 47

Status of Loeal Objectives, 1982-83:

P .
Achieved - Y

submitted individyal sets of objectives)
N equals the number of sites addressing

“ Teaching Variables
~ Local Objectives Status
Pre-Sept, 1982 Post-June 1983
| Percent of Sites | Percent of Sites

N I ] 2 3% N 1% [ax | 3%

1o Tmprove student achievenent 5 20 1 40 | 40 7143 143 | 14
‘ (basic skills)., |

2, 1hpfdve student achieverent 5 20 | 60 | 20 6 30 ]33 17

(other subjects), ‘

13, Inform local educators about model. sy |uls
4 Tran educators to use model. bl so |2 | ogs 6 |17 |33 50
5. Tmprove teacher's classtoon 5120 | 60| 20 Tl 29 s
 competence, | D [

6. Ensure match of Instruction, - > ) 60 | 40 0 b 0 |33 67

. curriculum and test(s), ‘, | ‘ |

1. Help teachers becone better s 1o feo] | 7 |wa 4

 organized,. -

8. Improve time~on-task, 5.0 20 f 60| 20 T 129 9] 43
L L | .

9. TImprove students' involvement {n - B 2s | sof o5 5 160 [ 2] 20
+ learning (motivation), __jL '
% 1 < Hoped for ~ Note. Total number of LEAg equalsgﬁ. Total nunber of sites
R artly achieved equals 7, (The two sites ip Montgomery County

] =

each objective,




Table 43 ”

N | Scope and Intensity, June 1982 Teaching Variables
3 :
# of # of ¥ of o
LEA Strategy | Schools | Type [Teachers| Studentg - Subject Areas
Calvert LS 1 | J/M | 18 | - R/LA, N, Sc, $8, 0
Frederick 0 1 ] o0 12+ - R/LA, N, Sc, S8, 0
" Kent LS 1 E 8 - R/LA
]
. e ) N ‘
Montgomery*” 18 3 E, IM| 11 -8 R/LA, M
Jomerset LS | E 2 - R/LA
o ' s
Talbot New District

* Teachers at one school were using TV as a data collection technique for AT,

Subject Areas:

Type:

- ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC. }

/

E=Elementary school
J/M=Junior high/middle

H=High school

0=0ther

R/LA=Reading, language arts
M=Mathematics
Sc=Science
5S=Social Studies
0=0ther

Strategy:
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LS=Lighthouse school
PD=P{lot district
DW=District wide '
(B=Capacity building




Table 44

Scope and Intensity, June 1983: Teaching Variableg

| Fof | | #of # of‘ u -
LEA Strategy | Schools IType | Teachers | Students Subject Areas
Calvert LS 3 ‘J/M 23 540 R/LA; M, Scy S8, 0
X Prederick m | 2 | o 15 W | M, Sc, §5
Kent W bl e | om 616 | rjia
 Hontgonery* 15 D O A YT
Somerset 18 1 E 8 217 R/14, ﬂ
Talbot 18 1| o | 0o

* Teachers at one school were using TV as a data collection technique for AT,

Subject Areas: R/LA-Reading, language arts

M=Mathematicg

Strategy: LS=Lighthouse school
PD=Pilot district

Sc=Science DW=District wide
58=Social studies CB=Capacity building
0=0ther '

Type: E=Elementary school 2 64
J/M=Junior high/middle
H=High school

0=0ther




(iighthouse school -- 4; pilot district —- 1; district~wide -~ 1). Approxi—
mately 98 teachers in 12 schools were implementing TV in a variety of subject
areas. Reading/language arts was the’ most common subJect area. The percent;
age of schools in each county implementing TV 1in June‘19§§ rangaed from 1% in
Montgomery County to SOZ ianent County. Across the entire stete, 1% of the
schools were involved in TV at the end of the 19é2e83 school year.

Some changes occurred between June 1982 and June 1983, the most obvious
being the one new LEA: Talbot necided to use a lighthouse school strategy in
one vocational-technical school with four teacners and 80 students in auto
mechanics, masonry, carpentry, and agriculture. 1In general, the scope and j/
intensity of.implementation increaseo between June 1982 and June 1983 acrossﬁ
the five '"veteran" LEAs. None of the five districts changed its implementa;
'tion strategy. fwo LEAs 1ncreased in number of schools., All five LEAs
increased the number of teachers implementing the model.

As mentioned earlier, TV includes a "time" and "content" variable /

1/

Sixty-two percent of the survey respondents reported implementing the "time"

kY
)

variable while 30% implemented the "content" variable. Only 224 of the
teachers implemented both variables.

Thirty-four percent of the respondents implementing the "time" variable
had observed other teachers and 36% had been observed by teachers, 72A by
school administrators, and 494 by central office staff. Forty-five percent of
the respondents strategized during staff meetings. Forty-seven percent of the
respondents did not need to make any chenges in their téaching strategies
since the student engaged time was aiready high. However, 51% did make
changes to improve time-on-task and 36% reported that these changes were

successful.



!

! .
qunty-:eight percent of the teachers implementing the "content"” variable
reported matching curbiculum instruction, and the CAT; 23/ were aware of
their\student s prior learning (i.e., what students had been taught and their

test scores for the previous school year); and 157 kept records of the content

\

covered by objective for each report period. Twenty—three cercent of the

\

teachers had to modify the existing curriculum and/or their instruction.

Time Spent\on the Model

This section discusses time spent on TV during the 1982- 83 school year.'“

~ Time across the school year is discussed first, followed by a discussion of
the time spent by teachers in the classroom and by school administrators and
. \ ) !

central office.stafﬁ.*

Across the School Year. During'1981—82 the maJority of the teachers

began TV implementation in September and finished in May or June. One county
- did not beging"time observations until February and another LEA did not begin
hntil April,
During 1982—83; implementers across the six couuties were involved,in TV
for an average of eight months, No county was involved for less than five"
months. Calvert had the highest and Frederick the lowest average number of

months involvement.

In the Classroom. During the 1981-82 school year, most counties were .

implementing the "time" variable and each teacher was observed approximately
three times. When appropriate, teachers applied improvement strategies

following analysis of observation.data. In Calvert, also teachers applied a e

v

ihis Information 1s based primarily on the responses made by a sample of |
implementers. who compléeted the General Survey. There were no central office v
respondents from Somerset County or school administrators responding from
Frederick County.

SO
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- modified version of the "content" variable for most of the school year.
uCalvert and Montgomery were the only LEAs that reported implementing both the
"time" and "content" variables.

In 1982—83, the teachers responding“to the'General Survey (N=31)%*
indicated that they spent an average of 29% of'their school week on TV-related
activities. Elementary teachers spent an average of)33% and secondary g
teachers an average of 19% of their school week implementing TV. These time
.ailocations'refer to,the'subject'area for which "time" observations were
conducted and/or "content" procedures were applied.

For the "timef variane, thelnumberlof obseryations made per teacher
across the school year ranged from three toﬂsix. Most of these observations
were‘done by school‘administrators. ‘Forty-five percent of the teachers
reported discussing observation results and Strategies to improve time-on~task

during staff meetings.

Time Spent by Administratols.** Twelve school administrators and central ———

office staff across the LEAs spent an average of 15 days on SITIP. 1In
general, school administrators spent slightly more time on SITIP (16 days)
than central. office staff (13 5 days)

Fourteen school administrators and central office staff reported spending
about the same amount of time and energy on SITIP ‘as they had on similar

previous projects. However, central office staff in Calvert and Montgomery

i A

Counties and school administrators in Montgomery and Somerset Counties

reported that "slightly more" to ' 'substantially more" time and energy had been

* No data were avallable from teachers in Talbot County.

** Administrators in Calvert and Montgomery Counties were also ‘involved with
other'models, .
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spent on %ITTP while school administrato;s from Calvert. and school adm nis-

r

trators and central office staff from Talbot reported "slightly less".

|
|
|

The SITIP design encourages1involvement of a cross—hierarchical team,

Roles and Responsibilities

including. 1) central off1ce staff,}e e supervisors in instruction or
coordinators of staff development; 2) school administrators, e.g., principals,
vice principals, or department heads; and 3) classroom teachers. This section
describes~the people involved, what they did, and their relationship to each
other from three perspectives- usual assigned roles, activities undertaken,

and interactive support. ' v B

Usual Roles; Teachers, school—based administlators, and central office

/
staff were all involved in TV. //Of the seven central office staff responding

on the survey, two were in staff development and five were in instruction.

All six school administrators responding on the earvey were principals (3
K

elementary, 1 junior high/middle, and two no grade level indicated). 1In

general TV implementation was carried out about equally by elementary and

secondary teachers. ; i -

Activities and levels of effort. On the General Survey,'six activity
areas were identified and central office staff and school administrators from

those LEAs . responding to the,survey were asked to indicate level of effort

-+

(time and energy) spent on each (with responses ranging from 0" "none" to 5 "a

/

4including

‘great deal) The areas of activity were: 1) administration
p]anning and budget) 2) development of materials; 3) designing and/or
conducting inservices, 4) supporting school implementation /e.g., problem-
solving, supplying materials, etc ); 5) dissemination, and/ 6) evaluation.

i
(Mean ratings are presented in Table 45 )



Table 45 _
Level of Effort: Teaching Variables, 1982-83

NOILVNIVAZ .

NOILVNIWASSIQ
Ld0ddns
dOIAYISNI

STIVIYILVKH

. NOILWVALSINIKQY

..................

Values rangé from O "none'" to 5.00 "a great deal” of time and energy.

-— —— —— Central Office Staff
—— — — School Administrators

\

A
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The Tevel of effert spent by ceatral office staff and school administra-

~tors on each activity during the first year of implementation is summarized

below:
| Levels of effort were most similar for central office staff and

~ school administrators in the areas of dissemination and materials

development, followed by training, support, and evaluation, with

most difference on administration. The greatest combined effort

was spent on-support and the least on materials development

(Roberts, et al., 1982).

As can be seen in Table 45, during the 1982-83 school year; school

: . -
administrators and central office staff combined spent the least amount of

‘time on the development of Aaterials\(1.86) and the most time on administra-
~tion (3.00). Most centraloffice effort was spent on administration and

supporting school implementation (3.29 for each actiVity). School administra-
tors spent most’of téeir the on administration (2.71).

: Ind1vidua1 county reﬁponses indicated that there was some level of effort
spent on each activity acéoss all the LEAs with the exception of materials

development in tw0;counties. Administration received the highest level of

i

' |
efifort in all the countieswexcept Talbot materials development in one county

(Crlvert) designing and/of conducting inservice in two counties (Calvert and

4
i

Talbot); supporting schooliimplementation in three counties (Montgomery,

i

Somerset, Talbot); disseminiation in one county (Somerset) and evaluation in

one county (Frederick)

Interactive Support. Teachers implementing TV. could receive training/

inZormation fFom four sources: developers, MSDE, central office staff, and

ool—based staff (school administrators and teachers). The majority of the

SZ
achers’ reSponding to the survey (56%) received information and training from

sichool administrat%rs and teachers.,
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In Calvert (67% of the teachers)-and Frederick (73%) most teachers

received information/training‘from school-based staff; in Montgomery County

]

. f v ¢'e developer and/or school-based staff; in Kent County {65%) from

central office staif; in Somerset Counéy from MSDE (60%); and in Tal .t County
(67%) from.the developer and/or MSDE.

‘Survey respondents were asked to rate the suppoft received from teachers,
principals,. central office, MSDE, and.developers (;%Em 1.00: very good, to
5.00: excellent).' Ratings of interactive support from the 1952 survey are
summarized below: ;

...for TV, central office staff were generally more positive in
their assessment, rating all groups between 4.00 and 4.50.
School administrators rated'teachers highest (4.60) and
considered central office support average to good (3.40).
Teachers rated their colleagues as average to good (3.56), and
avarded the lowest rating to central office staff (2.81 -- just
below average). Teachers received a mean rating of 3.96, with
teachers themselves awarding the lowest: rating (3.56). School
administrators received a mean rating of 3.85, with. central
office staff awarding the highest rating (4.50). Central office
staff received a mean rating of -3.19; MSDE received a mean of
3.56, and topic developers were awarded a mean rating of 3.37.
y. (Roberts et al., 1982)

As shown in Table 46, reséoﬁdents of thé“1983xsurvey rated the inter-
" active support recelved from all five role groups as, in general, average
(3.00) and above (except for central office staff and developgrs who received
mean rat;ngs below 3.00). Teachers‘;eceived the highesf and developers the
lowest ratings of support. Teachers tended to be the least ﬁositive in their -
aséessments. e ‘

The mean ratings giVEn;by the survey respondents in each é% the indivi- .
dual counties were general;y average (3.00) and above exéépt for ratings of

central office suppottrin Frederick (2.33), Montgomery (1.87), and Talbot

(2.80) Counties; MSDE support in Frederick (2.75) and Mbntgomery (2.78)
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Table 46 | |

Perceptions of Support Recetved: Teaching Va;iables, 1982-83

Suppozt. Groups
| - School 7 Central |
Respondents N [Teachers Adnindstrators | Office Seaff MSDE | Developers
Central Offien 170 3.8 AU RS N IR
School. Adufnistrators b a3 | Al LI I AVR IR
eachers SR RN 3.5 W0 | 3|
Wl e e | g Y N Y )

Mean ratings range from a low of 1,00 (very poor) to 4 'high of 5,00 (excellent),




$.
.

Counties; and developerasupport in Frederick (2.50), Kent (2.90), and Mont-
gomery (2.25) Counties.
Impact :

This section discusses TV impact in the area of training and on school
systems, individual schools, central office staff,.school administrators,
teachers, and students. \ )

Training. MSDE TAs held one follow—up training session for those
counties implementinb TV. The session was a combined follow—up held in the .,
fall of 1982 at MSDE with participants implementing AT and STL:  Eleven TV
participants were present. During this joint follow-up, the 1982—83 evalua-
tion design was reviewed by RBS, and participants met in small model-specific
groups to review plans and to share needs and concerns.

