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PREFACE®

The following evaluation report presents the process objective,
monitoring procedures, performance objectives, evaluation procedures, appro-
priate summary chuarts, evaluation design schematic, and data presentation

and analyses for the California Teacher Desvelopment Project.

This report is submitted by Warren Kallenbach, Western Educational
Consulting Scorvice, to the Project Directer of the California Teacher
Development Project (Iremont Unified Scheol District) as a separate
report from -that submitted to the State of Califernia (ESEA Title III
Office) by the District. This report presants the results of the
evaluation and does not contain the Project history nor the program

description,
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SECTION I

DESCRIPTTON AND MONTTORIKG INFCORMATTON




DESCRIPTION AND MONITORING OF IN~-SERVICE ACTIVITILS

Process Objective®

Process Objective 1:

The Fremont ESEA Title III Project will provide dissemi-
nation of Individualized Instruction techniques (utilized
in the California Teacher Development Project) during the
1972-73 operational year throupgh in-service programs as
evidenced by the In-Service Monitoring Report.

Procedureas

The Director of the California Teacher Development Project
(ESEA Title II1I) was responsible for monitoring the in-service
programs concducted during the 1972-73 Project year. The following
Summary Chart shows the type of information obtained relative to
the oL jeciive.

The rames of participants are not included in this
evaluation report; however, they may be obtained from the Project
Director,

Form: for monitoring the in~servic: programs were developed
by the Fremont Title III Project staff. Iaformation was collected
by th= Fremor,t Title III Project staff during each of four in-service
programs and then forwarded to the Project Consultant for summation,

A process objective is a statement describing an activity which
directly or indirectly affects the performance of the learner
(Develovine and Writing Process (bjectives, Educaticnal Innovators
. Press, Tucson, Arizona, 1972).,

i, .
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SECTION II

GENERAL EVALUATION PROCEDURES
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GENERAL EVALUATION PROCEDURES

The evaluation of the California Teacher Development Project for
the 1972-73 Project vear reports data for four performance criteria. These
performance criteria relate to the expected behavioral changes of teachers
involved in the in-service program. One performance criterion relates *to
their knowledge of individualized instructica (cognitive behavior); three
criteria relate to their attitude toward individualized instruction (affec-
tive behavior).

A Compariscn Group, which was used te determine the effectiveness
of the 1972-73 in-service program, was formed by using data from partici-
pants involved in the 1971-72 California Teacher Development Project. Mean
gain and post~-test scores were available for the Compariscn Group on the
Fremont Test of Individualized Instruction and the FPIC Individualized
Instruction Attitude Inventory.

The evaluation design is explained in both a general deseription
(evaluation design schematic and summary charts) and in the analysis of
each objective. Results of the analysis are presented éyitepien by cri-
terion using the apvropriate tables. The follewing Eval.uation Design Sche=
matic and Summary Charts explain the evaluation proc-dvrizs for the four
performance criteria.
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Evaluation Desimm Schenatic

Title III In-Service
Program Description

Participants

Pre~Heasurcemant
Fremont Test of
Individualized Instruction

Compariscn of mean
gain scores with
Comparison CGroup
and Pre/Post mean
scores of 1972-73
in-service grouss

Documentation of

In-Service Program

|

L e

Post~Heasuraement

Fremont Test of

Individuclired Ingiuwetion

o

Process Objective

EPIC Individualized
Instruction Attituce
Inventory

Delaved Post-Measurement

EFIC Individualized inatruc-

Comparison with
Criterion and Delayed
Post=-teasurement mean

scores

tion Attitude Inventowy

-
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Performance Criterion #1

Upon the conclusion of the in-service programs the Experimental
Group of 100 participants will develop a knowledge of individualized
instruction techniques equal to or exceediug the gains registered by the
1971-72 Experimental Group. The change will be mezsured by the difference
in scores between pre- and post~tests ¢ a project-developed instrument
designed to test knowledge of individualized instruction,

Proceduwres
RN SRy & A\

Compariscns were ms#de for each in-service prour of particinants
with the 1971-72 iIn«gervice program, The Fremont Test of Individualized
Instruction was administered pre/post to all test group particirants,
Gains in knowledge of individualized instruction were obtained for the
1972-73 workshop participants and were ccmrared with the gains made by
the 1871-72 Experimental Group (the Comparison Groun), A dependc.t
t-test was also used to determine the sipnificance of differencz (if any)
between the pre- and post-test scoeres of the 1972-73 in~-service partici-
pants,

Data Procsentation and Analvsis

Table 1 shows the mean gain score of the workshon particimants
(total of all trour worlishops cenducted during the Project wvear) and the
mean gain score of the Comparison Group (workshop participants during
1871-72). The mean gain score of the Comparison Group was found to be
slightly greate» than the gain score of tha 1972-73 participants. The
difference in gain scores is 0.54% points, which is not significant at
the .05 level o7 confidence.

t‘l

Represents analysis in additiocn to that required in the performance
objective,



TABLE 1

HEAN GAIN SCORLS FOR ALL WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS AND COMPARISON
GRCUP ON THE IROMONT TEST OF INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION

Mean pain Mean gain
Workshop Group | N score Workshop Group N score
Total of work- | 163 9,18 Comparison 87 9,72
shop groups Group

The results presented in Table 1 show that performance
criterion #1 was not accomplished, The 1872~73 workshop par-
ticipants did not eaual or excesd the mean gain score of the Com-
parison Croup. The differsnce is small and not significant, how-
ever.,

AddlthﬁaJ hnalV°is cf Par tlglﬁ“ﬁfo and Coruarlson Groun Test Results
!_‘\ l

bty Sahain S e o .
duniized Lnctruztien

on fthe 1yomant Lost oL Ind

Tables 2 through 5 show test results of participants by
individual workshops as compared with the 1371-72 workshop par-
ticipants (Compariscn Group). An independent t-test was used to
determine 17 the differences in mean gain scores were significant.

