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and build expertise. Impacts of the SITIP program on student
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- participants.
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and administrators and central office staffs are '
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o S Introduction

) Al

This paperfdescribes'the'impact of a‘statewide,instructional improvement o

' ~

.program on local.education agencieS'(LEAs), and'discusses coordination of

evaluation‘précedures. Following a review of background information, state

a v )
& 'f »

educatiodméaency (SEA) initiatives and assistance activities are described

an evaluation overview is presented, and local mpact 1% discussed.

dﬂ ,,‘{. L BackgrOund Information

N
Maryland's school Improvement Through Instructional Process (SITIP)

yd Al -
. \ <

program encourages application of research on planned change to implement one

or more of four researched—based instructional-models. The Maerand State

Department of ‘Education (MSDE) supports local implementation by’prov1ding

'funds, training, and technical assistance, and by conducting evaluation with

~

reports developed so that data-based decisions can be made.¥. The instruc—: .

tional models used in SITIP are: Active Teaching, Mastery Learring, Studenr

L <
-

. Team Learning, and Teaching Variables. All 24 local education agencles (LEAs)

. in the state voluntarily implemented one or more of tﬁe models.

SITIP is a multi-year program consisting of interactive activities which

-

3

are outlined below. - =~ = - . S -;f o T ‘

R R
. Preparation (opep systems planning) Identify needs and potential
' solutions. Draft a design. ' o

2, Initial Commitment' Review plan with LEA superintendents. {Cet'
. commitment for local" téam. attendance at awareness ‘conferences.” 7

; R >
. -

» ', N

* Three major evaluation reports will have been writtén by the time rect
involvement by MSDE comes to an end.. .The first focused on_implemen tionw

for the period December 1980 to June 1982. See: Roberts, et al., Instruc- "~

.tional improvement in Maryland: A study of research in practice, 1982.
ERIC #: Full report, ED222486; executive summary, ED223553, The last,
which wil] .cover the 1983 84 school year, will focus on institutionaliza-

) tion.
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. Awareness Conferences: . Have each. of the instructional improvement )
mnodels presented by its developer. at awareness ‘conferences attended
‘'by LEA teams, MSDE staff, and interested others.~ Describe design and°
nature of (voluntary team) involvement.' .

’
- ~
B
.
. '

Local ProposalsfPlans. Help cross—hierarchical local teams dtaft

. ~proposals to implement one or more of the models._ _
B - 5. Implementation.' Help LEAs implEment selected»models using their own*:
? _strategies but involving representatives of all role groups. '
6. Dissemination‘ Encourage tise of the models in many schools, and
share information about successes between TEAs..I
i 7. _Technical Assistance.: Assign MSDEtstaff (aCross divis1ons) “to assist
i LEAs in.planning, implementation; and dissemination, to conduct ‘
follow-ups; and to facilitate networking..'Build capac1ty, do not"
: create dependency ‘ > : PR
. 8.. Follow-up Training_ Conduct an intensive three—day training

o . session on each.model for- ‘prospective implementers’ (teachers,

- -~ * 'school administgators, central office: staff). :Conduct annual or

o : * bi-annual follow-up training sessions (using participatory planning) -
to matntain quality implementadtion. - Assist LEAs (centlal office

: fstaff) in planning/conducting turnkey" training. '

o ’ -

Assessment’ of Progress ahd Impact (cyclic) 'Have a "third party
evaluator" collect and analyze data systematically and use (feed-
back) information to make improvements and publicize successes.

A . The activ1ties outlined above began in 1980.~ Alr 24 LEAs were'repre—._:

- sented at orientation conferences. WNineteen LEAs submitted proposals for','

| implementation through June 1983 Fo; the 1982—84 school years, five "new"

> o

P ‘LFAs decided to,participate. ';'i | v ‘ . |
S 7/ * - The Instructional Models - o /
s ' /l i PR . -

T
Each of the instructional models is described here.,

:f' ’ "3' . Active Teaching»(AT) i35 a system “of direct instrUction devel—
' oped by’ Thomas Good and Douglas Grouws at the University of -
Missouri. Originally designed for the teaching of mathe-
~ matiés, AT consists of the following components: (1) pre-
« . lesson development -- concepts-and gkills from the previous -
' night!s homework are reviewed, homework is checked and o
.collected, and’ students engage in menta] exercises; 2) leqson'
B " development: = prerequisite skills .and concepts are briefly:
) ‘ ' reviewed, new concepts *are introduced via teacher explandtion
and demonstratipn, and student comprehension is assessed -

-
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e T 'through controlled prac
. . .* individual, guccessful prie W8S rovided in order to -
& Lo increase proficiency in th 5 d\concepts taught; (4)
. e X edito the concepts
. ’developed that day, and (5)° rev% 3 ntenance -= weekly and
g : 'end—of—unit reviews help to maiﬁ ‘ skills and concepts
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. ® Mastery Learning (ML), developéd Benjamin Bloom and:James

R f%kt and diagnostic/prestrip-
e R “iJﬂtive instruction with .a hiloscfn
o . succeed. Essential comppnents: are: (1) developing a scope
o PRI and sequence of objectives, broken down into prerequisite and
A . “ - 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 . - o
- of a formative evaluation measure ("no fault" test)} (4)
providing students who have not achieved mastery with addi- S
tional corrective work in the deficient areas specified‘by the,: - .
formative tests, and providing students who have achieved < .
mastery with enrichment activities Eo reinforce and supplement '
mae // learning; (5) testing final mastery\of the objectives with a -
. , . summative evaluation measure; and (6) recording student
o progress-in terms of individual- mastery of specific . -
- objectives.- "Mastery" is usually defined as 80% of the
students demonstrating succéss’ on at- least. 80% of the . . - - oy
objectives in a given, unit of instruction.' " : '
e 6__Student Team Learning (STL) techniques use peer tutori g 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, eooperation, and comgetition. JSTAD is basically
team learning; TGT is team learning plus c0mpetition by :
- ability level; Jigsaw is team learning of specific elements of . S
_ . » a program, with regroupiné for peer ‘teaching across elements.
\.

e 4Teaching 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 stu-
dent achievement were ddentified:. "content” and "time." The = = .
"content" variable encompasses two factors: (1) assessment of '
prior ‘learninge and (2) alignment of .curriculum objectives and
classroom instruction to.the testing instrument. ,The "time"
variable improvement cycle involves: (1) measuring student’en—"
" gaged time (SET) via classroom ‘observation, (2) <omparing SET
" and oppdrtunity for improvement, (3) revieifing and selecting
research-based improvément strategies, (4) implementing
strategies, and (5) using .additional classroom observations to. *
“evaluate the ‘effectiveness of the strategies in improving SET. -

i
Vol g'r-, o - ) PR

:;5{ E o L S ..t

3.




' 'instructional'improvement,and’planned changefby members of the.TApteam (which

. IS

“‘Stateilnitiativgs and Assistance R -f-.l £
.o | . .' ‘f. . . T ! ’ ’ ) 1 V.‘ o . ! ' .
‘ ' .® o . -:Y/ix;"“ . . . : "
' Maryland State Department.of Education (MSDE) st4ff engaged in planning,
: At K ' ’ > : . . . . - ) '
'designed‘andiconducted-a variety of training activities, and provided o

l

technical assistance (TA) to LEAs. =~ & o B
Planning L . - ”.. o S ' >
Planning was flexible, interactive, oanoing;_and based on an ‘open-

: | . : _— . /
systems approach. Existing organizational structures were used or new ones

. ¢ : v o % . ;o s
developed-to'facilitate communication and involve various interest“groupS‘inN
/- -

MSDF initiat@d plans. Within MSDE and between MSDE and the LEA&, efforts were

made to cOordinate activities and to strengthen or integrate ex:sﬁéng programs

¢ '/: “

fT(or ‘SITIP knowledge bases on instruction and planned change)
g timely, made good use of reSourcesvand available erertlse, and
4 ¥

invited local participation by fole groups and in such ways as to result'in

;‘\ ERRC A ¢ N

high commitment té the program and real (not lip—service) implementation in-

-

Planning‘Wa

¥

\Jr

almost all sites.' MaJor outcomes of planning activities within MSDE (other-
than the implementation of the plans) included (1) -a general knowledge of

STITIP by’most MSDE staff; (2).sufficient commitment;or 1nterest by senior-andj

- e »
~ .. P
w

'middle\management»to be willing to explor? elements or'knowledge bases of

SITIP and to‘continue (and expand) coogerative,support for'tectnical'assistz s

- oL

ance; (3) application of SITIP—related information, strategies, or processes'

in various existing programs, and (4) increased knowleﬁge and skills in

o -
N

informally filtered back into.other programfareas).