TV participant evaluations of the follow—up (e g., clarity,“relevancy,
and accomplishment of objectives, support from MSDE) were positive, the mean
responses ranging from 3.91 to 4.83 on a.scale from 1.00 (least,positive) to
5.06 (most positive). The majority of the TV participants considered the
small group discussions and evaluation overview as the best parts of the
session. The needs.expressed were varied, including requests for help.in
dissemination and for more information on time—on—task

) Teachers recelved information and trainiag from a variety of sources, but
for the most part, from school administrators and teachers. The majority of
the teachers indicated that they understood the model_(64%). lwenty—eight
percent of the teachers indicated that they needed to learn more about the-

model. A larger percentage\of\teachers indicated that their teaching ab111ty

had not changed as a result of TV (36%) in comparison to teachers that

"indicated « change in teaching ability (28%).
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Qbservers (all three role groups,.but more often principals and'super—

visors) were trained by MSDE staff and/or developers. They applied v,

usually conducting "time" observations for articipating teachers twice a
g p

year. They understood the procedures and carried them out appropriately. Use
of data -- as feedback to. teachers —- was also carried out as designed by the

developer. Actual stratgizing for improvement in most cases appeared to be

"influenced primarily by the observers' experience (rather than by team exper-

tise or a research base). This reflects partly on the perceived inadequacy cf

the research base for grades 6 and above.
School system. The impact of an innovation on a school>system involves

changes_in practice or policy that affect or could affect more than a single

school or single group of educators. Systemic impact of TV occurred in two

LEAs where principals and supervisors were trained to use TV as a classroom

observation technique, and were using it on ‘either a formal or informal Basis.
In a third LEA, training was provided for staff in schools other than the

pilot site with options ﬁhr voluntary use. To date there is no widespread

systematic use.

Central office staff. TV enabled central office staff to learn about a

new observational technique (5 LEAs), Central office staff in one LEA.

‘reported that the high ~-engagement rates. of students across the district

confirmed that tedchers were already aware of time—on-task. These results
suggest that central office staff gained knowledge.which some of them
incorporated into their classroom observation practices.

Schools.” The impact ‘of an innovation on a sirgle schoal involvad only
those educators within that school. TV impact on singlb schools included'

: o Incréeased time-on-task:- -~ more effective management of class-
room time (3 LEAs) - ‘ T,

k74
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® new teaching ‘techniques (4 LEAs)'} g

o curriculum alignment (1 LEA)
® new perspective on possible reasons for sfhdent\learnibg\
problems (1 LEA) :

e ability to improve: specific areas of instruction (1 LEA)

e use of Pre and post tests to measure growth (1 LEA)

{ ° ¢

° awareness of impottance of good teaching (l EEA)
‘e sharing7eooperation among staff (3 LEAs)

e nctoclety (1 LEA).

-, Pis

School Administrators. School administrators-felt that tﬁeir'involvement

-

in TV enabled ‘them to learn a new teaching strategy/observational technique (3

LEAs), made them more aware of time-on-task (2 LEAs), enabled them to work

3

]

"with other staff (1 LEA), and'gave them the self satisfaction of being

- involved with an effective program €1 LEA) These results-suggest that school -
administrators perceive the TV "time" procedures primarily as ‘a ugeful
,observational technique:i

. Classrooms and Teachers. ‘Impact on teachers fell into 11 categories

under the three general.areas of: 1).increased knowledge/awareness, 2)

improved skills, and 3) strengthened attitudes/perceptions (see Table 47) In

’

add1tion, survey respondents assessed relative instructional value and impact

-

on teachers in six areas on a five—point Likert scale (see Table 48). ._.'
Improved skills in a new teaching/observation technique was the teacher
.1mpact category reported-by all role groups across the largest number of LEAs.*
lAs can be seen in Table 48, survey respondents indicated that TV 1is a worth-
while, workable model -- mean responses ranged from 3. 73 to 4.00 (on a scale

‘_'- -

from 1. 00 least”positive, to 5.00, most positive) They also 1ndicated that




Table 47

’ . Impact on Teachers as Reportéd by
Each Role Group: Teaching Variables, 1982-83

Role Groups

(Reported in No.
of LEAs; N=6)

e

Impact on Teachers N Co SA T

"As a result of: TV teachers have;

9 .
Increased knowledge/awareness

~-of learning theory. . ' 0 1 0
-of time-on-task. . X " ‘ ' <0 1 2
-of classroom procedures] which are/are not .0 0o | 2
effective.
—-of curriculum alignment." 0 0 1
-of the research. ' ' 0 | o 1
% o

Improved s%ills

-in a new teaching/observation technique.

3. 2 5

-in cY¥assroom managemen:/organization/planning. 0 0 3

-in assessing student behavior/attitudes/needs. 0 1 3

-in controlling time-on-task. : .0 -0 2

Strengthened attitudes/perceptions .

‘-about teaching (e.g., involvement, cooperation, 1 2 3
sharing, morale, self esteem, professional , ‘ -
growth, recognition, etc.). o

-about ‘the importance of keeping students 1 2 1

on task.

&

CO=Central Office; SA=School Administrators; T=Teachers

o
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Table 48

Instructional Impact as Percelved by
Survey Respondents: Teaching Variables, 1982-83 _

Role Groups .
Cco SA T Total

Tmpact on Instruction A N=7 N=7 N=49 N=63
Insiructional Value ,

Works in classroom.’ ~ 4,00 1 4,29 | 3,96 4.00

Is worth the work it takes. 4,41 3.86 3.65 3.73

Is a worthwhile teaching approach. 3.86 4,14 3.73 3.79
Impact on Teachers

Teachers enjoy it. , 4 ~ ’ 3.71 -3.86 3.&9 3.56

Teachers have increased knowledge, o 4,00 4,14 3.47 3.60

Teachers have increased skills. 4.14 | 4,00 .| 3.35 3.51
Impact on Students ’

Students enjoy it. . ' 3.57 | 3.29 | 3.55| 3.59

Students are less disruptive. 3.14 3.00 3.12 3.11

Students' achievement has increased. - _ 3.57 3.43 2.96 | 3.08

Students are learning more. , 3.29 3.00 2.71 2.81

Students' general behavior is better. 3.57 3.57 2.94 3.08
Time

Teachers spend more time preparing students.| 20957 3.14 2.65 2.69

Teachers cover curriculum in less time. - 2.86 2.86 2.77 2.79

a

Mean ratingé range from 1.00 (strongly disagree) to 5,00 (strongly agree).
CO=Central Office; SA=School Administrators; T=Teachers_ : '
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teachers enjoyed TV and increased their knowledge and skills (mean responses

ranged from 3.51 to 3. 60), but these ‘responses were not as high as the

responses given to classroom impact Teachers were consistently lower than

the other role groups in their ratings of teacher impact and instructional -

value.

Students. TImpact of TV on students fell into ten categorieg under the®
three‘general-areas of: (1) improved attitudes or awareness>/{§) increased
achievement, and (3) benefits from better instfuction‘(see Table 49). Also,

LEAs were asked to submit data summaries of cagnitive and/affective measures

assessing TV impact in terms of student achievement and/attitudes. - The

3

results of these measures are also summarized in thie ectioﬁ. Increased
achievement as evidenced in test'scores_was the mestlcommonly reported
category of student impact across all three role gretps. Improved awareness
about classroom behavier and time-on-task was.the student impact category
repotted by teachers from the latgest number of LEAs. As can be seen in

Table 49, survey respondehts were not'surevif studénts' behavior-Wae better/
less disruptive (3.08 and 3.11 respectively) /y ether student achievement had .

increased (3.08) or whether students were learning more (2 81). as-a result of

TV

n

None of the LEAs submitted usuable affective data measuring the impact of

TV on student attitudes. ' » .

K

.

Cognit{ve measures of student impact were submitted by Kent and Somerset

°

Counties. Kent County reported CAT dafa for grades one through four from
Spring 1981 through Fall 1982. Since implementation began in April 1982,
these data areﬂhseful only . to contribute to trend analysis as tests are given

in 1983 and 1984. 'To date, no cdhclusions can be drewn. .
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Table 49

Impact on Students as Reported by

Each Role Group:-- Teaching Variables, 1982-83

_Role Groups

. (Reported in No.
of LEAs; N=6)
Impact on Students co SA T
" As a result of TV students have:
Improved attitudes or awareness
-about learning and school: (e. g., Increased o 0 "0 2
interest’ cooperation, involvement, enthusiasm,
motivation). :
—“about classroom behaV1or/time -on-task, 0 0 4
-of teacher interest 0 0 ]
-of value of being organized. 1 0 1
Improved achievement
-in test scores. 2 2 3
Benefitted from better 1nstruct10n ’
which prOV1des
-a greaber variety of activities. 1 0 0
-4 more complete program. 0 0 1
—clear teacher expectations. 0 "0 1
-more organization, 0 0 1
, ~more attention to -academic content. 0O |- 0 1

CO=Central Office; SA=School Administrators; T=Teachers

q
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Somerset County submitted Spring 1983 CAT scores for reading and math for
grades one through three. The‘impact that TV had on these scores cannot be
measured since no comparative data (e.g., pre-test scores, trend analyais),

. were provided.

"Qause and effect" claims cannot be made for any of the sites in terms of
direct impact of .TV on students.~ The relative uncertainty of survey respon-
dents, together with anecdotal data collected during the year, suggest that
any impact TV may be having on teachers is not being felt by students.

-«

Participant Concerns . . - c

e

Chart 8 lists the‘concerns reported by TV implementers. Concerns were

divided into model and implementation concerns, with all LEAs. reporting the

2

former, and four LFAs reporting the latter. The most common model concerns

were that TV is complex and difficult to implement, takes too much time and
paperwork, that. some of the coding categories may not be appropriate, and that
teachers are often afraid of or feel pressured by peer obsefvation. The most
, common implementation concern was time.: _ °
Chart. 9 lists the recommendations/solutionb which were divided into four
general.areas. implementation, involvement, expansion, and external assist-
ance. The largest number of LEAs made recommendations in the.area of 1mple-
mentation. In the three LEAs recommending expansion other‘educators within
" those LEAs expréssed concerns about the model (e.gr,"negative teacher o
attitudes, time). “
V.These resu}ts suggest that each LEA should examine the relative value of .

TV, how it is being used, and what‘improvements'can or,Shouldzbe made.

261 - R : L

L



Chart 8

2

Concerns/Problems Reported: Teaching Variables, 1982-83*

Model concerns

Lack of research base (1)
Complexity, difficulty to implement (2) '
Do not agree with some of the coding categories/too judgmental (2) //ffﬂ—
Teacher fear of. peer observation/pressure of being observed (2y =

. More useful for new teachers (1) L
Requires too much time and paperwork (3)

Implementation concerns

Lack of central office support (1) v

Those involved did not know why TV was being done (1)
General negative attitude/teacher apathy (1)

Lack of time (2) ' .

Leaving class to substitutes (by teacher observers) (1)
Cbservers were not monitered (1) ’

* Figures in parenthesis indicate the number of LEAs making a given statement.
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Chart 9

N
\

Recommendations/Solutions: Teaching Vériables, 1982-83%

Tmplementation/preparatioﬁ -

Provide more time to strategize (1)

Provide more specific ideas for improving instruction’ (1)
Provide more time for paperwork/require less paperwork (2)
Implement the content variable (2)

Do not begin implementation during first few days of school (1)
Do not expect lmplementation (in 2 years) of TV on top of new LEA
priorities (1)

Assign new leadership (1)

Involvement

s -

Drop program-waste of time/drop time-on-task analysis (3)
Teachers must see value of process (1)
Not for every teacher (1)

Eannsion

?ncrease number of educators/subject areas/schools (3)

nxternal assistance

MSDE should increase funding (1)

More central office support (1) ,

More central office and MSDE workshops (2) ) .
More networking/sharing among counties and within county (2)

* Figures in parenthesis indicate the number of LEAg making a given statement. .
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Summary and Conclusions \

In the preceding ‘pages each\researcn question or issue has-been addressed
and findings discussed across LEas.i Here some general conclusions across
issues and LEAs are reviewed. Then activities are summarized for eaoh LEA.*

It is apparent that TV is perceived primarily as a classroom observation
strategy used in the supervision of teachers. Only in Calvert and Montgomery
is that perception modified to have a professional development orientation.
(It is 1nteresting to note chat both those sites used both "time" and
"content" variables.) In all cases the "time" variable of TV was applied as a
diagnostic/prescriptive assessment/assistance“technique designed to improve
teachers' classroom management skills. However, the emphasis varied among
L.EAs. _In two LEAs the improvement activities'were emphasiZed, (and there the
principals acted in support of teachers); in three LEAs there was more
‘emphas1s on assessment (with principals acting as observers and sebsequently
making recommendations); and in one LEA 'there was a dual purpose, one
attending to the immediate activities of teachers observed and the other
addressing a more distant researcnworiented objective (with the'principal
SdeWhat disassociated from bath)” The demands of TV were high, particularly
for scheduling observations (and, in some cases, dealing with difficulties
related to use of substitute teachers). Also, since TV was perceived by many’
teachers as an evaluation system, there was resistanoe to the model that. was
not always overcome. |

Impact was made to a small'extent on studentsipattitudes to 1earning and
the importance of using L ime well. There was almost”no evidence of {mpact on

<

,achievement.

* Levels of information vary because some LEAs .provided more documentation or
other evidence of model implementation. :
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Y .
Impact was made on individual teachers' knowledge and on classroom

\

management skills.\ However, although educators considered that they' improved

time on task, %hey &id not: necessarily consider that teaching ability improved

|
(apparently Perceiving those as two separate sets of behaviors) When

\
strategiziAg for improvement occurred in staff meetings, teachers' isolation

and resistance decreased. Impact was made on the school -system when super-
visors incorporated TV into thelr classroom observation activities, or when
training was provided to others outside the original pilot school.