TABLE 2

-MEAN GAI! SCORES I'OR THE ELX GROVE WOFKSHOP PARTICIPANTS AND
COMPARISON 3ROUP ON THE FREMONT TEST O INDIVIDUALIZ®D INSTRUCTION

Workshop Group | M Hean gain ; Workshep Croup N | Mean gain
score | score
Elk Grove 38 10,53 Comparison 87y 9.72
Group

..9-



MEAN GAIN SCORDS
O

COHMPARISON GROUP

TABLE 3

FOR THE S#N DISRO

WOR{SHCP PARTICIPANTS AND
THE FREMONT TLST OF INDIVIDUALIZEDL INSTRUCTION

Mean pain

Hean gain

Horkshop Group score Herkshep Group ! score
San Diego 43 7.93 Comparison 87 9,72
Group
Significant at .05 level, df = 128

TABIE 4

MEAN GAIN SCORCS FOR THE RIVORSIDE WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS AND
COMPARISON GROUP ON THE FREMONT TEST OF INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION

0 ! - N T
Mean gain : ;
Workshon G . HYean gain
orkshop Group | score Workshon Group N scogé
Riverside 35 9.98 Comparison 87 9.72
Groun
TABLE §

MDA CAIN SCORLS FOR THE OMNARD WORNSHOP PARTICIPANTS AND
COMPARISON GRGUP ON THE FRLMONT TEST OF IMDI“IDUALIZLD INSTRUCTION

Workshop Group

Hean gain
scere

Horkshop Group

Hean gain
score

Oxnard

w7

8.66

Comparison
Croun

87

9.72

~10-



The gain score of two 1972-73 workshop groups (Elk Grove and
Riverside) excecded the gain score of the Comparison Group.

The gain score of the Comparison Group was higher than the
mean gain score of two of the four individual workshop groups (San
Diego and Oxnard).

. None of the gain score differences exceeded two peoints in
either directicn and only one (San Dicgo) was significantly different
(.05 level).

Additiocnal Analvsis of Parvicinants' Test Results on the Fremont Test
of Individualingd Instrucvicn

Additional analysis of the test resilts of only those par-
ticipants involved in this Project vear was conducted. Data are
presented in Tables 6 through 10 showing the sre-mean scores, post-
mean scores, and t-statisties for the total group and for groups iden-
tified by workshop location,

TALBLE 6

MEAN SCORES AND t STATISTIC FOR ALL WOPXSHOP PARTICIPANTS
ON THE FREMONT TEST OF INDIVINUALIZED INSTRUCTION

Workshop Groupn N Pre-mean score Post-mean score t

Total of work- 163 | 30,79 39,97 22,91%
shobd groups

t* Significant at .01 level, df = 162

“l1-




TABLE 7

HEAN SCORCS AND t STATISTIC FCR THE LLX GROVE WORNSHOP PARTICIPAMTS
Ol THE TTFIMONT TEST OF INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION

Workshop group

N

Pre-mcan scora

Post-mean score

Elk Grove

38

29.47

40,00

he 1

+12,05%

*Significant at .01 level, df - 37

MEAN SCORES

N
N

7

TABLE 8

AND t STATISTIC FOR THE SAN DIEGO WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS
THE FYSMOKT TEST OF IKDIVIDUALIZLD INSTRUCTION

Yorkshop groun

—tn

i

oy

t
]

Pre~-meun score

R

Post-mean score

San Diepo

43

32,26

40,19

Significart at .01 level, df = 42

TABLE 9

MEAN SCORLSG AND t STATISTIC T'OR THE RIVERSIDE WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS
ON THE FREMOUT TEST OF INDIVIDUALIZLD INSTRUCTION

Workshop group

Pre-mean score

Post-mean score

Riverside

35

29,31

SUNIUp. AFPE §

39,29

11,35

"Significant at .01 level, df = 34

-12-



TABLE 1C

MEAN SCORCS AND t STATTSTIC FOR THE OXNARD WOPKSHOP PARTICIPANTS
ON THE FREMONT TEST OF INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION

Workshop group N Pre-mean score Pcst-mean scora t

Oxnard 47 31.60 40,26 12,06

LA
Significant at .01 level, df = 46

For each individual workshop and for the total group, the
differences hatween pre~ and post-test mean scores (as shown in Tables 6
through 10), were significant at the .01 level of confidence. The dif-
ference was most significant for the total workshop groups.

The highest individual workshop pain score (12,05) on the TIremont
Test of Individualized Instruction was demonstrated by the participants
involved in the in-service program at Flk Crove. The smallest gain score
was by the participants in the highest scoring district (San Diepo).

Performance Criteorion 2

Upon conclusion of the in-serviee programs the Exnerimental
Group will yespond positively to the concept of individualized instruc-
tion as indicated by a score of 85 or higher on the EPIC Individualized
Instruction Attitude Inventory.

Procedures
SRRy | O AT A

The IPIC Individualized Instruction Attitude Inventory was
administercd to the in-service participants following each program,
The mean percentage of positive responses was computed for each in-
service group and for the total of all in-scrvice programs. The
criterion will be considered accomnlished i the attitude (posc-mean
score) is equél to or greater than &5 (the criterion mean score),
Comparison of individual workshop groups! mean scores with the cri-
tericn meen score is for supplemental evaluation information.

Data Presentation and Analysis

Tablc 11 shows the post-mcan score of the 1972-73 worksh:n
participants on the EPIC Individualized Instruction Attitude Inv:
tory. The po:t-mean score of all workshop pmarticipants during tl
1972-73 Project vear was lower (1.87 points) than the criterion mc.:;
score of 85,



Criterion #2 was not met when using the post-mean score of the
total participant group. The post-mean score of the 1972-73 participant
group did not exceed the criterion mean score of 85,

TABLE 11
A COMPARISCH OF THE MEAN SCORE TOR ALL WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS WITH THE

CRITERION MUAN SCORE ON THE EPIC
INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION ATTITUDE INVENTORY

Workshop group N Post-mnzan Criterion mean d
score score
Total of viorkshop | 11 83,13 85,00 ~1,87
groups
L fnalvsis of Part iClL“ﬂ*’ and COﬂD““JSOﬂ Croun Test Results
GO Jneiviautiized INGTIUCELON ALTILUGE  Inventory.