- s
« <t



Training

. : MSDE-sponsored training activities related to SITTP during the 198”-83
L -\..
year included (1) an Assistant Superintendents Retreat, (2) an Instruc—'

Q.f tional Leadership Conference, and (3) Follow-up Workshops on each model Each-_

- / of those activities led to site—qpecific activities at some LEAS.Z Tra1ning'

Y

A

/ included‘information and_activitles_to reinforce~content and process, took
Se . - - . o . > L

-t
. co 4

. into account participant needs‘and interests, involved Iocal teamsband outSidef‘
/ consultants -as presenters, and was provided on the understandimg that MSDE
would provide assistance for LEAs wishing to follow through ideas with a .,

- larger. number of 1oca1jeducators. The various kinds of training events .

- -

. reinforced each éther, and helped to establish a common knowledge base for all

\v'
o

hierarchical_levels.‘ Participant evaluation of -events, " the subsequent 1oca]
requests for on-site presentationS“and‘assistance,'and_the scopg,and.fidelity
: of‘implememtation, provide ‘strong evidence of the value to5participants‘of the

SlTIP—related training provided.bijSDE.

Technical Assistance
&

Technical assistance (TA) to LEAs was provided by an eight person team
under the 1eadership of the Assistant Deputy Superintendent. Tke -team carried.
ﬂout planning and training activities and also worked in dyads tc provide
'model specific assistance to 1oca1 implementers, spending a total of 263 work-
;days on SITIP Accomplishments of the TA team included: providing 1eadership

s o for a statewide school iﬁpraqement program while at the same tine encouraging f.'.:
local owne;ship, maintaining communication within.MSDE and among LEAs, |

-

developing networks. and teaching/learning opportunities for 1ocal teams to

’

LI -

- share successes and build expertise' developing expertise among themselves
N ll. N . '

—and applying it not only in SITIP but also in other areas, and increasing

) ) - ‘)_, = . AL . . P
awareness of effective SlTlP practices to researchers and educators outside

N ) ; s . . . s .
[T . ‘ . - . R .:-\%,‘ * .
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A,

Maryland Impact relating specifically to assistance included increased

«

,  trust and openness in communication between LEAs and MSDE; increased effort by

' some LEAs to carry out their plans' better linkage or a clearer .common know—-‘

: ledge among hierarchical levels within LEAs; increased involvement by ¢entral “'J

.office staff in some LEAs,'changes in planning, dec1sion—making, and/or

communication (e.g.s more-involvement of teachers) in some LEAs.

* - Evaluation dverview- . : K

. _ “ S - - |

o H-This.section<summarizeslthe quescions‘addregsed by the studv for the -

f‘\\,;;ag. .l982—8§ school year,'responsihilities;and data sources, measures and;methOds; J
. .i ‘-and.analysis_and reporting. o ' ) _ ) _' :
T, ‘ Lo , )
P Questions Addressed. S o ; ' R 1 ' RO
a E '{ The,study addressed four areas: ,impact,‘implementation,fdissemination,f

and technical assistance. ..

1. What is the nature and extent of impact:

1.1 'On'educators,vin terms of: B . k
‘1.1.1 increased knowledge ' Lo o P
'1.1.2 change in practice or poliey oL S
1.1.3 attitude to specific’ topics and to teaching/learning in :

' general . ‘ Lo R ’(\\ﬁhth :

>

‘udents, in terms. of: = 7, o R . -
.1 changé in -achievement levels « ™ . = Cow e .
.2, change in behavior (e.g., attendance, disruptior, homework

: completion) : :

. 1.2.3 change in attitude~(e g ]ocus of control, self—concept,

group participation, willingneSS to work) '

2. What is the nature and extemt of implementation.

1 Within a local system ' ' : : .
.2 ‘Across LEAs implementing a given model -

3. ,What is’the-nature‘and extent of disseminatidn:

3.1 'Within a local system e
3.2 Between LEAs »
3.3 Outside Maryland




- . .
4! What is the nature and exteng of technical assistance provided by MSDP ey
‘ _ in terms™of: _ vl . ) ST LN L
- ) R B ’ | ) - I ~ . ) i_.j»,"‘ . .' L " . n‘

K —_

_ 4ol Implementation - planning, training, support o : . .
-7 %2, Dissemination -- planning, training, knowledge base/information
) Q.B Evaluation” -- planning/design, techniques, measures, data ana1y31s
and . reporting .

: A - , v - o ‘ : o
j"Responsibilities and Data Sources C S, el i, ' PR “

LN . . .
s . BEEN

® While RBS- had primary responsibility for the SITIP evaluation, three N ..“'.A. -

v ~A

) factors influenced the decision to involve MSDE IAs and LFA coordinators more AR

. _ "directly in evaluation activities. (1) student achievement data relating to

R .'impact questions could best be collected and summarized by LEAs, (2) if

.'.similar measures and methods Were~used by all LEAs, resu]ts could more easily

F)

‘ be compared across the state; ‘and (3) some LFA and MSDE staff wanted to - ' .
‘ . S . - T
, improve their expertise-in evaluation by becoming more involved. : o T o e

Wi ) o
For ehese reasons, RBS worked with MSDE TAs to develop art, overall design
_.,J.and writtén guidelines for LEA involvemenQ, The guidelines summarized the
s 3 s

,design, listed role ‘group and individual responsibilities, included a check-

list planning sheet indicating mandates (e g., choice of various given ways to .
A M ) \£
. measure student achievement), and descfibed measures and methods._ RBS and L

4;- MSDE staff reviewed the guidelines with LEA teams and each LEA completed a 2"'

o . . ; .o
R N -

o planning sheet agreeing to a coorﬁinated evaluation effort.

A.In‘general~ RBS was responsible for design,~development, analysis,-and" S
-reporting. MSﬂE TAs vere responsible for[qoordination, d1stribution and
L 'R ! o

_ collection of matgrials (e.g., questionnaires), and assistance to. LEAs in

' {.following the guidelines (e.g., how to scqie and summarize student attitude
surveys). -LEA 'coordinators (key:contacts) carried out tasks simiﬂar.to

’ those of’TAs, but each in his)her'own district. LEA- evaluators worked with

lrcoordinators.to collect, score,'andisummarizeldata, particularly_that

_— : . . . A ¢
. . Ce ’ : .
b : . : o
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0

collected from students. (Local responsibility for these tasks not only .

A_increased local involvement and awareness of program. impact, but also ensufﬁd
that’ concerns relating td "protection of human subjects" were dealt with h
appropriately ) S - o L . .3\

Information—-materials, interviews, survey responses;—was provided by
(]) the seven MSDE TAs and the SEA assistant deputy superintendent"(Z) IEA
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) beachers (up to 20 per LEA) - Also’ large numbers of participants
hof state—sponsored training events provided information either directly

(responding to questionnaires) or indirgctly (observed by RBS) v

r

\ ..

o .
Students alsoé7ompleted cognitive and’ affective measures.* Usable data

ures (e.g., Cdlifornia Achievement Test) were summari7ed by

. \

from cogn1tive mea

'nine LEAs (nine projects) and submitted to RBS. Usable data- from affective
AN

measures (e. g., Learning Environment Inventory)xwere summarized by 13 LEAs (14
\ 'z

projects) and submitted to RBS. " Two of the 13 LEAs used their own question—'

"'naires tofmeasure student attitudes. !

'~Measures and Methods of Data Collection o "f B

) s

Six general methods of data collection were used: ‘observarions,_interi
' views, questionnaires, document nnalyses, and measures of student ach1evement

and’attitude. _ o o ;h o

Observations. RBS staff obqerved four éITIP "follow—up workshops, two'

statewide conferences, and all monthly technical assistante (TA) meetings, and

: B : RN
;éﬁ . . L RN : : Ny

* While MSDE expected all "veteran". LEAs (19) to submig'aata sunmaries,;‘

several did not do so, for a variety of reasons._'
: Z
h'gl



“TAs) toFreview.roles, successes, and challengeg.

"_room materials.

