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The major evaluation tasks of this rhase oc the project included
1) familiarizinc ourselves with formal plans for the proposed training;
2) develoring semi-structured interview acendas tc use during the Flanning
and Summér institute phases; 3) deve.oping baselire instructional profiles
that include participants' reasons for joining and their goails for the

proijec:; and 4) develoring school effectiveness/achievement profiles based
Upon thé Connecticut survey and student achievement data. This report
details our findincgs anéd then summarizes the strengths ané weaknesses of
the £lanning thase. The repcrt is based on datz from interviews with &
total of 21 teachers (seven from each schocl) who will be participating
in BESI for the entire six weeks; six teachers who have chosen not to
pérticipété, six pararroiessionals; four puilding administrators, Mary
#ilsor, Project Coordinator; and Eilary Freedman, Building Leader.

We alsc had brief conversations with several people involved in planning
training for thre paraprofessionals and parents and attended a planning
meeting for the parent training. 1In all, we haé the opportunity to speak
with a substantial cross-section of participénté; all of whom gave gener-
ously of théir time and insights.

For the cuantitative analysis; Connecticut School Effectiveness
Questionnéiré data were gathered by the State Education Department stafs
with a follow-up of non-respondents conducted bty the evaluators. The
Metropolitan Achievement Test data were obtained from the Hartford city-

wide testing prodram.
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FLANRWING FOF TEEX PROCJECT

By the end of June, it was clear that a promising format had been
developed for HES1: one that had the virtoe of combining lectures with
clinical experience and coaching; one that included all the key actors--
teachers, principals anc paraprofessionals. In addition, all of the com-
had beer assigned to partners, ~oaches and classrooms; building facilitators
were functioning to insure tha< teachers from each school had the necessary
wae developed with paracrofessionals assigned to a rotating bus schedule;
and, of course, the trainers had beer scheduled: Rob Hunter for the first
weel and Carole Helstrom, Rcbert Gutzmarn, Faye Parmalee, William Bircher
ané Johr Det Great for the clinical training weeks.

puring this phase of the rrojeéct, it was not possibie to evaluate the

orcarizatior or content focus cf the formal training, as no written rlars

+ the reguest ¢f Marv Wilson, Rok Hunter sert a list ol

ot

were aveilakle.
generzl training objectives, but did not indicate what he woulé recuire of
participants, what the activities or specific content of trainirg would be,
ot how he or HESI staff might evaluate the impact of his part of the traininc.
The same evaluatior. issue arises with respeEt to plans for the additional
training which will be providéd during the clinical experience: Carole
Helstrom is coordinating the formal training during the summer, and her
familiarity with Hiunter and extensive experience in working with teachers
and principals should servs HESI well. It is likely that the various com-
ponents will be well presented and will build on, supplement, reinforce, and
extend each other. However, we do not havé sufficiént information at this

time from which to draw any more specific conclusions.
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The absence of & specific description of the project and its com-
poﬁent parts is perhaps the cause of participants' very skétéhy ideas
about the project. There were no teachers who could describe the pro-
posed content or goals of HESI in other than global terms--"to make me a
better teacher." Teachers at SAND nad a gréatér working verbal knowledge
of Madeline Hurter's work due to the principal's year-long efforts to
infuse her ideas into the instructional focus of the staff;, but they too
were unsureé about the specific goals of the project. Why, then, did

teachers choose to participate?

Ressons_for Farticipating

We he:srd informally that many téachers were participating for the
sziary ané, or the collegé crédit available to them. Assuredly this is
true, but teachers' comménts alsc reveal that they are hoping to improve
their skilie. 1Ir a E€rse, thev are trustinc that the prciect, whatever
i+ ie, will ir fact helr therm become better teachers. "To tell the truzk,

I dor't realli know why I'm participating,” mused one téacher. "I enjox

teacring a loz, and it sounded as if it might pé something different. It
sounded challenging:” Several other teachers echoed this sentiment.

& few expressed the hope that the project might deal directly with
their individual concerns. "I think it's something new and I'm going to
learn bettér technigues, especially how to work with so many kids during
the year. Sometimes you have so many doubts about how to dc things," con-
fided a teacher who was mot alone in wanting HESI to reduce the ambiguity
and uncertainty with which he lives éach day. "They said it was teacher
training, and I dorn't know everything. I need the money, but the main

thinc is that I feel I need the training." was another typical response.

REST COPY AVAILABLE
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Teachers may not understané what the project will provide, but they have
a sense of what theyv believe they need. "1 hope to learn some special
had this year. I1'm hoping to learn how <o handl~ these children a little
bit better than I‘ve handled them this year," said a primary teacher.

A few teachers, perhaps reducing their uncertainty about the project,
said that they were planning to use HESI to develop various curriculum
units for use in the cominG year; to try out téam teac..ing and assess
whether they migh:t want to continue it; and to learn record keeping skills.
Ore thiré of the teachere intérviewed saié that they expected to learn
better management téchrigues sc that student discipline problems would be
reduced. B téacher with a different orientation said, "I want tc be atle
to articulate, tc exrlain how I know how to do what I do. I can't esxplain
what T do. 1 car't (now} sav to people how I téach."

Scveral teschers are horinc that HEST will re-esxcite them about

teachinz. They ere frustrated by working below their own standards,; and

o,

are thinking of leaving the fielé if they cannot improve sufficiently to
make the wori more rewarding. "I &on't know why I'm participating,”
saicé one such téacher, "put I've lost a lot of my enthusiasm for teach-
ing, and maybe I can get it back:" Another said that she wanted to be
"re-invigorated" so that she could begin the fall with moré.enthusiasm
oy the work. She has been frustrated by hér inability to help special
education students progress very much each year:

For the most part, then, participating teachers see the project as
learning. "Thi& i§ an excellent opportunity;" concluded a novice teacher.
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gec: I wan:t it tc helr me rrcfescionzlly. I have a lot of the Zuncamen-
£2is, bus I want more. I'm Eagér for the summer project." Teashers sound

as though they are expécting to accomplish a great deal this summer.

Pressire to Participate. With respect to participation, théré was in

sach school ar tndercurrent of suggestion that teachers have had little
choice: that their principale if not central office have coerced their
involvement. The experience of préssure is real; however, the number of

non-participating teachers sSuggests that there was choice. We spoke with

iy non-participiting té&achers who exrlained their own choices. Four of
ther had othér Sumimer wory, or family or schocling commitments that could

no: bé changed. One stroncly objected on principle to the process by

EI wa

i
1

whicrh H adorted: (He dié nct otject to the focus.) This teacher

felt tha+ HESI was imposeZ or. the faculty by central office in tlear vioia-

the process cf teacher pa::iciratior in identifyinc priorities and

rt
e
Q!
1
v

Anotney teachery réfuses tc particirate because the salary was too low.
Some teéachérs felz peer, not admiristrative pressure. Said one,
"MoE+ of the teachers here are doinc it; so what choice do 1 have?" &
téacher ifi anotner schoct had a similar pérsPéctivé, noting that she
believed she should support other teachers: that sSomenow the entire schocl
would be evaiuated in terms of its participation rate in HESI. Finally,
a few teachers expressed the fear that their performance evaluations would
be based on the teaching principles they would learn in HESI. They chose
to participate to insuré themselves satisfactory evaluations in the
coming year.
It i worth noting that teachers were not alone in siggesting that

they felt pressure tc participate. # few principals and assistant



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

principals are less than enthusiastic about the training. One felt pressure
from his teachers: "The staff volunteered for it. I'm a leader, and I fig-
ured I'm supposed to participate. They would gain, and T guess I would too."
Another remarked pointedly, "I had to bé involved. I didn't decide;" and
then tempered the remark by adding, "But I wouid have done it anyway as a
part of the School Effectiveness Prosect:”

