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. © " .\ /) ABSTRACT

. o
- ’ L M . .
. The&burpose of té}s study was to examine the interpretation of the

<

chafadteristics of the multiunit school and the Instructional Programing t
. Model aszfiiy related to home-school-community relations. The multiunit X
0 « "l‘ . \

g school is ad organizational and administrative arrangement of staff and

students that facilitates instructional programing for the individual

ol *

student as well as other related Individually;Guided Education practices.

v
N

. It consists of five underlying characteristics: ?ultiagé grouping of
. étddents, nonéradedneSs, teaming, differentiated staffing, and shared
deéision making. The Instru;tidn?}.Programing Model is a cyclic SeVeﬁ/
step process used to plén, implefient, and'%vaiuate instructional program-

ing for children. It has four underlying characteristics: ,instructiggal

programing, continuous progress, criterion-referenced assessment, and .

preassessment. SN
Home-school-community relations was defined as the resolution of

~ L3 . . ,';
' actual or potential conflict among various subpublics which maF be as-
. .t

]

: . e © .
7 sociated with policy decisions or administrative practices whicthetEr—

N - - el

mine: (l) the use of scarce economic resources, (2) the value choices
to be made regarding the educational program, and (3) the locus qf power

in the education enterprise.

Within this framework thfs study had two objectives:

[ > ’ 4

. ) ‘ - .

- 7 . 1.” To describe+the characteristics of the multiunit sthool and
S~ : ‘ the Instructional Programing Model. A — .
: . 2. To analyge the interrelationships between the Fharacterlstlcs

i - identifi%d in Objective 1 by identifying and describing each
" . in terms of the allocation of. (1) scarce economic.resources,
(2) educational values, and (3) power. .

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




a This case study was exploratory in design. Miqiﬁum_criteria in-
) ) . - ) N
~— dicating an operationalﬂprogram,of”Individually Guided Education were

. : . used to selgs; the two school sites used in this study. Data were col-

cted through the use of ian-depth interviews. An open-ended interview

thedule was developed to obtain sub;:EPtive data regafding the opera-

»

. tionalization of the multiunit school and the Instructional Programing

Model. Interviews were held with prinéipalsﬁ unit leaders, teachers,
. . 1
4 s .
aideiJ and’ parents. A data retrieval system, consisting of coded and

<

4

notched key-sort cards,” was.devised to code and retrieve/ the data pathered

&

! .

during the interviews. Data were verified by two knowl dgeéble réspon~
. ' - . . f Y -

dents from each of the two school sites. N . ¥

Two general conclysions summarize the findings related to this
'study. First, the successful implementation and_operationalization of

the characteristics of the multiunit school ‘and the Instructional Pro- \

! ,' graming Model are related to the degree by which they can be translated
< M .

j)into visible and tangible benefits easily interpreted by the various

subpublics in the school community. In this study, it was found that
. ' - two characteristics of the multiunit school, multiage grouping of

.

. dents and teaming, had been translated into visible and tangible bene-

. * f . < . -
fits. Consequently, the implementation of these fwo charactéristics “

R : .

was more successful than those characteristics that were not capable
' ~. . .
-! of being translated into visible and tangible benefits,

'Seéond, actual or pdten&ia?;ﬁonflict is more 1ike1y to resuldf R

ToTte N “ ° .

K\ from differing educational values associated with the characteristics

. -




. ' N - L
™ than either their allocation of power or resources. i The different

. .
-

values also hold t};e potential for conflict if issues arise in the

A ’

school community.

“~ ; .
’ . ‘ - - h . Y
x,- -
R i

O ‘ b "5:’:'_ e
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. - CHAPTER I .
* ! - . - Q&
, i D BACKGROUND AND RELATED LITERATURE ' .
= \ 3 1] \ ~
% . . , X .y ‘ o .
: - Introduction \\\\ .
P D N L
e .. Nothing would be done at all \>: \E N ertﬁh‘.
: "
' ‘ If a man waited. . . "’

N -

Til h® could do it so well

) - v : That no-one could find fauxf\biﬁg‘it.. .-
4 . ' 4 * \ .

- \ . . - \' . -—Newman -
" .

X
.

- \

~

i .
spectives. The amdlgamation of these individuals'.into a represent

cohesive group is a continuous task. Within this amalgamation process

L4 1

‘each' group struggles to ensure that its ideas and beliefs ‘are fairly

heard, represented, considered, and valued. The struggies in education

. are’ no different. Schools serve communities that represent individuals

of differing backgrounds, beliefs, and values. In recent years the
role the community plays in the introduction of educational changé\has

- become increasingly evident. One has only to recall the controversies

., ’

created by the introduction of sex education in the public schools,

recent efforts at censorship of textbooks, and the use of the open

* s

\ campus at our high schools to support this contention.

t

\) ~ i
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‘creates the potential for the disruption of the ebb and flow of inter-

et

l ) %

e introduction ,0f a major educational innovation that requires

substantial changes in #he schools'rtraditional policies and practices

y

.
‘I

action between th# home, the school, and the community. Wirt and Kirst
“ R ey o
expressed their thoughts on the importance of communities and educational

, )
change in the following: ) .

S

Educational innovation that proceeds with no notion of what
'community values are, of who the guardians of this orthodoxy
are, and of what\{fsources they have is an empty exercise.

S

*

- .
' The research presented hereds an exploratory case study of

o '

selected components of a major educational innovation, Individually
. / i :

Guided\Edﬁcation. Specifically, the purpose of this research was to

T~ td I

- - -

examine the interpretation of two components of the Individually |

Guided Education s;stem, the multiunit school and the Iostruc;ional . ,
Programing Model, EE‘they related to a thlrd,component home—school-
communit& relations. Individually Gulded\hducatlon is defined as "a

comprehensive system of educa’tion and instrucfion designed "to produce
° Py

, LS N
students in rates of learning, learning styles, and other

istics.nz, The multiunit school is the organizational and dministrative.

e

lFrederick M. Wirt and Michael W. Kirst, THE POLITICAL WEB OF -
AMERICAN SCHOOLS (Bostoms " Little, Brown and Company, 1972), p. 70." Co

AVl

eier, et al., INDIVIDUALLY GUIDED EDUCATION:
{LION (Madison, Wisconsin: Wisconsin Research.
ter for\(ognitive Learning, University of Wisconsdn,

2Herbert J. K1
GUIDELINES FOR
and Developmen
1971), p. 17.




%

irrangement created to facilitate instrggtional programing for individual
¢ . VI “- .

stajents; it also pfovides the environment for, other related practices.

Dif ferentiated staffing; multiage grouping of students, nongradedness,

N

shared decision making, and teaming are characteristics of the multlunlt
ek
"school . i The Instructional Programing Model is a systematic procedure

N

designeg%to provide a framework for the development ,o0f instructional

.
b

prograing ilored to meet identified student needs. Instructional pro-
- R .

j
. Lo
graming, continuou$s progress, preassessment and criterion- referenced

¥

assessment are characteristicsundérlying the Instructionql Programing

Model.

. o

Bowles and Fruth define an effectrze\poﬁe—school—commun1ty rela—

tions program as "the resolution of both acﬁ\\l and.poﬂ\;tial Qpnfllct "\
-
among various subgubllcs wh1ch may be assoc;af%d with policy decisions
~

. or admini§@§gt1ve practices which deternine: (1) the\use Sf\evallab\\
r 1

v
S

scarce resources; (2) the value chodces to be made regardlng the edu-

cational program; and (3) the locus of power in the educational enter-

, 3
prise."” S o

This chapter consists of three sections. It begins with the

» .
e

development of Individually Guided Education and continues with a review

L]

of the literature and research related to the multiunit sbhool,’in—

<

struction and achievement, and impleméntation. The chapter concludes

’ N

«
.

‘ 3B. n Bowles and Marvin J. Fruth,. "Improving Home-School-Com-
munity Relatfions," in THE PRINCIPAL AND INDIVIDUALLY GUIDED EDU@ATION,
‘eds.¢ James M. Lipham and Marvin J. Fruth (Reading, Mass.: Addison
Wesley Publishirig Company, 1976), p. 9 (In Press).

Ay
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ox_

T . i :

- 9
with a atatement of the study's objectives and its significance.
. . 3
‘\ h . N '
Background and Resear®h on Individually Guided Education

-

The research related to Individually Guided Education is pre-

! ) -
sented in two sections. The research directly related to its develop-

ment is presented first. Also in the fi¥st sectipn is a description of

the seven major components of Individually Guided Education. The second
section presents .the research-that has been conducted.since the initial

>
development and implementation 'of Individually Guided Edycation.

r
» «

Development of. Individually Guided Education

Y

The development of Individually Guided Education occurred as a

result of a deliberate attempt on the part of thé Wisconsin Research.and

'Development Center for Cognitive Learning (R &-D Center) tQ\freate an
S1ternative form of educ#tion. Workiﬁg directly with educational prac-

~  titioners during thé devélopment of Individually Guided Education, the

?

R & D.Center employed\§ three-dimensional strategy:

First,qundesirable characteristics were delineated. Second,

the corrective responses to these conditions, as well as the

desirable characteristics, were then conceptualized in terms of . " .
. a complete system which would be an alternative form of fag
" schooling. Third, the development, evaluation, and refinement

of the.system was an iterative process involving the cooperation

of the personnel from the R & D Center, state education agencies,
. and local educatiop agencies’ ; A ¥

v

4Wisconsin Research and Development Center for Cognitive Learning,
K Final Report to the National Institute of Education for Grant No. ‘
NF~G~00-3-0221, THE IMPLEMENTATION OF IGE: 1973-1974 (Madison, Wiscon-
sin: Wisconsin Research and Development Center for Cognitive Learning,

11974), pp. 3-4 (M%meograph). o ,

¢ v
o~

4
[




In delineating the undesifableﬂpharacteristics of the general

LIRS

. :

educational environment that were preQenting the development of an.
- X )

excellent instructional program for each student,, it was found that:

{
1. Time was not avallaﬁﬁe durln the regular school day to en-
gage in a building-wide 1nstruct10nal improvement effort. -°

Members of the teaching staff, because of identical work
loads, were unable to carry out expanding responsibilities
‘that took into account dlffetences in *their interests, ex-
perience, and capabilities,

There were no plans that”&bq&d enable the principal and
teachers of a school to plan,. carry out, and evaluate an
educatiorial program which takes into account both the
characteristics of the neighborhood and the requirements
of thee local school system or the state.” - .

-

Normative research was condicted By the R & D Center from 1965 .

.
¢ . N

,..te 1968. Specificfresearch efforts were undertaken in five developﬁental

<

school sites to describe the activities of the Resaarch and Instruction

~
S

Units (initially, it was research which was" emphasized in the creation of h

-

the multiunit structure, hence the name Research and Instruction Units;

-

subsequently, . the emphasis was reversed and he unltsébecame known as

- 1Y wly $
Instruction and Research quts). " The reseésih focused upon staff
> . §

J

. § .

- -
'

.’

. ’ 5 Bt
A -~ N B [ I ’

. . sKlausmeier, gE_al., INDIVIDUALLY GUIDED EDUCATION GUIDELIN%S,

pp. 4-5- ‘ i
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. developnient,6 homogeneous and hetefogeneous grouiping,7 teaching

. ~ '

8 . . . . . . 9
methods, individualization and motivation, and achievegfnt changes

during the ﬂmplementation of Individually Guided Educ;tion.lo . -

' . k ) :
IVIDUALIZING INSTRUCTION IN
RCM IN R & T UNITS OF LOCAL

SCHOOLS, 1965-1966, Technical Report\Vo. 19 (Madison, Wisconsin: Wiscon-
sin Research add.DeveLopment Center for Gognitive Learning, 1967). . \ *

. \ . ) '
"James L. Wardrop, et al., RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES IN
R & I UNITS OF TWO ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS OF MANITOWOC, WISCONSIN, 1966-1967,
Technical Report No. 35 (Madison, Wisconsin: Wisconsin Research and
Development Center for Cognitive Learning, 1967) . ’ -

P

I3

6Herbert J. Klausmeier,
LANGUAGE ARTS THROUGH DEVELOPM

8Dorls M. Cook, &t al., RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES IN
R & I UNITS OF TWO ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS OF JANESVILLE, WISCONSIN, 19¢5-1967,
Technical Report No. 45 (Madison, "Wisconsin: Wisconsin Research an
Development, Center for Cognitive Learning, 1968) ahd Mary Quilling,
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES IN R & I UNITS OF TWO ELEMENTARY
SCHOOLS OF\MILWAUKEE, SCONSIN, 1966-1967, Technical Report No. 46
sgonsin' Wiseonsin Research and Development Center for

. 9Herbert J. ‘Eﬁﬁusmeier and Mary Quilling, eds., RESEARCH AND DE~
_VELOPMENT ACTIVITIES IN R & I UNITS OF FOUR ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS OF MADISON
WISCONSIN, Technical -Report No. 48 (Madison, Wiscensin: Wisconsin Re-
search and Development Center for Cognitive Learning, 1968), and Herbert
J. Kl3usmeier, Mary Quiliing and James L. Wardrop, eds., RESEARCH AND

* DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES IN R &‘g UNITS OF FIVE ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS OF .
RACINE, WISCONSIN, Technical Report No. 52 (Madison, Wigconsin: Wisconsin,
Research and Development Center for Cognitive Learning, 1968).

>
’

Y08 . G. Morrow, Mary R. Quilling, and Frank Fox, STUDENT ACHIEVE-
MENT AND ATTITUDES IN INSTRUCTION AND RESEARCH UNET IN TWO ELEMENTARY
SCHOOLS IN JANESVILLE, WISCONSIN, 1967-1968, Technical Report No. 76 4
(Madlson, Wiscensin: Wisconsin Research and Deve10pment Center For
Cognitive'Learning, 1969).

7 " [y
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- The results of =hat research and innumerable on-site observations
- enabled the R.& D Cehter to identify eight general observable conditions .

-

in the schools. The ‘conditiens were described as follows:" ‘

3

: 1. ttention was focused on the individual learner as a '’ :
. ~ peérson with unique characterlstlcs, concerns, and motl-
* vations.

\ |
‘2. Curriculum materials were selected to ‘accommodate
- varying learning styles. ‘

k ) g. The basic instructional -and administrative units were
5 small enough to allow every staff member to be known
- and treated as an individual and large enough to permit
role differentiatioqdfnd complementarity of contributions:
¢ -

4. 'There was a éood reéconciliation of the values offautonomy
and accountablllty, small group respon51b111ty, and
intergroup coordination.

13 .