N . . . . ) . .

o A ‘-"ql

- dlso pafticipated in fall and spring site visits at four LEAs. About 400
-pages of field notes were taken, and: reports on- training events were developed

and- submitted to SEA TAs within 10 days of ‘a given event. . I

)

\ Interviews. The - SEA TAs, LEA key' contacts, and various local educators

were interviewed to clarify or verify perceptions or repﬁits, ard (for the

L

%

-Questionnaires.. Three'questionnaires were used: (1) the key contact

questionnaire was completed by all 2& LEAs to provide pre and post “base~

line data; (2). workshop evaluation forms were completed by participants '

'

. (approximately 850)-of the various SITIP training eventu, and (3) a‘general

-4
survey was completed by 350 local educators (teachers, school-based adm1nis-

: trators, and central office staff), thh items relating to program implementa-'

;tion, impact, dissemination, and the nature and extent of interactive support._

Document Analyses. All SITIP related materials developed by the SEA were

u-reviewed as well as LEA materials used at presentations and samples of class-

g
§
LI

¢ ’ . S A

Student Assessment. While the Genera] Survey included queCtions relating

‘to perceived program impact on students in terms of att1tude, behavior, and

achievement, data were also collected directly from-students.‘ ‘The SEA _

expected all 19. "veteran" LEAs (24 projects) to collect data ané send

summaries to RBS, A1l LEAs received_guidelines«on student asse<sment,'

0

attended workshop sessions discussing alternatives, and were encouraged to

seek assistance if necessary from SEA TAs,

0
.

Analysis and Reporting

LAY

Local participation in data collection from students was not.as High as

was expected Fight projects reported usable‘data based on teacher-made'

-

criterion referenced tests‘ three proJects reported data from standardized

B : T
Yoo

W -

s 11
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tests (of+which two also provided_criterion data),vfourteen projects.reportedlil.i"

o

data'on studeht.attitudes, seveniusing a brief questionnaire, and five usingilm'

e

inventories (My, Class Inventory ---elementary, or Learning anilonment

Inventory - secondary) and two using their own measures. of the 24 LEAs (29«,..

projects) 11 submitted no usable student data. Of those 11, ten were '? )

veteran sites-that had agreed.to. collect,'summariZe, and submit.dAta in;_
: . ' :
accordance with alternatives and guidelines suggested. Reasons why data -

RS -

submitted were not usable included" schedules of data collection\and imple—' ;

A -

mentation did not "fit" pre data only were submitmed, or means reported
. - . ’]
summarized results'of'unrelated scalesf’ Reasons why data were not submitted
S, X ‘._ . . .
. _ . . . .
.at all included:; none collected because staff forgot or had more prd@sing

i

responsibilities, I%sk of resources to develop summary tables of results, or

' <
local staff felt that publicizing results would cause/inter—school competition
or friction. Those LEAs that had- no usable student data to help determ1ne the

.

objective'value °f a PrOJECt, relied more on the perceptions cf staff —

directly involved (the subjective value") and to somQ extent, on comments

'and comparisons made by outsiders such as SEA TAs, RBS $taff7/or staff

-

involved in similar projects in otham districts.; In some cases.staffptr.pf

perceptions were baseﬂ on results of ‘teacher made tests (weekly quiiZes‘orQ'

'unit tests) or assigned grades..

Data collected were analyzed by project by LEA by model apd by_rolei

. group (teachers, school administrators, etc ) Interim reports were submitted“'

“

to the SEA TAs, and annual (model and progect specific) reports reviewed with '

LEA teams to help in data—based decision—making for program improvement. i




N i, o .. Local Implementation'and lmpact

Y

This section‘focUses on ]ocal implemedlation of Ehe models. Active

'

'~-;Teaching (AT), Mastery Learningr(ML), Student Team Learning (GTL), and

v Teaching Variables (TV), examinﬁng the following areas. planning, scope and

; : m"_intensity of implementation, tlme spent and responsibilities shared impact,-
o ) S » ' v

'and participant concerns.; R e

Planning g;' S l B

Objectives addressed by LEAs can. be divided into four categories.

,student impact (objectives 1, 2, and 9); training (objectives 3 and 4),v
-teacher impact (objectives 5 7, and 8), and curricu]um alignment (objective

76)}‘ (See Table 1 ) The level of achievement varied across the four catego—

| fries,‘with the highest leve] in curriculum alignment followed b} training,

R P A

B-"“o - ° . . -

. the amount of time and effort that educators spent on the objectives. For

ety

: instance, educators have been w01king on curricu1um alignment for Project-

S Basic since 1979 and so have a sound foundation on which to build Local

‘“‘achieVement of training objectives was influenced by the fact ‘that. provision .

»,l‘

‘fof information and training for SITIP began in 1980 and has beer strongly
einforced by both MSDE and LEA activities since that time. Changes in~

R ‘ teachers behavior have arisen from that training, and . achievement of objec- ﬁ

tives in this category was" strongly influenced by the interactive supporL

'?hxlw 'provided by LEA team membefé@ The three objectives relating to improvement in

o ) -
3;% students achievement andé:ttitudes ‘can only be achieved after the other '

, categories of objectives have been accomplished These findings reinforce

“ﬁ-those of other school improvement studies which have found that major changes‘

- .

e affecting students take from three'to five years to br1ng about. - lr;'

teache% impact, and student impact.‘ These results are strongly influenced by . .



CTablel o &

Status of Objectives: ' All Models, June 1983 -

. Number of Projects . . * Achievement

. Local Objectives . _Addressing Objectives | = Status**,
e Nt | Total| AT'| ML | STLA{TV | % of Projects| -
o e L =29 P NeT| Ne7f N8 N7 | L f 2 3]

! .

. Inprove student achievenent | (basic skills). | 26| 6| 7| 6 |7 |23 |50 2

2. .Improvejsﬁudéht achievement (other subjécts). |4 22 | 3| 6 7 |6 |45 |45 .10
P ) vement (SUDJECEST. fa 25 ) A : N

3.1 Infbrm iocalﬁeduca;drsﬁaﬁout"model. . 27 6 vf? 1 7| U \}33. 56
zr _Traiﬁ}educ;t§rs ébout‘ﬁdﬂél. . | B .‘v jwf.26 1.5 11 8 ‘é | 4 |61 ;5
5._ Impfoveteaéhers"cla;sroom competence. ' 29 7y 8 7 3 (59 38

6; Ensure match of instruction; currlculuﬁ, e lé 1. l‘7 b | 6 0 39 61 |

and tests(s) , o | o

1. Help teachers bgé;me better ofganized.- B 27‘ . .6 7| =7 | 7‘ o v66: 30I
é."ImprOVQ time-on-task. K/’} L : %S;'. § 7l s |7 g |s6 : 36
9.I‘Imbrové studeﬂts'.involﬁement in 1éafnfng | 23 6, 51 7 I 5 ‘L?‘ 48‘ 39 .Z

(motivation). =

-

X Prince George s County did not submit data on status of obJectives in June 1983
% Status! 1 = Hoped for | :

2 = Partly achieved k
3 = Achieved . - oo |
S :
: 14
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~Scope and Intensity of Implementation ‘.%

During the\1982-83 school year, all 24 school districts were involved in

‘ SITIP, 20 impLementing a single model, three implementing two moder, and one

.implementing three models. (See Table 2.)

There were six AT proJects, seven ML proJects, nine STL projects, six TV

' projects,.and‘one combined{AT—TV'project for a total of 29,SITIP~projects

'across the state. Over 986 teachers and 34,955 students in 139 elementary'and.

secondary schools were involved in SITIP.. of the 139‘schools involved, 65%-.f

)

were - elementary, 34% were secondary, and 14 were "other" (i e., K-12,

vocational-technical) Fifty-two percent of . the schools, 587 of the teachens, .

and 69% of the students in SITIP were using the AT model More than 11% of - .

Maryland's schools were involved in SITIP (AT - 64,'ML - 1%, STL - 3%, TV

—- 1%). (See Table 3.) -

LEAs selected one of four imp1ementﬂ£ion strategies: (1) district-wide,

» (2) pilot-district, (3) capacity buildingi and (4).lighthouse;school. The

“lighthouse” school strategy was the most  popular (16-projects),lfolgowed by

-pilot district and‘capacity.building each used for five projects, and
{ 1 ol _ : N

district-wide used fot three projects. ‘ c - Iﬁ‘..