In contrast to these perspectives, some principals, as some teachers,
3w NESI as a valuable opportunity. "I am participating because it will
make my job easier. The things I want to co for kids I can accomplish better
it I car communicate with the staff using thé $amé language:. There is a lot
we need to know ir order tc benefit kidé better, and our lack of knowledge
stande betweer what we do ané (then) dcing more for the kids:" Said another,
"tne logic of Madeline Huntexr i€ compelling. Wwith it I can see myself as

ar agent for imgroving instruction in the school:

thi

Summary: _Prciect Focus; Reascns for Participating. Al this time.

expectations for a successful project are based on a sound desigr. and on

the assum;tisﬁ that the peorle hired will deliver a high quality program.

Each person has a "package” of sorts by which hé or she is krown. Although
the content of each of thesé "packages" or modules has not been explained to
the participants; HESI coordinators have good reason to expect that they will
pe of high guality and will engage teachers, principals, and paiaproféééicnais
in werking to improve their skills with children. Neither the planners nor
the participants could articulate what improvement would look like, however;
what specifically participants would be able to do more effectively at the
end of the project:

paraprofessionals, whom we have not mentioned previously, feel most



unclear about the purpose of theixr participation: Some do not know whethex
thef wiil be workinc in classroomé in addition to riding the buses. They
have 1ittle if any idéa of what the training will provide for them, or what
they will be expected to do @ifferently (if anything) in the coming academic
year. They appréciate the opporturiity to work this summer, and hope to
improve their skills so they are more effective with childrer.

Some paraprofession:ls are pursving teaching cartification. These
individuals, like the teachers, are using HESI as &n opportunity both to
learn and tc pick up course Credits.

Teachers, confrcnted with a sketchy outline of a project, have filled

ir details and havé created images of the project as they would like it to
be. To the ewtent that their ideas and hopes are mismatcned witn the
prcject that is implemented, teachers mey be dissatisfied. On the other

address teachers' areas of concerr., in which

[o1X

hand, the project may indee

3

[

b A

cisé thev evaluate it cuite positively.

The instructional profiles have been developed to serve three purposes.
First, they provide baseline information about the extent to which Hunter's
vocabulary and ideas about diagnostic teaching are a part of teachers'
instructional repertoire prior to training. Second, bécause they are base-
line, they will enable us %o make some teacher- and principal-specific com-
parisons pre- and post-training. We will be able to judge whether anyone
changed how he or she teaches ur supervises. Third, understanding teachers'

and principals' current relationships with each other with respect to
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instruction will permit us to examine changes in that relationship as a
functior of teacher and principal training: In sum; the Spring 1984 visits

ﬁé the schools proviéé the baseline data about individuals, interactions,
and sshools from which we wili be able to evaluate the impact of the HESI
project. The data are of interest now as description, not as svaluation.
Having them will allow us to notice change.

Beécause teachers; descriptions of their teaching *iers guite similar
irrespective of the school in which they worked, we are pféséhting one
broad description of teaching in the three schools. We are devoting more
school-specific a~tention to 1) the extent to which Hunter's ideas are pre-
valent in the schools now, and 2) principals’ involvement with classroom
instvuction, because schocls vary or these diménsions.

Instructiornal Styles. During each interview we asked teachers to

describé how they are teaching thelr current mathematics topic. (We chose

sbout Hunter's technigues suggest

[0

mAtr because severa: research article
that their imgact carn be seen most exclicitly in this éubject.) Teéachers
varied little ir how chey Gescribed their teaching. Most talked of the need
to kecin where the children are, to motivate the children, to go from the
concreie to the abstract, the simgle to the complex. All talked about pro-
viding opportunitiés for students to practice what they are learning and
s2id that the, relied heavily on teacher-made ané unit tests to determine
tlie sUccess of their teaching. They also spoke of using children's body
languagé and ability to answer questions during instruction as on-going

clués to the success =f instruction. One said he liked to see children use
the learninc in a new context co measure success.

Teachers report following a structured; Similar issson format each

O
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aayi'aﬁé they say they rely heavily on texts and other commercial materials

to determine the content of what they teach: Teachers talked about the struc-

ture of their work--grouping, testing; the influence of time. They did not

talk about the appropriateness or coordination of the content of what they

teach, thé pacing of lessons, task analysis or variation in lesson design.
This does not mean that teachers are not coricerried about these aspects

of teaching, or that they do not vary the pace and design of their lessons.

It is to say that they dc not Eélg aboiit these things when asked to talk

about their teachine. Had we had the opportunity to observe teaching this

Spring, we might have seer. these aspects of teaching. Havihg had to rely

or verbal descriptior of classroom behavior, we can only réport that we &id

Askeéd whether there is a dominant ceaching style in his building, one
principal said, "Most teachers teach irn a conventiorial style: They teach
Morsaw throuzhr Thursday and test on Frigsy. It's not a mastery learninc
srroach: Regardless of the tést outcome on Friday, people move on to the
next unit orn Mendav." This principal may be overstating the case, but it
is true that only one of thé 21 teachers with whom we spoke réported using
a mastery approach.

Teachers' descriptions do not dispute tnis general observation: "I
teach l1éssons frcm the board," saia one third grade teacher. "I don't use
concrétée materials. We all work togétﬁér ahé,db lensons on the board. Then
T supervise their follow-up work and then they have to do work on their own
which I check to see if they understand. To check for understanding; I have
each child come To the board and do a problem." At the end of this process,

the teacher gives a test. Generally 65% suggests she car move On; but if

ST BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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the topic is @ifficult; she accepts 70% as sufficient.

Another teacher exrressed the common reiiance on commercial materials.
"Theré is a monitoring card that goes along with the math book, and it goes
step by step teiiiﬁé what should be covered,” she explained. "It is minimal
competency, but I find it is a good basis for mé becalise it means that I car
long time on fractions whereas I didrn't with long division. I assume that

this system wac set ur by professionals and they aren't going to give me

anvthing average six graders can't haﬁéié;“

Teéschars in all three schools talk about the organizatior of teaching
in classrooms; grouging, materiaiz, testinc. They do not talk about the art
of lesson presentation; cf task analysis; of continual decision making: Each
of these is ar importart iéiif ir. Bunter's model of diagnostic teaching:

<

Krowledoe of Diagnostic Teachinc (Madelin€ -Huntex). 7lthougr none ©

the teachers talk about the topice noted above, teachers at SAND are more
familiar with other aspects of Hunter's model and can §§éék some of theé vocab-
ulary. (Teachers at the other schools have heard of Hunter because they were
giver an article to read, but that it the extent of their knowledge.) For
examgle, one SAND teacher reported that she knew that "Madeline Hunter did
research and came up with the answers that we in the classrooms don't have--
through research. She condensed the résearch intc some patterns of how we
ought to teach: I think it has to do with lesson planning, with focusing

on what you are doing, with being exacting. There are objectives, input,

not speak with teachers in 3ither Hooker or King who could so explicitly

12
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articulate asperts of Hunter's model:

Sofe teachéfé at SANE; again in contrast to their coiiééguéé at ’'ng
and Hooker: talked about specific lesson objectives when describing their
teaching. Said one, "The objective of this 1&sson iS5 to t@ach them how to
Compute percentage. The long-rangé goal i§ to know that percentage means

100 and to use it practically, for eéxample when buying sneakers on ;éié.
Our description of these differences is not meant to suggest that
teachers in one school are inferior or éﬁﬁéEiB; to those in another with
respect to their teachingc. Rather, our purpose is to indicate that some have
had considerable exposure to the ideas that will bé présented this summer,
ané cthef% have not. Like learners in classrooms eéverywhere, teachers in
HESI are Bééiﬁﬁihé the project with different prior experiences and knowledge.
We war: to be able to take into consideratior where they were at the bééiﬁ—

ring; wher. at the end weé evaluate the impact of the Froject. Irn that way,
we Car better deterrir.é how much learning to attribute to the training; and

how much is & furictiorn of prior knowledce.