5. Teachers and other educational personnel employed problem-
solving processes to satisfy the eduéational needs of .
individuals. .-

N

6. The educational program took home and neighborhood “activ-
tties into account. - ~

7. The school building was constructed or remodeled to facili-
tate Individually Guided Education processes,

8. Provisions for staff development wvere an essentlal part
of the approach. 11 ) )

o

The results of the research‘ahd on-site observations led. to the

-, 2 €

'%conceptuallzatlon of Ind1v1dually Guided Educatlon as an effectlve

. . alternative form of educatlon.12 Indlvidualiy Guided Education is

.v '

e
~ .
1 '
" Yyiausmeier, et al., INDIVIDUALLY GUIDED,EDUCATION GUIDELINES,
PP. 5-10. . ~ R .
y:~<i\ 124 sconsin Research and Development Center for Cognltlve -
‘ Learning, FINAL‘REPORT. THE IMPLEMENTATION OF IGE: 1979 1974, p;}3. -

O ‘ - - * v R . ’!‘O’




» ! . ¢ /
compesed of seven .major components: (1) the multidnit school; (2) the
h 0 ’ .
RGN N -
Instructional Programing Model; (3) evaluation for educational decision

. , .

making; (4) compgpible curricular materials; (5) faci%itative‘qnvi;;;:\\\
. < o N~

ments; (6) continuing research and ‘development; and (3) home-school- . '

*

. community relations, e

v

. The Multiunit Elementary School

The multiunit schobi (see Figure 1) is the organizatiomal cam-

. B

. . ponent of Individually Guided Education and was designed to 'produce an —
\ 3 - '
environment in which instructional programing and.other‘cémpoﬁents of
- Individually Guided Education can be introduced and refinqd."13 The §

~ .

structural configuration Q£ the multiunit school comsists of three dis- s

. 4 >

P tinct ‘organizational gfoups, each of which has its own decision parameters.

vas .~ .
...

At the diéﬁrict level, g Systemwide Program Committee establishes
. P o g [ %

D 2 . v .

guidelines'hithin which each of the district schools must- operate. At

the building level, the Instructional Improvement Committee concentrateg

KN . " J

its efforts on school-wide insEEuctional concerns. At the classroom
1edei, the Instruction and Research Unit is concerned with plannigg, -

implementing,.and.evaluating the iggqructional’program for the children&
. . . . ’ . . I} .’ / ~ . .
. .- in 'the unit. . ﬁ

® - .
The_yulqiudlt organizational design consists of five distinguishing
. \ > o . 8.
characteristics: multiage grouping of students, nongradedness, differen-
2 .

«

_tiated staffing, .,shared decision making, and teaming, 1ifultiage grouping R

- @
i
t

.
e -

13k 1ausmefér, et al’, INDIVIDUALLY GUIDED EDUCATION GUIDELINES,

. p. 20. \ ) ) A " . . \

\
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o FIGURE 1 » g o

PROTOTYPE ¥MULTIUNIT ORGANIZATION OF\}N IGE SCHOOL OF 400-600 STUDENTS

.
\

R e B i - -
! Representative te§chers . District . Representative
—. 1. and unit leaders . administrator , e principals '
-1 or -
! . M ‘désignee
i : .
- . .
1 Community , - . s _Central offite andgrﬁf
| representative,’ other cons
| Tepres : PRINCIPAL r consultants
‘ -

- — ——— o — — __% - — }
-—
< = T Y

*Parent representative . *Special teachers“ig
. ‘ . .‘1\
UNIT LEADER A UNIT LEADER B | { “\ UNIT LEADER C UNIT LEADER D _
3-5 gtaff teachers : ) 3;5 staff teachers ‘ 3-5 :?é{g'teéchqrs i 3—5‘s§aff Jgachers
*Instructional *Instructional *Instructional AInstructional
. aide(s) ~ i aide(s) . aide(s) - aide(s) e
*Clerical aide(s *Clerical aide(s) +  *Clerical aide(s)| ¢ y#*Clerical aide(s)
* *Student teacher *Student teacher *Student teacher | ° *Student teacher
or intern - { ., or intern or intern or intern
i . B 7 :
100=-150 children 100-¥50 childre‘ i 100-150 children 100-150 children
Ages 4-6 Ages 6-9 . Ages 8-11 Ages 10-12 .

Instruction and Research Unit

wmmsme Instruct ional Impro nt Committee *Inclusion of these persons will vary accordin
> u proveme , 'to particular school settings. .

»

--—--Systemwide Program Committee

- Source: Lipham and Fruth, THE PRINCIPAL AND INDIVIDUALLY GUIDED EDUCATION

~
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\
e o sfﬁé;nts is an organizational arrangement whereby students of different

S

. ages are assigned to each Instruction and Research Unit. The Instfuction

‘

.. and Research Unit.ih the multiunit school usually encompasses three-

.or four-year age diffgrential. Multiaging results in i;uﬂg;ts<remaining

within an Instruction and Research Usit for tws—g;/fﬁ;;e years. While

1 ¢ | ~ 4 ) :

multigge grouping is considered an ofganizational:arrangement, it does
— [

have instructional implications by creating/an environment in which cer-

| Yo -
. tain educational experiences can be provided that Jre normally restricted

in the conventional age-graded classroom. For example,.the greatexr number

.
of opportunities for interaction between younger and older children in-
. M > " /.
creases the use of peer teaching techniques. In addition, having several
J . ,
teachers work with the children over a period of several years results

N - -
L

in a thore thorough understanding of each individual child.
P .

Nongradedness is an organizational arrangement for the placement
. N ,

of students. Student placement normally cohsists of a ‘series of one-year

.
. ~

. sequentially differentiated steps based upon the student's chronologicalc

) age, e.g,, grade one, grade two, etc://Nongradedness, then, is the-ab-
sence of '"sequential labeling' that characteérizes the_conventional age-

W

. » :—*—v Y

graded elementary school. 4Eher€ is, however, a more subtle reason for
L ' ) . o s

adopting a nongradéa’structure. It has been the practice in the age~ :

. . . !
graded structure tO create a graded curriculum as well. There is a‘firbt
N ’ )

’ rade currieculun,. nd grade curriculum, etc.. Thus, the nongraded
et cysientin,aeesind & i, sk, Sun, e morgaded

/

like multiaéé grouping,/provides an organizational arrangement whereby

an appropriaﬁe learning environment and instructional program can be
e . » -~

established to facilitate instructional :programing for the individual

9

¢

—————— r'd
"~

[
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4

v g Differentiated staffing ha¥ resulted in a redefinition of existing

- school roles "and ‘the creation of one-new role, that of the—unit leader. -

The description of eisgyrdle is designed to facilitate a collaborative
[y .

- o
effort by which instructional pmegrams can be planned, implemented, and

; evaluated. Underpinning the interwoven relationships in the differen-
. « tiated staffing pattern of the multiunit school is the premise that the
unit leader and the unit staff are key individuals in the instructional —
r ) N -
-sysfém. ' B
) Teaming is the collaborative relationship within a umit that is
= e . . . «/
focused upon the plannlng, implementation, and evaluation of the instruc-
—

tional program for the children in the unit. _This coldlaborative gffort ,

is facilitated by the differentiated staff}ng patterns as well as the -

shared decision making necessary within the multiunit school. .

. Shared decision making is created through various organizational——

structures with overlapping memberships. Three organjzational structures
‘- ’ ' . - .~ - ’

within the school system support three decisional domains: The Instruc-

tion and Research Unit at the classroom level; the Instructional Improve-

‘ ~

ment Committee at the school level; and the Systemwide Program Committee *

s

at the district Yevel. The decisional framework is féunded on several

<
<

- premises:

1. Decision makiﬂg requires the systematic gathering of — ,

. information.
5 . - .
' 2. The decisional’structure is not a top~-to~bottom linear K

* b sequence.’ ‘ ) )

’ ) , d

3. Shared decision making requires open communication. )
[} ' P2 “ . Q
* . ’ - "
Q ‘ —_

RIC : -
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The closer the decision is to the point of implementation., -
the more likely it is to be, carried out in the way intended.
- \ i -
_ co The- Instructional Prografig Model o \
LT ' « T A .

> The ?nstructional Programing Model (see Figure 2) is a systematic

- - \ . Y N . ,
p f/Sfocedure designed to prog}ﬁe a,ﬁramework for the development of instruc- -
: tional programs féilcﬁgg?gg/;eet individual student needs. Four charac-
. < - ‘\\, . ' .

)

° teristics’deerbin this model: instructional programing, continuous
. + e '

I4

—" progress, preassessment, and* criterion-referenced assessment. Instruc- iy

] . e . — .
‘ .tional progpqﬁfhg is defined by and accomplished through the application .
- "\ _ T~ \i s ) . .
- -, of the'Instructional Programing Model. The cyclic sevgn-step process
. t1' S e _— .
takes into &ccount ‘the pupil's beginning petformance, his .rate of progress,.-
. ) S
- - ‘his style of learning, and'other learner characteristics appigggiate for
\ ) . N : . \\ -
) the schbgl's instructional program.
s /‘\ —— ——— )
\\\ - Continughs progress is an instructional arrangement where student

¢ S ~ o
. progress is noy§ based upon arbitrary sequencing, e.8., chronological age

.

v

<

.

_ . : - v .
- and years in school.’” Rather, instructional programs are determined by .
‘ g hd

3 . v »
~ o

- ¢ .  the-learner's needs and accomplishments. - . e
x , 'y - el

v .

[ Preassessment is a procedurefutilized to determine the instruc-
) -

: Tl %

n-

* 1

o

] ’ . tional n€eds of each student. This practice is a departure from coftv

"5 ¢

- 1 ~ ~ I .
tional testing procedures, The results of the preassesgment ane\used - .

. wr

b ‘ .
to establish éﬁecifia‘instructional,objectiies?for eah student and to

~ Dy ¢ -

i . aid in developing appropriate instructional activities that #phance the

.
“ .

achievement of the instructional objective. .

-~ Y ' ) . .

. P - v
. . f
~ Dy
-~

.-~ Ylausmeier, et al., INDIVIDUALLY GUIDED EDUCATIONAL GUIDELINES,
\<<S pp. 24-25. - —
! .
’ ’ P aed - . '
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! . INSTRUQTIONAL PROGRAMING MODEL IN IGE

A f ., . -

£

State the educational objectives to be attained by

the student population of the building in terms of

level of achievement and in terms of values and ac-
tion patterns. N .

“

+ 1

- —jEstimate the range of objectives that may‘be at-

tainable for subgroups of the student;pppulatlon."

Asséss the level of ach1e§ement, learning style,
anmdtivation level of each student by use of
crltgrlon—referenced tests, observation schedules,‘
or work samples with appropr1ate—sized“subgroups.

CE L i ,'ﬁ‘,;

ot

-1§et instructional objectives for each chiid to Pﬁ

attaiqjovér a short period of .time,

L

. N
Plan and implement an instructional program suitable
for each student or place the student in a ‘pre-
planned program., Vary (a) the amount of attention
and guidance by the teacher, (b) the amount of time
spent in interaction among students, {c) the use of
printed materials, audiovisual materiaks, and direct
experiencing of.phenomena, (d) the use of space and
equipment (media), and (e) the amount of time spent
by each student in one-to-one interactions with the
teacher or media, independent study, adult— or stu-
dent-led small group activities, and adult-led large
group activitiess 3 ‘

N\ .
Assess students for attainment of initial objec-

tives, .
- - v
Objectives not Objectives attained
attained to to mastery or

-

other criterion| )

mastery or some| |some other criterion|

13

TTTTTA

(Feedback)

Step 7.

. ]
Reassess the student's } Implement next sequence
' I

characteristics, or in program, or take -

other actions.

-

take other actionps .
TN v

AY

- B m e A e et e e e e e e P A e e P ) e s e e = . W e B e == ——

Source: Lipham and Fruth, THE PRINCIPAL AND INDIVIDUALLY

GUIDED bDUCATION.
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. ~
- . CrLtergsn—referenced assessment means that a test measures the

Py attainment of an explicitly stated beﬁav1oral objective, Success pr
* - mastery is q?hieved when an indiviagal meets a specific criterion level;
* -
. -5 T . . .
'(*‘//khis differs from standardized tests, in which success or mastery'1s
& .

based upon some type of standardized form derived from a specific refer-

“

ence group. The results of preassessment, using a criter’;n—referenced
9’ : s

format, are an integral part of instructional decision making in the

S 4
“mul tiunit school.

< ~ e N e

\ Evaluation for Educatlonal Ddacision Maklng
ki N

“

- . N Evaluation in Individually Guided~ %%%gation is a process that

encompasses decisions relating to staff personnel, currlculum develo

\ ) .
ol ; ment, resource management, and home-school-community relations. However,
A +~

& the most fr2quent and critical use of evaluation processes is in the

v
. « . A .

area of instructivnal decision making. Within the instructional process,

] evaluation occurs at three key points: at the begiqging of a unit of
‘ .

instruction, during critical points of .actual imstruction, and at the
i »

c

conclusion of instruction,
, ke

Lo Compatible Curricular Materials

a

&

Curricular materlals in Individually uUlued Education are used .
to meet a variety of individualﬁdifferences among students. The magerials
\ .

should possess four attributes: (1)' the materials should be reliable

Ly

-

and accurate; (2) all materials prepared for individuar’students should

.
-

be learnable; (3) the materials and associated activities should be
teachable; and (4) the materials should be accessible to the staff and

useable in an instructional setting. @

d r

7 o7

,




Facilitative Environments
,. Facilitative envirbonments are supports to the system of Indi-

viduaily Guided Education established throughighe school'§ internal or-

> ganization and its external environment. Within the school the primary
facilitative environment is established through the multiunit organi-

zation. The state network provides an organized support.system external

to the school. The state network is a three-tiered arrangement of

inter-relationghips between Systemwide Progfam Committees, state educa- -

'
L — N

tion agencies, teacher education institutiohs, and regional IGE centers.

Support at the local level is provided in the first tier of the
R state network. It is established through the creation of a Systemwide

Program Committeé, a committee composed of representatives from each®

PR
[y

of the Individually Guided Educatibn schools within the school system.

The Regidnal IGE Coovrdinating Council is the second tier in
o .