There was a,felationship‘among thekimplementation strategy used, the

;nature and extent of central office staff involvement, and the extent’ to which

the model(s) used were perceived by central office staff to fit LEA priori-

ties. For instance, the district-wide strategy required centra] coordination

and considerable central office staff involvement, and was used where the

-
R

" model fit closely:with a local priority. The.pilotfdistrict strategy was not -

quite as demanding and (with the'exception'of two LEAs)‘was used where the

‘model fit local priorities.# The lighthouse school strategy, implemented as

|

«

. * In both cases (of exception) the model as implemented did not support local

priorities: expansion was curtailed and central office suppoﬁt was low.

15
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Table 2 .
. . .° B /
Scopc and Intensity By County:“'All Models, June 1983 .
s . . . * o -
. i . . ” A‘, . s . .
County | Topigs | Strategy | #of schools Type - #o{ teachers | -#of students
Allesany Moo | osc | o 22 ‘ 300
Anne Avundel | ML Ls ‘ 1 H 3 150
Baltimore City |. ML | PD _ 5 C3/M, W "150 3,332
‘Baltimore County ML LS 3 : - E: 13 . 325
' ’ st | ep- | . 2 E, J/M 9 225
Calvert’ ~  { sm i 1S’ S E, J/M 10 - ' 300
. . ™ LS B 3 b I/ 23 ) 540
N - - Il - :
‘Caroline E AT 15 2 \ . E 5. T T
Carroll A ML LS 1 ' \ I/ L2 el A
cecil v | ar PD 17 Ik, am 40 ). 2,000
" | Charles - 1 st LS, 10+ E, J/M . 17% ‘ 16504+
Dorchester: ‘STL PD ! 7. E 8 o
Froderick : v PD - 2 JIM, H 15 . 600
Carrett : AT LS 2 n 1 o 41.:
. Hrford AT o 34 K, /M we 19,177
. Howard . ML s 1 I/M 9 260 .
Kent- v - DW 4 E 32 . 676 }
Montgomery - AT - LS . 1 E | 9. 170
' o STI. LS 1 J/M o - 480
v LS 1 J/M 7 ) 300
Prince d;nrgv's STI. cn No data
‘Queen Anne's ( STL. " ¢B 1 H » 23 e 900
St. Mary's ( AT CB 5 E, J/M, H 27 ©1195%% -~
Somerset . ™w .l Ls - .'l E 8 : 2}7‘
T . ' o i .
_Talbot 4w Ls. | o 1 o 4 . R
) Wash ington sTL. | /B 14 E, J/M,H 20 1 600
Wicomico o |/ 12 E 43 . 1100
s _ . N . . S '_’
" | Worcester ML LS - 1 E 4 do 75
) STL.-- CB' 4 E, J/M o le+ T 400 ;
*Matthew Henson Middlechﬁool only
~*fIncludes some duplicates -
Topics: AT=Active Teaching Strategy:‘ LS=Lighthouse school
. Ml=Mastery Learnigg © PD=Pilot district
. _ ’ STl=Student Team Learning DW=District~wide
® . . _ TV=Teaching Variables CB=Capacity building
. Type: E=Elementary v
. J/M=Junior high/middle . »

H=High school

oW
O

-

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

FRIC . o

O=0Other

16%
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| R Table 3 « '
_/' . ¢ . . ﬂl‘l -
~~ . ' . Scope and Intensity Summary: All Models, June1983
_ ,Modélsy , T . Projects*| Schoolsk*|. Teachers | Students
1 ‘ K2 B R A e 7
Active Teaching = | 7 | 24| 72 | 52 | 572 | 58 | 24,037 | 69.
~ e : : N P . B
) E 52 '
s 204,
. Mastery Learning 7 2| 13|97 203 | 21| 4,603 |13 .7
| E 4
- s 8 -
0 1 !
¥ Student Team 18 f 28| a2 |30 | us| 1| 3732 |10
_ Learning - T o . ' '
3 ) Co o _ ’E 28 P
L R N _ s S 14
Teaching Variables 7] 24 12 |, 9 98 .1 10
E 6|
) S 5
. . 0.1
- Total o 29 [100 | 139 | 100 | 986 | 100
E-90
- S 47
1o 21 . s
. ! ) " -
* Although Prihce George's County'implemenfed.STL‘in about'IO'scHobls, no
- : ' -"hard" data were available at the end of the school year. Therefore, .
this LEA is not included in these results. :
*#%* One school is imblemen;ing.twd:projects -- AT and TV. 1t is counted once °
under TV. - . - : ' ' I : s
 Schools: E = Elementary
S = Secondary - . - .
0 = Other ' . /} v .
am .I ,




_the strategy was changed

Pl ‘ . - . ._'\
. . L B ) - .

deslgned at all sites, required a fit between the model and the school s )

. .
-

: priorities (not necessarily the district 8 pri0rities),,and oentral off1ce i

adm1nistrative support. Expansion occurred beyond the lighthouse s1te odly

-
v

- when: (1) there was impact on student achievement (obJective value), ('X-;,_'

' teachers liked the model (subjective value), and (3) central office staff

provided additional support (usually to make the necessafy arrangements for

1

jstaff in other schools to attend training) | The capacity build1ng strategy

was centrally coordinated in two LEAs and school-based at three sites, ‘with a -

(Y

fit between the model and LEA priorities at only one of the latter. -The L

greatest weakness of this strategy was that once teachers were trained, in

most cases they had high autonomy and low interactive support (Ieflecting low

involvement of central office staff), and qhe fidelf%y and frequency of

L \"\W«
WP
implementation was not as great as for othet strategies.v}f?

e

.ﬁ'4

These,findings suggest that the closer a model was to existing IEA .

priorities the more likely it was to -draw central office involvement, and sub-'

| -

sequently lead to strong and widespread classroom use. Conversely, when the

model did not fit a district priority, it could be well implemented in a
D .

- school where it fit that school s priorities but was not likely to be widely

used, and its survival depended more on the individual teachers involved

Implementation strategies initially selected by LEAs reflected the Snount of
energy and commitment of local educators which was based on the fit -~ as they

perceived it -- between the model and their priorities. lf, Subsequently;,it,

became apparent that the fit was greater or smaller than at first perceived,
: -

Fidelity relates to the extent to which teachers implemented the mode]s :

as designed AT ‘had. the greatest fidelity, with 72% of the teachers

-

implementing all six components, as compared to ML where 237 of the teachers;

. s
- . rd R

I 1618



carried out all ten components, and STL where 33% of the teachers carried out
-~ - . -
the five required components. For "AT, no single component was,nddressed by

]ess than 884 of the teachers, ‘as’ compared to ML (5?%) and STL (76?7‘ For-Tfo'
the majority of the educators (627) implemented the time variable. Most of y'

‘the teachers (724) had been observed by principals ‘and vice-principals,oand -
i. I « 8 . L

-

45% reported strategizing during staff meetings« +]

. Time Spent,and Responsibilities Shared .

g

This section summarizes the amount of time spent on- SITIP activities for;'

%

all four models by each role group during the 1982-83 school ye:r.

The average number of months involvement by teachers for three models : o

N

(AT ML TV) was eight months, with no, one involved for less thﬁn five months. o
AT implementation was continuous for the specified number of months.- With' the,
o exception of three ML, sites, teachers -did not use ML and STL cortinuously

during 'those months. TV teachers were usually”observed at the beginning and

~2a

end of the time, applying improvement strategies in the interim, if appro—lt

' priate. During the period that teachers were directly 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 (lSA tc 237) than did
$econdary teachers (23% to 517) 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 teacherSTSpent

19% - of their time and elementary teachers spent 337% of %E_J/f e te ;

subjects for which "time observations were conducted'or the "content"
v

variable_addressed. This reflected the higher credibility which _the TV data

5

base had among elementary teachers;

5. v . . . -~
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_In-order of investmént of classroom time models'were' AT ML, TV STL.
Investment varied from one site to, another, influenced strongly by administra- ;
tive decisions and the amount of development work completed in the first year.