Post-~test mean scores of the participants involved in each of
the four individual in-service wprograms (scores on the EPIC Individualized
Instadelidn Atiitude Inveniory) woere combared wiin the erilerion wueall scoe

of 85,

A COMPARISCH OF
WITH THE

THD BEA
CRITERIOH

MEAN SCORLC OX

TABLE 12

H SCOPE FOR
THE EFIC

Tables 12 through 15 show respective niean scores.

THE ELX OROVE WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS
“NDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION

ATTLITUDE IRVENTORY
o5t - ned s - i i [A=-4
workshcp gr‘oup N Post-mean (‘I‘Ltcrlon mean d
score score
Elk CGrove 28 8u. 14 85,00 ~0,86

TAELE 13

A COMPARISOM OF THE NEAN SCORE FOR THE SAN DIEGO WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS
WITH THE CRITERICN

AN SCORE Ol
ATTITUDE INVENTORY

'HE LPIC INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION

Workshen group N Post~mean Criterion mean a
score score
San Diego 29 85,55 85.00 +.55

-1l



TABLE 14

‘ A COMPARISOH OF THE MEAN SCORE FOR THE RIVERSIDE WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS

WITH THE CRITERIQH HEAI SCORL OM THE EPIC INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION
ATTITUDE INVENTORY

Horkshop group N Post-mean Criterion mean a
score score
Riverside 23 82,87 85,00 ~-2.13
TABLE 15
A COMPARISON OF THE VMLAM SCOREL FOR THE OXNARD WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS
WITE THE CRITERION MEAN SCORL ON THE EPIC INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION
ATTITUDE INVENTOFRY
— . Post~nean Criterion mean o
Vorkehop grenp seore sScore d
Oxnard 36 80,56 85,00 -4 4l

As showm in Tables 12 throupgh 15, the post-test mean scores of
the in-service participants involved in the individual in-service programs
were higher than the criterion mean score in only one workshop group (San
Diego). It shculd be noted (Table 8) that San Diego also had the hipghest
knowledge test score of all four insservice workshop groups.

Performance Criterion #3

Sinty days following the in-service program the Dxperimental
Group will respond positively to the concent of individualized instruc-
tion as measured by a follow-up mailing, They will achieve a score equal
to at least 95 percent of the level attained on their post-~inservice atti-
tudes as measured by the EPIC Individualized Instruction Attitude Inventory.

15~
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Procedures
S M Dot a bl

follow~up administration (Dalayed post-test) of the LPIC
Individualized Instruction Attitude Inventory was conducted. The instru-
ment was mailed to all participants in the in-service programs after a
sixty-day waiting peried, If participants had not responded to the
initial mailing after a iio-week period of time, a second follow-up mail-
ing was conducteds The level of acceptable return was established at
65% The inventories sent by mail were coded only for identification of
a particular in-service program location for comparison purpeses.

The moan percentage of positive responses were fipured, and a
comparison of the Delaved post-test mean scores (by individual in-service
program and for the total group) was made with a score equal to 85 per
cent of the post-inservice mean score., This score (called the criterion
mean score) iz 78,97,

Data Prasentaticn and Analyvsis

Table 16 shews the Delayed post-~test mean scores of the 1972-73
vworkshop participants (total group) on the EPIC Individualized Instruction
Attitude Invencovy compared to the criterion score of 78,97,

The Delaved post~test mean score was higher than 95 per cent
of the post-~inscrvice mean score,

Performance Critericn #3 - to achieve a score equal to at
least 95 per cert of the post-inservice mean score - was easily met.
The critericn mcan score of 78,97 was exceedel by the total workshop
group and each individual workshop group.

Of the 189 participants involved in the workshop (test group),
151 returned the inventory (80 per cent). Th2 comparison could only he
made for those returning the inventory and no generalizations can be made
for participants not returning the inventory.

16~



‘ . TABLE 16

A COMPARISON OF TdE DELAYED POST TEST MPAN SCORE FOR ALL WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS
WITH THD CRITERION MEAN SCORE ON THL CPIC INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION
ATTITUDE INVENTORY

belaved
Workshop group N Post-test Criterion d
mean score mean score
Tota) of workshop 116 814,62 78.97 +5,.65
groups

Additional fnalveis of Particinants' Test Results on vhe EPIC Individualited
Instriculcen Atrtitude Inventory

Tables 17 through 20 show the comparisons of the Delayed post-tect
mean scores of participants with the criterion mean score determined for
individual workshops.

TABLE 17

A COMPARISON OF THL DELAYED POST~TEST MEAN SCCRE FCR THE ELK GROVE WORKSHOP
PARTICIPANTS WITH THE CRITERICN MEAN SCORE ON THE CPIC INDIVIDUALIZED
INSTRUCTION ATTITUDE INVEHTORY

- Delayed __.
Workshop groun N Pogt~test Criterion d

mean score’ mean score
Elk Grove 28 83.64 79.94 +3,70

“17=




TABLE 18

"PARTICIPANTS WITH THE CRITERIOM MEAN SCORE ON THE EPIC INWIVIDUALIZED
INSTRUCTION ATTITUDE INVENTORY

A COMPARISON OF THE DELAYED POST-TEST MEAN SCORE FOR THE SAN DIEGO WORKSHOP

Delaved
jorkshop group N Post=test Criterion d
mean score mean score
Sén Diego 29 86,93 81.27 +5,66
TABLE 19