Priricipals' Invclvement with Instruction. For the same reasons, we want

to describe current principal/teacher rélations with réspect to instruction.
We asked ﬁiiiéiﬁéié and teachers in each of the schools to describe the prin-
éiﬁéié‘ involvement with evaluation and supervision of instroction. wWe asked
principals to describe what they expect of their teachers; and teachers to
describe what their principals éxpééi of them with fegﬁééf £6 instruction.
The thréé schools form a continuum on this issue.

Teachers at SAND report that although the principal evaluates them no

more often than is reguired by contract, when hé does observe classrooms, "he

—d |
.
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looks for evidence of Madeline Huntér. He talks about anticipatory sets:
he asks questions about objectives. He asks about how you teach and how
you end your lesson. He looks at lesson plans. He wants us to use the
words from the hand-outs, ané he explains what they mean at faculty meetings:
%e have tons of hand=outs." When he comes in, the principal "wants to know
how I implement my lesson plan,” and, added another teacher, "he wants more
than textbook material. He wants us to provide activities for tke children."
The principal at SAND has an overt and continuing focus on instruction and
nie teachers are clear about what it is.

Hooker teachers describe theéir relation with their pfincipéi as "in
transitior.:” Although they stress his concern for attendance, discigpline,
imgroving test scores and a "calm énGifBﬁﬁéht,“ they noté that in the past

few years he has begun to spend more time in classrooms. Teachers are un-
clezr, however, about what he is locking for. said one, "I really dor't
know what he is looking for: Hkfter he's done an evalustion, he talks to
uc and tells us how he saw the lesson, ané also comments on distractions if
there were any: If he sees that we handlé difficult situations well, he
will also give us positive feedback." The prinéiﬁal noted his increasing
involvement with instruction and his need to iearn more in order to improve
teaching: He said; "I know how to take §&§i§i writing notes because there
have been workshops for administrators for the past few years. But I don't
know how to hélp teachers plan how to improve."

At King, there seems to be less explicit principal attention to instruc-
tion, at least from the perspective of the teachers: They believe that the
principal expects them to teach, and that if they do so, he will not get

involved in their work. Said one teacher, "the principal expects me to be

14
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felisble and do the jcb. He doesn't explicitly say what he wants and his
assistant checks the planbooks: He's a principal who lets you do pretty
much what you want toc do, which is good when you are doing the job, and
lousy when you are not doing the job." Said another, "He expects me to
maintain my classroom and cover the curriculum. He doesn't seem comfort-
able in the classroom.”

The principal reports that he has explicit items in mind when he
observes classrooms. Hé looks for time on task; the pércenhtage of childrer
whe are pétticipéting in the lessor beinc taught, the time it takes to get
fror one lécson to another; and how muck or 1ittle cpads and confusion
accompany these transitionis. He reports noting how the teacher circulates
sround the room and whetner the learning centers and bulletin boards are
attractive: He:; like many of the teachers, is attenging to the formal

strusture of instruction. However, hig teachers seem Unavare of his interest

ir these aspects o. teaching.

summary: Instructicnal Profiles. As teachers ant principais begin the

HESI project, they are bringing with them a similar méthod of teaching--one
that relies heavily on the use of texts and pencil and paper tasks--but
different levels of verbal knowledge about Madeline HUNteX and different
relaticnships with one another with respect to an instructional focus in
the school. These differencés do not imply an evaluation. They are a des-
cription of the starting point for teachers, principals and schoole as they

begin the intensive six-week summer project.

O
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CONNECTICUT SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS QUESTIONNAIRE

Ouestionnaire was deveéloped by Villanova; Gauthier, Proctor and Shoemaker

(1961) to measure sSever school level alterable characteristics which are
deined in Table 1. The 100 items are respondeéd to on a S5-point Likert

scale (i.e., SD-Si); the sums of the item lével responses are used to
generate scores in the seven areas listed in Table 2. The rationale and
development of the scale have been described by Gauthier (1983) and villanova
(1984). alpha internal consistency reliabilities for 423 teachers and

starility reliabilities for 60 teachers are also listed in Table 2.

bata Collectiorn. Questionnaire data were gathered from faculty and

adrinistrators at the three schnoois by State Department of Education staff

ac part of the SDE school effectiverness study. Follow-ur stazff not responé-

inc at the Sor data gathering session was conducted by the EESI evaluators

(16}

witr the assistance of HESI prciject staIif and the school principzls. Table 3
presents a breakdown of the number of respondents categorized by the number
of weeks of summer training. The response percentages for each school are

also included in the table.

Results. For each school the mean and standard deviation was calculated
for the school effectiveness characteristics. Tables 4-6 present the Spring

1984 data for the Hooker, King and SAND schoois broken out by the amount of

HESI training received during the 1984 Summer Institute. The school level
profiles presented in Figures 1-3 are based upon the respective means listed

in Tables 4-6.
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" The mear level of perceived school effectiveness for the three schools
was found to be consistent with pre-project data reported by villanova (1984)
for 423 teachers representing 10 urban and suburban Connecticut schools:
For the HESI schools thé means of the characteristics generally were in the
iow to mid "3" range which indicates that the réspondents tended to either
be "undecided" (i.e., & rating of 3) or "agree” (i:e., a rating of 4) with
the individual items.

Differences within schools across the three training levels were also
éxamined to see if staff participating in different amounts of HESI train-
ing differed ir pre-project perceptions of school effectiveness: Analyses
of variance conducted for each characteristic indicated that no @ifferences
existed in the staff percestions:

Gaitioral analveiz examined the rankings of the chzracteristics

Ar

v

trairinc time crcuzs as well as at the total school level.

28

ml

for the thre

perusa) of the trairinc time subgrour rankings presented ir Tatles 7-¢

W

succests that for all three schools thé highest ratings across trainin

o}
[1¢]

time groups were associated with the characteristic labeled clear school
MiSsicn; the lowest ratings térided to be found for the characteristics
labeled Safe and Orderly Environment and Home and School Relations. Table 10
summarizes the overall school level rankings which suggest some agreement
icross the &chools:. Since the means used for the rankings were actually
quite similar and generally in the low to mid 3 range on the S-point scale,

i+ 3id not appear applicable to calculate the rank order correlation coefficient.
finally, analyses among schools were mot conducted at this time since

the emphasis was on generéting "paseline” HESI data. The final report

. |
N
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(Serinc 192€5) will documert changes in staff perceptions at the school level.