. .Factors working against high investment of classroom time.included (1) need

‘for materials (STL, ML); (2) need for preparation time (ML STL); (3) pressure

to cover the curriculum in a’. given amount of time (ML, STL), (4\ relative =

-suitability of a model to the curriculum (STL), (5) relative suitability of a.
. tt N
model to a grade level (TV, secondary), and (6) negative experiences in early

‘1mplementation which were not totally resolved by local administrators (some

‘ jlpsites for AT and ML, perceiVed most strongly for TV\ Factors facilitating
o high investment included‘ (1) availaQility of’ materia]s (ML STL), (?) 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

wprOJect (AT, STL) and (5) successful application fac1]itated by local ‘. |

administratlve support (all models in- -some sites, but perceived most strongly -

 for STL) ST | fj“

The average amount of time invested by central office staff and sghool-
y 7

) based administrators ranged from nine or ten days for AT and STI, to 23 days

N for ML Indlvidual administrators spent as few as two days on SITIP to an -

almost full-time commitment. With the'exception'of TV, central office staff

-

spent almost twice as much time ‘as school-based administrators. In all cases,

s

‘ combined time of administrators was invested least in materials identiflcation - A

- . B S
. 2"

v

and/or development. For three models (AT ML STL) most combined time was '

v

spent on supporting school implementation and administration. ‘The'other three'

areas of activity - inservice, dissemination, evaluation - took re1at1vely

"l‘ »

, 1ittle time. Since appropriate materia1s were essential for ML and STL, and
. ' _. \..

since administrators invested so little in this activity, classr:om use was R

o
'
.

ik) ‘ 'ff ‘} 'i h; ‘;i;- li‘l» ; l.£'18 "p,iaf)




hreduced unless teachers’already had.materialeor werelgiven release timeafOr
':development. ‘Given teachers'_concerns and needs relating to'TV,'greater'
investmeht_in support (rather than administrationyJwassdesirahle atﬁsome
-sites;. o | o
".'InteraCtive'support included both logistical and affective support:-

information exchange, training (both traditional inservice and one—on—one‘”
aching) provision of materials and other resources, arrangements for .?
.teacher release»time; assistance 4in development of quality'materials, tests,

.2tecord—keeping systems,.etc;ﬁ acknowledgement and'publication'of success;'and

supportive use of feedback to encourage -improvement. Support was rated-for
R ¢ . . - . o

° .

all role gr°“p‘°; by the threé local role groups: (on a-five point scale, l=very =

'poor, 5= excellent), and results are presented for all four mode]s in Table 4.

| While ratings of developers support are relatively unimportant at this stageh
4 . : ~
'of implementation, the somewhat low ratings for central office support (below.
-

average -- 2,98 —- for TV, to 3 82 for STL) are of concern where projects are

»

- not school—based and where the LEA expects SITIP implementation beyond a . v

single school

Impact

‘This section discusses.impact for all models on school syst s, central

' office staff,'schools, school'administrators,_teachers, and students.

As can be_ seen in'Tahle 5, the most common impact at thefdiStrict level

was the commitment and sharing amonggeducators (reported for AT and ML) which
- ]
was encouraged by the SITIP design. Also, for- Xwo models, policies%yere put

[

into practice to facilitate implementation and eneourage institutlonalization. l

E5e

. Knowledge of a new teaching or observation strategy was noted by central s

‘ office staff for all models, plus acknowledgement of AT's influence on .

improving»organization for instruction. The strongest area of impact at.the
4. . L : . . . -

.

SRR

is
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) Pefqéptioﬂs of Support Received: Ali‘Models,l1982-83 FE

Support Grouﬁs

Models/Respondents

Y Teachers

School *

| Administrators =

‘Ceﬁtral

0ffice Staff

CHSDE

Dgvelopers | -

1 etive Teaching “ .

: ‘HéStgry Leé;ning‘
| Student TééﬁfLearning o

o %&MquhMﬁﬂ"

"Totals

1715

1%

1o

ol

510

3.0

I

4'??1 1

A

.8y

= '3'.95 | i .'

1

HERT

: '3\.81’

R

a8

o
16

e

R

309,

|

R

Y

9 / a

390 |

309

-

Mean ratings range from a low of 1,08 (very poor) t§ahigh of 5.00 (excelienti; '.;

oAy

~
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. - - . v : . B ’ . toL
; Impact of Implementation on Administration o C, .
© Schools, and Districts: All Mcdels, 1982-83* ' C
o . . oo o - \__ Role Groups and Models’ } : T
Impactkr . ‘ ' o School Systems - | Central Office Staff | Schools School Administrators
| - AT [ L[ ST [TV [ AT |H.] ST JTv | AT] ML | STL |T¢ | &T | L. ]ST. | Tv.
. ' e e s . . . ' . r . '
Knowledge of a new teaching strategy | 20233 o |3 14 IS Y
Knowledge of time-on-~task. ' Y A IR IRV RN S IAT CONTIU N PR IR PR S Cl
Knowledge of effective. observation/- S R L N S ' T ’
superviqion method/criterta. = - N I R A e 5 ‘ g3 ‘ 3
Knowledge of 'learning {theory, practice) NE S R B 10 oY
Belief in traditional teaching = . - S o N 2
Commitment/sharing among educators "2 | 4[| o T -5 2 3
Continuity/consiqtency across classes . | i A T b ' )
Interest/enthusiasm of studcnts/teacherq" - o . : -
{e,g., in subject area) S B . N T 20 - 1 4
Better ‘management , organizatinn'or'".‘ o ‘ . y ol '
instruction . o I I 2 3.p2
‘Apprec1ation for teachers. recognitlon ' o L : B P - _
..of quccess o D T A ' “ij:‘ o LIS Ak 2, -
Suppnrt (e.g.; arranging common plannlng R U B | ) A T S ST P R P :
. time) for teachers ‘ S AP IR PR R A IR RIS R SR TP R , :
Closer monitoring of teaching L S R A SN PR N '
- ‘ .!‘ P T !\..., : t_. A} v
N . . . . ; o . s . ' ) : [N
Policy to release teachers to train = . | [ | B
_ others'or coordlnatq/@roiect S R | L R . .
Policy to implement for a given 5ub1eor N . A - ‘iklg ‘
,or gradec T L ECS N (O A ' ER £ Ny . .
* Reported 1n number of LEAs: | “}-;“ ' g - v - ot ' ' e '
nctive Teaching N= 7 Nabterv L;nrnihg N=1, itudent Team Ieurning h 8, Teaching Yatiables h=6 v .
* Impa(t areas repnrted onlv whnn stnted by two or more’ IFAq far a g1yen model.‘ "i_'i1; 7. a
: d o . !
S o . Lo '
8 A S 24 -




Y

.~‘. A

-schoolhlevel-Was.sharing among'educators,,withfcontinuity and cnnsistency :
_— , .‘,'. .

- . ) Lo : * Q. - .

. across. classes. Interest sppreciation, and support were valued, as was~ o

svcloser mnnitoring and better organization for instruction., Principals and

‘other school—based administrators for all models valued new teaching or

-

'f_ observation strategies, gained -an appreciation for teachers capability (Al,

ML), and strengthened their belief in traditfﬁnal teaching (AT) The_impact
of involvement in SITlPl in terms of teachers understanding the models and
improving their teaching ability, is® summarized in Table 6, with the percent
of teachers noted for each area of impaet for each model The relatively low
pperceived impact of TV may have been influenced by the amount of training, by
the 2ymber of teachers who were found to have satisfactory engagement rates }'
(t1me—on—task)‘and therefore saw no need to change, and/or by tte interactions

between observers and teachers.,

Table 6 . ..

-Percent of.feachers_lmpacted by Involvement: All Models,;L982—83l
o Models | AT | ML {sm | ™ |7
Impact ' IR : S IR . - -
: R , T :
teachers'understandin odel 72 |73 ¢ ' 80 64 .

¢ . | . : A N
;teachers improving teaching: : . L
: ability T - 66 64 | 50 - 28 -

teachers seeing no change in ' I B
tedching ability- - ‘ 13 16 27 - | .36

Each of thewthree localxrole groups. rated'impact on teachers'in terms of

W enJoyment, increased knowledge, and increased skills (on a five point scale

where 5 00 strongly agree) Responses are summarized in Iable_7. Mean Jb*

..

L2 S .



L Table

‘7.' o

" Instructional Impact as Perceived by

© Survey Respondents:’

AlL Models, 1982-83 -

Impact-on Instruction . .
St P ,

“ . '.
oy, [ T 4
. o ’ ! ' . : . * ' . ' !
— -
/
, ¢ .

.~ Models. - °., .

"k

122

AT .}

4+ ML
76

. !