PARTICIPANTS WITH THE CRITERION MZAN SCORE O THE EPIC INBIVIDUALIZED
INSTRUCTION ATTITUDEZ INVENTORY

A COMPARISON OF THE DELAYED FOST-TEST MIZAN SCOREL FOR THE RIVERSIDE WORKSHOP

Delaved
Workshop grou) N Post-test Criterion d
moan cears maan oeevs
Riverside 23 84,57 78.73 45,84
TABLE 20

INSTRUCTION ATTITUDC INVENTORY

A COMPARISCN GOY THE DELAYED POST~TEST MEAN ¢ CORE FOR THE OXNARD WORKSHOP

PARTICIPANTS WITH THE CRITRRION MEAN SCORF ON THE EPIC INDIVIDUALIZED

Delayved
Workshop group N Post-test Criterien d
mean score mean score
Oznard 36 83,56 76453 +7.03

-18-
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The Delayed post-test mean scores were all higher than 95 per
cent of their respective workshop post-test mean scores, These differ-
ences excceded five points or more for all but one workshop group (Elk
Grove) for which the difference was 3.7, One workshop group (Oxnard) -
the lowest scoring group ~ achieved a gain score seven points higher than
its criterion score.

Each of the fecur individual workshop groups achieved the objec-
tive for Performance Objective i3,

Additional Data Presentation and Analvsis

Table 16 shows the post~ and follow-up mean scores of the
1971-72 workshop participants (total group) on the EPIC Individualized
Instruction Attitude Inventory. The t statistic is also reported in the
table,

The Delayed post-mean score is higher than the post-mean score;
however, the difference is less than two poluts. The slight difference
in the mean scores was not significant at the .05 level of confidence.

TABLE 21

MEAN SCORES AND t STATISTIC FOR ALL WORKSHOF PARTICIPANTS ON THE
EPIC INDIVILUALIZED ILiISTRUCTION ATTITUDE INVDNTOCRY AND A FOLLOW-UP
ADMINISTRATION OF THE INVENTORY

. Post-mean . Belayed post-
Werkshop group 1 Workshop proun 1 ¥ ' t
score mean score
Total of work- {116 83,13 Total of work- | 116 84,22 1,50
shop groups shop grouns

Additional fnalvsis of Porticinants! Test Results on the EPIC Individualized

Instructicn Aveltude Invoentory

Tebles 17 through 20 show the comparisons of post-mean scores and
follow-up mean scores of participants by individual worksheps, A dependent
t-test was used to test the significance of difference betvween the two scores.,
Pesults are pracsented by workshop groups,

«]1Qa



TABLE 22
HEAN SCORLS AND ¢ STATISTIC FOR THE ELK GROVE WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS

O THE LPIC INDIVINDUALIZED THSTRUCTION INVEHRTORY 4ND A FOLLOW-UP
ADHINISTRATICN OF THE INVEMTORY

———

Horkshop group N Post-inean Workshop groupg N Delaved pest-| t
score _ mean score

———

Elk Crove 28 8h, 1L Elk Grove 28 83,64 ~0,36

TABLE 23

MEAN SCORES AND t STATISTIC TOR TiHE SAN DICRD WORKSHOP PARTICIFANTS
ON THL EPIC INDIVIDUALIZUD IHSTRUCTION 1INVEHTORY AND A FOLLCHW~-UD
ADMINISTRATICK OF THE INVLLRTORY

reLaved neste

Workshep proupi N ‘
maAan secere

Workshop group

a3
o
SN

~

'y

an Dieg 29 86,93 ~0,:12

[¥s]
1Y)
It
e
8]

i 3l
San Diego ‘29 35,59

TABLE 24

MEAN SCCRES AND t STATISTIC FOR THE RIVIIRSIDL WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS
ON THD EPIC INDIVITUALIZED DNSTPUCTIOM INVENTORY AND A FOLLOW-UP
ADHINISTRATICH O THE IMVENTORY

Posi=iaan . v Delaved pest- .
Yo er ’ Bl \:.-. e un ) . t
Workshop group N seore Workshon fgrou; i mesm 5EEIe
Riverside 23 62.87 Riverside 23 ah,57 1.07

«?20=
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TABLE 25

MEAN SCONES AND t STATISTIC IOR TiE XP&“ WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS
ON THE EPIC INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTICQN INVENTORY AND A EOLLO” upr
ADMINISTRATION OF THE IaVBNTORY

Workclhiop group N[ Posteial 3 Workshop group N ‘ FPost-rean t
score ; score
Oxnaxd 36 £0.56 Oxnerd 36 83,56 2.78

Significant at .01 level, df = 35

The follow-up mean score for three workshop groups and the total
on group were actuallv higher than their nost-n2en scores
{ference vas significznt for one workshop group (Oxnard) at the .01
of cenfidence,

O.;

Althoush this enalysis was not a requirement of Performance
Criterion #3, it is presented to demonstrate the stubility of and, in
all but one instance, thé iInercases in positive attitude by workshop par-

TiClycditde



‘ Performance Critericn #h

At least 90 percent of the particivants resvondingy to the nost-
workshop written evaluation will indicate either of the two hirhest levels
of satisfaction possible to record on a California Teacher Development
Project VWorkshop Lvaluation Form,

Procedures

The California Teacher Develoovment Project Workshon Evaluaticn
Form was adninistered at the conclusicn of each workshop to determine
levels of satisfaction with the experience among all particinants,

The iadividual participant reszponses on the Workshop Evaluation
Form verce deterained and the percentage of perticipants resnonding in the
two highest lavels of seatisfaction was calculated, This was dene for the
total workshop groups and for each individual workshop group.