- The strategies used to\communicate across hierarchlcal levels and to make
decnsions (particularly as to the purpose of classroom observations) were

crucial to the relative success of the project. Impact was more positive when

teacherS" (1) believed that their opinions counted, (2) valued the recommen-—

. datioms foryimprovement made by observers and/or their colleagues, and (3)

believed that the purpose of TV was to share improvement strategies relevant

to identified needs rather than to evaluate an aspect of thelr classroom

 behavior; when principals: (1) emphasized professional‘development! and (2)

found’ that TV directly contributed to an existing school priority or need, and
then planned and acted to fit the model and the priority together; when
sentral\office staff: (1) supported open communication and shared decision-

m%king, (2) involved teachers in clarifying the purpose of the project and how

best that should be achieved, (3) accessed appropriate training and informa-

tion assistance, and (4) maintained leadership, 1inking ‘across hierarchical

levels\ to participate in information- eXchange and to support school-based
implemenf;tion. \fositive.impact was reduced or barriers created when: (1)

teachers felt that TV observation and feedback were -evaluative and lacking

.

credibilit (either\in the definitions of coding or in the relevance and value

of the recommendations made); (2) teachers perceived the project as an
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assessment system; and (3) the pufpose was not discussed and clarified among
role gfoupég 'Since the "content" variable had a strong instructional
emphasis, requiring teacher part;cipation in lesson planning to assure studgnt
opportunity ﬁo learn statéd objéctives; whep this variable was impiemenfed
there was less resistance from teachers, and a strongerbfocus on the "improve-
ment" “purpose.

Given the nature of V' as implemented in most sites, its primary value
appears to have been ;n providing principals and supervisofs with a systematic
method of determining time-on-task. y

In the following cése rerorts of the six Lgks implementing TV, attention
is given to the influential f;ctqrs mentioned above and also to specific

objectives and results achieved at each site.

Calvert County. Calvert has been implementing TV for two years using a

lighthouse school strategy. In September 1982, those involved in the project
ir"hoped" to inform educators about the toﬁic and had "partly achieved" the"
remaining eight objectives specified in Table 42. In June 1983; three objec-

‘tives were "hoped for" (i.e.,'improving achlevement in the basic skills and in

. . e
Other subject areas, and improving‘students' involvement in learning). One

objective (i.e., ensuring a match of instruction, curriculum, and tests) was
"achieved". The remaining five objectives were "partly achieved".

® Scope and Intensity. After the first year of TV implementa-
tion (June 1982), TV was being implemeated in one middle
school in a variety of subject areas.  In June 1983, the two
other middle schools were beginning their involvement. Educa-

e 4___tors were implementing both the time and content variables.
Two teachers observed all the teachers at the pilot middle-

" school periodically during the school yeatr. Administrators
did not observe, which helped to alleviate teacher arviety and .
resistance. Strategy sessions were held to help the teachers

- find ways to improve time-on-task. Instruction was matched to

" state and county objectives and to the .CAT. Checklists of
objectives were developed for teachers to record when instruc-
tion was provided. ‘

0
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¢ Time. Educators spent an average of ten months involved in
SITIP across the 1982-83 school year.* Teachers reported.
spending an average of 39% of their school weed on TV-related
activities (e.g., observation and application of strategfes to
increase time-on-task during the course of instruction in the
subject areas selected).

The 'school administratof reported spending 30 days on SITIP,
spending "slightly less" time and energy in comparison to
similar previous projects. The central office respondent
reported spending "slightly more" effort on SITIP. Educators,
in general indicated that TV did not require teachers to spend
more time preparing students (e.g., grouping, pre-testing).

® Roles and ResponsiFtlities. School administrators and central
vifice stafr combined spent the same amount of time and effort
(4.00)** or, all six activities (i.e., administration,
materials development, inservice, supporting school implemen-
tation, dissemination, and evaluation). Central office spent
"a great deal" of effort (5.00) on all activities except
evaluation which received "quite a lot" of time and effort
(4.00). The school administrator spent some effort (3.00) .0n
all six activities.

Most of the training of teachers was done by school-based
staff. Educators rated the interactive support received by
the five role groups involved in TV as average (3.00) and
above with the exception of the school administrator's rating
of .central office support which received a rating of 2.00.
.Schdol administrators received the highest ratings and central
office the lowest ratings’of support. By June 1983, informa-
‘tion and training had been received by about 25% of the
educators in the district. Help had been received by about
75% of ‘the central office staff and teachers and 50% of the
school administrators.

® Impact. TV has had an impact on training and on the schools,
educators, and students involved. In the area of training,
50% of the teachers felt that.they understood the model: How-
ever, ‘50% also indicated they would like to learn more about
the model. Fifty percent reported that their teaching ability
had improved. as a result of their involvement with TV,

At the school level, involvement in' TV has enabled educators
to learn a new teaching technique and has promoted sharing and
cooperation among the staff. - : '

* The central office staff and school administrator were involved v-..th more
than one model. ' '

** Level of effort (time and energy) was rated on a scale from 0 (none) to
5.00 (a great deal). : .
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Central office staff reported that TV enabled'them to acquire
better organizational skills and to learn a new teaching
technique. - School administrators also became aware of a new -
teaching strategy and were able to work more closely with
their staff as a result of TV.

Educators indicated that TV has had” an ‘impact at the classroom
level (e.g., TV is a worthwhile, workable instructional
model). TV had resulted in a greater varilety of instructional
activities. Teachers enjoyed TV and increased their knowledge
and skills, especilally knowledge of the relevant research and
skills in a new teaching/observation technique, in classroom
management/organization/planning, and in assessing student
behavior/attitudes/needs. Teachers also strengthened their
attitudes about teaching as a result of TV involvement.

Increased student achievement was perceived to some degree by
. educators although no formal assessment data were provided.

Affective student impact was perceived by educators who felt
that their students enjoyed TV and were less disruptive.
Students also improved their attitudes about learning and
school*and their awareness of classroom behavior, time-on-
task, and teacher interest. '

e Concerns and Changes. Some educators- did not agree with some
of the coding categories and were concerned about teachers'
fear of peer observation and lack of central office support.
They recommended more time for paperwork, more workshops,
increased networking, and expansion during the 1983-84 school
year. . : T

R
- 4

Factors.iﬁfluencing the relative success of ‘the project included: 1) the
7exp§rtise develoﬁed by the teacher-observers, 2) a suppoftive pilbt éite prin~-
cipal,iB) a sense of teacher ownership, and 4) (; négative influence) chaﬁging
central office leadership. Coﬁtinuation énd expansion iﬁdicate a sfrong
_ commitment to the project aﬁd Belief among the,téachers that TV is useful;”
The lack of student aéﬁievement da;a{appears not to concern‘educg;ofs, who
appear to be focusing more on staff development (in its‘broadest sense).
Thereforeg-educators may'wish to assess impgct on teé;hers more ciosely in the

1983-84 school year. | o .
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Frederick County. Frederick County has been implementing TV for two
years using a pilot district strategy. The ststus of project objectives was
not specified for Septembér‘1982. In June 1983, educators "hoped" to inform

-

Tocal educators about the model and train them to use it. They had ''partly

achieved" improving_teachers’ classroom competence, helping teachers’ become
better organized, and improving time-on-task. One objective;'ensuring a match
beﬁween instruction, curriculum, and tests was "achieved." The femaining two
objectives specified in Table 42 were°not'given a status, ~

e Scope and Intensity. .After“thé‘first year of TV ¢
implementation (June 1982), TV was being used in one middle
school/high school by 12+ teachers in a variety of subject
areas. In June 1983, 15 teachers, and 60C students were :
involved in the project. FEducators were mostly implementing
.the time variable, although two of the survey respondents said
that they were also implementing the content variable. Both
teachers and administrators were observers,. although the
former were primarily responsible for TV. Data feedback and
strateglzing for improvement (if needed) were carried out on
aw. individual basis. . < o 7 '

e Time. Educators spent an average of 5 months involved in
SITIP across the 1982-83 school year. Teachers reported
spending an average of 11% of their school week on TV-related
activities (e.g., observation and application of strategies to
increase time-on-task during the course.of instruction .in the -
subject areas selected). -

The central office staff resvondent reported spending ten days
on TV, which was "dbout the same" amount of .time and energy in
comparison to similar previous projects., Educators, .in
general, indic=ced that TV did not require teachers to spend

- more time preparing students (e.g., grouping, pre-testing),
and that TV did not allow teachers to cover the curriculum in
a shorter period of time. o - > ‘

® Roles and Responsibilities. Central office staff spent no

time and energy on materials development and the most. effort

- on administration and evaluation (4.00 rn each actiVity)i*

.

\

* Level of effort (time and eneféy) was rated on a scale from 0 (none) to
'5.00 (a great deal) . ; . -

o
A <
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Most of the training of teachers was done by school-based
staff. Educators rated the interactive support recelved by
the five role groups involved in TV as average (3.00) and
above, with the following (below average) exceptions —-
teachers' ratings of support from school administrators
(2.91), from central office staff (2.27), from MSDE (2.82),
and of developers (2.55); and central office ratings of
support from MSDE (2.00) and from developers (2.00). Teachers
receilved the highest overall ratings (3.67) and central office
the lowest (2.33). By June 1983, 52 teachers in the pilot
school had received information about TV, and seven teachers
had received training and help. One "other" faculty member at
the pilot school had also received training.

Impact. TV has had an impact on training and on the school,
educators, and students involved. 1In the area of training,
54,5% of the teachers felt that they understood the model.
Thirty-six percent indicated that their teaching ability had

improved as a result of TV whlle the same percentage said that
" it had not.

At the school level, TV involvement has enabled educators to
become more effective in classroom management, to share ideas
with other educators, and to learn new Instructional
tectniques.

Central office staff reported that TV enabled them to learn a
new strategy to improve teaching.

Educators indicated that TV hashad an impact at the class-
room level in terms of better organization and more attention
to academic content. Teachers increased their knowledge/
awareness of time-on-task, and the research on effective
teaching, and their ability to distinguish between classroom
procedures which are or are not effective. They improved
thelr skills in a new teaching/observation technique and in
classroom management. Teachers also strengthened their
attitude about teaching.

Increased student achievement was not perceived to any
significant extent by educators. However, students did .
improve their awareness of classroom behavior and time-on-
task, enjoyed TV, and were less disruptive.

‘Concerns and Changes. Educators were concerned about the lack
of a research base for TV at the secondary level. Some
educdtors did not agree with some of the coding categories.
They also did not like having to_leave. thelr classes with

. substitutes while they observed. They were concerned that,
observers were not monitored (peer credibility), and they felt
~ that they did not have enough time to implement TV.
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Educators recommended that more time be provided for strate-
gizing. and for paperwork, that new leadership be assigned to
the project, and that teachers should not/ be expected to
implement a new program such as TV on top of other new LEA
priorities. Other suggestions made incltuded dropping the

program altogether and engaging in more/sharing/networking
with other counties. /

/ -

Factors influencing the relative suécess/gf tﬁe project included: .(1)
conflicting priorities of central office sté%%; (2) use of two classroom
observation methods (TV and another) with sggewhat differenﬁ purposes; (3)

. / .
teacher's discomfort with some coding defiqitions, and with observation
arrangements which reduced the pefceived vélue of the model; (4) teachers'
perc;ptions of support received (bglow ayérage); and (5)-very little evidence
of impact on teachers and students. These factdrs‘reflect both oﬁ the model
and on the strategles agd procedures uséd to carry out implementation. _Locél
educators may need to review the extent to which they believe that TV can help
them achieve objectives they consider important, and subsequently modify their
activities.

Kent Couﬁtz. Keﬁt Couhty has beeq iﬁplementiné TV for two years using a
lighthouse school strategy;'-ln September 1982, one objective, ensuring a
match of insfruction, curriculum, and tests wasu"hoped for." 1In June 1983
with thé addition of thre= schools, only two objectives remained "achieved" --
informing local edugators.about the modal and grgining educators to.use the
model. One objecﬁive ——'improving_achievement in the basic skills -- was
fpartly aChieved"; Ensuring a match bétween instructioﬁ, curriculum,'and
tests was no longer considered an objective and the remaining five objectives
were 'hoped for.“

@ Scope and Intensity. After the first-year of implementation

(June 1982), TV was being used in one elementary school by
eight teachers in reading/language arts. In June 1983, TV had

expanded to three other elementary schools. Tﬁirty-tWo
. teachers and 676 students were junvolved in TV, Educators
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were implementing the time variable. Observations were done
by principals and supervisors who carried out data feedback
-and strategilzing for improvement on a one-on-one basis.
Sixty-five percent of the teachers reported not needing to.
make changes in their classroom management after time -on task
analysis. /
@ Time. Educators spent an average of 8 months on SITIP across
the 1982-83 'school year. Teachers reported spending an .~
_average of 327 of their school week on TV—related activities
(e.g., observation and application of strategies to increase
time-on-task during the course of instruction in the subject
areas selected). /

Central office staff spent an average of 12.5 days and school
administrators an average of 7 days on SITIP. SITIP took

"about the same" amount of time and energy for both central
office and school administrators as had .similar previous
projects. Educators, in general, indicated that TV did not
require teachers to spend more time preparing students (e.g.,
grouping, pretesting) and that TV did not allow teachers to
cover the curriculum in a shorter period of time.

e Roles and Responsibilities. Central office staff and school
administrators combined spent the least amount of time and
effort on dissemination (1.20)* and the most effort om
administration (1.80). Central office spent the most time on
supporting school implementation and dissemination (2.50 for
each activity) and the same amount of time (2.00) on each of

- the remaining five activities. School administrators spent
very little time on dissemination (. 33) and the most effort on
administration (1,67).

n

Most of the training of teachers was done by central office
staff.” Administrators and supervisors were trained by
developers and MSDE. Educators rated the interactive support
received by the five role groups involved in TV as average
(3.00) and above, with the exception of teachers' ratings of
support from developers (2.76). School administrators
recelved the highest ratings of support, and developers the
lowest ratings. By June 1983, information had been received
by all central office staff by about 75% of the school
administrators and by 25% of the teachers. Training had been
received by 507 of the central office staff, by 75 of the
school administrators, and by 25% of the teachers. Fifty
percent of the central office staff and 25% of the school
administrators and teachers had received help.