~ STL-?Z
X 89“"

TV | Total |

63 [-350 |

Instructional Value - R

Works in classroom.
'Is worth the work it takes.;.'
Is a worthwhile teaching approach

Impact on,Teachers .

Teachers enJoy . \
Teachers hale increased knowledge
"Teachers have. increased skills.

L] .

LImpactaonnStudEnts

;ufStudents enjoy it :

-.Students are less disruptive o
Students' achievement has. increased
Students are learning more:

' «Students general behavior is better.

'Time o ‘rﬂfH ‘ L

Y

Teachers spend more time prenaring studentq;

Teachers cover curriculum in less time.v' '

4T

| 4.29]. 3,
o Bl

|ERTNE

3
.6
1
6

el

¢

Mean ratings range'from'1.0ol(stronglyndisagrée).to.5;00°(strongly agree),

AT=Act ive Teaching,CML=Hastery LearningirSTL=Student“TeamjLearning;]TvﬁTeaching‘Variableszv."

D

‘,‘ o




ratings in all cases indicated that impact on teachers in all areas did occur

‘"*‘51to some extent, with greatest certainty among local educators for STL and

o A L " o ; . r .o 0'3" :_°~- v 2
least for TV ' »‘“;e-;. - '.:,ﬁ;,igf:.”.-.' R _
i ol . T . RS A . . oo R . A

More specific kinds of impact on teachers, in terms of increased know—

'u - . . . ar

;“ledge and skills and strengthened attitudes, are summarized in Table 8. For
‘each - kind of impact for each model the number of LFAs where that*impact was {

‘v

‘ foundaié presented..’Since most LEAs hoped that teachers would improve skills ;ﬁ
relating to instruction, impact in that category is particularly important.

a

. Since each model emphasizes particular activities, comparisons are not always e

o
: .,5. .t - S . . 8

relevantf‘ However, the first three skill areas listed are addressed by all o

o ﬁour models, and results indicate that a large number .of LEAs found that

.,4_.~ PR

?1teachers made improvements in.teaching/observing,_classroom management, and

B

- assessing and addressing student needs. For three models (AT ML STL), these

.-. t - ..».'4

results indicate that%in 50% or more of the LEAs, impact on‘teac1ers reflected

U 55'.--' g v S ] N ""

the objectives or claims of the model(s) implemented. For TV” appropriate

0

v
0 9

T impact “was weaker (%bg., knowledge of timeqon-task in 33% of LEAs, skill in ;&;ﬂ'ﬁ

o 5 A2 o

- effectiVe use of time.in 33% of LEAS), which may be related to tne fact that J:;;v“

0
»

have'been infl enued Dy the Strategizing for improveme @ (only 44 7% of o ﬁg

that impact was found is presented. Across all models, the strongest areas of

=y

d by local educators were._ improved student attiludes toward

impact perceiv

learning and school and about their ability to learn, increased student

a- 3
EH

achievement as’ indicated by test scores, ‘and- mastery and retention of facts




Table 8 -
f]mpaét of Implementation onyTeachers: AllvModels;ri982183 |

! N
R
"

B . [ Models |
.Impact: ;teachers have... ™ = S AT ML [ OSTL ] TV
T ' Nk =) 1 ] 8 | 6

u
- \'

Increased knowledge f'1 i _f“; : ” e

L]

'f-of components or procedures of effective teaching o 1 5
¢ imof timeron—task o o A | ,
- v=of curricdlum alignment and pregram . o, S b
- -of ‘research and 1earning theo oY s N

3 T“-about teaching and. learning t qough staff N 3
development/observation T | N S I

Lo I i A

*Improved skills o _"‘ SR | , ‘ : :
R g R :
‘Tin a new teaching/observation technique. R
-, -in -classroom management/organization/planning o

< =in assessing and. addressing student needs

-'-in.specific components.-of effective teaching ﬂ-f’- <<;/k

B~ o~
(WX ]

T

- =ip effective use ‘of time , » N L o
© -in use of peer tutoring = o SN 0 PR TR D U IR A
-in-working with students (e.g., motivation) S , ' b
 -in curriculum development , o I N e
' -in instruetion ." R s

Strengthened attitudes/perceptions ‘ f“ 'f“ B SRS B

B -about teaching . .

- -of“teachers confidence or self-irage

..70f the value of traditional teaching . :

: -h-of the value of specific components of effective

.' " teaching : - ‘

| .. -that the. larger group nust be emphasized S , 3 - B i

. :»i<of what students can accomplish BRI TR N T B

. '~of how well students-can work together e -l 5
=of the importarnce of keeping students on’ task o g . 1 2

y -that teachers must teach every day ' ‘

1 .‘,'

)

Y

¢ .
'

i* N ‘is the number of LFAs 1mplementing a given model

.AT Active Teaching, ML—Mastery Iearning, STL Student Team Learning, V= Teaching Variables
v | L,

. L4




_Table 9

- Tmpact of Tmplementntion on Students:

All Models,

1982 83

Impact on Students

~ =
2

Models

- [ AT
TNk o= 7

ML -STL TV
7 9 6

Improved attitudes or awareness

- _about their learning ability

. —about their learning responsibillties v
-about learning/school :
-of their strengths and weaknesses
-about tests
-about classroom behavior/time-on—task
-of teacher interest .
-of value of being organized .

IncreaSed achievement

"~ -in test scores
-in- grades’
-in general :
-in mastery/retentlon of facts and skills

-especially for lower achievers

~ -in problem solving and conceptual understanding

Benefitted from better instruction which prOVides

-a structured, consistent format.

-a greater variety of activities

. -effective learning activ1ties
-a more complete . instructional program
-better use of time/more materials covered
—opportun1ty for independent work

-opportunity to advance-
- -special benefits for slower students
" -more individualized instruction
. "-peer tutoring/working in groups
'-.—large group instruction
-moré organization ~ .
-more attention to academic content
- ~fewer gaps in skill development
-competition = - : A 5
~less pressure o '
—recognition of suceess

-

g -2 clear understanding of teacher expectations

-opportunity to ‘relearn (after "no fault" test)u'

[

~Now

NS

l" . ) .8‘ 2‘. .

— et N e b

[ 1}
(OS]

‘)

[EFae

«

( _iﬁﬁ
' Variables. . - ] o
: o ‘ 26.

1is the number of LEAs implementing a given model.

e

-

AT= Act1ve leaching, MLLMastenq Learning, STL qtudent Team Learning,
é S

TV=Teaching. * .
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and skills°'and benefits derived from instruction in a structured, consistent
format with a clear understanding of teacher expectations.. In general,
educators offer_ed Statements indicating that ML, AT, and S’I‘( had somewhat more

impact on students than Tv.

~

Student attitude data were summarized by projects using either a brief

questionnaire or a longer igventory (Learning Environment: Inventogy for grades

-

5= 12 My Class Inventory for younger students) * - The questionnaire was used :
for three models by seven LEAs (Allegany, Baltimore County, Carrpll Cecil,

: Dorchester, St. Mary S, Worcester) Results were positive for all items at

all sites. 'Students.knew the difference between SITIP and regular instruc— .
tion:--They found'the lessons relatively easy, . enjoyed and understood them,

considered that in comparison-to‘regularrlessons they were.better,. and

N

students learned_more and got-better grades;_ Overall, this last criterion
.(better grades) and the first (ease of lessons) drew the least cortain
fesponses from students, with the total mean on those items pullcd down by

'.responses from older students (grades 4= 12) —-— possibly because they are mogg

discriminating than younger students,, In-general, meant scores for-STL were

-higher than for the other two models. .

!

Results of the inventories (Anne Arundel Baltimore . City, Caroline,

Charles, Iorcester) indicate that the means for each progect and across the‘

- three projects were better than national ‘norms for secondary students on four

* The Learning Environment Inventory (LEI) measures 15 dimensions, eight of
fwhich were relevant for assessing impact on student attitudes. .Four dimen-

sions are included in the My.Class Invenfory (MCI). Each is defined:

_ Competitiveness--Students compete to see who can do the best work; Satisfac-
- tion--Students enjoy their class work; Difficulty-~The work of the class is
pdifficult, Friction--There are 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--Certain students are favored more than the rest;
Environment--The books and equipment students need or want are easily - 1
available to them in the classroom.- : . ‘




dimensions. satisfaction, difficulty, apathy, and environment. There was

room for improvement in relation to friction for -all sites, for favoritism-at

all secondary sites, and disorganization at two secondary sitesr There were_

no significant differences between models, Tegardless of : the fact that STL is.
designed to. reduce friction and avoid favoritism.