Pata Presentatvisn and fnalvsis

Table 26 shous the level of satisfretion recorded for the total
workshop grouns as compared with the critericn level of 9C percent satis-
faction as specified in Periormance Criterion #4, Perfornance Criterion
it was not met for the total woriishop proup, but it was not met by the
narrcvest of margins,

THRLE 26

A COMPARISOY OT LEVELS OF SATISVACTION OF ALL WORKSHOP GROUPS WITH
THE 90 PURCINT CRITERION LEVEL ON THE CTIP WORKSHOP EVALUATION FORY

Percentage Critericn
in 2 highest satisfacticn
Workshop grous N Satisfaction levels level d
Total of werk- 273 89,4 80,0 -0.6
shop grouns

O
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Additional Analvsis of Particivants bv Workshon Grouns on the CTDP
Workshion Lvalavticy form

H
- s o)

Tables 27 through 30 show the respective levels of satisfaction
for each workshop group as compared with the 90 percent criterion level,
TABLE 27

A COMPARISOY OF LEVELS OF SATISFACTION OF THE ELX GROVE WORKSHOP GROUP
WiTH THE S0 TURCENT CRITERICMN LEVEL ON THE CTrDP WORKSHOP LVALUATION TORYM

Percentage Critericn
Workshop group N in two highest satisfaction d
satisfaction levels level
Elk Grove 63 95.0 90.0 +5.0
TADLE 28

A COHPARISON OF LEVELS OF SATISFACTION OF THE SAN DIEGO WORKSHOP GROUP
WITH THE 20 PERCENT CRITERION LEVEL ON THE CIDP WORKSHOP EVALUATION FORM

Parcentage Criterion
Workshop group N in tuwo highest satisfaction d
satisfaction levels level
San Diezo 63 90,4 90,0 +0.4
«?3e
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A COMPARISON OF LEVELS QF SATISTACTION OF THE RIV
WITH THE 9C PERCENT CRITERION LEVEL ON THFE CTDP WORKSHOP EVALUATION FORM

TABLE 29

T

FEEAN

SIDE WCRKSHOP GRoUP

Percentage Criterion
Workshop group N in two hirhost saticfaction d
satisfaction levels lavel
Riverside 74 86.4 20,90 - 3.6
TABLE 30

A CCHPARISON OF LEVELS OF SATISFACTICM OF THYL OKHARD WORIKKSHOP GROUP

WITH TiE Q0 PERCLU

T CRITERION LEVEL CH

THE CTDP WORKEHOP EVALUATION FORM

) v ez

Percentane Criterion
Workshon group N in two highest catisfaction d
satiszfacticn Jovels lovel
Oxnard 73 86.3 90,0 - 3.7

As can be seen from Tables 26 through 30, tvo ¢f the individual

workshop groups (lIlk Grove and San Diego) met the 90 percent level of satise-
faction specified in Critzrieon {4,



SECTION III

DISCUSSION OF RESULTS
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DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

I'eur perfornance eriteria were stated for Major Function #,0 in
the 1972-73 California Teacher Development Project. One naprformance
eriterion ralated to the acquisiticn of knowledge by the inservice par-
ticipants abcut individualized instructiony two performance criter

related to their attitude toward irdxv;duallvcd instructiony and onec
criterien related to the satisfaction of the participants with the total
Workshop experience.

In conducting the statistical tests only those participants who
had answered all items cn each test and had completed all required instru-
ments vere usced in the analysis. 1This explains the differences which exist
in the test group number and actunl number used in the asalvsis., Some pare
ticipants omitted answers, and since it was neot valid to assume answers not
zarked as baeing right or wrong and positive or negative, the tests in such
cuses were not used to cenduct the statisticel analvsis. If it can be
assumed (usiny apvropriate variebles For comparison) that the particivants
used in the analvsis group wWere rouvrusantative of the total test group,
the generalizations from the analysis can be made about the total test
groud,

The proficiency level in Performance Criterimn i1 was stated in
terms of equalling oy erceeding the mezn pain score of an identified come
parison group.

The Comparison Group (1497172 inservice workshop participants)
had a higher mwean gain score than the total cf 1972-73 workshon partici-
pants. Two individual workshop prcuns, however, had a higher mean gain
score than the ilomparizen Group, In relating the results o Performance
Criterion #1, tihe obicctive was attaincd by two workshod groups (Flk Grove
and R Ver"l“h) and was not attaincd by the tctal workshop proup or the two
remaining workshop groups (San Dl 5o and Oxnerd).

The gains in knowledge of the total and individual workshop prouns
were, however, -ery significant., Dach achieved gains in knowledge - signif-
icant at the ,0i level., The pgroups, thoreforp, significently increased
their knowladea of individualized instruction but some did not reach the
level of improvement (gain) made by the 1971-72 workshop groups.

Perfermance Criterion #2 stated that the workshop particinants
would respond positivelv to the concept of individualized instructien as
indicated by a score of 85 or higher on the Attitude Inventory of the studv,
Neither the total workshop groun qor three of tha individual workshop grouns
reached this level, althoush the differences were smally less than twe poirts
in most cases. One workshop grou (San Diege) did cycoed the criterion mean
score of &5 although their score was only slipghtly higher (by 0,55 points).

A follew-uop study was conducted to o “a’ the data for Perfovmanc

Criterion #3, This objective required that the "ksh01 participants achicve
a score cqual to 95 percent of their score cn txc ividualized Instruction
2B



Attitude Inventory made at the end of the inservice workshop, This objec-
tive was achicved by the total and bv cach of the four inservice workshep
groups individually, All but one group exceceded their criterion score by
five points or mors, The Llk Grove workshop group excecded the score but
onlvy by 3,7 points,

Perfcrinance Criterion #3 was met by all groups in the study.

Performance Criterion #4% required that @t least 90 percent of
the workshop nr“tjcipante vould indicate either of the two highest cate-
gorics of satisfaction en the Workshop Lvaluation Term. This level was
not achieved, but only by a very narrov margin. The percentape of par-
ticipants tha* indicated the specified level of satisfaction was 89,4%
on Perforpance Criterien #u,

In summary, the mean gain cscoras of the 1972-73 workshop par-
ticinpants were penerally not as high as those of the 1971-72 workshop
particinants. Two of the four individual workshep grouns, howaver, did
excz2ed the 1971.72 level of pains in knowledge of individualized instruc-
tion.