STUDENT_ACHIEVEMENT

Thic section will describe the Spring 1984 achievement levels of the students

in the HESI target schools. Given the nature of th: HESI teacher training.

che unit of data to be reported will be classroom means. 1In this way, base-
- o

line achievemert information can be described for the combined participating

schoolé prior to the summe: training and 1984-1985 school year implemeritatior.

The Spring 19€5 achievement data will be reported in a similar manner so that

the overzll student achievement jevels of teacher classrooms participating

ir various amourts of HEST trairing (i:e:., 6 weeks, 1 week and no training)

car be examined. Thus, we will be following teachers as a classroom unit

ané not individuzl studernts over time.

Caza Getherint. The Metropclitan Achievement Test (MAT) was administered

ir, mig=March and early Arril by the Hartford schoois as part of the regular
citywidé testing rrogram. In our evaluation proposal we described reserva-

tions regarding the ability of such a norm-rererenced survey measure to be

truly sengitive to instructicnal improvement. It was décided by the Hartford
schools that no ad@itioral dbjeéiivé—féfeiehcéé measure could be administered.
1t may be possiblé to identify selected objéctives and items from the MAT and
perform an objective-level analysis of classroom mastery levels fcr the Spring

1984 and Spring 1985 data to be reported in the Spring 1985 report.

pata Analvsis. The data to be reported are grouped by grade level and

the amount of HESI training received by the classroom teacher during the
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Summer 1984 institute conducted by Robin Huriter: Mean and standard devia-
tiong are reported for NCE scores and the associated percentiles are list @

for each grade level and training time as well as alassroom.

Results. The examination of achievement levels across grade levels
and training times is facilitated by the sumrary of the classroom level
percentiles and NCE scores presented in Tablés 11-12 and Figures 4-7. The
cirst obseérvation is that. on the average, classroom achievement is slightly
below grade level (50%ile) for most grééé levals and@ MAT areas. Secondly,
there appear tc be no identifiable trends in the achievement levels across
the different teacher training timés for the MAT areas. That is, it appears
that prior tc the HESI training, none of the training time groups differ
consictently in overall average classroom achievement on the MAT.

Tzbles 13-16 présert the MAT data for each grade level and classroor

£ amount of téacnér trairing fime. 1Includeéd aré NCE means ané standard

O

eviacione, percentiles associated with the mear NCE ané the number oI
clacsrooms included in each mear.

Giver the smzll and differential number of classrooms across the aif-
fereént training times, no statistical tests were conducted tc examine initial
classroom achievement differerices across training times. ihspectibi of the
classroom level data in Tables 13-16 suggests that the achievemen= levels
do vary somewhat across classrooms {e.g.. see Table 14, grade 3 data for

6-week classrooms).
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Table 1
Connecticut School Effectiveness Questionnaive
Scales and Definitions

. Safe_and Orderly Environment. There is an orderly, purposeful atmosphere
which is free from the threat of physical harm: However, the aimospnere is not

oppressive and is conducive to teaching and learning.

 clear Schop] Mission. There is a clearly articulated mission of the

school through vhich the staff shares an understanding of and a commitment to

instructional goals, priorities, assessment procedures and accountability.

. Instructional Leadership. The principal acts as the instructional _

Jeader who =ffectively communicates the mission of the sciiool to tne staff,

parents and students and who understands and applies the characteristics of
instructional effectiveness in the management of the ijnstructional program of
thu school.

. High Expectations. The school displays a ciimate of sxpectation in which
staff believes and demonstrates that students can attain mastery of basic skilis
and that staff members have the capability to help students achieve such
mastery:

. Opportunity to Learn and Student Time on Task. Tezchers allocate a
significant amount of classroom time to instrdction in basic skills areas. For
a high percentage of that allocatecd time students are engaged in planned learn-
ing activities.

. Frequent Monitoring of Student Progress. Feedback on student academic
progress_is obtained frequently. Multiple assessment methods such _as teacher-

made tests, samples of student work, mastery skills checklists, criterion-

referenced tests and norm-referenced tests are used. The results of testing
are to improve individual student performance and also to improve theé

instructional program:

. Home-School Relatiois. Parents understand and support the basic mission

of the schcol and are made to feel that they have an important role in acniev-
ing this mission.
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Table 2

~ Reliability Estimates for The
connecticu: School Effectiveness Questionnaire
(Villanova, 1983)

Nurber of _  Alpha Test-Retest

- Categories Items  Reliabilitiesa  Reliabilitiesb
S5afe and Orderly Environment 15 87 .85
Z1zar School Mission 14 .90 .90
Instructional Leacership 25 .93 .83
Expectations 12 .55 .69
Opportunity to Learn T 12 .66 .74
Monitoring Student Progress 12 77 .67
Home/School Relations 10 .89 .82

3 N=423; data collected in 10 schools
o)

N=60; data collected in one school

21




Table 3

Connecticut School Effectiveness 6uest1onna1re

20

Response Parcentages by School and Amount ef HESI Training

——

o Amount of. o : W
oL Total HESI Training_ Tctal Number Respzcnse
~ School ~Group 5 1 0 of Staffé Percentage
Hooker 35 20 11 4 41 85%
King £6 28 7 21 62 905
Sand 37 23 8 6 37 100%
TOTAL 128 140 915

3staff include

full-time teachers

and administrators.
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Table 4
Connecticut School Effectiveness Questionnaire:
Spring 1984 Means and Standard Deviations by
Amount ~f HESI Summer Tra‘ning
Hooker Schoul

Weeks of HESI Training

, Total

Charartericti Grour 6 1 0.
Characteristic == = ___N=35  §=20 N=11  N=4
Safe and Orderly Environment X 2.33  3:06 2:85 3.03
) .67 .66 64 .46
Clear School Mission X 3:77 3.77 3.79  3.73
sD .55 .60 46 .70
Instructioral Leadership X  3.09 3.16 2.95 3.15
SU .64 .56 .30 .56
High Expectations X 3.09 3.15 2.99 3.06
) SD .39 .45 .33 .25

Opportunity to Learn and X 3.38  3.42  3.35 3.27
Time on Task D .45 .44 28 .5a
Frequent Monitoring of Student Progress X 3.56  3:49  3.63 3.67
SD .42 .52 .28 .07
Home/School Relations X 3.06 3.10 3.00 3.00
SO .63 .66 .70 .28

23
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Table 5°
Connecf1CUt School Ef?ect1veness 0ue;"1onna.re
Spring 1984 Means and Standard Deviations by
Amount of HESI Summer Training

King School

Heek;,of HESL,Ira1n1ng

Total 6 1 0

Chavsecforictdc Group 6 -

Qﬁaracter1st1c o _N=56_ _ N=28 =7 N=21

Safe and Orderly Ervironment %i 3.18 3.20 3.34  3.07

SO .58 .68 .34 33

Clear School Mission A X 3.71 3.75  3.72  3.€7

SD .46 .47 .34 .51

Instructional Leadcrship X 3.18 3.39  2.86 3.00

- SD - .72 .70 .43 .76

High Expectations X 3.12 3.17  3.06 3.08

5D .41 .43 .38 ;40

Opportunity to Learn and X 3.40 3.46  3.44 3.32

Time on Task SD .h2 .58 .47 .47

Frequent Monitoring of Student X 3.51 3.53 3.64 3.44

Srogress 5B .59 .52 33 .74

Heme/School ke *ions X 2.86 2.89 2.9 2.81
SD

.54 .54 .45 .57

N
[Vasy
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Table 6

Conrecticut School Fffect1Veness Quest1onna1re:

Srring 1984 Means and Standard Deviations by

Amount of HESI Summer Treining

Sand School

] TTT  HlEks of HEST Training

Tota! -

Grovp 6 1 C

Characteristic ___N=37  N=23 __N=8__ N=6
safe and Orderly Environment X 2.99 2.85  3.23 3.25
SD .56 .52 .54 .61
Clear School Mission %ﬂ 3.74 3.78 3.7 3.5}
SD .49 .5¢ .29 .40
Ingtructional Lesdership X 3.63 3.683 3.39  2.72
| SD 42 31 .57 .43
High Expectations ) X 3.05 3.10 2.77 3.23
SD .43 .20 .44 .47
Opportunity to Learn and Y 3.34 3.33 3.17  3.67
Time on Task SD .39 .37 .44 .20
F[ggugng Monitoring of Student X 3.51 3.59 3.32 3.45
Progress SD .45 .42 .40 .63
Home/School Relations X 2.90  2.85  2.93 3.02

SD 41 42 .46 .36
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Figure 1. Connecticut School Effectiveness Questionnaire means
of characteristics by training time qroup and grade
level: Hooker School
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of characteristics by training time group and qrade
level: King School
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Environment Time on Task
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Table 7

Ranked Connecticut School Effectiveness Questionnaire

Characteristics for Total and Training Time Groups

Hooker School

o _ Yeeks of
Total _HEST Training_
.. a Group 6 1 0
Characteristic ~ N=35 N=20 N=11 N=4
sC 7 7 7 6
CSM 1 1 1 1
LEAD 4 3 6 4
EXP 5 5 5 5
PP 3 3 3 3
MON 2 2 2 2
WS "6 6 4 7
350 = Safe and Orderly Environment
CSM = Clear School Mission
LEAD = Instructional Leadership
EXP = High Expectations
OPP = Opportunity to tearn and Time on Task
MON = Frequent Mornitoring of Student Progress
H/S = Home/School Relatiouns



Table 8

Ranked Connecticut School Effectiveness Questionnaire
Characteristics for Total and Training Time Groups

king §ch001

. Weeks of
Total _HEST Training.
T Group 6. 1 0
Characteristic® N=56 7 N=28 R=7  W=21
SO 4 5 4 5
CSM 1 1 1 1
LEAD 5 4 7 6
EXP 6 6 5 4
OPP 3 3 3 3
MoK 2 2 2 2
H/S 7 7 6 7
350 = Safe and Orderly Environment
CSM = Clear School Mission
LEAD = Instructional Leadership
EXP High Expectations
opP Opportunity to Learn and Time on Task

: Frequent Monitoring of Student Progress
Home/School Relations

=
[=}
P
nnw




Table 9

Ranked Connecticut School Efectiveness Questionnaire
Characteristics for Total and Training Time Groups

Sand School

o  Wecks of
Total "HEST Training

i . .. -a Group T 0.

Characteristic N=37 R=Z3~ R=8  N=6
0 6 6 4 5
CSM 1 1 1 1
LEAD 2 2 2 2
EXP 5 5 7 4
opp 4 4 5 3
MON 3 3 3 2
H/S 7 7 6 7

30 = Safe and Orderly Environment

CSM_ = Clear School Mission

LEAD = Instructional Leadership

EXP = High Expectations =

OPP = Opportunity to Learn and Time on Task

MON = Frequent Monitoring of Student Progress

H/S = Home/School Relations

29



Table 1u

Ranked Connecticut School Effectiveness Questionnaire
Characteristics for HE. Schools

s _______ School i

Characteristic Hooker King ~ Sand
S0 7 4 6
s 1 1 1
LEAD 4 5 2
EXP 5 6 5
opPP 3 2 4
MmN 2 2 3
K/S 6 7 7

aSé, = Safe and,Orderiy Environment

CSM = Clear School Mission

LEAD = Instructional Leadership

EXP = Hign Expectations

OPP = Opportunity to Learn and Time on lask

MON = Frequent Monitoring of Student Progress

H/S = Home/School Relations

35




Table 11
Summary of Metrojalitan Achievement Test
Spring 1984 Data by Grade Level

Grade  Tot.d Math Read  Language
2 NCE 47.3 46.1 46.6 48.2
%% 7e 44 42 44 46
Na 12 -
3 NCE 45.9 49.9 43.9 47.9
“%ile 42 50 33 46
N 11
4 NCE 25.2 45.7 43.9 47.2
%ile 41 41 38 44
N 11
5 NCE 47.8 46.0 44.4 50.5
“ile 45 42 39 51
N 12
6 NCE 49.9 48.6 46.7 53.0
Zile 48 47 43 55
N 10

8sample sizes represent numher of classrooms.

(JO)
Ty




Table 12

Sumnry of Metropolitan Achievement Test
Spring 1964 Data by Grade and Training Time

bWk 1 Heek o Trammg_

Grade M Wath Read Lanquage TDTI\L I‘[tll Tead Langnage TR Wath™ Reac Language

) NE 889 B8 80 5.8 1 650 47 032
Tile 48 @ h3 10 0 40 3
N7 5

S ONE 466 S0 #4349 w8 %5 3T 41 5L 413 85 50
wile 43 ) S 16 3 2y 28 12 51 % 53
N & Z ]

¢ONE 43 452 8.2 8.6 .6 4.1 458 515
gile 9 41 ¥ U 5 M & R
N 8 ]

5 OWE M3 w7 W6 62 WB6 6 B8 R B8 6.4 8.1 55
sle 3 B R W o5 B 5 n 6w
N4 2 6

£ OME B9 %2 %2 5Ll B4 sl %9 5.0 5o 5L0 418 53
Tile 4 2 4 h 60 61 5 63 b1 51 45 60
N 6 1 3

USample sizes represent munber of classrooms.

o
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Fiqure 4. Metropolitan Achievement Test percentiles by
training time qroun and grade level: Total Score
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Figure 5. Metropolitan Achieiéﬁéht Test perce@£i1es,by”,
roup and qrade level: Mathematics

training time 9
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Figure 6. Metropolitan AéﬁiéVéﬁéﬁt Test peicentiles by
training time qgroup and grade level: Reading
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Figure 7. Metropolitan Achievement Test percentiles by

training time group and qrade level: Lanquaqe
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Table 13