* Level of effort ( time and energy) was rated on a scale from 0 (none) to
5.00 (a great deal).
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o TImpact. TV has had an impact on training and on the schools,
educators, and teachers involved. In the area of training,
65% of the teachers understood thne model. Sixty-five percent
indicated that their teaching ability had not changed as a
result of TV, suggesting that engagement rates 'were already
high for many of the teachers. /

/ .
At the school level, time-on-task increased, /educators gained
a new perspective on some possible reasons for student
learning problems and worked together toward a common goal,
and the schools gained recognltion for their participation in
the SITIF project. /

Central office staff and school administrétors'reported that
TV enabled them to learn a new observational technique.

Educators indicated that TV has had an impact at the
classroom level in terms of clear teacher expectations.
Teachers increased thelr knowledge/awareness of the types of
classroom procedures which are or are/not effective, and
improved their skills in a new teaching/observation technique
and in classroom management. They also strengthened thelr
attitudes about teaching and about the importance of Keeping
Students on - ‘task., / :

Increased student achievement was jevidenced to some extent in
test scores. -Affective student impact was felt in terms of
improved attitudes or awareness dbout classroom behavior and
time-on-task and of the value of/ being organized.

@ Concerns and Changes. Educators expressed both model-specific
COncerns (i.e., disagreement w&th some of the coding catego-
ries, teacher apprehension abdut observations, the amount of
time | 'and paperwork involved) /and implementation concerns
(i.e!, lack of knowledge about why the project was being domne”
and % general negative attitude and apathy among some of those
involved). Recommendationg fell into three categories:
implementation (i.e., imp ément the content variable, do not
begin implementation during the first few days of school);
involvement (i.e., teachers must see the value of the program,
drop the program altogether); and expansion (i.e., increase
the number of people inyolved)

Factors influencing relative success included: (1) some initial uncer-
tainty about desirable scope and intensity and how responsibilities should be

shared; (2) teachers' resistance, ‘which nas been reduced but still exists in

"pockets, partly due to a Alack of understanding of the project or of its

i

value; (3) gradually growing commitment to TV, reiﬁforced by some perceived
1

S

success. If teachers became better informed about}the model and understand

/,

/ o : /




the potential benefits of its use in the community, TV could become success-
fully Integrated into classroom supérvision‘pfactices. ‘At present, 1t appears /

to be moving toward that point but still needs energy invested in interactive

/
/
i

~ support and in,demonstrating worthwhile impact.

Montgomery County. Montgomery County has been implementing TV for two
years usiﬁg a lighthouse ‘school strategy. .In September 1982, the elementarf

;

school involved in the project* had "achieved" one objective -- improving /
achievement in basic skills, had chosen not to address "informing and trq{ning
other educators," and had "partly achieved" cthe remaining objectiveg quéified
in Table 42. 1In Juﬁe 1983, all the "partly achieved" objectives were /
"achieved" with the exception of improving étudent achievement in non-basic

skills subjects which remained "partly achieved". TInforming educators about
» : o/
the model, which was not given a status in September, was "achieved]' by June.

:

Improving achievement in basic skills was "partly achieved" in Juﬁéf

. "y
In September 1982, the middle school "hoped! to achieve two /objectives

/

(i.é., training educato;s to use the model and ensuring a ﬁatch/%etween
-instruction; curriculum; and -tests). Improving students' invo{ieﬁent in
'learnipg was not considéred to be an objective. The éeméining six objectivés

specified in Table 42 were "partly achieved." In June 1983 all eight
applicable objectives had been "achiaved".

o Scope and Intensity. . After the first year of implementaticn
(June 1982), eleven teachers were using TV in 2 schools (one
elementary, one middle) in reading/language arts and mathe-
matics. In June 1983, TV had expanded to include 11 teachers
and 470 students. In the elementary school, Active Teaching
(AT) was also being used to improve time-on-task. The
teachers responding to the survey indicated that they were

* The two sites implementing TV in Montgomery County submitted two séparate
Key Contact Questionnaires specifying different cbjectives.

Vo !
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implementing both the time and content variables. For the /
content variable 100% of the teachers matched the curriculum,
instruction and tests, knew what students had been taught /
previously and their test scores, and modified the curriculum
and/or instruction when necessary. For the time variable,
fifty percent of the teachers said they had been observed by
other teachers and %0% by principals. They all said that they
strategized during staff meetings and 83% made changes to
improve time-on-task with 67% indicating that time—on—task had
Iniproved as a- result of these changes. .
e Time. Educators spend an average of 10 months of SITIP across
the 1982-83 school year.* Teachers reported spending an aver-
age of 244 of thelr school week on SITIP-related activities
(e.g., observation and application of strategies to increase
time-on-task during the course of instruction in the subject
‘areas selected).

Central office staff spent an average of 16 days on SITIP
which was "slightly more" time and energy in comparison to
s1m11ar previous projects The school administrator spent
"substantially more'" time and effort on SITIP / Educators, in .
general indicated that TV required teachers to spend siightly
more time preparing students (e . groupingv/pre-testing) and
did not feel that TV allowed teachers to cover. the curricu]m S

e » .- in a qhort er period o f time N [ / - - D

o Roles and Responsibilities. Central office staff and school
administratorgs combined spent the least amount of time and
effort on evaluation (1.33)%* and the most effort on adminis-
tration and supporting school implementation (3.67 for each i
activity). Central office staff spent no time on evaluation
and "some" to "quite a lot" of time on administration and
supporting school implementation (3.50/for each activity).

The school administrator spent the least time on dissemination
(2.00) and "quite a‘lot" of time (4 96) on each of the
remaining five activities -- administration, materials
development, inservice, supporting s@hool implementation, and .
evaluation. :

Most of the training of teachers was done by the developers
and school-based staff. Educator$ rated the interactive
"support received by the five: role groups involved in TV as
average (3. 00)" and above with the folleing exceptions:

schiool administrators and teaqhers ratings of central office
support- (1,00 and 1.67 respectively); and teachers' ratings of
support from MSDE and devel opers (1.83 for each role group).

* Central office staff and the elementary administrator and teachers were"
involved with more than one model
** Level of effort (time and energy) was rated on a scale from 0 (none) to 5.00
(a great deal). ¢ ol . )
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Central office had the lowest and teachers the highest ratings

of support. By June 1983, information and training had been
received by all school administrators and teachers at the

pliot schools, and by about 10% of central office staff and

"other" faculty. Help had been received by all school
administrators, by 50% of the teachers and 10% of the "other"
faculty at the pilot schools.: ) ' : ’

@ Impact. TV has had an impact on training and on the schools,
educators, and Students involved. In the\area of training,
83% of the teachers felt that they understood the model and
67% said that they would like to learn more. None of the
teachers indicated that their general teaching ability had
improved as a result of IV.

At the school level, time-on-task has increaséd and educators
have learned to use a new teaching/observation\method.

. School administrators reported that involvement \in SITIP has
given them the self satisfaction of applylng an effective
. technique.

Educators 1ndicated that TV has had an impact at t
.room level, in terms of providing a more complete
instructional program. Teachers increased their knowledge/
wornn....awareness.of learning. theory, and improved their skiNg in a =
new teaching/observation technique and in assessing student
behavior/attitudes/needs.

class-

Increased student achievement was perceived by teacher
test scores. Affective student ifmpact was felt somewha
- terms of student enjoyment. Also, since some students
video tapes of themselves which they discussed ‘using TV
concepts, responsibility for learning appeared to increase.

e Concerns and Changes. Educators were concerned about the
complexity of the model which makes it difficult to implemént.
Recommendations fell into two categories: implementation
(i.e., provide more specific ideas for improving instructioh);
and external assistance (il.e., increase state funding, more
central office support).

Factors influencing'relative success included: 1) strong commitment by
the principals who used TV to support other school priorities; 2) strdtegizing
in staff meetings which allowed teachers to share their expertise; 3) rein-
fqrcement of TV with other related research—baéed information accessed hy the
principals. .Within the two pilot schools TV has beéﬁ used well as a mechanism

foraprofessiona} development, has influenced classroom management, and reduced

. )
TTFtedchier~isolation, T T T T wmeT s e e
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Somerset Couhfy. Somerset County has been implemen7éng TV for two years

/

using a lighthouse school strategy. In September 1982, all nine objectives

specified in Table 42 were "hoped for." In Jure 1983, four had been "partly

achieved" (i.e., improving achievement in basic skills/and in other subject

areas; ensuring a match between instruction, curriculim, and tests; and
improving students' involvement in learning), and the remaining five were

"achieved".

e Scope and Intensity. After the first yed@ of 1mplementat10n

"~ (June 1982), two teachers were using the time variable in one
elementary school in reading/language arfs. In June 1983,
eight teachers were using TV with 217 students in reading/
language arts and mathematics. Most of/the time-on-task
observations were done by the principal and/or central office
supervisor. Teachers strategizing during staff meetings.
Eighty percent of the teachers reported making changes to
improve time-on-task and 80% indicated that time-on—~task did
improve. Principals in other schools were trained in TV by

. the pilot school principal and MSDE staff, and some have

observed classes using TV techniques.

o Time. Edﬁcators spent an average of nine months on SITIP
. across the 1982-83 school year. Teachers reported spending an
“average of 49% of their school week on TV-related activities
(e.g., observation and application of strategiles to increase
time-on-task during the course of instruction in the subject
areas selected).

The school administrator did most of the time-on-task
observations which consisted of three observations of each
teacher at the beginning and end of the school year. He also
helped train other principals and central office staff on how
to use the observational technique. He reported that
"substantially more" time and gnergy had been spent on TV in
comparison.to similar previous projects., .Most of his time was
spent on administration, supporting school implementation, and
dissemination (5.00 for each activity).* The least effort
(none at all) was spent on materials development’

Most of the training of teachers was done by MSDE. Educators
rated the interactive support received by the five role groups
involved in TV-as average.(3.00) and above. Teachers and
school administrators received the highest *atings and

| -
* Level of effort (time and’ energy) was rated on a scale from 0 (none) to 5.00
(a great deal)
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.developers the lowest ratings of support. By June 1983, all
school administrators (and teachers in the pilot school) had
received information, training and help. Seventy-five percent
of the central office staff had received information and
training and 100% had received help.

o Impact. TV has had an impact on training and on the schools,
educators, and students involved. In the area of training,
75% of the teachers reported that they understood the model

. and 50% said that their teaching ability had improved as a
result of their involvement in SITIP.

At the.school level, TV has enabled educators to improve
specific categories of instruction. Educators also felt that
they benefitted from the use of pre and post tests to measure
growth.

Central office staff and schoel administrators have learned a
new cbservational technique.

Educators indicated that TV is a worthwhile, workable instruc-
tional model. Teachers increased theilr knowledge/awareness of
time-on-task, and improved their skills in controlling time-
on-task.

‘Increased student achievement has been perceived in test
scores.

Affective student impact was perceived in terms of improved
attitudes or awaremness about classroom behavior and time-on-
task. .

® Concerns and Changes. .Educators felt that the TV was more .
useful for new teachers than for experienced teachers, and’
that it requires too much time and/or paperwork. Educators
recommended that TV should not be used with every teacher, but
that it should be expanded to involve those teachers that
needed to improve thelr classroom management techniques.

Factors influencing relative success included: 1) the pilot principals'
interest in using TV; 2) teachers' approval of a series of brief observations
instead of a single longer oBeervation; 3) the increased student engagement
rate from pre to_post oBservation\after teachers had improved time management
»skills. Honever, few teachers had low engagement rates to begin with, which~

influenced the recommendation that TV should not be used with all teachers.

'

It appears that TV was accepted by/iocal educators, and helpful for some
// - -

i

teachers in improving classroom management.
X ' , -

‘//
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Talbot County. Talbot County has been-implementing TV for one year using
a lighthouse school strategv. New LEAs were not required to specify their
objectives in September 1982. Tn June 1983, educators had "partly achieved"
three objectives (i.e., training educators to use tﬁe modei, ensuring a match
between instruction, curriculum, and tests, and helping teachers become ‘batter

organized). The remaining six obJectives specified in Table 42 were "hoped

W

o

for",

® Scope and Intensity. After the first year of implementation

(June 1983), TV was being used in one vocational-technical ‘
school by four teachers and 80 students in auto mechanics, o
masonry, carpentry, and agriculture. Teachers were imple-
menting the time variable. The majorfty of the teachers
reported being observed by the principal. They strategized
during staff meetings. Fifty percent of the teachers. reported
making successful changes to improve time-on-task. (Since TV:

- was not designed originally for these kinds of classes, MSDE
provided additional related information from the R & D Center
for Vocational Education and lo:al educators reviewed

‘modifications with the TV develuper.)

© Time. Educators spent an average of 8.5 months on SITIP
across the 1982-83 school year. The school administrator
reported spending 30 days, and central office staff 14 days on
TV. This represented "slightly less" time and energy in
comparison to similar previous projects. Central office staff
and school administrators combined spent the least amount of

- time and energy on dissemination (1.00)* and the most effort

on inservice and supporting school impleméntation (3.00 for
each activity). The school administrator spent the least time
on dissemination and evaluation (1.00 for each activity) and
the most effort on inservice (5.00). The central office staff
respondent spent the least effort on materials development,
inservice and dissemination (1.00 for each activity) and the
most time and energy on administration and supporting school
implementation (3.00 for each activity).

Most of the training of teachers was done by the developers
and MSDE. Educators rated the interactive support received by
the five role groups invclved in TV as average (3.00) and
above with the exception of the school administrators' rati-
of central office support (2.00). MSDE received the highest
and central office the lowest ratings of support. By June
1983, about 25% of office staff, school administrators, and
teachers at the pilot site received information, training, and
help.

u

* Level of effort (time end energy) was rated on a scale from 0 (none) to 5.00
(a great deal).
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¢ Impact. TV has had an impact on tréiniﬁg and on the schools,
educators, and students involved. 1In the area of training,
67% of the teachers reported that they understood the model,
however, 67% said that they would like to learn more.