. the state network support system. Regional IGE Coordinating Councils

.

are established to represent geographical regions within a given state.
They are composed of representatives from each of the Systemwide Program
- Commit tees, teacher %gucation institutions, intermediate education
¥

. - T agencies, and the state educational agency,

The third tier of the state network provides a statewide focus,
- 3. ! N
' It is composed of the statdlGE coordinator,-representatives from the

Regional IGE Coordinating Councils, and key personnel from the state

education agency. -

- »

L
o

FRIC - 7« -~ \
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A facilitative environment is also provided at the mational level

by the~Associafion for Individuaily Guided Education. This is a volun-

.
3

.cary open membership organizaticn designed to promote the continued im-

plementation and refinement of Individually Guided Education, In addi~

tion to the Association for Individually Guided Education four regional

v . -

IGE centers provide services to schools and the state networks. Finally, '

A

, thee R &D anter providé@’a national focus through its continued efforts™ '

to provide a researpPh and deJelopmenc base to the growth of individually

v;g’

® Guided Edu

-

(tion and its'related practices.

4

Conténuing,Reéearch and Development
-

-
[ ' @

- " Research andldeve;ogment'at the local school andscollegiate levels '

contribute to the refinement of practices improving Individually Guided
P :
. .
Education. One general area of research focuses upon the processes as-

”~ S N
sociated with learning and teaching. Also linked with this generdl area
of research is the aevelopment of related ‘curricular materials designed

for Individually Guided Education. The-second general area of research

and development focuses upon the mechanisms that support the teaching

T
. . and learning processes. Research and development activities associated

! with the multiunit school and home-school-community relations are

{

~ examples of this area. » . ’

-

. - Home-School-Community Relations .

. o , ° " .
.Increasingly public understanding of Individu’fy Guided Educa-
tion serves to focus the ovefqll effort of home-school-community re-

.. . lations. This is accomplished by developing home~-school-community

)

“«y
© . I N «

mic [

‘ 1

o
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) relations programs that focus upon three general goals,
1. To make the IGE staff aware of and responsive f£/:;;
educational expectations and available resources of -
the community; paiencs, and students.
. . 4
' . 2. To make the community., parents_.and students more aware
* . of and responsive to the requisites of the instructional
] . program as implemented 'in IGE. !
’ . 3 To identify and utilize ways and means of actively L

involving both stdff and community in the awareness,
commitment, changeover, refinement, and renewal phases
of implementing IGE in the school.l

The achievement of these goals is characterized by interaction be-
tween var%Pus subpublics within the home-school community-environment.
v Eac *bf these subpublics may possess.diffefent educational philosophies,
values, éﬁd expe;tations which in turn serve to spape their perspective -
toward educational policies, programs,-and practices,

.

The implementation of Individually Guided Education may require

. €
+

substantial changes in existing educaticnal policies and practices:

.

These changes may stimulate both supportivé and nonsupportive behaviors

within the subpublics of the'home-school—commuﬁity environment, To re-

. . R ¥
duce nonsdppor@ive behaviors res#lting from the implementation of Indi-

. vidually Guided, Education home-school-community relations is set within

3 a political perspectiye. Within this context, Bowles and Fruth stated:

« . . politics is ™ot of the national, partisan variety,
- ) but of the type which determines the nature of the community
in which people live, the sort of sqhéols provided, and the
kind of educational program conducted, 16

‘ . . .
~ } 15Bowles and’ Fruth, "Improving Home-School-Community Relations,"

6Bowles and Frath, "Improving Home-School-Community Relations.'

.

o | "0
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This perspective outdines an objective @& home-school-community
. 4 \ [3 ..
$
relations as the resolution of actual or potential conflict among var-

ious subpublics associated witir che formulation of educaticn policiec and
practices which determine the use of available resources, the value

choices to be made regarding educational programs, and the locus of
- , . ,

LS
power in the educational system, . Y

t

»

Research on Ipdividually Guided Educhtion

Concomitant with the’research underpakeq'Py the R & D Center, two
s

additional research efforts have-significaﬁtly ififluenced the refinement

. -

of Individually Guided Education. The first was an extensive case study

initiated by the Center for the Advanced Stud§~of Educational Administra-
tion at the University of Orggon.17 Pellegrin conducted the study in

-E£267—68 and used the school as the unit of andlysis, with specific empha-

-

; , ) ,
»sis upon the Instruction and Research Unit and, Instructional Improvement

N

Committee, Using three multiunit and four conttol schools the research

-
- -

sought to identify: (1) curricular and instructional specialization ef

staff; (2) working relationships between staff and principal; (3) deci-
[ -4 L] .

sion-making patterns of the Instructional Improvement Committee and the
Instruction and Research Unit; and (4) staff acceptance of multiunit ¢

school, objectives, Major conclusions of the study are summarized. below.

-

¢
.-
. ‘.

17This research is summarized from Roland J, Pellegrin, SOME OR-
. GANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF MULTIUNIT SCHOOLS, Working Paper No. 22
(Madison, Wisconsin: Wisconsin Research and Development Center for Cogni~ *
tive Learning. 1969) and Herbert J. Klausmeier, Mary J, Quilling, and .
Juanita S. Sorenson, THE DEVELOPMENT AND EVALUATION OF THE MULTIUNIT ELE- Ll
MENTARY SCHOOL, 1966-1970, Technical Report No. 158 (Madison, Wisconsin:

Wiscohsin Research and Development Center for Cognitive Learning, 1971),




4
. )

With regard to task structure and specialization, Pellegrin re

ported that teachers in multiunit schools described their tasks as being

s

s ces s 24 N . .
associated with the achievepent of specific instructional objectives more
: .

often than did teachers in the control schools. He also reported the

i
. . . ‘ s/ . e e
existence of more coordination efforts amoug staff members in multiunit

2

~ // . schools than in the control schools; the importange of planning was,em- -

phasized mere in multivnit schools than in the control_schoo; .o

—
@
.

Three major types of curr%cular and instructional saecialization
were identified: 1) specialization by group size; (2) spécgaliiation
‘ ¢ it

by curricular expertise (teachers.served 4s téchnical advisors to their -

-

-

colleagues); and {3) Specialization‘by function (some teachers assumed

s -

primary assignments related to plaﬁging'wﬁile others assumed leadersﬁip

.
“~

in materials development). s ..

\J
With respect to working relationships, sociometric éharting pro-

v
* .

o T ) .
cedures were used to identify interdependent and dependent relationships

@

characteristic of the multiunit school. The unit leaders were “the focal
’

noint of unit.interaction and served as the connecting link between the

staff and the princ{pal. In addifion, frequent nominations of aides by

unit leaders and teachers, often considered as essential relationships,

led Pellegrin to conclude that aides were important figures in the net-
. ‘ work of interdépendent and dependent relationships with the unit

RN
structure. o ~ v
~&

)
~ Goal differences were ngted between multiunit and control schools

-~

.

A\
in terms of the goals each identified as being important to achieve.
. A )

The multiunit schools identified ''givinlg individual attention to students'

ey
O
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and "diagnosing learning problems of students" as first and second in im-
portance. Control schools identified their first and second priorities

as "insuring that students learn basic skills’ and "developing”student

ability in analytical reasoning and problem~solving."

Substantial differences were noted between the multiunit schools

and the control schools in the areas of job satisfaction and environmental v

~ climate. With respect to job satisfaction, seven eut of tén qhestionnaire ‘

+ * »

responses were reported to favor the nultiunit scﬁooli; Although the
three remaining .categories of responses were'not specified it was re- .

ported that they did slightly favor multiunit schools. Tablevl summarizes |'

>

‘the results of that questfonnaire.

lEvidence gathered through a questionnaire showed tﬁat teachers
in multiunit -schools perceived thfir environment as being more free. less
rigig, and more opén to experiméntaﬁion than did teachers in the control 5
schools. It was also found that-& éreater percentage of teachers in
multiunit schools believed that the follow;ng statements accurately de-
scribgd their schools: school policies_ehcourage freedom in the selec-

tion of instructional materials (68 percent and 42 percent); school

. ~
-

policies encourage freedom in student use of the library or other learning
resources (64 percent and 35 percent): and school policies encourage'
freedom in experimenting with new teaching techniques (93 percent and r

60 percent). Conversely, in response to the statement, "School policies

> 3 . vi
encourage close adherence to official course outlines and/or curriculum

guides," 32 percent of the teachers in i‘i’control schools regarded this

- - -

¥,
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o, A _ TABLE 1

\
’

PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS IN MULTIUNIT AND NONMULTIUNIT
- . v e
« “SCHOOLS REPORTED AS "HIGHLY SATISFIED" ON °

SELECTED INDICATORS OF JOB SATISFACTION

- >

~.

,
y * . ‘\
< .

Percentage ofARespondents Reported
As "Highly Satisfied" »
Indicators of Job Satisfaction

N .

i

-

\ * ‘ Multiugit ' Nonmultiunit
oo atisfaction with brogress toward _
ne's personal goals in present ' ) .

pasition N -~ 26 . 15
. $. ~ -

_ Satisfaction with personal relation-
ships with administrators and super- .
visors 61 . 39

Opportunity to accept responsipiif%y e
for one's work or the work of others 61 43

v -~

Seeing positive results from one's

® efforts > . 3% ' 15
Persoral relationships with fellow ‘ ’ g
teachers - . :._ 73 55
:Sétisfaction with present job in - (
light of one's career expectations 56 39
The‘availabilitysof pertinent .
-« insé&uctional matrerials and aids’ 60 ‘ 27
{
N
L 21




- plementation funds in 1971 by the U.S. Office of-Edhcaqion. The Office

22. B o <.

X

[
~ .
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as. a ﬁdghly accurate descfiption of their school while only 6 percent in

the multiunit schools indicated this as a highly accurate descr.iptor.18

R

.The second study that influenceé the refinement of Individually

Guided Education was conducted concomitantly with the allocation of im--

.

of Program Planning and Evaluation (an agency'of the U.$,0.E.) awarded

a contract to Educational Testing Service, Princeton, New Jersey, to .

N
AN

cdonduct an independent evaluation of the R"& D Center’s nationwide im-~
-

plementation effort. The evaluation’s specific purposes were:
. \

1. To conduct an independent process evaluation of the first-

year installatiom of MUS-E and IGE patterns. o
. . . 3\%’ ‘
A a. Document and describe the training and installation *:ﬁg

activities carried out by the various national and
state agencies, '

b. Describe the extent’ of implementation activity at the
“school level, based upon predetermined implementation
criteria. . f

2. To derive feedback of general utility to a variety 8f per=~
sons anvolved in-the overall installation pr-ocess.1

Using a combination of on-site visits and Juestionnaires, data

were gathered from over 200 schools implementing Individually Guided
iy .

-

Education. Findings were presented to reflect the variety of implemen-

tation strategies and activites. The findings were generalized in

-

-

‘18Pellegrir}, dRGANIZATION_AL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE MULTIUNIT
SCHOOL, p. 20. ° ' w

1'9Rodericl'< A. Ironside, THE 1971-72 NATIONWIDE INSTALLATION OF THE
MULTIUNIT/IGE MODEL FOR ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS A PROCESS EVALUATION, VOLUMES
I AND 11 (Princeton,” New Jersey: Educational Testing Service, 1972).
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. ’

in several ways, Ironside, the evaluator, stated:

. In spite of the different procedures and populations involved
in acquiring data, there is a temptation to generalize to the
whole installation operation. The conclusions below” admittedly
represent a distillation .of the whole range of findings and in-
téypretations, and in fact do constitute an act of gerieralization.

So far as school-level operations are toncerned . . . the
emphasis in the conclusions is on thosé end-of year findings and B
site-visit findings, But no attempt is made to state that the '
findings apd conclusions based on those data apply to the total
group of 287 schools on the «riginal rosters. However, the
number of implementation variations, outcomes, and unique
features amung those schools le€aves little deubt that the same
(or larger) range of differences probably applles to the total
‘group. In other words, we do not generalize particular findings,
but we hypothesize a like array of differences and similaritdes .
among all schools.

The same approach appears-appropriate with respect to the
operation of the severai installation desjigns and models. Enough

learned from a variety of sources to justify certain general

conklusions about their effectlveness their potential, and their
variable implementation,20

. s .
Pindings are summarized in the area< of implementation and aware~ °

+

ne%é,“atLiLudes,‘and problems at the school level, It was reported ‘that

implementation occurred in a variety of local septings'and was not re-

.
P

stricted by building design, community typology, or size.of student popu-

lation. In addition to local setting, it was found that outeome measures
for schools implementing in the fall did not vary significantly from

those found in schools implementing in the spring. Based upon these and

other findings, Ironside concluded that it was necessary t'o establish

precises criteria in order to ascertain the.implementatibn success of a

.
' * Y
¢ ..

2OIronside, NATIONWIDE INSTALLATION OF THE MULTIUNIT/IGE MODEL,
VOLUME I, pp. 227-228.
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particular school. In addition, two other considerations were reported

"as necessary in determining the measure of sucess: (1) the local milieu,

needs, ;nd circumétanpes of the school; and.(2) the lével of staff com-
qitéeﬂt and tﬁe general spirit and humanistic atmosphefe.

With réspect to implementation strategies it was reported that .
the R & D Center's nationwide installation effort was succ;sful in ini-
tiating and maintaining the implementation momeﬁtum. Local conditioms
and constraints made it necessary to modify the overall installation
model, Additionally, it was found that the éraining program in the in-
stallation modél was ;ell conceived but that there were few controls to
ensure equal or minimal training, It was also reported that minimal use
of the R & D Center's implementation guidélines resulted from a lack o%
sequenced steps and general d&rections. Lastly, it was found that the °
Instructional Programing Model was the most difficult compone;mt to
implement.

Findings were also repérted with respect to awareness, attitudes, ~—
and problems at the lo;ai school level, It was reported tha; variations

in the operational characteristics of Individually Guided Education re--

sulted when individual schools responded to loEal needs, expectations, , f

1

- .

and personalities. In a@dition, teaming was found to be frequently

cited as very rewarding, but, along with unit communications, it was

-
)

.cited as one of the two major teacher concerns. Finally, it was reported

—

t

- - AN
that there was a tendency for the units to becomé isolated entities within
the school struy&rre.and that the importance of the @nstructional media

center was often overlooked. From these findings Ironside concluded that

.
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the implementation of specific charagteristics of Individually Guidedf

Education were not of and by themselves guarantees of successful implee

/\ ) .

mentation.,

In the fall of 1972 a folloﬁzﬁp study wbs conducted by Educational
Testing Service to gain additionaluinsights into the iEEIEmentation,of

Individually Guided Education and to| correct for several limitations of

the original stddy.21 The follow-up| study posed the following questions:

) 1, To what‘degree do the schpols implementing Individually
B Guided Education satisfy fhe four fundamental igplemen- -
tation criterila set by thg R & D Center: 1, active In-
structional Improvement Gpmmittee; 2, multiage grouping
of students; 3, applicatipn of the Instructional Fro-
graming Model in. at least|one curricular area; and 4,
a multiunit design used throughout the entire school?