Thh attitude towerd individualized instruction scores of the
1872-~73 participants was penerally lower than the established criterion
mean score of B4 on the individuvalized instruction inventorv. Perhaps a
more reasonahle test of attitude would ke to deternine if workshon groups
di¢ reach a critvericn level set at achleving 85 percent of their peost-
worksheDd mean seores. This h group and the total workshop group easily
did., Furthermorz, the dela ;e ost-test scorves of three of the workshon
groups aind tne total workshen qroup excceded those scores achileved immae
diately after the workshon, This iz uarticularly relevant when we conzider
that ve ere talzing about the retention of a participant's attitude siuty
days aiter th voncldalon of the workshon,

Q....(D

The level of satisfaction in participating in the workshon itsels
Wwas very close ‘o the crlterlon level of satizfaction (89,4% to 90%) ard
for all practical purposzes could be conzidered as having been achieved.,

O
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APPLNDIX A
FREVONT TEST OF INDIVINIALIZED THRTRUCTTON

EPIC INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTIOH ATTITUDE INVENTORY
CTDP WOPKSHOP LVALUATICR I'0OPM
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Teacher lo. Workshop Location Date

California Teacher Developnent Project

TEACHER KNOWLEDGE TEST OF INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION

SECTIOM A

Directions: Fill in the correct responses on the spaces provided for each of the

1.

5.

questions below (Hos. 1 ~ 5)

.

List the five basic clements of a student learning contract:

a)

b)

¢)

d)

e)

The backbone for the preparation of a contract is:

a)

A bchavioral objective should answer Four questions., List these four questions

a)

b)

c)

d)

Name the three elements to be varied to achieve the goals of individualized
instruction;

a)
b)
c)

List the threc main steps in diagnosing individual learner requirements:

a)

b)

c)

=29~



SECTION B

L _ |

6.

B,

10,

Directions:

Place the letter of the correct response on the space provided for
each of the questions below (Nos. 6 - 29), .

The financial necds of individuaslized instruction indicate that:

a).

b)
c)

d)

an additional 5100 per student is necessary.
an additional $50 per student is necessary,
some programs can be conducted without additional funds.

an additional $200 per student is necessary,

Diagnosis and prescription should be based upon:

a)
b)
c)

d)

integrated relationships.
individual monolithic teaching.
the student's past failures.

behavioral objectives.

Student self-directed bshavior can be characterized by:

a)
b)
c)
d)

student self-assessment, motivation, and interest.
student free choice.
student self-accountability.

student sclf-assessment, planning, implementation, and cvaluation.

A classroom learning center should be planned so as to be:

a)
b)
c)
d)

flexible for various nceds.
structured for a specific neced.
loosely oriented.

fun.

When attcmpting to bring about a change in anyone the first thing you
should do is to make sure-that:

Qe

b.

Ce

you are right.
the person you are trying to change is wrong.
you do not threaten them,

you make the person uneasy so as to make him more acceptable to
change.



11l. The .evaluation of a student's progress should be based upon:
. a) standardized tests.
b) school district soals.
¢) bechavioral ocbjectives.
d) teacher-nmade tests.
12. Individualized instruction and ungraded organization: -
a) are not found togcther in the same instructional propram. :
b) may or may not be used together in the samc instructional progra=,
.c) must be uéed together for either one to work.
d) are too expensive for all but the wealthiest districts.

13. Several studies have shown that the teacher should expect tha planning
and imnlementation of individualized instruction to toke up te:

a) 10% more time than did traditional instruction.
b) 25% mora time than did traditional instructicn.
c) u40% more time than did traditional instructicen.
d) 50% morc time than 2id traiitional instruction.

14, Research evidence presented in the Edling Survey of Individualizel
Instruction inlicates that:

a) stulents achieve mor2 in indivilualized instruction than in grcup
instruction,

b) students achieve less in indiviiualized instruction than in group
instruction. '

c) stulents achieve no less in indlividualizeZ instruction than in
group instructicn.

A) there is no 1ifference in stulent achievement between individu-
alized and proup instiuction,

15, A "special test" is usually:
a) normative.

- b) Dbetter suited to neels.

|

¢) criterion-roferenced.

. d) accumulative.

.~ ERIC -31-
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16. In the prcecess of diapnosis, the teacher must take into account the
stuZent's:

a) needs and abilities,
b) character.
¢) functicns and place.

) contributicns.

17. From the following list of seven checices, mark with "x»" the four
rost valuable for the stulent if he is expecte? tc commit himself
to a specific learning objaective:

a) Wiie use of audic-visual materials.

b) The teacher shoul! rewari positive actions.

¢) The teacher should change schedules often.

d) Stulents shculd be allcowed to tutor students,
e) The teacher should offer positive alternatives.
£) Keep accurate and posted records.

¢£) Build 2 positive emotiscnal environment.,

18. One of the recommendations of the Hawaii Curriculum Center report was
that: '

a) individualizel instruction neels further evaluaticn.

b) planners nece! to levelop clearer sets of cbjectives.

c) all Hawaii schools should adopt individualizel instruction.
2) Hawaii schools should not cdevelop individualizeld instruction.

19. The major consideration in arranging the facilities of an indivilu-
alized classroom is:

a) neatness.
b) stulent traffic patterns. _ -
c) fire resulations.

2) interaction patterns.