At the school level, educators have become aware of a new
instructional/observational. technique and have strengthened
their awareness of the importance of good teaching. Central
office staff and school administrators have learned a new
instructional/observation strategy and have realized the need
to structure time well. ) '

Educators indicated that TV is a worthwhile, workable instruc~
.tional model. Teachers have improved their skills in a new
teaching/observation technique in assessing student attitudes/
behavior/needs, and in controlling time-on-task. They have
strengthened their attitudes about teaching and about the -
importance of keeping students on task.

Educators were unsure about whether student achievement
Increased as a result of TV. However, students did improve
thelr attitudes about learning and school.

e Participant Concerns. Educators were concerned about the
amount of time and/or paperwork required to implement TV.
Recommendations included implementing the content variable,
increasing central office and MSDE workshops, and dropping the
program.

Factors influencing relativefsuccéss included: (1) alignment of local

v

o priority with TV; (2) leérning,frum ..cher TV projects' experience used in
planning for implementation; and (5; anticipation of problems‘(e.g., elemen-
tary vs. secondary knowledge base) and use of strategies to avoid negative
impéct. For their first §ear, Talbot educators apﬁ;ar to have made good

progress.

«

Summary and Conclusions

The four preceding sections of this chapter each focus on local implemen-

‘tation of one of the models: écti?e Teaching (AT);,Masiery Learning (ML),

Student Team Learning (STL);-énd Teaching Variables (TV). lThis section
examines implementation across all four models under the following headings‘

planning, scope and intensity of implementation, time spent and reSponsibili—

ties shared, impact, and participant concerns.
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Plarining .

fﬁble 50 presents the stétus of objectives in June 1983 across all of the
SITTP projects. The objectives can be di;ided into four categories: student
impact (objectives 1, 2,'and 9); training (objectives 3 qnd 4); geacher impact
(objectiyés 5, 7, and 8); and cu£¥iculum alignment (objecéive 6). The level -
of acgievement varied across thg four -categories, with thé highest level in
curriculum alignment followed by training, teacher impact, and:student impact.
These results are strongly inflﬁenced 5y the émount-of time and effort that
educators spen; on the objectiveé. For instance, educators have been wéfking
on curriculum aligﬁment for Project Basic since 1979.énd so have a sound
foundation on which to build. Local achieyement of ﬁraining objectivés ;a:
influenced by the fact that provisionuof inforﬁation and training for STTIP
began in 1980 and has Geen st;bngly reinforced by both MSDE and LEA activiti;s
since tﬁét time. Changes in teachers' Behavior have arisen from that
training, and achieveﬁent of objectives in this category was strongly
influenhced by the interactive support provided by LEA team members. The three
opjectives‘rélating to improvement in students' achievement and attitudes can
only be achieved after the othér categories of objecgives have been

accomplished. These findihgs reinforce those .of other school improvement ,"”:“

studies which have found that major changes affecting students take from three

[

to five jears to bring about. o A

Scope and Intensity of Implementdtion.

During the 1982-83 school year, all 24 school 1istricts were Involved in

SITIP, 20 implementing a sihgle model, three implemepting two models, and one
. l -
implementirsy, three models. Table 51 summarizes the ?copekgnd intensity of

—

SITIP implementation-as of June 1983. ﬁ
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Table 50

Status of Objectives: All Models, June 1983

Number of Projects .
Local Objectives Addressing Objectives Status*#

Total| AT | ML | STL¥'TV | % of Projects
N=29 | N=7| N=7 | N=8 N7 12003
L. Improve student achievém?nt (basic skills). 2 | 6| 7|6 |7 23 |50 | 27
2, Improve:SCUdent achievéaént (other subjects).| 22 | q é?: ] _,6 45 145 |10
- 3. Inforn local educators about model; I '36.:. 71747 11_‘ 33 156
4, Trgin educators about model, | N 26 5. 71816 G| 61 35
3. NImprovelteachers' classfoom competence, 29 17{ 71 8 | 7 3 |59 | 38
6. Ensﬁr; match of instructien, curriculum, 18f? 1 \i'7 b6 0 139 ] 61
and tests(s). '
7. Help teachers become better organized. - 27 6| 70 7| 7 | & 166 | 30
8. impfdve.time—on—task. | | RS T T Y O 8 |56 | 36
9. TImprove students' involvement Inlearnlng | 23 | 6| 5| 713 13 |48 | 39 |
(motivation), | '

% Prince George's County did not submit data on status of objectives in June 1983,
_ ** Status: 1 = Hoped for
"2 = Partly achieved
3 = Achieved
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Table 51

. Scope and Intensity By County: All Models, June 1983

éounty Topics étrategy= #of schools Type f#fof teachers | #of students

Alleganv ML LS :l ‘0 . 22 300
Anne Arundel ML LS 1 H 3 150
Baltimore City ML PD s JM, H | 150 3,332
Baltimore County ML LS ' 3 E 13 " 325

STL PD 2 E, J/M 9 225
Calvert | st Ls 3 E, J/M 10 300

: TV LS 3 J/M 23 540

Caroline - AT s | E 5 122
Carroll ML LS 1 Jm - 2 ! 161
Cecil AT FD 17 . E, J/M 40 \ 2,000
Charles STL Ls 10+ E, J/M S £ \ . 650+
Dorchester STL PD ) 7 ] E 8 177
‘Frederick v PD 2 I/, 0 15 : 600
Garrett AT LS 2 H 11 443
Harford AT oW 34 "E, J/M 446 19,177
Howard Mo | s S I/ 9 i 260
Kent v DW. 4 E 3 676
Montgomery AT LS 1 : E 9 170

STL LS 1 : J/M 10 480

™v LS 1 J/M 7. 300
Prince George's |~ sTL - CB : No data’ -
Queen Anne's STL . CB 1 H 23 “ 900
St. Mary's AT | CB 5 E, I/M, H 27 1195%x
Somerset TV LS 1 E : 8 217
Talbot ™v LS 1 ' 0 4 .. 80 :
Washington STL CB 14 E, J/M, H - 20 w600
Wicomico . AT | 12 E 43 ‘ 1100
Worcester ML LS 21 E 4 75

: STL | ¢B 4 E, J/M 16+ 400 J

*Matthew Henson Middle‘School only
**Includes Some duplicates

Topics: AT=Active Teaching Strategy: LS=Lighthouse school
MLaMastery Learning . i g . PD=Pilot district
STL=Student Team Learning /// DU=District-wide

TV=Teaching Variableg CB=Capacity building

L,

- Type: E=Elementary
- J/M=Junior high/middle
; : H=High school
O=Other
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Projects. There were six AT projects, seven Mﬂ projects, nine STL
projects, six TV projects, and one combined AT-TV project for a total of 29
SITIP projects across thé state,

Strategies. LEAs selected one of four implementétion strategies; (1)
distriét—wide, (2) pilot-district, (3) capacity buil&ing; and (4) lighthouse
school. The lighthouse school strategy was the most popular (16 projects),
followed by pilot district and capacity building-each‘used for five projects,
and districé—wide used for three projects.

- For AT, two projects had a district;wide strategy, tho.had 1ighthouse
séhools, one had a pilof—district, and one a capacify building strategy. For
ML, there were six lighthouse school projects and one pilot—district project.
For STL, four projects had capacity building strategies, three had 1ighth6use
schools, and two had pilot—districts. For TV there were four lighthouse
school projécts, one pilot-district projéct, and one distfict—wide projecﬁ.
The combined AT-TV project used a lighthouse school strategy..

‘During the first 18 months of SITIP -= epding June 1982 -- it was.found
that:

The implementation strategy determines how the work 1s shared
among role groups, and how the burdens shift among role groups
over time. The implementation strategy plus the scope (number
of schools, teachers, curricular subjects’, grade levels, and

——wm—- amount of time for the innovation to be used for each class or
suhject) determine how much work is to be done within a given
Ll (Roberts, et al., 1982)

. Activities during the 1982—83 school year continue to support these
findings. Also, there is’a relationship among the implementafion strategy
used, the nature and extent of central office staff involvement, and the

extent to which the model(s) used are perceived Ey central office staff to fit

LEA priorities.” For instance, the district-wide strategy required central
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coordination and considerable centfal office staff involvement, and was ﬁéed
where the model fit closely with é local priorigy. The pilot-district ;
strategy was not quite é; déﬁanding and- (with the exception qf two LEAs)fwas
used where the modelwfit'ldcal.pridrities.* The lighthouse;;chool strategy,
;mplemented és designed at all sites, requifed a fit between the model and>the‘
school's priorities (not necessarily the district's prioritieé), and central
office administrative support. Expanéién occurred‘béyond the lighthouse site
only when: ‘(l) there was impact on student achilevement:; (2) teachers 1liked
the model; and (3) central office.staff provided additional suppopﬁ (usually
to make the necessary arrangements for staff in other schools to attend
training). The capacity building strategy-ﬁas centrally coordinated 1in two
" LEAs and ;chool—based at three sites, with a fit betweeﬁ the model and LEA
priorities at only one of the 1a£ter. The greatest weakness of this strategy
was that once teachers were trained, in most c;ses they had high autonomy andv
low interagtive suﬁporglgféflecting low involvement of central office staff),
and the fidelity and frequency of implementation was not as great as for other
strategies.

These findings suggest that the closer a modéi was to existing LEA
priorities the more likely 1t was. to draw central office involvement, and sub-
sequently lead to strong and widespread classroom use. Conversely, when the

- model did not fit a dis;riét priority, it could be well implemenfed in a
school wﬁere-it fit that school's priorities bﬁf was not likely to be widely
used, and its survival depended more on the individual teachersAinvolved. |

Implemehtation strategles initially selected by LEAs reflected the amount of

energy and cdmmitment of local educators which was based on the fit -- as they

A
%

* In both cases (of exception) the model as implemented did. not support local
priorities: expansion was curtailed and central office support was low.



perceived it -- between the model and their priorities. 1If, 5ugseqqéntly, it
became apparent that the fit was greater or smaller than at rirst perceived,
the strategy was changed (é.g., Kent.County changed from a lighthouse to a.
distriqt—wide approach when central office staff decided that the model fit
oﬁe of their priorities).

Schools, teachers, and students. Over 986 teachers and 34,955 students

- in 139 eleﬁentary and secondary séhools were involved in SIT;f. The approxi-
mate number of schools, téachers, aﬁd students involved in each model is
presented in Table 52: Of the 139 schools involved, 65% were elementary, 347
were éecondary, ana‘L% were "other" (i.e., K-12, vocational-technical).

Fifty-two pércent of the schools, 58% of the teachers, and 69% of the students

/

in SITIP wére using the AT model. This high degree of AT implementation was

f . -
influenced by the strategies selected by the LEAs which, in turn, were
/ .

{

influencéd in part by the model's relatively low complexity. However, of

. greater/influence was the fit of the model to local priorities;’ the model was
/ : .
/

percei&ed as a viable instructional methéd (particularly for mathematics).

/

/ ’ ) L
Across the entire state, more than 11% of the schools were involved in

SITIP. (AT -- 6%, ML -- 1%, STL ~- 3%, TV -- 1%). .

/ » . . . '
,/ Fidelity. Fidelity relates_to the extent to which teachers implemented’
/ / .

thévmodels as designéd. AT required the implementation of six component.s, ML

i
i

/ ’ , . ‘
required ten components, and STL five components (see Chart 10). For TV,

géucators could implement the time variable in a varlety of ways.
/ . ( . .
/ AT -had the greatest fidelity, with 72% of the teachers implementing all

/
/éix cémponents, as compared to ML where 23% of the teachers carried out all
../ tern. components, and STL where 33% of the teachers carried out the five

/ required components. For AT, no single component was addressed by less than

88% of the teachers, as compafed to ML (5z%) and STL (76%).

-
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Table 52

Scope and.Intensity Summary: All Models, June 1983

Models ! Projects*| Schools** Teachers Students
i # % ] % # % 7 %
Active Teaching 70 2| 72 | s2 |["s72 | 58 | 24,037 | 69
; : ~ VE 52
/ S 20
Mastery Learning 7| 24| 13| 9| 203 | 21 | 4,603 13
E 4
s 8
0 1
Student Team .. 8 28( 42 | 30 | 113 | 11| 3,732| 11
‘Learning N :
’,/ E 28 ;
| , S 14 |
/| reach* 7 variables 70 26 12| 9 | 98| 10 2,583 7
’ E 6
S 5
01
- Total - 29 | 106] 139100 | 986 | 100 | 34,955 |-100
E 90
S 47
0 2

* Although Princé'Georggis County implemented STL in about 10/school;, no.’
"hard" data were available at the end of the school year. Therefore,:
this LEA is not included in these results.