. Were the patterns of IGE/NUS~E implementation carried
from one year over to--the|second year?

3, Using a sample of schools {implementing in the fall of
1971 and those implementing in the spring of 1972, to
what extent did they contihug to satisfy the more ex-
tended implementation crit rga oultinedt}n the detailed .
questionnaires administere in the original siudy?

- -~

Findings from this follow-up study showed _that most schooLs—met*‘

the four essential criteria set by the R & D Center. It was also found

¢
o,

-

that a "drop-out" rate was virtually nil, Although decreased commitment
was noted, all schools that had identified themselves as’iGE/MUS~E in

1971-72 coptinued to do so, at the time of the follow-up,
~ \ .

§

2poderick A, Ironside, A SUPPLEMENT TO THE 1971-197% NATIONWIDE

INSTALLATION OF THE MULTIUNIT/IGE MODEL FOR ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS, A PRO-

- ) CESS EVALUTION: THE FALL 1972 FOLLOW—UP (Princeton New Jersey: —duca-
tional Testing Service, 1973),_ ) .
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There were many interpretations as to what constituted the initial ,
- ¢

pd
.

steps 8f Individiially Guided Education;adoption, and,great variations
were discoversd, in the specific practicés incorporated into the schonl's —
] . . . —_

dgy—td—day operations. The need for technital assistance was a_continued

K

concern and usually cenfered on the resolution.of local problems con-

_fronting 'individual schools. ’ .

An Extended Research Effort

With over 1,300 schools in twepty-three states currently employing

Individually Guided Education practices there has been a steadily growing
interest in related research, This research is presented in four areas: -

(1) the multiunit school, (2) instruction and achievement, (3) home-

school—co@mnnity relafions, and (4) implementation.

.

¢

]
The Multiunit School , - <::::" !
. . ’ - . R,

Organizational Structure

R

The Axiomatic Theory of Organ,iiations22 was used b§-§ramenz, .

Walter, and Herrick to examine the organizational structure of the
RO } - ~ *

i
)

~

. ~ : . o
The Axiomatiic Theory of Organizaticns postulates a series of
relationships between four organizational‘inputs and four organizational
outputs. _Inputs are complexity, centralization, formalization, #nd stra-
tification. Outputs are adaptiveness, production, efficiency, and job
sqgégfgggé:n. Associated with the postulates are two ideal organizationms, o
organic ar™ mechanistic. ' The organic organizatlon.emphasized adaptlvenass
and the mechanistic organization emiphasizes production, For a more
complete discussion of the theory see Jerald Hage, "An Axiomatic Theory
or Organizations," ADMINISTRATIVE SCIENCE QUARTERLY (October, 1965),
PP. 289—320 4 g s

22

< 7 '
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multiunit school, Herrickz% reported that\centralization and stratifida-

tion were significant in differentiating the organizational structur® of
&

the multiunit school from the conventional eienentary school organization, ..

the multiunit school being less,centralihed and less stratified: Uéing

, . 2 .
an adaptation of Herrick's instrumentation Walter 4 rcported that the
’ \J RS

"multiunit school was significantly less, centralized than the conventional

—

organization. ) . S

-

The results of HerriéE)and Walter indicate that the mnitiunit

school is more like the crganic organization than the mechanistic organi-
~

s zation, This conclusion was evidencedgsy the“findings of Walter when

.
»

t

he reported that the multiﬁEit school was more adaﬁfive (the emphasis of

the organic organization) than the conventional organizational structure

. |- ° . oo C
of the elementary school, . .

o G}géZExzs used the A%iomatic Theory of'0rganizations in his exam-

nation of the multiunit school outigdded,a role dimension. Although his
. |
¥ - "‘2
. } . .

23H Scott Herrick, E RELATIONSHIP OF ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE
TO TEACHER MOTIVATION IN MU LIUNIT AND NON—MULTIUNIT ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS,

Tethnical Report No. 322 dison Wisconsin: 'Wisconsin Research and
Development Center for Cognitive Learning, 1974).

. -

James E, Walter, THE RELATIONSHIP OF ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE .
GANIZATIONAL ADAPTIVENESS IN ELEMEﬁTARY SCHOOLS, Technical Report
L No. 276 (Madison, Wisconsin: Wisconsin Research ‘and Development Center
é” - for Cognitive Learning, 1973).
\
25Gary William Gramenz, RELATIONSHIP OF PRINCIPAL LEADER BEHAVIOR
. AND QRGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE OF THE IGE/MUS-E TO. I & R UNIT EFFECTIVENESS,
Technical Report No. 320 (Madis%n Wisconsin: Wisconsin Research and
Develop ent Center for Cognitive Learning, 1974).
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" multiunit school organization.

kol

school as %jig/ﬁent;alizedf less stratified,band‘more formalized than

- - v N . . \

general findings were supportive of those reported by Herrick and Walter,
he found differences in perceptions of the structural characteristics

4
.by role categorieéi Higher levels of centralization and s;ratification .

‘were perceived by unit leaders_and teachers than by principals. Lower

levels of formalization were perceived by unit leaders and teachers

than by principals. Graménz c icluded that principals saw the multiunit

-

t

N )
]

did teacher§ and unit leaders,

.Grant26 also reported that differing perceptions of the multiunit

’ a

organization existed between principals and teachers. He used educational

E g
experience, insé%vice\training, and the existence of an Instructional
. N t
4 .
Improvement Committee as potential reasons for the differing perceptions.
7 :
Inservice training was reported to be the/iignificant varjable that

created differing percéptioné of ‘the multiunit orgamization., He con-

. . : \ . . -
cluded ‘that teachers with ten or more hours of inservice were more pro-
: S 2 ( ;

ductive, had a-better conceptual understanding of the multiunit school;.

and gave more support to teachgxs having decision-making power=in the

N / - e .
v . 4
v s :
-
LN L] . . .

26

Mérrili”Alan'Grant, "A Survey of the Perceptions of.Teachers
and Pringipals Toward- the Multiunit School Orgadization" ?unpublished 8
Edmd. dissertation, The University, of- Toledo, 1973).

~ ’
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L ose27 examined decision structure, decision content, and decision
style an:\)eported that: (1) principals perceived moré staff participa—~
tion in decision making than did staff} (2) principals were idéntified as
making abouﬁnfifty percent of the decisio;s on a unilateral basis; (3)
curriculgr decisions received less attention than management decisions;
(4) the decision situation was instrhmentél in determining the decision-'
making stylé, with a unilate?él style being more prevalent than a consen-
sual or delegating one; and (5) the number of years of hq&ing annopera—
tional Instructfonal Improvement Committee di& not mediate either content, . §
séyle, or degree of involvgmént. .
Loose's examination of decision structure, co;tent, and style
represented several selected characteristics of the decision process, An
additional charactq‘ibtic, the placement of'decisions nearest to their
éoinﬁ ) imﬁleméntaqion, is ai?o defcripiive of the multiunit‘%chool'%
decision process. Associated with this characteéigﬁic and the charac-
.teristicé‘examined by Loose is the ability of staff members to influence

¢ i

decisions affecting their work environment. ‘The ability to influence
. > . .

decisions éffecting one's work.environment is<¥aralIeled by Dutil's28 - -

\

. . \ ) ) 4
27Caroline Alma Looge "Decision-ﬁ;kin y §
’ : g ‘Roles and Patterns of the
Instructional ‘Improvement Committee (IIC) in Selected Eastert Wisconsin
Multiunit Elementary Schools Organized Since'1967" (unpublished Ph,D.
dissertation, University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, 1973),

28 . : :
Harvey Lewis Dutil, "Sense of Power and its Relation to §e1ec§§d
Teacher Characteristics and Selected Structural Characteristics of Ele-
mentary Schools" (unpublished Ph,D. dissertation, University of Connecti-
cut, 1974), . . : - ) .

< . . 3
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Using this conceﬁ—

L)
 conceptualization of a teacher's ''sense of power,'

tualiqation, he examined the relationships between a teacher's sense of.

power, organizational characteristics of schools, and personal behaviors

of teachers. While he found that-a sense of power was not related to

participation in Individually Guided Education, he reported that his re-

search did- lend significant support to the relationship between a sense
of power and the conceptual .componénts of the multiunit school's otgani-
- . - , é

zational design. ,

b

_The implications of Dutil's résearch is that the multiunit structure

w

ﬁossessesthepotéptial for increasing the control over one's work environ-

ment but that the potential is either not perceived or not used by

teachers. Packard29 provided support for this implication. He reported
that principgls in multiunit schools did not perceive a loss of decisiqn-

making prerogatives in spite of additional findings which showed that
» P

* ) .
most decisioq; were made in a®collaborative mode. The principal was ap-
d - B Lo~ .
. ' - )
patently able to maintain decision-making prerogatives either through

4

’ X
control or strong influence over the collaborative processes.,

_Packard reported one mediating variable in the authOrity_felafign—

» < . . R
ships-~unit leader selection procedures. In schools where the unit leader
~ . '

~

was selected deheprincipal, the décisions were often trivial in néture
and.the decision process dominated by the princiﬁalt The principal was
also frequently consulted for advice and assistance. In schools where

. . /-\\
.
-
, ‘

-

) 29John S. Packard, 'Changing to a Multiunit School," THE PROCESS
OF PLANNED CHANGE IN THE SCHOOL'S INSTRUCTIONAL ORGANIZATION, ed. W. W.
. Charters, et al. (Eugene, Oregon: Center'for the Advanced Study of Edu-

- \

cational Administration, 1973). ,
’ )

‘.
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= _the unit leader emerged, the unit operated as a single entity; it operatéd

L4
in isolation from others, often without gaining clearance from the

principal.

Packard's summary of the results of the reallocation of authority
relationships is appropriate in view of’thé current empirical findings

reélated to the multiunit school. He stgzea:
For the most part, it was not evident that power had become
centered in newly formed groups. Nor.was there much evidence
. to suggest that .different parties sought to accrue power or
thought in terms of increased organizational ‘control. Instead,
+ ' the.fairness and equity educators typically espouse was prac-
ticed, at least with regard to other adults, and permeated most
.considerations of resource distributidn and school-wide . .
priorities. 30 -
-

Differentiated Staff Roles

+

Prgggig§1 ; o o .
\}h role of the principal focuses on administrative and educat10na1 i}
leadership. Richardson31 in;;stigated role_change§ bX.comparing princi-
pals of multiunit schools with principalé of conventié;aily orga;ized

©

~

schools, He f@ported that all principals-placed & very high value and .

‘

priority on ‘educational leadefship and that there were nodifferencesl

-
4 ‘. FERS

in actual educational leadership behaVior§.

L]

P

. v L4 -

L]

s h '
S e 30Packard, "Changing to a Multiznit School," P. 112, - -

B N . o . .y
31
. ‘ Edward Ray Richardson, "A Study of the Changes in Role Percep-
e tion and Role Behaviors of Principals in Individually Guided Education
. ) S Multiunit Elementary Schools" (unpublished Ed.D. dissertation, Auburn

~

University, 1972) o

-
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Specific differences were found in the area of self-perception of

role performance, Principals in multiunit schools were found to percelve ’

a significantly hmgheﬁﬂlgggl,of—peffS?E;;E;T””%lnally, principals and
staffs of multiunit schools reported a significantly. higher agreement
of role'%xpectations for the principal,
. Unit Leader i ; .
The unitlleader role represents the new position in the multiunit
structure. \Efis} general areas ofyresponsiblity characteiize the role:
(13 as a teaéher; (2) as a leader of an Instruction and Research Unit;

and- (3) as a member of the Instructional Improvement Committee, As a

.

leader of the Instruction and Research Unit the unit, leader must exer-

cise skill in coordinating group efforts, building group cohesiveness,
: \ ( s
"and maintaining group effectivenes. As an Instructional Improvement

Committee member the unit leader must provide leadership in the planning
of the school's instructional program, A" fifty percent to seventy-five

. percent teaching responsibilit’is also an expectation of' thc unit leader

2 o
( role.3 , .

T . Menzel33 reported that there were no significant differences in

»

il - .

lgiifr behavior expectations for -the unit leader when described by

v

. _ : ' ‘ Y
32Klausmeier, 22.3239 INDIVIDUALLY GUIDED EDUCATION CUIDELINES, o
p. 39. ' *

. 33Ricﬁard Clarence Menzel, '"Leader Behavior of Unit Leaders in
Selected Multiunit Elementary Schools" (qnpublished Ed.D, dissertation,
University of Northern Colorado, 1974). ¥ -

>
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principals, unit leaders, and teachers. Using the Leadership Behavior

5 -

Descriptfion Questionnaire (LBDQ), he found that unit leaders exhibited

significantly more consideration behaviors than initiating behaviors.

Halpin described these two leadership dimensidns as follows:

Initiating structure is directed principally at the achievement
of the formal goals of the group, i,e,, suCcess on missions,
whereas consideration behavior is related essentially to theS ™
maintenance or strengthening of the group itself,34 -

-

Menzel also found no significant correlations between educational

and professional experience and' leader behavior, A strong, but not signi--

<

ficant, correlation was reported between the size of the unit and leader

behavior; the larger the unit the lower the initiating structure of unit

-

leaders. . . . .

3
Sheridan35 reported that principals, unit leaders, and teachers

[

&
held conflicting, expectations for the unit leader, Specifically, when’

°

the unit leader tasks were related to instructional coordinatipn there

. -

was a significant difference between. the expectations identified by

~

principals and those identified by unit 1eaderéif When the tasks were

related to instrug;ional coordination and interorganizational relation-

-
)

ships there was a significant difference between the expectations of the

-

principals and those of unit teachers.

3 (
34pndrev Halpin, "Chapter II,"™n LEADER BEWAVIOR: ITS DESCRIP-
TION AND MEASUREMENT, ed, by Ralph M, Stogdill and Alvin E. Coons (Co- -
lumbus, Ohio: Ohio State-University ), p. 53. ) - “

* .

35Terrance John Sheridan, PERCEIVED ROLE AND EFFECTIVENESS OF THE
UNIT LEADER IN #DNDUCTING UNIT FUNCTIONS, Technical Report No. 318
(Madison, Wisconsin: Wisconsin Research and Development Center for
Cognitive Learning, 1974). ’

»
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The apparent differences between the findings reported in the

Sheridan and Menzel studies center upon the measures used to determine
- ~y
. ~ 24

role expectations. The LBDQ used in the Menzel study-is.an instrument
that describes general leader behaviors, The questionnaire in the Sheridan

study describes specific tasks associated with the'pefformance of the -

. -

unit leader role.