Cognitive achievement data from standardized mathematics tests were

reported by four projects -- one in AT and three in ML. In all cases, gains .
were greater than normally expected with most significant improvement found
¢

‘for low or middle achieving students. Eight projects reported ‘data based on

teacher-made criterion-referenced tests,(AT=2, ML=4, STL=2)._ In most ﬁases,
'SITIP studedts did better than students in regular classes, with gains made -
most consistently by below average students.f Data supported claims for ML

that at least 80% Jf the students achieved mastery (established at 80% or more.
of the course objectives mastered) ‘ "
v These resu]ts support developers claims for AT ML, and.STh. However,
direct cause—and—effect.concluSions should be_made with caution, attending to
. . / . -

vthe nature and extent of implementation'relating to a given set of results.

- Participant Concerns and Recommendations* . . ) T o < . . }

c EEE Concerns were reported by participants of all projects, and were

.. .
< . é

categorized as being related to the model(s) or to the general process of

implementation. (See Table 10, ) Most model-specific concerns reldted to

n’

management - the need for time and materials for effective implementation.

S
¢ o8 s

Vo
7 o

. 5 : .

* In the 1982 report, concerns. were analyzed using the Stages of Concern (SoC, -
7developed’by the Center for Teacher Effectiveness dt the University of §
Texas). - In general terms, that same framework is’ used here. Stages are '
roughly dqvelopmental (Awareness, Information, Personal, Management, B R
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 satisfactorily addressed before o
participants can be ‘expected to move to another phase of activ:ty.

» 0
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Table 10

-~

Par:icipant Concerns: 7All Models, 1982-83

v

’ Models -
. ' v AT [ ML | STL [TV
Concerns’ | N=7 | N=7 | Ne8 N=6,
_Model Concerns
lTime -- allocations too rigid A
. - requires too much -record-keeping/
: o : papervork - j; 1 2. 3
-- requires too much stu en; testing 1
-- requires too much in gend¥al 7 3
°  -- requires too much preparatfbn/scoring 4
Materials - ~- need enrichment activities 4 ;‘2 ' .
: -- need materidls that fit' LEA curriculum - S
Students -- holds back talented Ss 1 5 2 ™
’ -- remedial Ss go off task St 1
—- weak Ss depénd on strong Ss. 1
 -- absentees hard. to handle 1
-- groupingis difficult : 1. .
Discipline -- less teacher control more noise 2
Curriculuﬁf-; does not - fit all subjects/grades ) 2
. r— coverage is reduced, J N -~ 1
Teachers - creativif'\is inhibited 6 K
h\§ : —- observation creates fear, pressure 2
-- model more useful for new teachers 1
N : . * ‘\ .
Assessment --— achievement 1s difficult,to measure 1
. -- point system (bumping) 1is not popular 2
-—'checking should not be done by Ss 2
. Design .- -- lack,of research base,K . 1
-- complex, difficult to implement 2
-~ coding categories are judgmental 2
{implementation Concerns ' . )
Insufficient time : . 2 2
" Insufficient central office support i * 1
Poor coordination’ (model, materials. managemént) 3
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 cémmunication -- teachers don't know why model
is used : ¢ 1
Poor attitude/teacher. npathy o 1
Teachers not engaging students in learning

_ N=number of LEAs implementing a given model.

AT=Active Teaching; ML=Mastery Learning; STL-Student Team learning, TV=Teaching

Variables. ) .

e



'Teacher concerns are also consequential with some personal overtones.

‘number’ of”concerns about time and students. Recommendations classified as

4 Q

" Many" concernsgielated to consequences - the impact on particular kinds of

)

students, on curriculum, and on . discipline and. the assessment of that impact.

~ i

refocusing --a dissatisfaction with the model as implemented and a desire to

do something different.v General implementation ‘concerns were reported for

three models (there were none for STL). Kll of them related to management,

' with 'some personal or consequential overtones. These resu1ts are what might
: F

h

be expected given the age(s) of the projects.

-

- Recommendations were made by participants of all progects, and were
categorized into six general areas.. learning, teachers, classroom use, imple-

mentation process, interactive support, and expansion/revision. (See Téble
11.) Learning recommendations related to the SoC "information stage, and

: : \ v
reflected a cycling of s0phistication and appreciation for on—going tra1ning

-

'and assistance. participants have learned and want to continue learning -

« o~

'some cases there is fear, resentment, or confusion that needs to. be overcpme

related to two - levels of management, and indicate that local implementers have
become sufficiently familiar with the models to identify (and want to over— '
come) barriers to successful use. The AT recommendation for situ&tional

adaptation suggests a.need to clarify understanding of the model (how it is
T '

explained, and how it is implemented) There were fewer management recommen-

i

dations for STL than for other models, which is somewhat surprising given the

AR p'

"mandgement” were influenced by interest in consequences. &he collaboration"

o : C Sl

L | 33 . ag

Concerns about the design and some of the assessment concerns were related to

‘dations for teachers related to the. personal" SoC stage and ind1cate that in_;

(ML STL, TV) Classroom use and implementation process recommendations *fy

‘ sometimes in a part1cu]ar way or in a particular area. of . expertlse. ‘Recommen- -

[}



Table ll

Participant Recommendations. All Models, 1982-83 .
v S .
- AR : . Models .
o : . - o1 AT ML STL v
Recommendations R . ) : | N=7 | N=7 | N=B8 { N=6§

: Learning - - -~ provide training and follow-up assistance 4 ) 2 2
oo . ) ) ‘—-"provide reseatch updates on school improvement, :
Co T - i teacher effectiveness - 1 .1
-- provide research results begore implementation ' 1
. =- encourage. teachers to jncréase knowledge & skills 3 1
. o . —- provide more apecific instructional improvement . C R

2 ' i ideas ~ 1
-- allocate resources for classroom observation ' 1 ' ®

Teachers -- reduce burden on Ts 2
-- have only voluntary patticipation (it's not for ) ’ o
. . every T) . ’ 2 2 1]
QT’ S o -- help Ts see value of model : . s 1 o
. ' == compensate Ts for after school activities ) 2 . .
*s\\“\*. |Classroom e allov situational adaption'/ ) o 1 N - i
) Use : .=- maintain fidelity (and monitor) '
- allocate/adjust use of time
~- provide materials ‘ \\

—w N W

. ) -= sequence units more carefully

v T . S - == have ability grouping/smaller classes .
-- develop record-keeping system (computerized) ) N -

. —- develop strategies to deal with absentees 11 '

Implementation —- allocate time (development, paperwork.
Process ) preparation i 1 51 1 2
- <~ assign new leadership . . ) LU
. == do not add model on top of LEA priority .. : - 1
- © == do not begin in first few days of semester - ' i 1
' =— use earlier in the year : 1
- evaluate effectiveness ‘_ . ) 1 ’

12

Interactive - increase funding o T 1 2 1 .1
Support -- increase central office support T 1 : s 1
’ '=— increase MSDE/central office cooperation to 7/
, ' help Ts solve problems
, - .+ . == increase MSDE .assistance
co B o - -- encourage more networking among and within LEA
== provide or develop materials . R N |
-- involve more Ts in curriculum development R N2

- {Expansion = - -- drop the - program ' I 13
) “Revision -- increase involvement schoola/gradeﬂ/subjects
L N . == try another model
'\\- - - == use every ‘day - o~
) o “'=—-use for the.full year
. o ) -- use. another part/technique of model

W= o

.

: N=number of T.FAs impleménting a given model : ’
,\\\\——if=Active Teaching, ML-Mastery Learning, ‘STL=Studént Team Iearning, TV-Teaching Variables.

[N
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stage related to what others are doing - interactive support'-— and most
recommendations in this group indicate that school—based staff are not ready
to .take full responsibility for implementation (and perhaps should not be

-expected to do so). Recommendations about expansion or revision related to

the refocusing stage, and mostly indicate that local educators value the

: models enough to want expansion (although opinions are divided for TV between~ .