-’

** One school is implementing two-projects ~- AT and TV. It is counted once °®

under TV. '
Schools: E = Elementary . . ' : : e
' S = Secondary :
0 = Other
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Chart 10

SITIP Fidelity of Inplementatton: 198283 -

Hodels and Components of Student Team Learning* | Teachers Implementing|{ ~ Variables and Components of Teaching Variablest | Teachers Implementing
A o T I
STAD {s {mplemented. 31597 ‘The ‘content” variable is implemented, 1298
~ T0T is {mplenented, 8 )45, The "time" variable is; implemented 9 7617
Jigsaw {s {mplemented. 15 1 2.2 I Other teacher(s) have ‘collected time-on-task
TAT 15 inplemented. - 010 data, observing me, / ) |32
L. Each tean fncludes a mix of kinds of students ‘ 0 0 ?. My principal (or vice-principal) has collected
(o given criteria). B U L tine-on-task datd, observing ne, oIy
1. Materfals are avallable for peer tutoring, ‘3. A central office supervisor collected time-on-
team practice, and {ndividual and tournament i task data, observihg ne. 23 | 48.9
 quizzes. . 30 L8391k Mata collected on/ny class {ndicated that tine-
3. Quiz/tournament scores relate to ind{vidual on-task was euch/tha' I did not need to make
and team achievement, IR ‘changes. / 0| 46.8
4. Peer tutaring takes place a preat deal, a8 5. Observation resilts are discussed {n staff
5. Successes are puhlicized. 5001839 meetings and ve help each other find strategles
‘ to improve time-on-task. I RIR
6. 1 have made changeq in my clags to improve '
time-on~*ask U Sk
1. Data collecled on my class indfcated that time-
on-task ingroved, ‘ 171 3.2
L /
" /‘ :
Conpongnts of Mastery learning Teachers Implementing Components of Active Teaching Teachers Toplementing
: Wedg. | 1 ! ’ \ NST | 1
L. Mhjectives are specified. 4 43 ) 89,k I, Pre-lesson development. ' 3] 895
2. Dbjectives are broken down into component 2. lesson development. 39830
. skills, B 1192 3. Controlled/guided practice. 50 | 877
L Currieula {texts, materfals) are matched to ' ' 4. Tndependent practice. YT
object{ves, S 5. Homework assignments. 52| 91,2
b Tnstruction given matches curricula and b, Deviews. ‘ S| 89,5
- objectives, B YR Y ‘
5. Tests match objectives. ‘ b ] 95.8
. Bo Tests include items From hoth lover and
) hipher order thinking skil's, 35 1.9
T, A "no fault" formative test is given for each | v ‘ «
unt, . 80| 83
B. "Corrective" and "enrichment activitles are
piven after formative tests. &1 1 91,9
9. Summative tests are glven at the end of each & . E
urit, : 47 497 .9
0. Records ave kept pe - class per student per i
ahjective on level of mastery, | s - ‘

* For St udent Teau Learning and Teaching Variahles, unnumhered items represent specific models or variahles, Tmplementers could use anv one or all models
atiables,
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//For TV, the majority of the educators (62%) implemented the time
" . i N

variable. Most of the teachers (72%) had been observed by prinoipals and

/ /
vice—principals, and 45% reported strategizing during staff meetings. Fifty-
one’ percent made classroom changes to improve time-on-task and 367% reported n

improvement in student engagement rate.

Time Spent and Responsibilities Shared ..

This section summarizes the amount of time spent on SITIP activities for
. / '
all four models by each role group during the 1982=83 school year. E
: \
Teachers' use of time. The average number of months involvement b '

|

. teachers for three models (AT, ML, TV) was eight months, with no one involved %
for less than five months. AT.implementation wachontinuous for the specified
number of months; With the exception of some ML sites, teachers did not use
‘ML and STL continuously during those months, but used them for specific units
of instruction. TV teachers were usually obsérved at tle beginning and end of
the time,_applying improvement strategies in/the interim, 1f appropriate.
During the period that teachers were directlv involved, the average time spent>
during a given week ranged from 21% (STL) to 39% (AT). For three models (AT,
ML, STL) elementary teachers spent less time (15% to 23%) than did secondary

teachers (23% to 51%). This reflected the fact:that elementary teachers used.

‘a model for- only one or two curricular subjects, while ‘any. secondary teachers
involved used the model for his/her subject area specialty with a relatively
large number of classes. For TV, secondary teachers spent 197 of their time
and elementary teachers spent %d% of their time teaching subjects for which
"time" observations were conducted or the "content'" variable addrese:d. This
. reflected the higher credibility which the TV Jata base had among elementary

teachers.
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In order of investment of classroom time, models were: AT, ML, T§, STL.
Investment . varied from one site to another, influenced strongly by administra-
tive decisions and tﬁe amount of_development work completed in the first year.
.Factors working against high investmeﬁt éfvﬁlassroom’time included: (1).need
for materialsl(STL, ML); (2) need for preparation time (ML, STL); (3) pressure
to cover the curgicﬁlum‘in a gi&én amount of time (ML, STL); (4) rélative
sultability of 2 model to the cufriculUm (STL): (5) relgtive suitability of a
model to' a grade level (TV, secondary); and (6) negativé experiences in early
implementation which were not totally resolved by local admipistrators (some
sites for AT and ML, .perceived most strongly for TV). Eﬁgtors facilitating
high investment included: (1) availability of materials (ML, STL); (2) low
complexity of the model (AT); (3) suitability of the model to a curriculum and
grade (AT); (4) successful application experienced by teachers early in the
project (AT, STL); and (5) successful application fécilitated by local
administrative support (all models in some sites, but perceived ‘most strqngly
for STL). |

Local administrators' use of time. The average amount of time invested

by central office staff and school-based administrators ranged from nine or
ten days for AT and STL to 23 days fgr_ML. Individual administrators spent as
few as two days on SITIP to an almost full-time commitment, WLEh the
exception of'TV, céntrél office staff spent almost twice as much time as

school-based administrators. 1In all cases, comﬁined time of administrators

was iﬁvested least in materials identification and/or-develogment. For three

models (AT, ML, STL)'mos; combined time was spent on supporting sc'.uol

implementation and administration. - The other three areas of activity —-

ipservice, dissemination, evaluation -- took relatively little time. Since

0
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appropriate materials were essential for ML and STL, and since administrators
invested so littleuln this activity; classroom use was reduoed_unless teachers
already had materials or were given release time for development. Given
teachers concerns and needs relating to TV, greater investment_in support

(rather than administration) was desirable at some sites.

.Tnteractive support. This area'of“activity included both logistical and

affective support. It was expected that all role groups (teachers, school-
based administrators, and central office staff)'needed to help each other
achieVe success, and that assistance from MSDE technical assistante (TAs) and
developers was also desirable, Support activities and behaviors included:
information exchange; training (both traditional inservice and one-on-one
coaching); provislon of materials and other resources; arrangements for
teacher release time; assistance in development of quality materials, tests,
record-keeping systems, etc.; acknowledgement and publication of success; and
supportive use of feedback to encourage improvement. Support was rated for
all role groups oy the three local role groups (on a five point scale, lsvery
poor, 5=excellent), and results are presented for all four models in Table 53.
Overall ratings range from just above average (3.29) for developers, to very
good (3.94) for teachers. (Last year, ratings ranged from 3.39 for MSDE to °
3.78 for school-based administrators.) In general, ratings of'lobar“sﬁpport"
reflect effort invested by.a given role group. Ratings of "external" -
assisters are inflpeﬁced primarily by contact frequency'or visibility. For
lpstance, slnce central office staff were more often in co;tact with the MSDE

TA for AT, their ratings of his support were higher than ratings given by the

s

other two role groups. Also, since STL developers attended follow-up training

sessions and conducted several on-site workshops, ratings of their support
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Table 93

Perceptions of Support Recetred: ALL Nodels, 1982-83

Support Groups

(} | chool Central
Hodels/Respondents V| Teachers | Adnindstrators | Office Staff| wgDE - Developers
Ktive Texchin i IR T |
I astety Learning Bkl 3,95 10 3.64 N
tudent Ty 24ning LN AVE 417 W8] 3% | A
Tesching Varizbles - 6L | 3 3.4 M| |1
Totals B3 5.90 I X IR

Mean ratings range from a low of 1.00 (very poot) to a high of 3,00 “(excel Lent)

v
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were higher than ratings awarded to other developers. Ratings of developers
for AT and TV are influencedlby other factors. Tne AT developers provided
training only for the 198l orientation and spmmer;inStitnte. However, for
subsequent training events the MSDE TA brought in other nationally recognized
R&D staff whose work supported AT. Some implementers considered those people
as developers,'and rated tnem above average. TV developers-conducted site-
specific training and hosted meetings for local participants, but these .rarely
involved teachers ahd thus the developers were rated below average (with
teachers' ratings lowest). |

While ratings of developers' support are'relatively'unimportant.at this -

stage of implementation,‘the somewhat low tatings for central office support

{below average -- 2.98 -~ for TV, to 3.82 for STL) are of concern where

&L
projects are not school-based, and where the LEA expects SITIP implementation.
beyond a single school. . o . /
Impact

This section discusses impact for all models on school systems, central

o

office staff, schools, school administrators, teachers, and students.

" School systems. As can be seen in Table 54, the most common impzct at

*

the district level was the commitment and sharing among educators (reported
for AT and ML) which was encouraged 5§ the SITIp design. Also, for two
models, policies were put into practice to facilitate implementation and

encourage institutionalization.

Central office staff. Knowledge of a new teaching or cbservation

strategy was noted by central office staff for all models,. plus a:kr:wledge-

‘ment of AT's influence on improving organization for instruction. (See Table

54.)
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Table 54

Impact of Implementatfon on Adninistration
Schools, and Districts: ALl Models, 198283

e a1 bt e g g

Role GrBuas and Modelg

Impact h School Systems Central Office Staff Schools School Administrators

AT ML) STL TV AT ML PSTL ATV L AT T TS V] AT TR TSTL T

Knowledge of a nev teaching strategy . 2 21313 4y 3153
Knowledge of time-on-task ‘ ‘
Knowledge of effective observation/

supervision method/criteria - 5 R
Knowledge of learning (theory, practice) 2

Beldef 1n traditional teaching | | !
- Comndtuent/sharing among educators 114 | S| o3
 Continuity/consistency across classes 1 o
Interest/enthusiasn of students/teachers |
(e.g+y in subject area) " ‘ I 2 4

| ‘Better management, organization or N |
Instruction , : : 1 : 3
Appreciation for teachers, recognition
of au“_ccess .
Support (e.g., arranglng comnon planning | | !
| tine) for teachers 1 . “4
' f\ Closer monitoring of teaching 2

Polley to release teachers to train :
others or coordinate project 2
Poliey to implement for a given subject -
ot grades : . 3

* Reported {n nusber of LEAs: ‘ :
Active Teaching N<7, Mastery Learning N=7, Student Tean Learning N=B, Teaching Variablgs Nab,

k Tmpact areas reported only when stated by tvo ot mare LEAS for 2 glven nodel,
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Schools. The strongest area of impact for ML, STL and TV was sharing
among educators with continuity and consietency across classes being the
'atrongest impact for AT.c'Intereet, appreciation, and support were'valued; as
was closer monitoring and.better organization for instruction. (See Tabie

54.)

School administrators. Principala and other school-baSed-administratore
‘for all models valued new teaching or observation strategies, gained an
appreciation for teachers' capability (AT, ML), and strengthened their belief
“ in traditional teaching (AT). (See Table 54.)

. Teachers. During the 1982-83 school year, all role groups received and
conducted training, with most conducted by MSDE for AT, and most by school—
based staff for the other three models. Since few teachers were time-on-task

AN
observers for TV, they received less training than did school administrators

~
~

or central office staff. _Tfaining facilitated understanding of the model and
of‘ways‘in which to initiate and carry out planned change. The impact of
involvement in SITIP, in terms of teachers; understanding the models and
improving their teaching ability, is sunmarized in Table 55, with the percent ”
of teachers noted for each area.of impact for each model. The relatively low
perceived impact of TV may have been influenced by the amount of training, by
the number of teachers who were found to have satisfactory engagement rates
(time-on-task) and therefore s8aw no need to change, and/or by the interactions

between observers and teachers.

3
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Table 55

Percent of Teachers!Impacted by Involvement: All Models, 1982-83

Models AT | ML | STL | TV
Impact

-~

teachers understanding model 72 73 80 64

teachers improving teaching :
‘ability’ _ 66 64 50 28

. teachers seeing no change in -
teaching ability ) 13 16 27 -1 36

Each of the three local role groups rated impact on teachers in terms of
enjoyment, increased knowledge, and increased skills (on a five point scale
where 5.00 = strongly agree). Responses are summarized ianable 56. Mean

ratings in all cases indicated that impact on teachers in all areas did occur
to some extent with greatest certainty among local educators for STL and least

\
\\

"\

M \\"
More specific kinds of impact on teachers, in terns of increased know-

for TV.
ledge and skills andastrengthened attitudes, are summarized in Table .57. For
each kind of impact for each model, the number of LEAs where that imoact was
found is presented Since most LEAs hoped that teachers would improve skills
relating to instruction, impact in that category is particularly important.
Since each model emphasizes_particular-activities, comparisons are not always
relevant, However, the firsr three skill areas listed in Table 57 are |
addressed by all four models, and results indicate that a large number of LEAs
found: that teachers made inprovements in teacning/obServing, classr~om manage-

ment, and asseseing and addressing student needs. For three models (AT, ML,

STL), these results indicate that in 50% or more of the LEAs impact on
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4 Table 56

~ Instructional Impact as Perceived by
Survey Respondents All Models, 1982-83_

Models "
| AT ML STL TV | Total
Impact on Instruction . N= 122 76 89 63 350

Instructional Value

Works in classroom, - G647 | 6.35 | hb2 | 4,00 | 4.35

Is worth the work it takes, ' 6.29 | 3.85 | 4,18 | 3.73 | 4.07

Is a worthwhile teaching approach; - 4,38 | 4.28 | 4.43 |-3.79 | 4.2
Impact on Teachers

Teachers enjoy it. | C402 3.7 1 4T | 3,56 | 3.9

Teachers have increased knowledge. - 4,08 | 4.08 | 4.14 | 3.60 | 4.01

Teachers have increased skills. 4,05 | 4.08 | 4.06 | 3.51 | 3.9
Impact on Students ,

Students enjoy it, . 3.88 | 4.09 | 4,37 | 3.52 | 3.9

Students are less disruptive. : ] 3.88 | 3,16 | 3.65 | 3.11 | 3.62

Students' achievement has increased, 3.59 | 3.76 | 3,76 | 3.08 | 3.58

Students are learning more. 3.61 | 3.67 | 3.60 | 2.81 [ 3.48

Students general behavior is better, 3.73 | 3.09 | 3.57 | 3.08 | 3.43
Time

Teachers spend more time preparing students. 3.09 4,01 | 3,93 | 2.69 | 3.43

Teachers vover curriculum in less time. 313 1 2,51 | 2,56 | 2,79 | 2.79

~ Mean ratings range from 1.00 (strongly disagree) to 5 00 (strongly agree),

AT=Active Teaching, ML=Mastery Learning; STL=Student Team Learning, TV=Teaching Variables -
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Table 57

Impact of Implementation on Teachers: All Models, 1982-83

- . . Models
Impact: teachers have... '~ AT ML STL TV
- Nk =1 7 7 8 )
Increased knowledge
-of components or procedures of effective teaching 7 5 2
-~of time-on-task h 2
- ~of curriculum alignment and program 4 1
~of research and learning theory ' 3 2
-about teaching and learning through staff |3
development/observation - | |
j Improved skills
-in a new teaching/observation technique 5 |7 7 5
j| - ~in classroom management/organization/planning 6 7 6 3
-in assessing and addressing student needs 6 3 4 ° 3
~ ~In specific components of effective teaching 3 4
~in effective use of time | | 7 2
-in use-of peer tutoring | 1
-in working with students (e.g., motivation) . 4
~in curriculum development |
~in instruction 5
“ Strengthened attitudes/perceptions
-gbout teaching | 3 6 7 ] &
~-of teachers' confidence or gelf-image 3 2 |
-of the value of traditional teaching 2
-of the value of specific.components of effective 1 4
teaching : -
-that the larger group must be emphasized . 3
-of what students can' accomplish “ | b
-of how well students can work together -7 | 5
-of the importance of keeping students on tagk : 2
-that teachers must teach every day | 2

* N is the number of LEAs implementing a given model.