The Menzel and Sheridan studies indicate that principals, unit ‘o
leaders, and teachers hold similar role expectations for the unit leader

»

but have differing perceptions as to .the specific tasks associated with
- L d

a

the actual operationalization of that behavipr. Thus, the unit leader is

described as an individual who must be capable of directiﬁg the unit's

effort toward the effective and efficient attainmenf of goals whiie

maintaining a strong, cohesive team.

B In describing the relationship betwee;w&Eiffifhghzﬁigr and Imstruc- *
.

. . . ; 36 .
tion and Research Unit effectiveness, Evers reported that instrumental
~ ~ /
leadership significantly contributed:to total Instruction and Research

Unit effectiveness. Further analysis showed that both instrumental and

JRT— , ]
supportfve leadership comtributed significantly to instructional program

effectiveness. Instrumental and supportive leader behaviors used in this

-
- - -

study were similar to the leader ‘behaviors described as initiating

v

°

- 36Nancy A, Evers, AN ANALYSIS OF THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE EF-
FECTIVENESS OF THE MULTIUNIT ELEMBNTARY SCHOOL'S INSTRUCTION AND RESEARCH
UNIT AND INTERPERSONAL BEHAVIORS, Technical Report No, 298 (Madison, Wis-
consin: Wisconsin Research and Development Center for Cognitive Learning,

1974) .
N ¢




structure and consideration behavior in the Menzel study.

\

Complementary findings were also reported by Singe37 when he
v ’ ’ - ' , . . .
. \L examined the relationship between effectiveness and leader behavior.

He reported that task effectiveness and in eracﬁion effectiveness were

. .
- ~

. - found to be significantly correlated with uhit leaders who exhibited

@
.

f r both initiating structure and consideration ﬁehaviors. The relation-

Zz

<

shigs were reported as significant at both the\Snstrucfional Improve-

I ) qent Committee and the Instruction and Research\€nipmlevels of Oﬁﬁani-

N

zation. .
- " Procedures of selecting unit leaders were giso part' of the

8 .
research efforts. Murray3 examined the unit legdek selection pro-

- cess in two schools as they became multiunit schools. He reported

{ . L
) that successful units were those in which the un!& leader had been

~

either chosen from outside the staff or selected from within using- ob-

-

jective criteria. Unsuccessful units were ones in which ‘the unit

leaders had been chosen from within the staff by a "pdpulakity contest"
[ . .
process, were prior friends of the principal and carried debts to him,

* or were unable to "be their own person" within the unit.

1)

g

37Axithony-Louis Singe,‘"KAStudy of the Relationship-Betweén Work -
: Group Performance and Leader Motivation, Leader Behavior, and Sitgational
. . ., Favorableness: An Application-of the Contingency Theory of Leade
Effectiveness to Group Supervision in Multiunit Elementary Schools
(unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of Connecticut, 1974).

38Donald George Murray, "Organization Development Training for
Adopting Multiunit Structure: A Comparative Case Study of Two Elemen-
tary Schools" (unpublished Ph,D. dissertation, Univensity of Oregon,
1973). -
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Packau:ds-9 reported that the selection procedures affected the

conduct of the unit meeting and the faculty council (Instructiomal Im~

3

provement Commiﬁtee). Where unit leaders were appointed he reported

-that: )

. « faculty council meetings were held *on a regular basis,
dealt with foregone and trivial issues, avoided or neglected
troublesome topics, and were dominated by the prin01pal who set
the agenda and ran the show,., . teams with appointed leaders
spent much time neV1ew1n§ faculty council minutes and operated
by the council‘'s. agenda, 40 <

In contrast, in one school where the unit leaders emerged during

year ofﬂimp%ementation, it was reported that:

. . . units were relatively self-reliant, conducted their
internal affairs without assistance . . ., carried out their
external affairs without gaining clearance from the principal.
The school abandoned the regular schedule of council meetings

and replaced it with a deliberate system which handled "cgitical"
issues “raised by any staff member.41 .

‘
.

Unit Teacher

A work environment different from the conventional classroom

-

characterizes the teacher role in the multiunit school, The teaché?

spends more tinm:planning, Qeachiﬁg, and evaluating the instructional
program as a member Gf a team., The teacher is also more likely to wor

with a greater variety of group sizes in meeting student needs, .

' -

39Packard, "Changing to a Multiunit School,"

{

40

.

Packard, "Changing to a Multiunit School," p. 110,

41Packard, "Changing to a Multiunit School,' p. 110,

*
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Olézewski42 focused his research on teaching behaviors of multi- >

~

unit school teachers. Using Flanderfs Matrix43 as a method of recording
and describing teaching beﬁaviors, he reported that theréWQere no signi-
ficant differences in the overall range of teaching behav1ors exhibited .
by teachers in multi;nlt and convent10na1 schools, However, a dlfference

was reported in a specific class of teaching behaviorsy multiunit school
\ .

teachers exhibited a significantly greater number of shared ;eaching'
behaviors.

Atdes \ .
The teacher aide is an integral member of the multiunit school's
ditferentiated staffing pattern. The role is ch;racterized by instruc-—
. -4
tional anq clerical functionms. Whi;éaé indirectly Qespfiﬁed the aideg'

©

role when he explored their impact upon teaching behaviors. Four cate—
« ! M (

.

gories of teaching behaviors were identified:” (1) instructlon, (2) evalu—
“-ation; (3) prdfessionalg and (4) qgﬁagement. A miscellanedfis category

was also used for activities not related to the other ‘four. Each of

the four major categories were broken into two dimensions: pre-active,
. .

activitieS-preEeding actual instruction; and inter-active, activities in

\(l w )
. ’ 1}
azRev. Donald William Oszewski, "The Effect of a Multiunit/Open
Space School Strncture on Teacher Behavior," (unpublished Ph.D. disser-
tation, University ‘of Notre Dame, 1973), )

)
43N A. Flanders, ANALYZING TEACHER BEHAVIOR (Reading, Mass..:
Addison-Wesley, 1970) .

44Steven JQel.White, "The Impact of Paid’ Instructional Aides on
the Time Allocations for' Teaching Activities in the Multiunit Elementary
School" (unpublished Ph,D. dissertation” University of Wisconsin-Madison;
1974). .
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the acpual instructional process, Table 2 presents the time spent by

aides and teachers in each of the five categories.
aides spent approximately 75 percent of their time: instruction, 24
/

The data presented in Table 2 identifies two areas in which the

3

percent; and management, 50 percent.

-

-

In determining the impact of aides-upon teaching behaviér; White

«

noted that the use of aides’ enabled teachers to spend approximately
f 4

4 percent more time in direct instructyon with children, Additionally,

it was noted that teachers without aides spent approximatel¥y twice as

much time in.pre-a

ive management activities as teachers with aides.

"

Totaling the amount of time-spent at school and at home on’school-
A

 related activities, White reported that teachers without aides spent on’
i’

. . . ‘ g
the average four hours.per week more than teachers with aides.

»

White concluded that: P

N »

[This] is a strong indication that teachers in IGE/MUS-E
schools who work without.an aide must devote more time to the
. vjob, sinceene can conclude that differences in length of. work
day required by individual school districts can not be re-

»
sponsible for such a large dif ference in time worked_per week.’l}S

The literature on the multiunit school presents both’ consistent

A}

hd 2

and inconsistent findings. #gnit school's or-

t
Pescriptions of the mul
) /s

LY
A . . . .
ganizational and role structure are reported in consistent terms when
bl .

the perceptions of all staff members were used to create the data base.

-
-

Inconsiséencies are reported when perceptions of the multiunit school's

i
1

. 1
ional Aides," p, 169.

»

b

- 45White, "The, Impacts of Paid Instruct




' ' "~ 39
s “
PERCENT OF TIME SPENT i

- BY TEACHERS AND AIDES IN IGE SCHOOLS
¢

.ON INSTRUCTIONALLY RELATED ACTIVITIES

. “~ - ) »
*" ’ ) ; \
. , *  -IGE Teachers .~ IGE Teachers
* 4 Cgtegéry Aides With Aides Without Aides
Inptruction/Pre-Active 3.69% 16 ,46% 15.79% s
Instruction/Interactive 20.05 28.81 o 24,74
b ' Evaluatioh/?re—Active 10.25 7,08 - 8,31
Evaluation/Interactive 1,73 12,00 - 10.00 _
S h . .
\Professional/Pre~Active ,68 3.71 ' 4,59
Proﬁessional/Interactive 2,28 5.94 ‘ -6.7] B
Madﬁgement/?re—Active 12.06 3,62 _ 7.35
. |
Management/Interactive 3 04 13,83 - 15.49
L ) : ‘ / \ - ‘ / ) C
Miscellaneous - 11,21 9.51 , 7.19
- ‘ . - | _
e ] Source: White, "The Impact of Paid Instructiomal Aides," pp. 137?138.
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'

organizational and role structures are examined by individual role cate-

gories. . ’ ) -
L 3
\ . * - ' ‘
Instruction and Achievement- , - R
) | r\ ” , ‘ . .
School Climate ¢ ] ) .
Research has focused upon organizational climate, the—establish- -
) . N A} J . -
ment ,0f an environment. that teachers identify as being conducive to in-
sstruction; and upon learning climate, the environemnt' that facilitates

. . el :
student learning, The staff and the student have provided the basic units -

of analysis. '

> ’

In general, research has shown thé organizational climate in multi-
unit schools to be significantly different from the organizatiénal cli~:

mate of nonmultiunit schools. Multiunit schbols are more oriented toward

change4§ and achievement47; they possess staffs that are instructionally .

» ¢
N .

) A} 4

B - 0
\ .

46Don Moe Essig, "The Effects of a Mu]ti—unit,‘Differentiéted
Staffing Organization Upon Teachers' Attitudes and Instructional Pro-
grams" (unpublished Ph.D. ‘dissertation, University of Oregon, 1971).

. 47George Robert Bowers® "The Organizational Climate, in Saledted.
Ohio Multiunit and\ Traditional Elementary Schools" (unp blished Ed.D.
dissertation, The n1ver51ty of Akron, 1973) .

-

*
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and perceive greater levels \of pro-
F ductivityf?; and they employ more educationally progressive practices.s}

more satiSfiedés, more motivatedbg,

An extensive nationwide study of,organizational climate was under-
»

.taﬁe;/;;—;elly, Wéod, and Joekel, 32 Using data gathered with the Organi-

L4

R A - ]
zational Climate Index from a sample of 545. Ind1v1dually Guided Education
L Y

schools, several major conclusions were formulated:

- f , ..
“’t> 1, As'the degree of implementation of the IGE model increases,
- » g8acher perceptions of a climate which is more "open' and
and more productive of intellectual activities also increase.,

2. The greatest changes in teacher perceptions of school
o ¢limate occur as the degree of implementation increases,
o particularly in rural and(?nner city schoo,ls.53 -
v e 1 ’

-

3

~ . 48Jimmlj Wayne Mantzke, "An Analysis of the Effectiveness aﬁd " !
Satisfaction of Teachers, Principgls, and Superintendents Who Funeti®on
Within Undif ferentiated and Differentiated (IGE/MUS-E) Staffing Struc-
_tures in the Stafe of ,Wisconsin" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Uni=-
versity of Wisconsin-Madison, 1973),

L] . -
49Herrick "The Relationship of Organizatlonal Structure to
Teacher Motivation," . : . .

.
. ’

50Leslie Charles Bernal "The ‘Intrdduction of the Indiv1dua11y
*Guided Education/Multiunit Elementary School Model in Selected Elementary .
Schools and the Effects on Organizational Output" (unpublished Ed.D, ~ :
dissertation, Boston‘University School.of Education, 1973),

’ 4 J

§1Bernal, "The Introduction of IGE and Its.Effecte‘bnebrganiza— ..
tional Output," t o o D
5ZEdgar A. Kelley, Fred H, -Wood, and Ronald Joekel, ''Teacher
Perceptions of School Cllmate and the Implementation of(Individually
Guided Education (IGE)." 1973, ERIC ED 083229, .

L)

3 ‘ .
53Kelley, Wood, and Joekel, "Sphool Climate and the Implementatlon .
& IGE," p. S54. o . Se "
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Differences in learnihg climate have also been~reported, Nelson54

~ .

concluded that Ind}vidually Guided Education produced ; more favorable #

v

learning climate fof pupils when they scoredhiiézgficantly higher on %
—— ~ -

3 .
measures of attitude toward (1), self-concept as learners, (2) instruc- |

- 2

. 4
. - - L) , h |
tional school morale, (3) school plant, and (4)'cq§hug}ty. . |

e .
~—

v

Edwards55 reported that 3}Qdént attitudes toward sphool and peers
were significantly hlghér inIndividually Guided Education programs{ He

also repgftea“fhat stqdent'atpitudes.toward learning and self-concept -
(4 . . v *
favoned students in ‘Individually Guided Education programs, but not (-
« significantly, N ’ Y,

N(\ Organizational and Instructional Effectiveness

-~

Research related to effq?fiveness centered upon organizationaly
N -

’ ) \
and. fnstructional processes, Organizational effectivenessvexbmlned ¥

- - -

-~ g
.

] . -
ness exapined the ability of staffs to inglividualize and improveoini£fuc-
~ . . /

\

tion for children.

i Y

¢

> ~

SZ*Richard,Gardnér Nelson, "An Agalysi§ of| the Relationship of the

* Multinmit School Organizational.Structure and In ividually’Guided Educa-
tion to_the Learning Climate of Pupils" (unpublishad Ph,D, dissertation,
University of Wisconsin-Madisow, 1972).

) 55Floyd Henry Edwards, "A Study of Affectiye Change in Elementary
Schoois Implementing Individually Guided Educatd n' (unpublished Ed,D.
dissertation, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 1972).

o . & .

4// ] . | . o el -
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R &D Qen:giii implementation stfategyﬂ ‘ ’
o~ . . - . . :

and Research Unit, the Rrincipal, and the unit leader.

.

[}

Smith56 reportedjthat the more an Instructional Improvement Com-

7

1

. ) . !
concern for the comfort, well-being, status, and contribution of }be com-

- » AN
~

mittee members, the more effective the Instructional Improvement Commit-

tee. Effectiveness was found not to be related to either the committee

‘ " ‘ *

members' attendance at an R & D Center workshop for.multiupnit schéol
h Y

3

principals and unit leaders or thg‘administgétive_experience of the

s

principal. ' N\\

Evers57 reborted.that when considering uniE‘member'cbmpatibility, v

igader’behaviors, and level of task sfructure, only leader behaviors

siénificantly fnfluenced Instruction and Research Unit.Efféctiveness,

Ancillary findingks ilipstrated the imggftance of propef training. Evers
< '3 s . B . , - e

reported that overall unit effectiveness was significantly increased when
(4

2

- v

participation of unit members in ggrkéhops was being considered and when

- [}

- there was staff participation in training activities outlined in the

{ .