Metrcpclitan Atnieverent Test: Total Score
Spring 1984

37

Training A1 e _ Classrooms
o __ Time_ . Classes A B c t £ F__ G H 1 J K L
GRADE 2 S NCE ¥ 48.9 42.3 55.1 52.2 49.8 86.&6 47.E 4E.7
6. Weeks NCE SD 4.1 13.0 15.4 14:2 25.6 10.1 15.0 112.E
(N27) sile. 48 35 59 54 49 43 4 47
N(Ss) (15) (22) (22) (8) (23) (25) (2¢:
o NCE X a5.1 3.3 12.0 50:9 46.5 49.8
1 Week NCE SD 7.2 27.4 12.1 .16.6 18.8 12:3
(N=5) 2ile 40 25 35 51 a3 49
N(Ss) (11) (24) (17) 19) (24)
) NCE X
None NCE SD
%ile
N(Ss)
TOTAL NCE X 47:3
GRADE NCE SO 5.7
(N=12) %ile 44
Training Al . Classrooms
. Time Classes A 8 ¢ -0 __E_ _F G H 1 J &
GRADE 3 o NCE X 2€.€ 31:5 44.0 §9.0 23.8 51.7 £8.7 56.7 43:€
6. Weeks NCE_SD 1.1 1“1 12.2 .0 19:3 22.6 12.1 6. 16.2
(=8} £ile 43 19 36 66 10 53 47 62 365
N{Ss) (8) = (14} (9) (4) (25) (27) (17) (20}
S RCE X 0.8 36.2 45.3
1 Week NCE SD €.4 7.8 11.3
(N=2) sile 33 28 a1
N(Ss) (20} (17)
NCE X 51.0 49.9
None. NCE SD 0 16:3
[N=1) zile. 5] a3
N(Ss) (26)
TOTAL NCE X 45.9
GRADEZ NCE SD 9.9
{N=11) Zile 82
Training AN - Classrooms— -
Time Classes A B c D 3 F 6 A 1 3 K
GRADE 4 NCE X. 4.3 34.5 39.7 36:3 54:1 51.1 39.6 48.1 41.B
6 Weeks NCE SO 7.8 9.7 7.7 20.7 16.9 19:2 14:8 17.4 ]&.5
(N=8) Lile- 39 23 3] 25 57 52 31 46 34
N{Ss) (8) (22) (17) (25) (21) (23) (23) (2¢)
, NCE X
1 Week NCE SD
Lile
N{Ss) ,
NCE X 47:6 42.3 51:3 48.2
None NCE SD 23:3 17.1 11.0 14:9
(N=3) tile 45 35 52 39
N{Ss) (15) (21) (28)
TOTAL NCEX 4522
BRADE . NCE SD 6.8
(N211) zile 41
Q 4%23
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Table 13 (cont.)
Training Al ol __Classrooms —— — - — — —
- ;4T1me Classes A 8 C b — E  F G H 1 J X Y T
GRASE 5 o NCE X 443 23.8 29.4 38.0 &3.¢
6 Weeks NCE SE 3.7 12.4 8.9 13.4 5.0
(N=4) Tile. 39 38 48. 28 . 37
N(Ss) (19) (20) (15; (2€;
o NCE T 48.6 6.4 50.°
1. Week NCE SD 23,1 7.4 1009
(N=2) Tile. a7 43 51
N(Ss) (6) (7)
NCE T 49.8 5.6 47.6 51.2 48.1 52.3 45.¢
None NCE SD 4.5 14.6 .B.3 1.1 17.0 21:1 5.5
(N=5) %ile a9 42 &5 52 46 5& 1)
N{Ss) (sy (17) (19) (16) €23) (9;
TOTAL NCE X 47.8
GRADE NCE SD 4.5
(N=12) Zile 45
Training AT . classrooms B :
Time Classes A 8¢ ©0_ € F 6 __H 1 3 «x
GRADE € o NCE 46.9 25.8 47:5 4.3 44.0 : aa.8 50.5
6 ‘weeks NCE SD 2.0 13.2 12.8 12.0 15:.2 17.3 12.4
(1=6) tile 44 42 &5 43 3B . 40 5]
N(Ss) (21) (20) (27) (20) (20) {23)
o NCE T 55.2 55.4
1. Week NCZ-SD 0 12.7
(N=1) sile 8¢ 60
NiSs) (26)
; NCE X §i.0 23.0 58.3 4s.4
none- UCE S° _E.S 9.1 17.0 8.3
(H=3) zile 51 46 65 39
N(Ss) (18) {27) (18)
TOTAL NCE ¥ 49.0
GRADE NCE SD 5.2
{N=10) %ile 48

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Table 14
Metropolitan Achievement Tests: Mathematics
Training a1l NN ST S (1, S— —
. Time Classes A B c b £ F & H i 3 K L
GRADE 2 o NCE X a5.8 a1.8 50:6 54:8 37.7 4.2 47.3 49.0
6 Weeks NCE SD 5.7 12.1 18.6 19:9 19.3 8.8 14.7 16.1
(N=7) zile. aa 34 51 59 28 &2 a4 &g
N(Ss) (15) (22) (22) (8) (23) (25) (20)
o NCE ¥ 45.0 37.9 39.8 54:3 42:3 36.0
1. Week NCE SD 6.2 26.6 14.4 21.0 14.3 1.3
{N=5) zile. a0 28. . 31 58 44 LY
N(Ss) (11) (24) (17) (19) (24)
N NCE X
None NCE SD
Zile
N{Ss})
TOTAL NCE X 461
GRADE NCE SD 5.7
(N=12) $ile 42
Training AL _ ] _ Classrooms S
Time Classes _ K _ B _ . C——D £ F G H 1 J 4
GRADE 3 o NCEX  51.0 38.7 8.1 61.1 37.8 55.2 49.9 73.5 25.¢
: 6 Weeks NCE SD 12.9 15.1 12:8 168 22.6 22.7 14.6 2t.6 14.6
(1=8) sile 51 23 &2 700 28 59 49 86 41
N(Ss) (8) (14) (9y (&) (25) (27) (17) (20)
o NCE T 26.5 3.2 58.7
1 Week NCE _SD 17.4 10.2 21.9
(N=2) gile 23 22 66-
N(Ss) (20) (17)
. NCE X 47.3
None. NCE SD .0
(N=1) Zile. a8
N(Ss)
TOTAL NCE X 43.9 47:3
GRADE NCE SD 13.0 12.1
(N=11) Lile 50.0 Iy
(28)
Training AN ] _ _ _ Classrooms  — — - ————— - ...
Time Classes A B __C_ O E__F 6 H 1 J K
GRADE 4 : NCE X a5.2 35.1 36.0 83.4 58.3 47.5 40.8 50.7 48.0
6 Weeks NCE SD ‘8.1 9.1 9.6 16.2 16.2 20.7 8.7 17.2 19.0
(N=8) Zile a1 24 25. 37 65 45 33 51 46
N(Ss) (8) (22) (17) (25) (21) (23) (23) (24)
B NCE X
1 Week NCE SD
%ile
N{Ss)
o NCE X a7:1 41:1 49.5 47.9
1 Week NCE SD 2.8 15.8 12.0 16.9
(N=3) tile. 44 33 49. 46
N(Ss) (15) (21) (24)
TOTAL NCEX  35.7
GRADE NCE_SD 6.9
zile a1

(N=11)