ﬁT=ASFive Teaching; ML=Mastery Learning} STL=Student Team Learning; TV=Teaching Variables




teachers reflected the objectiveg or claims of the model(s) implemented. For
.TV, approprlate impagt was weaker (é.g., knowledge of time-on-task in 33% of
LEns, skill in effective use of time in 33% of LﬁAs), which may be related to
the fact that 46.8% of teachers did not need to m#ke'changés to improve time-
on-task or may have been influenced by the strategizing for improvement (44.7%
of teachers were involQed in team strategizing).. (See Chart 10.) TIn general,
impact on teachers was positive and clearly related to the model(s)
implemented. ’

Students. Impacf on students as perceived by local educators is

>

presented in Table 56. While educators agree that students enjoy ML andsSTL,~
they are less certain ;bout other-mode}s, and are téntative for ali médels
about improved behavior, learning, and achievement.. In generél, edqcators
rate AT and STL as haviné s8lightly more impact on st;dents than ML or TV.

More specific kinds of impact on students, in terms'of.improvedfzttitudes
or awareness, increased achievement, and activity benefits resulting from
bettef instruction are summarized in Table 58. For each kind of impact for °
each model, the number ovaEAs where that impact was found is presented.
Across all models, the'étrongest areas of impact perceived by local educators
were: improved studeht,attitudes toward learning and school and about.their
ability'to,learn;aincreased studenﬁ aehievemént as indicated by test scgfes,-
and masfery and retehtion of facts and skills; and benefits derived from
instruction in a'structured,vconsiéteﬁt format with a clear understanding of

teacher expectations. In general, educators offered statements indicating

that ML. AT, and STL had somewhat more impact on students than TV.
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" Table 58

¢

Impact ofyImplementation on Students: All Models, 1982-83

Models

Impact on Students : AT ML STL

Improved attitudes Or awareness

—about their learning ability -3
—about- their learning responsibilities
-about learning/school 7
-of thelr strengths and weaknesses
—-about tests i

-about classroom behavior/time-on-task
—~of teacher interest

—of value of being organized el

N
NwWwWsND O
(o}

Increased achievement

-in test scores : ' 5
-in grades 1
-in general )
-in mastery/retention of facts.and skills . 4
—in problem solving and conceptual understanding -2
—-especlally for lower achievers

w NS

pad pad PN ped ped LN

Benefitted from better instruction which provides

-a structured, consistent format : ” ' 4
-a clear understanding of teacher expectations 4
-a greater variety of activities ' 3
° -effective learning activities 3
-a more complete instructional program 1
-better use of time/more materials covered 4
—opportunity for independent work 1
—opportunity to relearn (after "no fault" test) 3 .
—-opportunity to advance . o 1
-special benefits for slower students : 1
—more individualized instruction L
-peer tutoring/working in groups : 3
-large group instruction 1
-more organization

-more attention to academic content
—~fewer gaps in skill development N 1
—competition ) . . 1
—less pressure : Co- 1 .
-recognition of success N 1

N W

* N is the number of LEAs implementing a given model.

AT=Active Teaching; ML=Mastery Learning; STL=Student Team Learning; TV=Teaching
‘Variables. : C ) '

c
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In some céses, educatofé' perceptions were supported by data from;

- measureswfo.which-students had-responded. - All 29 projects agreed to collect
and summarize studenf data on attitﬁdes and achievement; but relatzvely few
actuaily diq so. .

Studenf éttitude data Were‘sﬁmmarized by projects using either a ﬁrief
qqéstionnaire or a.longer inventory (Learning Environment Inventory for grades
5~-12, My Cléss Inventory for younger students).* Results are ;ummarizéd in
tables 59, 60, and 61.

The questionnaire was used for three models by seven LEAs (2,731
students). Results were positive for all items at all sites. Students knew
the difference between SITIP and regular instruction. They found the lessons
relatively easy, enjoyed and understood them, considered thét in comparison to

regular lessons they were better, and students learned more and got better

=

-

grades. Overall, this last criterion (Betfer grades) and the first (e73e of
1

. Yy ‘ .
lessons) drew the least certain responses from students, with the total mean

* The Learning Environment Inventory (LEI) measures 15 d:mensions, eight of
which were relevant for assessing impact on student attitudes. Four dimen-
sions are included in the My Class Inventory (MCI). Each’is defined:
Competitiveness--Students competz to see who can do the best work; Sggisfac—
tion~--Students enjoy their class work;.Difficultz-—Thp work of the class 1is
difficult; Friction--There a~= tensions among certain groups of students
that tend to interfere with class activities; Disorganization--The class is
disorganized; Apathy--Failure of the class would mean little to individual
members; Favoritism--Certcain students are favored more than the rest; :
Environment-~The books and equipment students need or want are easily
avallable to them in the classroom. o

Students answered che LEI times Jéing a four-point scale ranging from 1.00
(strongly disagre2) to 4.00 (strongly agree). The higher the score, the
higher the agreecment with the dimension being measured. MCI respo-ses were
"yes" or "no" and class percentages of agreement are reported. "High agree-
ment 1s desirable for satisfaction and environment; for all other dimensions
except competitiveness low scores are desirable. Competition may or may not
be considered desirable depending on the philosophy of the school. '
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Table 59

Student Attitudes (Questionnaire): ALl Models 1982-83

Hodels -~ Aetdve Teaching Mastery learning Student Tean Learning
N s ‘ Ceetl St, Mary's | Allegany | Carroll| Baltinore County] Dorchester Comty Horcester County | Total
Maenstons  ~Grades | (<) T 0B | G-I [ G 60 | 01 G 0) w5 0 1
| Negpp, 37 | Nsagp, B10[ Nedll N300 | Nel48 | =T | Meapp, 170 | Neapp, 163 | Neapp, 6007 W35 | el | L0l
L Recognition of differences | 4.8 W]y 3 |4 §,04 3.82' 4,68 W36 | As s | A
5 . | | | |
L Understandtng of lessons | 436 | 450 | 4.3 AR U L T Y S BT A T XN I {5
3. Enfopment of lessons L A R R B N O A A Y
b, Tase of lessong LS Y N O I K R X B T Y I Y VN X VR TR R S X
. ! | . N :
5, Learning of lessons 46 VA IR 3.0 K BT K 643 G| 4| by | A
6, Better prades IR NN Y/ S X BN T W[ | |
To Better lessmns I A A I X % O NS VR A I Y/ R STRR B
t l l :

m“mmumymmmmm“mnﬁmwwﬂm.mmmnmmmmnmamnmmwmmnmmMmmm




Table 60

S T b R,

Student Attitudes (Learning~Environment Inve&tory): STL and ML, 1982-83

Populations ,
- Dimensions* National Charles | Anne Arundel Baltimore City ;  Total
- Test Norms |- SIL ML ML STL & ML
X Control | X X - Post X - Post - X
NS0 | eSO N=19 N-61 N=190
1. Competitiveness 243 250 | 2,58 2.53 076 " 2.62
2. Satisfaction 240 | 248 | 2.5 236 | R | L
3oMfftelty | 26 | 251 | 2.5 16| 2.4
4, Frictin - 240 L76 | 2,66 2,67 2,13 2,69
5 Deogatmtion | 235 | 248 | 2y | 24 NI R
6. Apathy 2% sl | aw | | |
7. Favoritiem 208 | a5 | am | am B/ AT
b mwhoment | 240 | 280 | 2m | 2@ 2 |
. v | \

LET - Mean responses ranged from 1,00 (strongly disagree) to 4.00 (strongly agree), The higher the'
score, the higher the agreement with the dimension measured.

National test norms were based on 1,048 subjects in 65 clagses in a variety of subject areas durin§'
1969, “ | :

* Higher scores are desirable for satisfaction and environment; for all other dimensions except

 Competitiveness, lov scores are desirable. Competitiveness may or may not be considered desirable
- depending upon the philosophy of the school,
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Table 61

Student Attitudes (My Class Inventory): AT and ML,1982-83°

/

LEA Caroline = AT ~ Worcester - MLX
‘ ~Pre N=324 | Post N=573 Pre N=4 Post N=hJ
Dimensions | 4 Yes| % No 4 Yes % No| 7 Yes[7No |7 Yes| 7 No
L. Competitiveness BB 0] 30 5 | s |68 | %
2. Satisfaction 68 | 32 1 65 | 351 -89 | 1] 68 | 3%
3. Difficulty B P62 | 36| 6| 14| e | 38 |
b Friction e [ e | )| s | s | i

* W¥hile pre and pdst.tests In Caroline and post tests in Worcester were completed

by students, pre tests in Worcester were completed by teachers who predicted
student post test responses, |




on those items pulled down by responses from older students (grades 4-12) —-.

possibly because they are more discriminating than younger students. In

'general mean ecores for STL were higher than for the other two modelsl Given
the nature of the model, higher‘scores might be expected for "enjoyment of"the
lessons" einc ost students like working in groupe. Other responses (in
comparison to AT\and ML) may have been influenced by that enjoyment and also
by the fact that more STL students were younger. No overall means or item
means_per‘respondent gronp were lower than 3.36 (better grades). The two

items| most related to project”impact (better grades and better lessons) drew .
mean responses of 3.70 and 4.02, respectively, which indicate project success
as perceived by students.

Results of the LEI indicate that the means for each project and .acrossg
the three projects were better than national norms on four dimensions. eatis—
faction, difficulty, apathy, and environment. There was room for improwement
in relation to friction, disorganization (except in Baltimore_City). and

favoritism. Results of the MCI indicate room for improvement inhrelation_to
N

friction. There were no significant differences between models, regardless of

N

the fact that STL 18 designed to reduce friction and avoid favoritismf\\

Cognitive achievement data from standardized mathematics tests were

. _ N\
reported by four projects —- one in AT and three in ML. 1In all cases, gains‘\
were greater than normally expected, with most significant improvement found

for low or middle achieving students. - At one project site, standard.deviation

N
A

narrowed and the year's growth was four months (grade equivalent, CAT) greater’

than expected. Eight projects reported databased on teacher-made criterion-

referenced tests (AT=2, ML=4, STL=2). In most cases, SITIP students did

better than students’ in "regular" classes, with gains made most consistently
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by below average students. Data supported claims foriML that at least 807% of
the students achieved mastery (established at 80% or more of the course
objectives mastered). “

These results support developers' claims for AT, ML, and STL. HoweQef,
direct cause-and-effect conclusinns should be made witﬁ caution, attending to
the natufe and extent of implementgtion reiating to a given set of results.

Participant Concerns and Recommendations*

Concerns were reported by participants of all projects, and were
categorized as being related to the model(s) or to the general process of
implementation. (See Table 62.) Most model-specific 'concerns related.to
management -- the need fonjtime and materials for effective implementation.
Many concerns related to consequences -- the impact on- particular kinds of
. students, on curriculum,>aﬁd on discipline and the assessment of that impact.
Teacher concerns are also consequential, with some'personal overtones.
Concerns abopt the design anJLEBﬁé”bf’fHE'Zgg;g;;EE?\EﬁncgEns\g;rg}related to

refocusing -~ a dissatisfaction with the model as impléméﬂ#éd and a desire to

P

do something different. General implementation concerns were reported for
three models (there were none for STL). All of them related to management,
with some personal or consequential overtones. These results are what might

"

be expectéd given the age(s) of the projects. / ///

* In the 1982 report, concerns were analyzed using the Stages of Concern (SoC;
'~ developed by the Center for Teacher Effectiveness at the University of
Texas). In general terms, that same framework is used here. Str.es are
roughly developmental (Awareness, Information, Personal, Management, .
Consequences, Collaboration, Refocusing) as 'an individual or group learns
‘about an innovation, uses it, and fits it into existing activities. /
Concerns in earlier stages need to be satisfactorlly addressed before
participants can be expected to move to another, phase of activity.