_56Kenn th Blaine Smith, AN ANALYSIS OF, THE RELATIONSHER. BETWEEN
EFFECTIVENESS OF THE MULTIUNIT ELEMENTARY SCHOOL'S INSTRUCTIONAL IMPROVE-
MENT COMMITTEE AND INTERPERSONAL AND LEADER BEHAVIORS, Technical Report
No. 230 {Madison, Wisconsin: Wisconsin Research .and Development (Center
for Cognitiye Learning, 1972). ' :

2 - /

.

"

.
~

“ '57Evers, RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN I & R UNIT EFFECTIVENESS AND INTER-
- PERSONAL BEHAVIORS. - .

S . .
[y

mittee chairman (usually the principai) was perceived to exhibit a primary . -

.
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

P

-
[y

Complementary findings were reported by Singe58 whenwhe examined

» ]
.

the relationship betweerr éffectiveness and leader behavior of principals

>

and unit leaders. Summarizing the significant findings.in the réseafhh,

‘ -

he concluded that different types of leader behavior of principals ‘and

unit - leaders influenced the effectiveness of th? Instructional I

-

ment Committee and the Instruction and Research ﬁnit,

He reportéd that task effectiveness was significantly related to
£ N -

unit leaders who exhibited initiating structure and.consideration behaviors

.

and with principals who exhibited consideration behavior,  Interaction
N N .
effectiveness was significantly related to unit leaders and principals

» .

exhibiting both initiating structure and consideration behaviors. Task

. f

_effectiveness was,§ighificantly related to interaction effectiveness,

!

The research on instruction and instructional effectiv}ness

’

focused upon the establishment of conditions conducive to learning and

: A h . -

their effects upon achievement, Essig~ reported that there'was an in- ,

crease in the number of opportunities for students to be involved in de-
: ’ ‘ t N -

termining their own program; an increase in the involvement of aQFillary

personnel in the instructional process, tounselors, principals, and

paraprofessionals; more collaboration between units; :and a reduction in
[a} s

lock~step grouping,

/ ) -t

~ , -

8Singe, "Relationship Between Work Grfup Performance, Leader:
Motivation, Leader Behavior, and Situational Favcrableness."

59Essig, "Effects of MUS;E Organization Upon Teachers' Attitudes
and Instruttional Programs. " N

v

.

R

.
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Joyal examined changes in student learning patterns as schools

implemented the multiunit school organization. His findings, significant

at the .05 level, showed that{ learning pétterns-in multiunit schools were

:

characterized by: (1) increased use of different'instfuctional and audio-

visual materials; (2) instroctional groups of varying sizes; and (3)

.

students showing greater self-direction in termsNof learning activities,

Wright61 developed an instrument to measure the degree of indivi-

dualization contained within an instructional program, Based upon the
“ . *

~ . -

literature, he. formulated five geﬁeral principles of individualization:
Pfinciple I--Learning Rate; Principle II—-Learniﬁgzépyle; Principle III--

Student Participatioﬁ in Goal Setting; Principle IV--Student Participation

[

in Determining Learning Sequence; and Principle V--Student Grouping Based

on Student Characteristics, Desires, and Needs.
_ ,2'\\! B ' -
Usiag evaluative criteria’for each of the five principles, findings

\
. -

showed that Principle I, Learning Rate, was the principle st often ap-
plied in Individually Guided ‘Education programs, and that Prinéiple III,
Student Participation in Goal Setting, was the least ‘often applied.

Principles I-IV were found to ferm a core set of principles which were -

\

. 60Lloyd Harold Joyal, Jr., "A Comparison of the Types of Learning
Patterns on Student$ in a Self-contained.and Multiunit Elementary School"
(unpublished Ph,D. dissertation, University of Wisconsin-Madisor, 1973).

61Clarence Daniel Wright, "Pormative Analysis Of Selected IGE

Schools in Alabama to Determine the Extent to Which These Schools are
Individualized" (unpublished Ed.D. dissertation, Auburn University,
1972),
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- -

highly interdependent. . The application of one principle in the core set

-

affected the reﬁaining three. Considering Principles I~IV as a core,
Wright reported they were all attenuated by Principle V, Student Grouping
Based on Student Characterispics; Desires, and Needs,

62 . F . -
4 . Strand reported the results of an investigation into the effects.

of building configuration_ on Indivi&ually Guided Education programs,

¢

Findings showed that building configuration and sonic qualities restricted
* - - [

a variety of groupiné patterns, particularly the independent and small

group. Balancing the potential consequences of these findings, he re-

~

ported that space utilization within a building inc}eased to accommodate
a Qariety of groupiné batterps irrespective of whether or not a space.
was o;iginally designed for instruction. The most important ﬁinding of
the study*was that the characteristic design.of ébekspace within a

building was more critical in determining the accommodation of various
group sizes than was the overall building design, be it conventiondl or

1

open space.

I

Gains in studeunt achievement also provided an area of examination
. 63 . 4 . .
for researchers. Lober invesg1gated theappllcabllityﬁgf the Instruc-

tional Programing Model to instructional programs for children wifh

62Gavin Milton Strand. '"Relationship of School Plant Characteristics
to Components of Individually Guided Education Programs in Wisconsin” )
(unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of Wisconsin-Madison, 1974).

-

63Irene Moss Lober, "Individually Guided Education--Resource
Model"™ (unpublished Ed.D. dissertation,. Virginia Polytechnic Institute
and State University, 1974),

.
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learning difficulties, Pretests were used to identify students with

[}

learning difficulties and to establish baseline achievement data. In

14 L )
the area of readiness, -posttest scores indicated that children with
., .- . Ia

4
learning difficulties were not different from children without learning

difficulties., In reading, the growth analysis revealed that there were
no éignificant Qifferenées in reading growth between the experimental
-
S R .
and control groups, Growth analysis in the area-of mathematics also

;

showed no significant differences between the posttest means of the ex-

L]

perimental and control groups. Lober also reported that 50 percent of

the students with learning difficulties mastered 100 percent of the

reading skills in the Work Attack area of the Wisconsin Design for Reading

Skill Deveiépment that were appropriate fof their grade level,
Several school districts reported studéﬁt.achievement gains in
their district's Individually Guided Education programs, Kennedy 95_5;,,6
reported that student.achiéVement was significantly higher in his dis-
tricts; Individually Guided Education_pfograms. Using the Iowa Test of
Basic Skills, séores we£e gathered in 1972 and compared with district

scores obtained in 1966, prior to the implementation of Individually
¢ . . a

Guided Education.s . - ‘

6AfFrank M. Kennedy, et al.,, "The Multiunit Elementary School

and Individualization," A Report to the Board of Education, Cedarburg,
Wisconsin, 1972. . .
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Hackett "and McKill;gin65 repor.ted ;he resplts‘of‘a three~year

———

study of their district's. Individually Guided Education programs. Using

two ‘multiunit schools and two control schools that mirrored the socio-
economic profile of the multiunit schools, student achieﬁement_gains were

investigated, Data were collected.at the second- and sixth-grade levels ™ -

.

.in all curricular areas. Results showed that students in the multiunit

schools had higher standardized scores, as measured by the‘MetropoliEan‘

“Achievement Test, in all areas except sixth-grade spelling, '

Home-School~Community Relations -

—

Research is currently being conducted at the R & D Center to de-

‘ . ‘ velop and validate a model of home-school—commun}ty-relations. The

H

model uses a political perspective in defining and developing related

materials\and programs. Research is ‘currently focusing on several key h

components of the model, First, primary and secondary interaction pat-

k]
" ¢

terns along with associafed.-home-school-community relations activities

. will be identified to descr;be-the.ebb'and filow of’communicéfions within

[

6 .
the home-school-community environment.6 Sourcesg of conflict and its CT

- -

- \ ’
resolution in the home-~school-community environment during the - .

’

)
. . »

) . . . . .
65Jack Hackett and George McKilligin, "A Study of the Multiunit-
1GE Elementary Schools," A Report prepared at the‘request of the Board
. of Education, Janesville, Wisconsin, August, 1972,

L4 . A}
%0yalter E. Krupa, "Develophent of an Instrument to Assess Home-
‘ School-Community.Relations in Individually Guided Education (dissertation

in progress, University of Wisconsin—Madisoﬁ)n
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implementation of Individually Guided Education are also belng researched

. -
Patterns of citizen participation in education are also being investi-

v [

gated.68 The present study, the identification of common reference -

points characteristic of Individually~Guided Education, is part of that

.
’

research effort.

s
- ® Diener69, in a dissertation which originated outside of the R & D

AN

Center's research effort, identified and evaluated the home-school com-

A Y \
munications programs in ten selected schools. Findings showed thre&e f

general types of activities: /(1) one-way conmunicatipns, (2) partici- .

'
-~
4

%itory activities, and 3) advisory activities, ' Seven criterion factors-- .

. .
¢

‘qualitative measures--were also identified,

: In the analysis of the ten programs, findings indicated that all

schools had simllar programs but Qhat the’ maJority lacked both long- and

el

short—range programs i volv1ng home, school, and students, AN nlficant

»

outcome of this study is the identification of over fifty home-gchool

\ communications activities.

1

i 67William R. Miles,- "Home—School\Community Relations as a Politi- b
cal Process" (dissertation in prdgress, University of Wisconsin-Madisdn).

’ ”

‘ . Coe 68Thornton A, Liechty, "Citizen Participation fn Educational Sys-

- tems" (dissertaticn in progress“ University of Wisconsin-Madison),. -

S
»

}
69Jacquelyn M Diener, "Identification and Evaluation of the. Home-
School Communications Program in Thirteen Indiv1dually Guided Education
. Schools in Alabama" (unpublished Ed,D., dissertation; Auburn’ University,
! , 1972). . ( ‘e




Impleméntatidn of Individually Guided Educaﬁion
. < ~ g v

The implementation of Individually Guided Education is -currently

A

being promoted by twd organizations using different implementation stra-

v

ty

‘ tegies, the R & D Center and I/D/E/A of the Kettering Foundation.. Al-

though the research is being conducted to reflect these two differing

¢ ' L
strategies, it is extremely difficult to ascertain the intricacies and

- -

impact of either strategy because.most schools have been exposed to all
or at least parts of both strategies
A third strand of_impleméntation literature resulted from limited

a

imﬁlementation efforts by the Cenfer for the Wdvanced Study of Educational -

~

Administration. While it was not their primdry purpdse to implement In-

/ dividually Guided EduEation, tﬁey did use it to exzmine the feasibility

of "organizatibnal development training' as a reasonable implementation
" - . mechanism., Within the limiké of fea%ib;lity the/literature on implemen-

“tation ;s'categorizeé and rjported §céording to [the preceding threJ stra-

«

) - tegies. .. - < . N L s

. -

R&D Cepxer Implgmentation

- ) The‘g.& D antek's implemeﬁmation;stéatggy utilized a five-phase
process: (1) awaxeness, (2) combitment, (5) éhangeéver, (4) ref;nement;'
and (5) renewa}.7o The implementation w;s initiateﬂ by the R & D Center
through‘the eétabli§hment cf-a shpport sfgéeun Tpe Shpéorg sysP;ﬁ had

four components: (1) a state IGE network, on organizational arrangement’
‘ : ) .

. \ , ! - /
¢ . v/ * : * v - Lo
‘

k 70Wiscénsin Research and Development ‘Center for Cognitive ﬁearniné,

n FINAL REPORT: THE IMPLEMENTATION OF IGE: 1973-1974.

- .

o | | - €3
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eﬁcompassing_the,state education agency, teacher education institutiéns; v
and iocai scﬁool districts; (2) the Asséciation for Id@ividually buided“
Educatiqn, a nationwide voluntary association with open membership; (3)
leaﬁership development activities sponsored'by the R & D Center, the

UW/SRF Prgjgct; and. (4) regional IGE centefE, centers iocated at teacher -

> -
N Y

education institutions that are responsive to the needs of schools imple~

’

menting fndividuhlly Guided Education.
: e . ’
Research efforts have been directed at the diffusion‘'and the insti-

tutionalization of Individually Guided Education. Paul71 reported that ‘

the degreé of diffusion is positively related to variows linkages with

-

teacher education institutions, This was evidenced by the identification

* »

of the teacher education institution-user system linkage as the most fre-
¢

C o . ./ . ..
quent sSurce,of interaction, The type of interaction was also associated

v . e . . . Y
. with the different linkages: Two-way ceXlaborative interaction was char-

¢ acteristic of four 1inkhges: (1) teacher education institution-usé; sys-

» *

tem; (2) state education égency—teacher education institution; :;2 R &D
N & “
Center-teacher. education institution; and (4) R & D Center-state education *

. agency. In contrast, one-way communication was reported to describe the

»

L] N . )
linkage between the user system and the state education agency and the

-

, R &_D Center,

. , .
i n - .

N

1Douglas A, Padl, THE DIFFUSION OF AN INNOVATION THROUGH INTER- .
ORGANIZATIONAL LINKAGES: A COMPARATIVE CASE STUDY, Technical Report No.

308 (PArts 1 and 2) (Madison, Wiscopsin: Wisconsin Research and Develop-

ment Genter for Cognitive'ﬁearning, 1974).

g
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»

Paul also reported that the lack of consistent définitions of the

'

. ' Lo /
. unit leader role and the building configurations of implementing schools

. ‘served to impede the diffusion of Individually Guided Education,
N . . , L, ’
) . Howe§72 repdrted that there were six factors affecting institu~

tionalization: (1) open and supportive environments; (2) user liking

\e _ for MUS-E; (3) user cost-benefit; (4) use of open communication channels; .

.

(5) supportive services and resources; and {6) the flexibiiity of the

s _ change process., Specific variables of change which related directly to
’the institutionalization of the multiunit school were: 8 the perceived

relative advantage, observability and simplicity of MUS~E; (2) the degree

" to which the ihdividual was informed, involved, and supported the change

process; (3) ﬁhe way and degree to which the individual communicated
N " * - \
with pthers;‘apd (4) the way and degrge'to which the school organization

-
v

{ ) was complex and less formalized. )

. ) 7
Building upon the previous research of Charters and Pellegr1n,3,

n

researchers from the Center fox the Aannced Study .of Educagibnai Admini- ~

- stration conducted,inténsive case studies in four Wisconsin multiunit

"

schools to identify problems encountered during implementation and hqw

' .