O
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Table 1& {cont.
Training Al _ _ Classrooms_ — . _ _
. Tire = (Classes £ B C D £ F G H I 3 kL
GRADE 5 o NCE X aa.7 an.a 50.4 43.8 51.7
6 Weeks NCE SD 5.5 14.9 10.4 12.5 15.¢
(N=4) z2ile. 40 32 50 38 32
N(Ss) (19) (20) (15) (2¢)
o NCE ¥ 47:6 33.7 51.2
1 week NCE SD 5.4 10:2 15.9
{N=2) Tile- 45 38 52
N(Ss) (6) (7
} NEY  46.4 23.7 42.8 51.9 43.3 a7.5 41.8
None NCE SD 3.5 15.0 11.6 11:0 16.8 20.3 10.2
{N=6) %ile 43 38 36 53 37 a5 3¢
N{Ss) . (s) (17N (19) (16) (23) (9
TOTAL NCE X 26.0
GRRDL NCE SD 4.7
{N=12) sile 42
Training ATl - . Classrooms _
Time Classes A B c o £ F 6 - M- 1 -3 R
BRASE 6 o NCE ¥ 36.2 3.6 43.3 44.5 46.6 42.9 52.5
6 weeks NCE SD 3.8 12.1 13.¢ 12.0 15.8 18.9 12.1
(%=5) tile 2 g 37 39 a3 36 54
N(Ss) (21) (z0) (27) (20) (20) (23)
B NCE X 56.1 56:1
1 weak NZE SD 0 16.0
(N=1, sile. 61 61
N;{Ss) (26)
- WCE X 51.0 8.5 61.5 7.1
Norie NCE SD 9.2 10.8 8.2 3.3
(K=3) zile. 51 39 70 as
N(Ss) (18) (27) (1)
TOTAL NCE X 4.6
GRADE NCE SD 6.2
(N=10) <ile 47
" FeY
Q ;; t)
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Table 15
Metropzlitan Achievenent Test: Re2ding
Triiﬁﬁné AN ] Classrooms e
~ _ Time _ _Classes A B C.--D_ & F 6 H 1 J K L
GRADE 2 o NCE Y. 48.0 45.5 53.9 29.7 52.7 2.6 47.5 45.0
6_Weeks NCE SD 4.1 1321 11.8 10.6 0.2 12.6 13.5 10.6
(N=7) 2ile: a7 a1 57 s 54. 36 45 40
N{Ss) (15) (22) (22) (8) (23) (25) (20)
S NCE X 44.7 33.6 44:a 50.3 48.0 £0.7
1 Week NCE SD 9.6 21.8 12:2 177 15:9 15.4
(N=5) zile 40 21 3 50 46 - 51
N(ss) (11) (24) (17) (19) (24)
, NCE X
None NCE ST
%ile.
N(Ss)
TOTAL NCE X 2€.6
GRADE NCE SD _6:8
(n=12) %ile 44
Tféiﬁﬁﬁé ,,511 Classrooms
o _Time . Classes . g ¢ D 3 F G H 1 J K
GRADE 3 o NCE X 22.3 33,1 43.3 56.7 27.6 46.0 46.1 a7.8 2.2
. €. Weeks NCE SO 2.8 10.9 12.0 10.2 19.8 15.4 12.0 17.2 14.6
(t=8) zile. 39 21 37 62 16 42 42 45 35
N{Ss) (8} (18) (8) (&) (25) (27) (17) (20;
T NCE ¥ 7.7 36.3 37.1
1 Week NCE SD _..8 66 6.0
{Nz2) Zile. 28 29. 27
N{Ss) (20) (17)
- NCE X 53.5 51.4
None . NCE SD -0 18:1
(N=1) sile. 56 52
N{Ss¢) (2¢)
TOTAL NCE X 43.9
GRADE . NCE SD 7.5
{N=11) Zile 38
iraih{ng A L Classrooms ] ]
Time Classes i B C ' - E ¥ &  H - 1 I k-
GRADE 4 NCE X 43.2 359 a1:% 35.8 49:9 53.3 44.0 45.9 -3£.1
& Weeks NCE SD 7.0 7.4 5.3 149 149 12.6 10.9 16.8 10.7
(N=B) zile . 37 25 3 25 - 49 - 56 3. a1 28
N(Ss) (8) (22) (17) {25) (21) (23) (23) (24)
1 Week NCE X
NCE SD
Zile
N(Ss)
NCE X 35.8 43:9 50.0 8.7
None . NCE _SD 3.6 9.7 13.1 16.8
(N=3) Zile. a2 38 50 3
N(Ss) (15) (21) (24)
TOTAL NCE X 43.9
GRADE NCE SD 6.2
(N=11) zile 38
Q ?1 ?7
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. ' Table 15 (cont.) iz
i’raining &11 —- - iiéssmom _
Time Classes c D £ F 6 H 1 J kT
GRADE 5 : NCE X 406 31.5 az.7 34. £zt
6 Weeks NCE SD 3.0 14.4 12.5 12.0 10.4
(N=4) Zile 32 3 40 22 32
N(Ss) (19) (20) (15) (2%,
o NCE X 43.8 4.7 &5.9
1 Week NCE SD ‘3.0 4.3 8.7
(N=2) sile 38 3. )
N(Ss) {6) (7
NCET  47.1 41.5 25.6 28.3 48.4 54.6 23.¢
None NCE SD 4.5 17.1 9.6 14.5 10.5 15.9 7.C
(N<6) sile as 3¢ 41 T 47 5¢ 3t
N(Ss) (5) (17) (19) (16) (23) {s:
TOTAL NCE X 4.t
GRADE NCE SD a.7
(N=12) vile 39
Training AN —— .- - Classrooms 7
o  Time Classes A B c D £ F 6 - H- 1 . k.
GRADE € S NCE T a5.2 45.7 46.9 436 435 83.1 85.2
6 Weeks NCE SD 2.1 14.0 13.7 11.9 11.B 16.2 15.7
(K=6 zile a1 a1 44 8 3 37 a5 .
N(Ss) (21) (20) (27) (20) (20) {23)
NCE T 529 52.9
1 Week NZE SO 0 1.7
(N=1) sile 55 55
N(Ss) (26)
- NCE T 7.8 a8.1 53.6 41.6
None NCE SD 5.0 9.9 13.1 6.6
{N=3) sile. 45 a6 56 34 .
N(Ss) (18) (27) (14)
TUTAL NCE X 46.7
GRADE NCE SD a.1
{::=19) zile 43
Q 2 48
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Table 16 : .
vetropolitan Achievement Test: Language
Spring 1984

Classrooms _

Training AT I }
S .Time Classes A B c. Db - E F 6 H 1 J X -
GRADE 2 o NCE X 51.8 35.8 59.9 51.4 58. 3 52.5 42.7 53.3

- " 6_Weeks NCE SD 7.0 18.1 . 18.8 14.2 31.5 18.3 181 18.2
(N=7) ile 53 29 68 52 65 s6 45 5¢
N(Ss) (15) (22) (22) (8) (23) (25) (20;
o NCE X 43.2 34.7 40.9 86:2 46.5 52.0
© Week NCE SD 9.1 2.0 15.8 %g;a %2;6 gg;a
(n=5) Lile 37 23 33 42 - :
N(Ss) (11) (24) (17) (19) (24)
NCE X
None NCE SD
=ile.
N{Ss)

TOTAL NCE X 48.2

GRADE NCE SD B.7

(N=12) zile 46

Training AN Claggrsiome - -

,,,,,, Time Classes A B c D £ F 6 H 1 3 k.
"GRAOE 3 - NCE X 7.5 35.7 5.5 S6.2 21.5 57.9 52:4 55.0 47.0
6 Weeks NCE SD 11.1 2.7 8.7 8.2 18.1 25.5 15.2 12.2 17.8
(N=8) sile. 46 T o2& 41 61 8 66 54 €6 4z
N(Ss) (8) (14) (9) (4) (25) (27) (17) ({20)

o NCE X 46.1 9.5 52.7

1 Week NCE SD 9.3 B 10.3 21.2

(N=2) Zile. a2 30 55

N(Ss) (20) (17)
o NCE Y. 52.0 52.0
Kone NCE SD 0 118
{n=1) tile 53 53

N(Ss)