O
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20. A function of an instructional aide would be:

. a) taking attendance.

b) assisting the teacher witﬁ teaching activities,
¢) vrunning off ditto materials,

d) all of the above,

2l. Vhat activity below is equally as important as evaluating student pro-
fress?

a) Seceinst stulent progress.
b) Conferring with parcnts.,
c¢) Reporting student goals.
¢) Recoriing student progress,
22. Which one of the following needs was identified by the California
Teacher Development Project Needs Asscssment as a problem for' teachers
in individualized instruction?
a) Need for specialized facilities.
b) Reel for a parent orientation program,
¢) Need for more valid tests of stulent ability.
3d) eed for more teachers with masters and doctors defrees.
23. The Project PLAN evaluation report indicates that:
a) the evaluation has nct been completed.
b) more schools should adopt PLAN,
¢) Project PLAN should be terminated.
d) Non-PLAN students 1o better than PLAN students.
24, The tests in a UNIPAC are based upon the UNIPAC's:
a) content,
b) style.
c) behavioral objectives.

d) accountability,
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25,

26,

27,

28,

29.

Freadom with responsibility assumes that the stuZent tzkes respensi-
bility for:

a) self-management and self-enlightenment.
b) self-enlightenment anl self-concept.,
c) self-ldirection and motivetion.

¢) self-management and self-direction.

Preparing tests and materials wouli bhe tasks perfcrmel by only
teachers and: '

a) clerical aides.
b) instructional aides.
c) housekeeping aides.

d) audio-visual aides,

It is important that parents have positive attitudes toward indivilu-
alized instruction because:

a) parents who like the schools vote for hircher taxes.

b) children mirror their parents' attitudes.

c) teacher morale is hirher when they know the parents like them.
d) parents' feclings affect schocl policy.

Parents should understand the meaning of individualized instructicn
because: .

a) parents are an integral part cf the individualized instructicn
process,

b) it is gocd for them to know their child's teacher.
c) they should know what happens at school.
d) they may volunteer to help with the program.

To be successful, individualized instruction needs the combined
efforts of:

a) teachers and students.
b) students and their parents.
c) the school and the home.

d) teachers, students, and college professors,
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SECTION C

Diracticns:
T F
T F
T F
T F
T F
T F
T F
T F
T F
T F
T F
T F
T F
T F
T F
T F

Circle T or F in the columns at left to inlicate which responsc
you feel most accurately znswers questions 30-42, '

30.

3l.

32,

33.

34,

35.

36,

_37.

38,

39,

40,

41,

42,

43,

4y,

45,

In individualizel instruction the teacher is a ruide to the
stulent rather than 3 source of information.

Tralitional teachins, objectives cannot be met in individualize!?
instructicn,

In the majority of cases, schools cannot show that their inli-
vidualized instruction programs have been more offective-than
their traditional prorrams.

The means of measuring the behavior of an objective MUST be
stated in the cbjective,

The follewinrs is a behavioral objective: "To contrast the liter-
ary styles of Byron and Keats, as decceribad in the clase Lunt,

in a six-page theme."

Diarncsis is based on testins,

An inappropriate time-saving method in indivilualized instruction
is diagnosis by zroup.

The proccss of diagnosis is well-cdefined with clear-cut steps.

Usually, students in indivilualized instruction can select frem
a larese variety of work options.

In the indivilualize! classroom, it is necessary to have a quiet
controlled area in the room.

When proposins a change, it is better to propose somethine that
is not threatening as opposed to something that is constructive,

Standardized test norms are very useful for diagnesine individual
student progress.

The maintenance of stuZent profiles is a useful way to make in-
depth studies of a student at a particular point in time.

Pre-entry behavior of a student refers to his attitude at the
beginning of the year.

One definition of a student's learning style is simply that he
learns better by reading, by listenine, or by viewinm,

A check-out is a system for determining student status upon
completion of a given unit or activity.
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California Teacher Development Project

TEACHER KNOWLEDGE TEST OF INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION

. Ansver Kew

SECTION A
1. Any five of the following answers are acceptable:

Mutually agreed-upon activities (goal, goals, purnose)
Choice of materials or media ‘

Choice of options for learning
Learning at student's own pace
Check=-out provisions (progress check)
Behavioral objective(s) (objectives)
Self-Test (Pre-test, Post-test)

-

2. a) Behavioral objective(s)
3. Any four of the following questions are acceptable:

What is the behavior?

Who will do it?

Under what conditions? (With what materials?)
How will it be measured?

What is the time limit? (A time period is stated).

L, a) Pacing
b) Haterials
c) Objectives

5. Any three of the following answers are acceptable:

Gather informaticn (e.g. student-teacher ccnference, conference with former teacher,
etc.) ,

Analysis (e.,g. anzlyze samples of student's work, revicw cumulative records,
reviev standardized test data, analyze student abilities and interests, ezc.)

Internretation .

SICTION B SECTION C
6. ¢ 23. a 30, T
7. d 24, ¢ 31. F
8, d 25. d 32, T
9, b 26, b 33, T
10, ¢ 27. b 34, F
11, ¢ 28, a 35. T
12, b 29, ¢ 3., T
13. b 37. F
4, ¢ 38. F
15, ¢ 38, T
16. a Lo, F
17. b, e, f, g 41, F
18, b 42, F
@ =« 43, F
b by, T
d 45, T

b
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EPIC INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION INVENTORY
SA = Strongly Agree A = Agree D = Disagree SD = Strongly Disagree

1. The teacher can make better use of class time if

all students work together. SA A D SD

2, A teacher can always find one best texthook for

the students in the class. SA A D 8D

3. All students should start a course at the same

. SA A D SD
time.

4, TIn order that they can spend more time in areas
where they need it, students should not be bound SA A D SD
by fixed class schedules.

5. Even though the content is the same, one set of
instructional materials may interest a student more SA A D Sb
than another set.

6. In any course, all studenis should have the same

content. SA A D 8D

7. All students in the class should listen to the teach-

er's lectures. SA A D SD

8. There should be more and better learning taking
place when all of the students in a class use the SA A D SD
same text. '

9. The teacher should set the primary objectives for

the class. SA A D SD

10. Students should always proceed at their own pace. SA A D SD

11. Students should have a variety of instructional ma-

terials to select from. SA° A D SD

12. Students should study that content which bhest meets

his own needs and interests. SA A D 8D

13. A student should take a test when he is ready for

SA A D §SD
it.