A
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Table 62

Participant Concerns: All Models, 1982-83

‘Models
AT ML STL | TV
Concerns N=7 | N=7 | N=8 | N=§
Model Concerns
Time . ==~ allocations too rigid 4
-- requires too much record-keeping/
paperwork ' 1 2 3
-- requires too much student testing 1
~- requires too much in general 7 3
~= requires too much preparation/scoring 4
o
Materials -- need enrichment activities -2
-~ need materials that fit LEA curriculum 1
- Students -~ holds back talented Ss 1 5 2
-- remedial Ss go off task L
-- weak Ss depend on strong Ss 1
~-- abpgentees hard to handle 1
-~ grouping is difficult 1 )
Discip;ine -- less teacher control, ﬁore noise 2
Curriculum -- does not fit all subjects/grades 4 .2
-~ coverage is reduced 1
Teachers -~ creativity is inhibited 6
-- observation creates fear, pressure 2
-~ model more useful for new teachers 1
Assessment -- achievement is difficult to measure 1
-- point system (bumping) is not popular 2
-~ checking should not be done by Ss 2
Design -~ lack of research base 1
-- complex, difficult to implement 2
-~ coding categories are judgmental 2
Implementation Concerns ©
iInsufficient time 2 2
Ingufficient central office support ’ 1
Poor. coordination (model, materials, management) 3. p
- People and resources not used to meet project needs 5
“Inflexible budget process 1
Unclear evaluation guidelines 1
No monitoring of observers 1
Leaving-class to teacher substitutes 1
Poor communication -- teachers don't know why model ‘
i8 usged ’ 1
Poor attitude/teacher apathy 1
Teachers not engaging students in learning 1
” o &

AT=Active Te
Variables,

. N=number of LEAs implementing a given model. .
Qching; ML=Mastery Learning; STL=Student Tean Learning; TV=Teaching

i
N !

a

!
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Recommendations were made by participants of all projecﬁg, and were
categprized into six general-areas: learqing, teachers, classroom uée, imple-
mentation précess, interactive sﬁpport, and expénsion/reQision. (See Table
63.) Learning recommendationé'felated to the SoC "information" stage, and
réflected,a cycling.of sophiétication and appreciation for on-going ;raihing
and assistance: pérticipants have learned and want to continue learning --
sometimes in a particular way or in a particular'prea of expertise. Recommen-
dations for teachers related to the "personal™ SoC stage and indicate that in
‘some‘Easés there 1is fear, resentment, or conf&sion thét needs to be overcome.
(ML, STL, TV){ .Ciassroom use and implementation process recomméndations
related to two levels of manégement. and indicate thét ldcal iﬁpiementers havg
become sufficiently fgmiliar with the models to identify (and want to over-
come) barriers to successfﬁi.use. The AT recommendation for situatioﬁél
adaﬁtation suggests a,neéd to clarify-hndérstanding of the model how it is-
explained, and how it is implemenfed). There are fewer manégeméﬁt_regomﬁenda— .
. tions for STthhan for other models, which 1s somewhat surprising given thef
number of concerns about time andfstudents. Recommendations classified as
"management" were influenced by irnterest in cohsequénc;s. The "collaboratio;"
stage related to whap others are doing -— interactive support —-— and_most
reéémmenaations in th;sqgroup indicate that schaol—based staff are not readyu
to take‘full responsibility for implementation (and perhaps shduid not be
expgcte& to do so). Kecommendations about expansion or revisionhrelated to
the refocusing stage, and mostlylinaicate that local educators value thé
modéIS-enough to want expansion (althdugh opinions are divided far ™V between

) hA )

~ expansion andipermiﬁation and reflect concerns about the design and the way

_some teachers in some LEAs react to it).
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Table 63 -

Participant Recommenda

Q .

tions: All Models, 1982-83

Models
) . AT | ML STL:| TV
Recommendations : N=?7 | N=7 | N=8 [ N=6
l.earning -~ provide training and follow-up agsistance 4 2 2
-~ provide research updates on school improvement,
teacher effectiveness : . . 1 1
-- provide research resulta before implementation '- : 1
~= encourage.teachers to increase knowledge & gkills 3 1
-- Provide more specific instructional improvement
ideas : . 1
-- allocate resources for classroom observation 1
Teachers : ~-- reduce burden on Ts ’ 2
-~ have only voluntary participation (it's not for
every T) . S 2 2 1
..== help Ts gee value of model ‘ ; 5 1
-= compensate Ts for'after school activities 2
Classroom . == allow situational adaption 3
Use -- maintain fidelity (and monitor) 2
- == allocate/adjust use of time 3 1
~= provide materials 1 1
~~ sequence units more carefully . 1
-- have ability grouping/smaller classes 2 |
~= develop record-keeping system (computerized) 1
-- develop strategies to deal with absentees 1
Implementation -- allocate time (development, paperwork,
Process preparation ’ 1 5 1 2
-- assign new leadership 1
~= do not add model on top of LEA priority 1
-+ do not begiq in first few days of semester 1
== use earlier in the year 1
-- evaluate effectivenessg 1 2
Interactive -- increase funding 1 2 | 1
Support -- increase central office support ] 1 . 1
-- increase MSDE/central office cooperation to
help Ts solve problems 1
. == increase MSDE assistance o 1 1
=< encourage more networking among and within LEAs 2 } o2
-- provide or develop materials , DU |
~- involve more Ta in curriculum developnent 2
Expansion . ~-~ drop the program : ’ 3
Revision == increase 1nvg}vement.achools/grades/aubjects 6 | 6 6 3
== try another mbdel 2
-- use every day 1
—=-use for the full year 3
-= use another part/technique of model 4o 2

- N .
N=number of.LEAs implementing a given model
AT=Active Teaching; ML=Mastery Learning; ST

L=Student Team Learning; TV=Teaching Variables.
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If a project is to succeed (if SITIP 1s to be successful), concerns and
recommendations should be addressed by MSDE TAs and LEA teams. For AT, the
most critical issue isplocai perceptionsfpf the fit of the model to specific

3

grades, subjects, or students (as groupéd). For ML, the most critical issue
. N , .
is cost—effectivéness 1n terms of timeuallocated fo; unit and test develop-
ment, and phe‘subsequent record-keeping, in relation to the perceived vai;e of
the m&del. " For STL,-theléost criticél‘issue 1s cost-effectiveness in terms of -
teachers' investment in relation to impact (inciud;ng discipline) on vdrious-
kinds of students. For TV, the most pritical issue 1is the perceptions --
.fear, apathy; reééntment (primarily of:teacherS) ~~: about local implementation
decisions and ahout the mode1§design. While those issues Suggest negative
impact -in some sites, it sbould be noted that they are not pervasive and do
~not out-weigh the positive impacts reported earlier.
ggﬁélpsions =
While processes of implementation basedvon tﬁg research oﬁlplannéd cpénge
were recomﬁené;d for all models in all LEAs, and TAS encouraged local educa-
.tors to gftend to such principleé'as participatory deciéion—making, two-way .
communication, training and support, and appropriate investment of time and
energy, those processes of implementation’and principles were pot alwaysfl
ppplied.* Whep they vere épplied, implementation went éufficiently smoqfhly
for energy to move gradually froﬁ establish;ng structures, relationshipé,'and
expectations toward actual classroom use. When there were arbitrary aqpinis—
Ergtive decisions, top-down or incomplete communicgtion, low support b;

central;offiéé staff, and insufficient time allocated for materials levelop-

ment or group planning by teachers, implementation problems occurred.

* In some cases, the responsibility for ,the low level of applicatioh was
shared with the assigned TA. In other cases, the TA's-efforts were
-disregarded by local staff. o

e
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At the local level, these principles or practices were generally referred
to qé interactive support, and, depending on the nature and extent to which
they were appl%ed, had positive impact or c;eated barfiers to sdccess. kSee
Table 64.) - I . o

fmpacf was méde on student achievemen; by three models (AT, ML,‘STL),
with the strongest evidencé of success in mathematics and reading/language
arts for AT and ML. Positive results were most apparent when either 6f those
models was used consistently over a period of time for a given subject and
grade. | k

Impact was made on stu&ént attitudes to some éxtent for all models. Data‘
summarized by-12 projects"(AT,-ﬁLf STL) indicated that SITIP studeﬁts enjoyed
the lessons, did not find them difficult; and wanted.to succeed. Frictioﬁ
-among students, and their~pefception of favoritism and &isorganization needed
‘to be addressed.at some sites. While teachers believed that for STL students
sélf—esceem and wiliingnesé to work with others increased, student’détq.for
STi indicated no differences fyur that model in comparison to AT or ML.> ;

Impact waswmaae on teachers\ knowledgé.for all models through training.
Skills in a new teaching/obsepvatfqn téchniéue increa§§§ througﬁ classroom
practice and coaching; Positive atéitudes about teaching Qére étrengthened as
teachers experienced success.

Impact was made on a school (the faculty and how instructional matters
were dealt with) tﬂrough éommitment-and sharing among teachers (ML, STL, TV),
and provision of support (ML) and recognition of success (STL) by séhool
adninistrators (usually the principal). Staff intérest»in teaching'learning

increased (AT, STL): there was more continuity across classes (AT); better

management of instruction (TV); and closer monitoring of Eeaching (AT).

-
-
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‘ | ~ Table 64 :

Barriers and Facilitators to Successful Implementation

e

Barriers

Facilitators i

Heavy reliance on training (ML, STL)
Insufficient resources for training (STL)

Training and assistance respon iVe to Ts'
expressed needs (AT, ML:/glkf/;V)

No follow-up assistance (STL)

Rat{oned resources, broad development (ML)

T time & skill to develop materials (AT, ML
STL)

Resources allocated for development

T adapt model (STL) :
T perceive no credibility of model (V)

Fidelity understood, advocated, & acknowledged ‘
by SA & CO (AT, ML, STL) '

€0 maintain administrative control, but expect

ownership (AT, ML)

work to be done by school staff without building‘

CO demonstrate interest in'project sucless (AT,|
ML, STL, TV) and acknowledge T efforts (AT,
STL) €0 act to overcome problems (AT)

Plans overly ambitious (STL)
Plans not followed by project leaders (STL).
Purpose not clarified, mutually understood (TV)

[

Shared planning, purpose setting, decision-
making (ML, TV)

Networking encouraged (ML,TV)

SA fit model to school priority (TV)

Ts verceive their efforts are devalued (M) -

Ts believe their opinions and efforts count
(ML,TV)

Ts believe project is designed. for improvement
(1V)

Ts value recommendations of observers (TV)

Single energizer with low influence (AT)

Conflictin: messages (CO, SA, some MSDE). (ML,
iSTL)

_SA emphasizes professional development (1V)

o

AT Active Teaching; ML=Mastery Learning; STL=Student Tean Learning, TV-Teaching Variables,

l

CO-central offlce staff SA=school administrators, T-teachers.
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Impact was made on school administrators' knowledge for all‘models
through tfaining, and they improved instructional management (AT),
strengthened their belief in traditional teaching (AT), and were more appre-

ciative of teachers' capability (AT, ML) as implementation occurred in their

schools.,

Impact was made on central office staff's knowledge for all models

o .

] .

through training,-and, for AT, they improved instrqctioﬁal management as they
.became involved in implementation.

At.the system level, there was'knowledge gain (STL), cross-hierarchical
sharing and commitment (AT, ML), and policies enacted to release teachérs to
train others or coordinate activities (ML), and to implement the model
district-wide for a given subject or grade lével (AT).

As gtated earlier, theyiﬁplementation strategy used influenced impact
(with capacity-building being the.leaét effective). Another ;tfong influence
was the relationship betweeﬁ a model andglocél priorities (as ﬁgrceived by

: I 4
! .
local educators). Probably the strongest influence on successful implementa-

i

tion was interactive support:w while téachers can and do teach alone in their
. ‘ . ‘

own classrooms, they do much better when thelr efforts and successes are

acknowledged and they are part of a cross-hierarchical team working toward

c

instructional improvement which benefits students.




VI. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

During the 1982-83 school year the Maryland State Department of Education
icontlnued to bupport local implementation of four research-based models of
instructional improvement. Impact on educators at all hierarchical levels was q
assessed by various methods. - Attention was paid to initiatives of MSDE «
(planning, training, ‘and assistance) and ‘to local implementation. The final
sections of Chapters IV and V summarize state and local effortsyrespectively.
Here, a brief overall summary is presented. : \

Application of the research on planned change facilitated imﬂlementation
of models of instructional improvement The SITIP design encouraged collabo-
ration, increased POmmunication using a common knowledge base about school and
clgssroom effectiveness, and helped LEAs establish cross-hierarchical teams
with the purpose of improving instruction. Unless the principles of planned
change were applied, the model adopted.had little chance of success.

The models‘themselves vere perceived by local educators as having both
subjective and oojective value. Teachers' positive opinions had just as much
influence as standardized test data in determining program maintenance or
expansionr ?eachers' negative‘opinions or concerns had aalittle influence in.
determining maintenance or expansion and did influence the relative impact of
the project. .

Active Teach1ng and Mastery Learning, when implemented with fidelity for
a complete course, had a positive impact on student achievement, and helped
teachers to organize instruction effectively. The models were va1ued'more by
teachers when used for structured academic curricula than for'more-open-ended
subject areas. Mastery Learning required considerable .administrative support.

Both models were more successfu1 when administrators acknowledged teachers

efforts.



Student Team Learning was popular with students and teachers and had a
positive impact cn achievement in some cases. However, it was not used
consiStently, and so cause-and-effect claims cannot be verified. Maintenance
and expansion : “ally occured when teachers saw the value of the model, and
appropriate materialsxwere available. |
' Teaching variables was used as a professional development process (and

i
was then more likely to be valued by participants), or as part of a supervi-

sion process/(and was then more likely to. be viewed with suepicion bv N
teachers).. Little evidence was provided to indicate impact on student
achievement,‘but‘there were some reports of teachers improving theilr manage-
‘ment of instruction.

Key staff in all LEAs, in 11% of Maryland's schools, in colleges of
education, and at MSDE increased thelr understanding of recent research on
planned change and school and classroom effectiveness.. Nearly 1000 teachers
modified their ins\ructional techniques, and most of them believe that the
results 'are worthwhile. The general attitude of all role groups involved in
_SlTIP was positiVe; vith appreciatien for the opportunitiee for professional
growth, and for the penefits to students receiving improved instruction.

During the 1983184 school year, local Implementation will continue to be
supported by. MSDE, wfth attention to‘participant concerns and recommendations
and to the results reported here. SITIP advocates hope that lEAs will make
purposeful data-based decisions —- either to terminate or to institutionalize,

preferably the latter with local commitment to build on the state initiative.
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