TOTAL NCE T a7.9

GRADE NCE 5D 5.8

(N=11) ile a6

Training Al . . (lzjsroors

Time Classes A 8 € D £ " F G K 1 3 &
GRADE 4 B NCE X 45:6 3.0 43.8 3.8 55.1 54.7 40.4 2.7 43.2
6 Weeks NCE SD 7.0 12.9 1.7 23,1 14.¢4 16.4 15.7 18.7 14.3
(N=8) Lile a1 25 38 28" 59 58 32 87 31
N(Ss) (8) {22) (17) (25) (21) (23) (23) {22)
NCE X
1 Week NCE SD
zile
M Ss)

- NCE X 51.5 43.0 54:9 51.6

None NCE SD 3.5 16.9 14.6 11.3

(N=3) Zile. 52 a6 59 53

N(Ss) (15) (21) (24)

TOTAL RCE X 37.2

GRADE NCE SD 6.6

(N=11) 2ile 44

e .
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Table 16 (cont.)
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Training AN Classrooms,
S Time ... Clesses  x p  ¢ _p E _F G - H 313 KL
GRADE 5 e NCE X 46.2 45.8 50.9 41.3 FERS
6 .Weeks NCE SD 4.5 12.3 14.8 _8.8 11.2
(Ns3) sile- 82 42 51 . 34 2]
N{Ss) (19) (20) (15) (26}
o NCE X 52.9 53.7 52.0
1 Week NCE SD 1.2 13.2 8.6
(Ns2) tile 55 57 53
N{Ss) (6) (7
NCE T 52.5 51.0 52.0 50.6 52.1 60.7 4E.E
None NCE SD 4.2 12.8 13,5 12.2 131 16.0 5.7
{N=5) zile 54 51 53 51 54 69 a7
N(Ss) (5) (17) (19) (16) (23) (9)
TOTAL NCE ¥ 50.5
GRADE NCE SD 4.9
(N=12) Zile 53
Training AN Classroorms _
Time _ _ _Classes A B - b Ef - F 6 __H ] R S
GrEDE 6 S NCE T 51.1 88.7 52.5 52.8 49.9 50.1 52.7
6. Weeks NCE SD _1.8 16.5 15.8 15.9 14.4 12.8 13.0
(N=6) Zile 52 a7 58 55 49 50 55
R{Ss) (21) (20) (27) (20) (20) (23)
) , NCE T_ 57.1 57:1
1 Weex NE SD 0 12.0
(N=1) £ile 63 63
N(Ss) - (26)
NCE T 55.3 52.2 63.6 27.6
Nene NCZ SD 9.6 11.5 16.2 'B.3
(N=3) sile 80 54 74 45
N(Ss) (18) (27 (14)
ToTAL NCE X §3.0
GRACE NZE SD 5.3
(4=10) Zile 55
Q E;()
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Thic report has 1) described and evaiuated the planning phase of HFSI:
2) provided baseline instructional profiles of the schools: and 3) summnrized
the descriptive, quantitative data from the Connecticut School Effectiveness
Questionnaire and the Hartford citywide standardized testing program:. From
the data, we have drawn séveral conclusicns about the planning phase. We
describe first areas that could have benefitted from additional attention,

and foiiow these with a summary of the strengths of the proposed training plan.

Areas_of Weakness

1. pescription of thé Content and Goals of the Training. Teachers and

paraprofessionals for the most part are unclear about content and goals of
HESI summer training. They are uncertain and anxious about what will be
expected of them as a result of the training: Most do not know why the par-
ticular training approach and experts have been chosen; although they are
aware that Hunter is a nationally known educator:. Teachers know that they
will be teaching this summex; paraprofessionals are un:lear about the range
of their responsibilities.

Tt might have been useful to detail more explicitly the content and
goals of the project during the visits to the schools prior to the end

guestions and reduce all anxiety, participants would have appreciated the =
additional information.

5. lack of Focus for Paraprofessionals: We have mentioned para-

professionals in the previous section, but choose to address them separately

|
o |
[y
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as Wel?ﬁ They are recuirec tc at:end all of the training for teachers, yesx

do not know what they will dc with the information. Some pararrofessionzls

[

are unclear about théir current role in classroomes (there is great variation
in what paraprofessionals do depending on the classroom teacher), and have
no vision of what a different or improved role might look like. As one of
thé statsd goals of the project is to improve the quality of services th. -
péréproféssionals providé to children; some of the goals for them should
have been made explicit.

This yrour of participants seems likely to flounder as they try to Zigure
out what is expected of them; and then what is possible in the context of the
specific classroom(s) in which they work. Without clarity, they will be most
dependent on the classroum teachers for direction at a time when most teachers
will be occupried with their own learning ané the novel experience (for most)
of teaming with another teacher.

3. Parent Training. At a Task Force Meeting in March, plans for

parent training were presented and received favorably. After further
consideration; the Project Coordinator decided to altér thé model presented,
however; by the end of uune there were no new plans for parént training.

AS the training will take Place in July and the trainers have been scheduled,

tne lack of consensus on what parent training should be is an immediate concern.

Areas of Strength

1. Design of the Project. 'The plans for summer training and implementa-

tion during the 1984-1985 school yeéar are an excellent blend of classroom

instruction for staff, clinical practice with substantial coaching, and then

opportunity to transfer the learning with additional coaching and support to

the actual school situation. The combination of experiences should provide
52
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staff members with the méximum opportunity to adopt new teaching
Strategies and imprové thosé already in use. The involvement and
simultanéous trainirg of téachéré, principais and paraprofessibnais should
increase their ability to work together to improve the services provided
to children:

The selection of expert trainers should insure that the classrcom
component for staZf is of the highest cuality. The opportunity for
teachers to then teach small groups of children, and for principéié to
have only supervisorw résponsibilities (without thé administrative
duties that accompzny running a Scrool) should proviée both with the time
ané énvironmént in which tc try out what they have learned. The close
collaboraticr, of rrircirals anc tezchers has the potentizl tc foster

Eroductive relationships that can carry over to the schocl vear:.

2. Voluptary Farticipaticn: Although some individuals felt pressure

tc join HESI, bv ancé large it iz a voluntary project. Tnis suggests that
aééﬁiié fééliﬁgé of uncertainty and pressure, participants who are involved
will be more likely to make a commitment to leérning, than théy would have
without choice.

3. Extrinsic Rewards. Some participants have stated that they are

ifivolved ifi HESI in order to earn money and/or college credit: This shouid
not be taken to suggest that their motives are suspect or that they are
gninterested in the content. Teachers often spend their Summers working
or going to school. Providing incentives to staff in order to encourage
them to voluntarilv engage in a constructivé eéffort that they might not

otherwise choosé, is a sensible approach to increasing voluntary participation:

ERIC
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4. Selectior of Trainers. The individuals who have been selected

to provide the formal training have reputations that suggest they will

é?é&iéé high guality training. It is important that teachers and §£iﬁéiﬁéié
afe trained by the best. Too Gften they evaluate in-service as only marginally
useful and often ill-prepared and presented. Wwith teachers and principals
Committing Six weeks to this project, despite the salary aild courseé crédits,
it is crucial that the trainers be first rate. The expérience and

reputation of the bfé;éééa trainers suggests that participants will not

have many comglaints about the formal HESI training.
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