14. If a good selection of textbooks is available to the
students, it is not necessary to provide them with SA A D SD
instructional materials based on other media.

15. Each student should have his own objectives toward

which he can work. SA A D SD

16. Even when working hard, some students need more
time than others to complete their work.
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17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

An important part of individualizing materials is
individualizing tests.

To determinc quality of performance, ecach stu-
dent's performance should be compared to the per-
formance of his fellow students.

A student should not he expected to work with a
class where all of the students are working at their
own ratcs.

All students in a class should take the same tests
so that the teacher can compare the grades.

Because competition promotes achievement, all
students should be working toward the same ob-
jectives,

Students will tend to become lazy if they are al-
lowed to work at their own pace.

The individualization of materials should include
selecting the media which best suits the student.

The teacher should establish minimum standards
for the whole class.

Because of their college training, teachers know
what are the best rates of study for the students.

Materials should be determined by the individual's
neads.,

Even in individualized instruction, all of the stu-
dents in a given class should be studying the con-
tent.

It is not necessary that all of the students in a
class be the same age.

All students should start and end a unit using the
same materials.

The teacher should be sure that all students re-
ceive the basics in a subject.
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CALIFORNIA TEACHER DEVELOPMENT PROJECT

Workshop for Individualizing Instruction

. ... EVALUATION FEEDBACK ...
1. I am a: _
Teacher Tutor
Administrator Board Member
Parent _ Citizen
Teacher Aide __ Other

(what?)

2. 1If you work with children at school, what level(s) do they represent?
Kdgn-Priirary Juniox High
Intermediate Righ School

Othex What?

3. If you are an adéministrator, at what level?
Elementary (K - 6)
Secondary (7 -12)

District-wide responcibilities

- e m wm em W e mr e e W G e am e Cem Cem me e MR e ma mt e s me S mm e e ma am e = em me ma e e me e

| l | l |
! I l l !
1 2 3 4 5

Please indicats the degree of usefulness of cach of the following items for your
purposes.

5. Working on your cwn with the component matcrials,
R}




APPENDIX B

SAMPLE IN-SERVICE PROGRAM AGENDA
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ELK GROVE WORKSHOP
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Wednesday
llov, 15

A ————

8:30

9:15

9:30

10:00

10:45

11:15

12:00

1:00

1:15

3:00

WCRKSHOP? FOR INPIVIDUALIZING INSTFUCTION AND LEARIING

A Dissemination Activity of
The California Teacher Development Project
with the jocint assistence and cooreration of
Elk Grove Unified School District

NOVEMBER 15-18, 1972

SCHEDULE

Registration and Pre-Workshop Inventory (Poom 75)

lelcoma and Overview of the Workshop - !ir, Clvde Voorh:us
Workshep Director

Horkshop Orientation and Staff Introductions
drs, Barbara VWard, Workshop Co-Director

Small~Group Planning Scssions

Primary Joan Latimer
Intertiediate Kay Gravdahl
Secondary {(7-12) Hike Temko
Administrators Clyde Voorhees

"Working with Individualized Instruction”
A Slide/Tape presentaticn of Thorwald Isbensen

Bepin Individualized Study
Lunch
Resume Individualized Studw

Special Activity

wil-aiy

"Wiriting & Uzing Behavioral Cbijectives"
Don De Lomne 1:15-2:00 (p) &%

End of first day of Workshop

* All Special Activities are voluntary,
See Information Board for room locations and
changes of schedule, if any.

%% Indicates the Component relationship

~42.

Room 5§

Recon 68
Foonr 71
Room 70

RPoom 75

Room 75



Thursday
@ -

8:30 Continue with Individualized Study
8:45 Special Activity %
"An Individualized Classroom" Rodm 75

.

Kay Gravdahl  8:45-9:45  (E,T

11:00 Special Activity =*

"Classrecen Learning Centers®
(Primary) Joan Latimer 11:00-12:00 (I)

12:00 Lunch
1:00 Resume Individualized Studv
2:00 Special Activitv =
"Classrcom Learninc Centers
] (Intermnodiate) Jean Latimer 2:00-3:00 (I) Poom 75
3:00 End of second day of Vorkshop

% All Special Activities are voluntarv.
See Information Eoard for room locations and
changes of schedule, if any.
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Fridav

" Nev,17 |

8:30 Begin Individualized Study
8145 Special Activitv ¥
"Ypriting and Using Contracts in Room 75
Individualized Instruction" -
Charles lictally 8:45-9:45 (d)
11:00 Grade Level Meetinrs
Primary Joan Latimer Room 5
Intermediate Kay Gravdehl " 68
Secondarv Charles liclallv "N
Administrators Clvde Voorhees " 70
12:00 Lunch
1:00 Resune Individualized Studv
1:15 Special Activity =
"BEvaluatinz and Recording Student Frogress" Pocm 75
l{ike Denkxo 1:15-2:15 (K)
3:00 End of third day of Workshop

% All Special Activities are voluntarv. -
See Information Board for room locations and
changes of schedule, if any.

S




‘-' “aturday

'Iécv. 18

8:30 Continue with Individualized Study

8:u45 Special Activity #

"Orienting Farents to Individualized Instruction Roon 75
Barbara VWard §:45-9:45 (J) ‘
12:90 Lunch
1:00 Small Group Meetings
(Complete Studv Schedule and Wecrkshon Evaluations)
Primary Joan Latiner Foom 3
Intermediate Kay Gravdahl Poom 68
Secondary Charles Mclally RPoom 71
Administrators Clvde Voorhees Tocm 70
2:00 Final VWorkshop meeting Reom 7%

(A1l Particivants)
Complete Post-workshop Inventories (2)

3:00 End of Workshop

#HA
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