‘ (.
expansion and termination and.reflect concerns about the design and the way
some teachers in 'some LEAs react to it).:

;wé' ‘If a project is to succeed, concerns and recommendations should be

:

.‘t_addressed by MSQ@ TAs and LEA teams. For AT, the most critical issue is local
- M o -
B perceptions of the fit of - the model to specific grades, subjects, or students

 (as grouped), For ML, the most critical issue is cost-effectiveness‘in terms
of time allocated for-unit and'test-development,-and the subsequent record—
keeping, in relation to the perceived value of the model. For STL, the most

5 ]
critical igsue is cost—effectiveness in terms of teachers investment'inl

1 .

relation to impact (including discipline).on various kinds of - students. For
TV, the most critical issue is the perceptions -~ fear, apathy, resentment

(primarily of teachers) - about l%cal implementation decisions and about the
model design. While. those issues suggest negative impact in some sites, it t

should be noted that they are not pervasive and do not out—weigh the posit1ve

impacts reported earlier.

Conclusions

'

While processes of implementation based on the research on’ planned chahge..

-

. a -we;g/{ecommended for all models in all LEAs, and TAs encouraged local educa—._

tors to attend to such principles as participatory-decision-making, two-way <

RS
W

/’ 2 _ communication, training and support, and appropriate investment of time and o

energy, those processes of implementation and’ principles were not always




~

applied x When they were applied, implementation went sufficiently smoothly
for .energy to move gradually from establishing structures, relationships, and
-expectations toward actual classroom use, ! . When there were arbitrary adminis-

.trative decisions, top—down or incomplete communication, low support by )

central office staff, and insufficient time allocated for materials develop—
ment or group planning by teachers, implementation problems occurred

At the local level, thei‘fprinciples or practices were generally referred

K

to as interactive support, and depending on. the nature and extent to which
they were applied, had positive impact or created barriers to success. (See
Table 12 ) | . |

Impact was made on student achievement by three modéls (AT, ML, STL),
with the strongest evidence of success in mathematics and reading/language.
'arts for AT and ML. vPositive results were mogt apparent when‘either of those--

models was used consistently over. a period of time for a given subject and
A . _ _

 grade. - S SR

Impact was made on student attitudes to some extent for all models. Data

u

'summarized by 12 projects (AT, ML, STL) indicated that SITIP students enjbyed .

“the lessons, did not find them difficult, and wanted to succeed. Friction,ff' ,4

K . .

among students, and their perception of favoritism and disorganization needed

) ~to be’ addressed at some sites.. While teachers believed that for STL studentsill
self-esteem and willingness to work with others increased, student data for -
. ] = .

- STL: indicated no differences for that model in comparison to AT or- ML.

-

¥

* In some cases, . the responsibility for the low level of a plication was
_ shared: with ‘the assigned TA: 1In other cases, the TA's efforts were’
© . disregarded by local staff. -

) . - . N o “h

..



‘Table 12

]

-

Barriers and Facilitators to Successful. Implementation

» Barriers »

| Facilitators.*”7
-\ . ! ) /

%eavy reliance on training (ML, STL)
Insufficient resources for training (STL)
No follow—up assistance (STL)

Training and assistance responsive to Ts
expressed needs (AT ML, STL TV)

Rationed resources, broad development (ML)

2

T time & skill to develop materials (AT ML,
STL)

: Resources allocated for development i,

T adapt model (STL) |
T perceive no credibility of model (TV)

' Fidelity understood advocated & acknowledged

by, SA & CO (AT, ML, STL)

CO maintain administrative control, but expect

[work, to be done by school staff. without building
ownership (AT ML)

co demonstrate interest in project success (AT,ff
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- '
*makidg’ (ML, TV) ‘ K

Networking encouraged (ML‘TV) - ,
- SA fit model to school priority (V)

1]

Ts'perceiveltheir efforts are:devaluedi(ML) -

+

Ts believe their opinions and. efforts count (‘f
(ML,TV) .
Ts believe pro1ect is designed for improvement' x
(TV) :

- Ts value ‘tecommendations of observers (TV)

Conflicting messages (CO SA some MSDE) (ML,.
STL) o . s

Vs

Single energizer with 1ow influence (AT) y.h"

SA emphasizesgprofessional development (TV) ;

S

Ty " o
Sr,

AT=Active Téaching, ML*Mastery Learning, STL-Student Team Learning, TV=Teaching Variables. ; (

CO—-central office staff SA—school administrators, T=teachers 37 SRR

\‘l

7
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o Impact was made on teachers knowledge for a1l models through training.

'iSkillq in .a new teaching/observation’technique increased through classroom

'practice_and*coaching, Positive attitudes about teaching were strengthened as

- teachers experienced success.

.'-.Impact was‘made.on a school'(the4faculty and how instructional matters
'.were dealt with) through commitment and sharing among teachers (ML, STL, TV),
and provision of support (ML) and recognition of success (STL) by school

. administrators (usually the principal) %taff interest in teaching/learning

4

increased (AT, STL) there was more. continuity across classea (AT) better

"management of instruction (TV), and closer monitoring of teaching (AT)

' Impact was made on school administrators knowledge for all models
:'/-;d_ R through training, and they improved instructional management (AT), .
' o-

'strengthened their belief in traditional teaching (AT), and ggre more appre—f e

‘ciative of teachers capability (AT5"ML) as implemennation.occurred,in_their

ce | R R :;-,.:‘ . » ."j' : . - . . . o . : . ,;
;schools.- T S a3- ‘ ~J§f

' Impact was made on central office staff's knowledge for all models }. o

.'. .

"became involved in implementation.
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~ ) N ~ °
-~ . .

[

1ocal educators>;‘ Probably the strongest influence on.successful implementa—

[}
l

-

tion was;Bnteractive support: while teachers can and do teach alone in their

own classrooms, they do much better when their efforts and ‘successes: are

P '.!\.
. S oy v

’acknowledged and they are part of a cross—hierarchica] team work1ng toward

,_ ..
' ) . ", P !

:instructional improvement which benefits studen;s. ;'-_-'; - _ A

L

e N ﬁe-' N f-.ﬁ}’3ﬂ;' Summary and* Conclusions - . S
'_‘: “:g: o Application of the research on planned change facilitated implementation

.'.»..:-‘ R - l." . . A i _’ ]
of models of instructional improvement. The SITIP design encouraged collabo— N

. .vlv - . . g
oo ‘ration, increased communication using a common knowledge base abouthschbol’ghd‘ ”:_

2 4".' . ',‘t.. B

o o .
. he ) *
?classroom effectiveness, and helped LEAs estahlish cross—hierarchieal teams

J

f_ with’ the purpose of improving instruction. .Un;ess thelprinciples of planned
-, . ¢ ,g,,.,' L .

S : ‘~'change were applied the model adopted had little chh e’ of success.
: e

, o | The models themselves were perceived by Qg::l educators as having both
S subzective and obJective value: - Teachers posit ve opinions had just as much%‘ e
influence as standardizeg:test data in determining program maintenance or’ e

i »\'. . . t
eachers ‘negati '

'expansion.

b "‘:".{:’L .

. a Complete Coﬂrqe, had arpositive impact on: student achiey;*
R I3 . -

teachers to organize instruction effectively. The models were valued more hy

f
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.positive fmpact on achievement in some cases.f Honeveﬁ, it was not used

A . . ’ ' ,.-.,

» .consistently, and so cause-and-effect c]aims cannot be1verified -Maintenance
N . .

some. reports of teachers. improving their manage-"f

RIUN ) - : s . L .
SN : . o \ L ot 5“‘-‘.‘

' ment of instruction. _ o | K - T
.‘, . ) C r! e . . »_..'

. o : 'Key staff inﬂdl] LEAs, in 1]/ of MAryland s schools, intcolleges of .

hl-’ h . 4‘ ¥

" education, anﬁ at MSDE increased theiﬁ Yrderstanding of recent research on
Y LR A o
% : i
o4 planneﬁ change and; school and c1assroqm effectiveness.} Nearly 1000 teachers

Y,l' .

ERNARIN By

\

modified their instructional techniquzL N"and mosf of.them believedvthat the.

L H (‘v : 4'“_‘ _v_‘_

The g%neral

tti'ude of a11 role groups'involved in

s ~ £

results are worthwﬁile.ﬁ

Lo _ /
fth appreciation foj the opportunities for professional

s,

Foao ASITIP was posit;Lve,

Qd;,growth, and/for the enefits to studentsvreceiving improved instruction._

.

5‘wi11 continue to-be-

During the 198;J8& school year, locai implemen t3

g N -1

e
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