' ' A
72Nancy J, Howes, CHANGE FACTORS RELATED TO THE INSTITUTIONALIZA~
TION OF THE MULTI-UNIT ELEMENTARY SCHOOL, Technical Report No. 319 (Parts
1 and 2) (Madison, Wisconsin: Wisconsin Research and Development Center
for Cognitive Learning, 1974), ? -

73w. W, Charters, Jr. and Roland J, Pellegrin, 'Barriers to the
Innovation Process: Four Case Studies of Differéntiated Staffing,™
EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION QUARTERLY, Vol. 9 {Winter, 1973).

]




they were ‘s,olved.74 0f the nine categories of identifigd‘préblems faced '

by the four schools, the categories of standardization and incorporatiom —

i, ——

accounted gor two of the?méjor problems: ~ increased work demands and .

<

task environment criticism, ‘ & .

- N ¢ 0

. ‘Standardization was the identification of forces and the response
—— «

to forces which résult in all units in a school adoptfing the same pro-
’ r —

cedural characteristics. Thgt condition created internal situations

“whqre some units were éither held back or pushed forward before they were

\

rEady, in order to gain a school-wide procedural®base,
Task environment~criticism was alsd ident}fied as a strong stan=

dardizing forch//Déécribing the efféqﬁé of this type ofcriticism, \
- T . - B
Packard stated: )

»

_Criticism comes up from under every rock; out from afbund
every corner, and down from'almost every high place. For schoolé,, -
‘it is like a prevailing wind; though it may fluctuate, it rarely

, stops, .For schools in transition it can: -reach gale~like pro=-
portions. - - R
+ ; 4 :
£

Not only were criticisms expected, “but some teachers fzared L
the worst., Indeed, certain faculty-members seemed to feel . ’

guilty about "changlng the systeq' and reacted poticeably to ‘the ‘ .
merest hint 6f public disgleasugg ¢ . . schools and teachers -t
‘adhere to safe, agreed-upon practices to avoid the charge of .

having made mistakes. In schools, as elsewhere,¢service to -

clients is equated with following the proper procedure, For
:schools in transition, agreement about what are:safe frocedures
is shaken until or unless criticism is felt and acted upon. .
Standardization is at least an adaptation if not a solution
to perhaps, the most severe pfoblems these schools faced: -
| fickle, unremitting, intense task environment criticisms,7
o 1y

4 .

-~ - .

- ' . a” .

]éPackard, ¥Changing to a Multiunit School. /

75Péckard, "Changing to a Multiunit School," p. 118,

[y
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.
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' Incorporation was defined as'the j.ug)/l/ement%?i.on stage at Which B
, . ; = L 8
_

the school decided it had achieved its goals and treduced its innovative

L4 -
o

efforts. It,was reported that incorporation occurred approximately two -
L .

years after inijtial imblementation, often terminating efforts too seen,

I Reasons for incorporatien r@iated to staff exhaustion, loss of the luster

‘ "d ., of inlovatign, and the loss of the leader 'pyomoting the innovation, ~ ; -
. Problem-solving mechagisms used by schools to éépe!with implemen~

’

— i tation problems could not be.isolated. Packard reported that' the use of
. » ) I3 ‘

) special techﬁiqueg, logic mahipglatioq, or systematic treatment of

[ T . ' . s ‘ -
problems during implementation were not found, He further reported that

» ’ »

wpst problems continued to exist. . -

-

»
4 1/D/E/A Implementation-Strategy ~
X The implementation strétéé& employed by I/D/E/A utilized a con-
tractual agreement with an ihtermediaté agency, That agreement called
- - - /

- -~ / ' : ~ k4

- for the “intermediate agency to identify at least one full-time‘facili—

.

— - N

tator to work with approximately fifteen schools. Using a clinica} abé

proach, I/D/E/A trained the facilitator to utilize their iﬁplementation .

'

: v strateg&,anq training materials. Aftgr facilitator training there was -

2

' " little direct support to the intermediate agency from I/D/E/A,

- A N
Literature related to this strategy focuses on the intervention
\ . :
N ’ 3 N . 3
training program, the facilitator's role, the source of initiation for

; implementing Individually Guided Education, and instrumentéfion‘toh

— - .

-

- * jneasure rate of implementation, : —

\ - -

AN
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wald76 reported that there wereru351gn1fldént changes in general

‘;. Ta

attitude or knowledge of Indivldually Guided Educat'ion as a result of

2
v

~participating in the interveqtion program.

-

)

&

-~

Strunka77 describéd the role(of the facilitator «in térms of task

« oA,

. ~ * . °
perform.qce and leader behaviors. Organizational and operational fupc-
ES

tjons were reported to charactérize the task performance area of the

.

’ / \ . .
facilitator role: carrying out pre—service, inservice, ‘and service acti-

M

vities; promoting league 1nteract10n, and utilizing a var1ety of measures
> ———

to ascertdin the degree of implementatlon at the local and 1eague levels.

Findings also indicated'tbat'the facilitator was seen as displaying

a

executive proressional leadership behaviors along with managerial and

* social support behaviors., -

< .

Y
\ A S

Lacy78 utilized a‘reputational‘apﬁranh te(identify the source of ~

Iﬁdividually Guided Edﬁcation initiation at tﬁe local schooi district

level. 1In all but one of the seven school districts encompassed in the

-

study, the point of initiation occurred at the central of fice. level: the

.
~

T W

76Larry Anderson Wald, "An Analysis of the Effects of an Interven-
tion Program on IGE Intermediate Agency Facilitators" (unpublished Ed.D.
.+ dissertation, Indiana University, 1972),

4

77Joseph Vincent Strunka, "The IGE Facilitator 'as Perceived by

IGE Principals, Unit Leaders, and Facilitators'" (unpublished Ph.D. dis—
sertation, the University of Nebraska-Lincoln, 1974). s

.

78Denr{is Gale Lacy, "Methods of Introducing Individually Guided
Education (IGE) Programs in Selected School Systems in Indiana (1972)"
(unpublished Ed.D, dissertation, Indiana University, 1 \972)*“
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contacts were -four coordigators of elementary educaty d two assistant

superintendents in charge of instructiom, Although the source of ini-

tiation was at the central office level, it was found’giat the principal

had spent the most time making presentagion out Individually Guided

Education, Findings reported the average time spent, by role categories:

" principals, 83 hours; assistant superintendents, 37 hours; superinten-=

[ ' .

oy dents, 33.5 hours; and unit leaders, 12 hours, Small-group and question/

ansver seminars were reported as the most frequent presentation format.
. a . .

> . +By contrast, Benka79 reported that directors of instruction were
o ‘not identified as‘integral ﬁarticipants in the imgleméhtation proéess.
0 , Direckors of‘ingtruction were reported by principéls and unit 1;éders as
\\W.o neiFher being involved nor contributipng useful ipfofﬁation. The dissimi-

larity of findings may be associated with the implementation strategies

©

-that wer used:in‘each of the two'samples.

1

élvefg;£8o used I/D/E/A's implementation outcomes as a base for

developing an instrument to determine the degree to which a school had

achieved thé concepts embodied in Individually Guided Education. The

instrument was developed to measure the concepts without using any of

.

) * " 7950hn Thomas Benka, "The Director of Instruction as an Agent in
- Organizational Change" (unpublished Ph,D, dissertation, University of
Wisconsin-Madison, 1972), % : . . < .
4 ) 80James R, Halverson, 'Development and Testing of an Instrument
- . to Measure the Degree of Implementation of Individually Guided Education,

Processes" (unpublished Ph,D, dissertation, Drake University, 1974),

.
-
. .

[Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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_ jargon associated with Individually Gujded Education, That enabled the

: 7
instrument to be administered to any type of school. Findings demon-

' it .

strated the instrument's ability to discriminate Individually Guided Edu- |
) . . ..

cation schools from ngn—Individually Guided Education schools, : It was

v

also reported that mean scores on the instrument increased as the number
of years the $chool had been implementing ihcreased, indicating a coﬁtinual
growth in the degree of implementation, Perceptions ‘of teachers were

reported to be tHe best indicators of the degree of implementation,

O:ganizational Development Strategy

A series of research studies were undertaken by the Center for the
Advanced Study of Educational Administration to examine the usefulness of

organizational development techniques as vehicles to prepare a staff to

. n R 81 . . ‘
implement the multiunit school,. Murray ~ <dinvestigated two schools that

went through the same organizational development training program but

»

were at very different points of implementation two years™later. School
- [
B had a fully adopted multiunit school while School A had reverted to a

more conventional structure. It was reported that\School A had implemented

more of the multiunit concept the firss\y%ay @Q?n School B had implemented,

but that during the second year School A\e<z::ienced a reversal to a more

conventional structure, While School A's prdgress was very rapid the

. \
first year, School B's progress was slower bu:\éontinual:and ultimately

su{Passed School A's,

1

-
2

81Murray, "OD Training for Adopting Multiunit Structure,"

4




[
Baseg on his findings) Murray concluded that organizational de~-
velopment techniques applied to the implementation of Individually Guided
Education must proceed in a sequential fashion aimed at increasing or-

ganizational effect%venéss; he also concluded that the specific multi-,_

~ -

unit design used at the school site must evolve through problem—éolving

by staff rather than by being imposed by an e nal consultant.

' ., .82 . : . . .
Smith =~ investigated two schools, one acC and one rejecting

LN

the multiunit 'school, after they went through a gfoup development

the same as organiza-—
v

personnel are being trained instead of the emtATe staff}. Smith re-

’ .

ported that differences were found in three areas: - (@8] entry;-the

adopting schools had existing norms that were compatible‘té norms as-

-

sociated with the multiunit school;'(2) selection of the training group--

-

the ‘adopting school had a training group that represented the staff and

was formed from volunteers; and (3) the training process~—-the adopting
school's training group perceived itiﬁlf as an interim commit tee whose

purpose was to disseminate information and offer”the staff a choice in

whether or not to implement the multiunit school,

82Mary Ann Rdsmusen Smith, "A Comparison of Two Elementary Schools

Involved in a Major Organizational Change: Or You Win a Few; You Lose
a Few" (unpublished Ph,D, dissertation, University of Oregon, 1972),

L%
"
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Ever583\reported the costs assodia;ed with the first year'of im~
e plemi;;ation_of Indivi@ually Guided Education. 'Thé sample of thirty- _)\
nine schools in eight states represented schools of varying sizq,.loca—
tion, and community typology, fhe schools also represented the implemen-
. ﬁation‘stgategies employed by the R & D Center and I/D/E/A.

| It. was reported that the majority of schools found no increase
or decfease in ex;gﬁgigures for (1) vandalism; (2) pupil absenteeism;
(3) professionai,paraprofessional, ané‘custodial salaries; (3)'consulta—‘
tive services;‘and (5 instruction materials and equipment, school plant,
~and furnishings. Neither an increase nor a decrease was reporLea in
certified teachers, central office personnel, special teachers, substi-
tgée teachers, paid stude?t teachers, and custodians, ‘ Py

The majority of schools reported increases in (1) the number of

-

paid paraprofessionals, and (2) expenditures for inservice materials,

-~
>

workshops, and conferences,
* Ancillary findings showedlan increase in the efficient use of
materials, and additional revenue was designated for implementation in

-

approximately 50 percen€.%f the schools.,

The purpose of this study was to examine the interpretation of the

Statement of the Problem

underlying characteristics of the multiunit school and the Instructional \

N
N

>

. 83Nancy A, Evéxs, IGE/MUS:E FIRST YEAR IMPLEMENTATION COST SURVEY,
Technical Report No, 256 (Madison, Wisconsin: Wisconsin Research and
Development Center for Coghitive rning, 1973). . - '
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v
Programing Model as they applied to -home~school~gommunity relations.
’ o
The review of the literature in this chapter presented a historical de-~
4 .

velopment of Individually Guided Education, Related litefature was also

presented,

-

While the literature presented. strong evidence in support of the

successful implementation efforts by the Wisconsin Research and Develop- ;-

ment Center for Cognitive Learning, it also pinpointed 4 limitatiom in 4 \

-

their research and development process: the limitation is in the consi- ~

N

deration of local needs, expectations, and circumstances. Throughout

the development of Individually Guided Education the unit of analysis

was typically confined within the school, Little effort was made té

4

extend the development efforts into the school's environment, and the

clientele it serves in particular.

The multiunit school was generally found to be a facilitative
mechanism for practices associated with the other components of Indivi-

dualiy\sggded Echation. However, many differen} interpng{;tions of the

multiunit school and its characteristics‘yere,peculiar to role positions.

Changes in authority re€lationships have occurred as’a result of

the formation of the Instructional Improvement Committee ;nd the Iﬂstruc-
tion and Research pnit. The reallocation-of many decision-making prero-
gétiyes from ghe principal to the Instructional Improvemeht Committee
has_not only €reated new decis}0n—making roles but has created th

tential for organized coalitions to compete for'the school's lifited re-
Y .

- .
.

sources, and to alter programs and procedures consistent with thelT oY

! ‘ w

goals, needs, and desires .
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¢

. Therefore, the specific objectives of this research were:
(1) To describe the charagteristics, of the multiunit school and
the Instructional Programing Model,

(2) To analyze the interrelationships between the characteristics
1deut1f1ed in Objettive 1 by identifying and describing each
of allocatlions of (1) scarce economic resources,

es, and (3) power.

) gnificance

? .-

This study was -significant from three perspectives--that of the

‘implementor of Individually Guided Education, that of the practitiomer

of Indivi%ﬂally Guided Education, and that of the researcher. The signi-

N ¢
ficance for the implementorj'gg the identification of common interpreta-

tions of Individually Guided Education, These common interpretations, or

—

rfeference points, should serve to assist the implementor in the tasks
related to the development of traiqing strategies and materials and
their subsequent use in the field, In addition, the identification of

-the patterns of_ resource, value, and power allocations will assist the

implementor in his implementation efforts by enabling him to anticipate

. + .

potential areas of conflict in the home~school-community environment.

E]

For the practitioner, the study was of significant value in pro-
. » »

viding information upon which tq build effective home~school~community

relations programs. Common reference points should provide a means to

improve communication of the concept of Individually Guided Education and

its related practices to student ~ arents, and the general community, \
' N -

Identifiied patterns of resource, value, éﬁa/;;wer allocations will assist

the local school in anticipating the effects of necesééry anges when

_ e N .
oy ' N
B N\ . \
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. . ) 7
implementing Individually Guided Education, This will enable practitioners%z

s Jhe
to identify potential sources of conflict in the school's home~school~ s

P L

community environment, ) -

For the researcher, the study contributed to the develdépment &f
/ -

. a model of home~school-community relations, The findings of this case .

—

; study will provide a basis for hypothesis debelopuwnt and verification, a

N

Organization of the Dissertation
1

A

. Chapter Two presents the design and methodology used in the present’

- S

’ study, Chapter.Threé is the data presentation of the two case studies.
Chapter Four is the analysis of the ‘case.studies. Chapter Five is a-
sumnary of the study, its conclusions, and its implications for further

-
educational research and practice.

pos

o Jd

ERIC ) | ‘
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there was only a minimal attempt to relagte twq'majbr

 community.

CHAPTER II AN \\\ ;

.

DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY N
€ . - -

Introduction \

[} -
N

In the review of the literature in the preceding chapker, the de-
velopment and implementation of Individually Guidéd Education was dis-
cussed. The review primarily covered the multiunit school, in ructipnal

progranting, home-school~community relationms, adﬁ implementation. Whiie\\\\

. \

limitation: there was a lack of censideretlon of local ceﬁmun ty needs,
expectations, and circumstancee. It was also found that the unit of
analysis has typically been confined to the' school bu1ld1ng L1 tle ef-
fort was made to include the community served by the school. Additionally,

P

”poné@ts of IQ?i—

’ / . - *
vidually Guided Education, the multiunit school\and/ the Instructional Pro-

graming Model, within a framework which includes e community served by

the school: a framework that encompasses the h me, the school, and the
A

-

[

N \ - '

Home-school-community relations has been defdined in this study as
the resolution of both actual and potential conflict among various sub~ -
publics which may be associated with policy decisions or administrative

practices determlning L the use of available,.scarce resources, (2) the
5

value choices to be made. regarding the’ educational program, and (3) the
locus of 'powér in the educational enterprise,

2 . .,
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o

ing this perspective of home-school-community relations, ihis

researcz had two major objectives: ) ‘ ’ \

]
»

To describe the characteristics of the-multiunit school and
the Instructional Programing Model.

L .

To analyze the interrelationshiﬁs between the characteristics
identified in Objective One by identifying and describing ea
in terms of allocations of: (1) scarce economic /resources,
(2) educaﬂiQpal values, and (3) power. /
. i
- - . ;
Design and Methodology

o
&,

% 3@,
) is research was exploratory in de51gn. Ifter 1d%§t1fy1ng a con-
' & !
éeptual amework and a set of explgxatory queStlons toﬁgatabllsh the”
~ 5% i

overall, parameters of the résearch, two school sites wére ‘selected which
/ l( . vg’ﬂi . ye q]
ied thd major dimensions of thi® research Data’were gathered from

-typi

relfvant sourdes at each school sité, Relevant documénts were analyzed

recorded; however, interviews with nom;nated positional,
% £

as the primhry source of data.

d* observation

nd randomly selected respondents were use

according /to the key dimensions of the é%udy. Each of;the'steps in the

X

design js explicated in greater detail in the Tremaining sections of this ‘
.7 ‘?\\«r ‘
-chapt N B
P g“w e
’ ‘\ 4
/Con eptual Framework *
, / The conceptuallzation of home—school-communlty relations used in

re
ot

this research was provided by Bowles and Fruth.l With increasing public

1. pean Bowles and Marvin J. Fruth, "Improving Home-School-
Community Relatlons " 4n THE PRINCIPAL AND INDIVIDUALLY GUIDED EDUCATION,
eds, James L. L1pham and Marvin J. Fruth (Reading, Mass.. Addison Wesley

Publishing Company, 1976 (In Press)).

- - .

resrmy ’ \
[
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understanding of Individually Guided Education as the goal of home-school-
. »
community relations programs, Bowles and -Fruth provide a conceptual model

which is set within a political frameworE; They state that
. By . >
. . . an effective home-schoolwcommunlgy relations program is
good, practical politics. 1In this congext politics is not of
the national, partisan variety, but of .the type which determines
the nature of the community in which people live, the sort of
schools provided, and the kind of educational program conducted,
Hence, all of the media, committee structures, community analy-
sis techniques, modes of communication, and involvement acti-
vities are but means to accomplish the twin objectives of (1) .-
the resolution of conflict, and (2) the allocation of resources, :
selection of values, and the distribution of power. '

.

They outline several characteristics of "principles" supportin
] rincip gorting

the concept of home-school-community relations.

.
- -

. 1. The children comprise the most important subpublic in the con-

cept of community and should be the focal point of any home-

§ school-commqnity relations program. ’

.o 2, Home-school-community relations involve a close worklng rela-
tlonshlp with parents.
/

3. Increased involvement of subpublics in the creation of educa-
tional policies and practices has created a society in which
educators no longer have a monopoly on educational philoso-
phies, policies, and practices. '

—

- -

[

4, The involvetient of subpublics in home- school—communlty rela-
tions activities should not be limited to advisory commlttees.

5. Home-school-community relaticns should be characterized by on-
. . going, interactive, and meaningful ‘relationships with the
varlous subpublics rather than assuming the characteristits of
"erisis management," , :
A 6. A home-sthool-community ielatidns program is more than the ef-
fective use of media, Rather than being the objective a honie-
schoolicommunity rélatjons program, the effective use of media

2Bowles and Fruth, "Improving Home-School-Community Relations."
4
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'

s e becomes a mechanism. for interaction betweenthe home, the school,

.. and the community. * . J

N oo N;. fhe school staff must take full advantage of the community's
. available educational resources.

8. The changes associated with Individually Guided Education must
) - . be qranslatgd into visible and tangible benefits that are easily -
undetrstood by the.school-community subpublics.

The pripciples:undeilying home-school-community relations are char-

B . *

acterized Sy interaction between various subpublicé\within the home—schobl—
comm;nity environmeﬁéf "Edch of these subpublics may possess diffefent edu-
cationél philosophies, values, and expectations which in turn serve to <
shabe tﬁeit Efyspective toward educational policiés, programs, and prac-

tices. . . :

- .
,

The implementation of Individually Guided Education may reqq}re.sub—

-
\)

stantial changes in existing educational policies and practices. These

changes may stimulate both suppo?tive and nonsupportive behaviors within

the subpublics of the home-school-community envirénment, To reduce non-
,e \ -

e supportive behaviors resulting from the implementation of Individually

. Guided Education, Bowles and Fruth have set their model of home—school;

v

community relations in a political perspective. This perspective outlines

an objective of home—school~communityarelapions programs as the-resolu-

s N , s
tion of actual or petential conflict among the various subpublics asso- .

ciated wi;h the formulation of educational policies and pragtices which . .
. A Y ’
determine the use of available resources, the value choices to be made

regarding educational programs, and the locus of power in the educational .{\,“

«

system,

<

(kg

El{lC : : s
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The concepts of resources, valuesh and power are integral compo-

’ . v
. 3 4
» nents of this research, Easton™ and Yuchtman and Seashore provide the

- —

framework for the conceptualization of resources, describing them as

*

> 1N
"those-economic means by which organizations achieve their goals." .These

means may be existent within the organization as well as in its external

{ - /

environment, o ) : : _ -

- . . 5 6
The conceptualization of values is drawn from Wenger,” Easton, v

and Laéswell and Kgplan.7 The concept of valdes as used in this research

A

is "an object, event, and/or condition that is desire&’g;\ihdividuals —

A 4

and/or groups within the particular system,'" The desire attached to the

/

. . object, event; and/or. condition has the potential to influence behavior,
e . - ) ‘ - kS
3David,Easton, A FRAMEWORK FOR POLITICAL ANALYSIS (Englewood .

Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Imc., 1965). '
. ) [ 4

”

. 4Ephraim Yuchtman and Stanléy'E. Seashore, "A System Resource
Model Approach to Organizational Effectiveness," in RgADINGS IN ORGANI-
ZATIONAL BEHAVIOR AND HUMAN PERFORMANCE: REVISED EDITION, eds. W. E.
Scott, Jr. and L. L..Cﬁmmings (Homewood, Illinois: Richard D. Irwin,
Inc., 1973), pp. 160-170. . _
R ( R ., . -

L. ' . '

5Robert Joseﬁh Wehgtr, "A Study of.the Relationship Between Insti-—
tutional Conflict and a Working Consensus of Values' (unpublished Ed. D. -
dissertation, University of California, Los Angeles, 1972), ) -

e [} =2

6Easton, A FRAMEWORK FOR POLITICAL ANALYSIS, " f
— D e . .

' -

‘ “7Hafgid'D. Lasswell and Abraham Kaplan, POWER AND SOCIETY; A
FRAMEWORK FOR POLITICAL INQUIRY (New Haven, Conn.: Yale Univef?ity Press,

' 1950) . - < ,

<>
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The work of LaSSwerl and Kaplan,8 Iannhpcone,g'and'Aggerlq“is used

.
- b ~

(

by this researcher to conceptualize the notion of power as "the potential .
¢ M a—
ability of individuals and/or groups .to affect decisional outcomes," The

. ¢
apoteqtial ability to affect decisional outcomes may be located.in either

| -

-
o

, -
- -~ —

the system's formal organlzatlonal structure or encased within ﬂgs 1nfor—

~mal networks, ) / X
o The principles behind the concept of home_School—comm y elations
- . and a political perspective prov1ee the hhckdrop for the mod ~ ﬁpr home—
N 0 . school—epmmunlty relations (Figure 3), The'model has two major dimensioné<
. First, there are four prigfry‘interactrbn patterns: district commhnity- A .

P
. administration/Systemwide Program Committee; school community—principal/
. Lttee

- ' - . : /
— Instructional Improvement Committee; home-unit leader/Instruction_and

Research Unit; and child-teacher. Each individual ‘and group has resouregb,

’

A
>
ES

power and\valpes.

- - 3

The four primary interaction patterns describe thhe:basic interac- -

3 .
tion networks within the home-school~community ehvironment. The outer
ring on Figure 3, the district commqnity—administrat n/Systemwide Program
7 hd
Committee, represents the sphere of interaction on a district-level,
) . , . =

' \
§ ’

o R 8Lasswell and Kaplan, POWER AND SOCIETY,.

3

- the School,” in BEHAVIORAL SC CE, AND EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION, ed.
Daniel E. Griffiths (Chicago: he Natlonal Soc1ety for. the Study of
Education, 1964), , ’

_ q 9Laurence Iannaccone,§§§§ Approach to the Infgrmal Organization of
I

10Robert E. Agger, Daniel Goldrich, and Bert E. Swanson, "A Politi-
cal Decision-Making Model," in THE SEARCH FOR COMMUNITY POWER, eds. Willis
- D. Hawley and -Frederick M, Wirt (Englewood Cliffs, N,J.: Prentice-Hall,
' Inc., 1968). o . .
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Within this ‘pattern interaction focuses upon the formulation of the dis-

. "" 3 \\
trlci's overall educational program. . .. N

v
« ®

- " Moving inward, the next rin®, the school community-principal/
Instructional Improvement Committee pattern, represents the interaction

» 1

between the school and the community it serves, I ié\assumed.that the

.

1 ‘\ 7 '
s ) greater the harmony between the school community's .e cational valpes and
~

expectations_and the school's response to those values\and expectations,
e N » i v, . .
‘8 the more likely the school community will be to use its power and resources

: " —

1 to support the values encased within the school s\;nstructional program.
5 - LN i\\ ’
i . }i The next ring, the home~unit leader/Instructional and Research Unit

. pattern, focuses hppn one subpublic githin the school-comﬁunity-—the
AY .

: . ?parents. The interacfion iE this pattern is highlighted by two charac-

5.  ‘'teristics. First, educational expectatlons held by parents are often

- .

sfrongly 1nfluenced by the expectatlons t,\\\hold for the1r chlldren.-

. . \
- . This serves to limit parental vieroints concerning _the total educational

' ] -
« "

~ ‘\\\ .
program. Second, since parents are the primary receivers of the school's

. m/ services, they are extremély influential in determining educational poli-.
’ A ' ' ot -
o cies agd practices. With the possibility of substantial changes in

N
existing policies and practices duting the implementatipn of Indiviq:ell;\\\\'

» ¢ had b .
‘Guided Education, it is critical that the interaction in this pattern
— ) 4 ) . \
. supplies the parents with a clear, concise interpretation of Individually
D N *‘ . 4
-7 ! Guided Education.
' ' ° ~ €.

.

' The inner rlng, the child- teacher paﬁtern represents interaction

. A created as a result of edncatlonal experiences developed through the 1n—
. 7 . N . . ’/A .

QU .
F structional programing process.//it is at this.leyel that-educational
I P

R N )

: ) £3 o , ' :
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values implicitwithin Individually Guided Education are translated into

, oo
visible and tangible policiés and practices, Since children are direct

participants in Individually Guided Education, they carry to the communi-
\\ ’ N

ty firsthand experiences and interpretations of the school's instructional

program. Children, therefore, are a vital link with the school community,
. : ’ ! . > M‘ ’
and particularly the homg,\which can be utilized to gain support for the

implementation of Individgally Guided Educétion. . -
‘ The four concepts and Aompetencies encompassed by the model--analy- ¢

v . . ,v

sis, communication,.involvement, and resolution-~are designed to facili-
o . ' ) ( ™
tate the resolution .of actual and potential conflict agsocia;ed with the
allocation of avail%é%?‘q?seurces) educational values, and powér.‘ Analy-
g LN \\ s “
. . \&fﬁg\\\ .

sis quers*three functiéné* areas: (1) the ‘accurate identification of

.

issues and their elements; (2) the identificdtion of individuals and gfoups
that are or could become active on a barticular issue; and (3) the iden—
. - . ~
. ; . N,
tification and matching of specific individuals and groups with specifi
. _ S N e
: . “ <

issues.,, : ¢ ’ . '
1 » 'y

_Qommunidation is the vehicle through which information is exch

.

among and between various subpublics. Access tolaqd interpretation o

.
. '

. J
formation is critical in commupicating Individually Guided Education

- |
|

policies and practices in and among the various subpublics. In order

& . ~ : N ;
that accurate information be transmitted, the sender shouyld consider the
_khat accu

direction of the communication, one-way or two-way; its style, positive

on\negative; the proper vehicle, face-to-face, telephone cofiversation, or

r -
mass fnedia techniques; the'conditions through which the communication pro-
r ‘ . N N - -

! \ ~
At Yo .
sage itself, clear, concise, and accurate, .°-
LT~ ~

N e

: J

N y . . * ~
ceeds, public or privatey time, and location; and ﬁgiiquality of the mes- '




by
3

) ' AT
4

- Involvemént is the inclusien of different subpublics in various ac-

tivities associated with the aralysis, communication, and resolution of
actual and potential conflict, Implicit in the concept of involvement is

the assumption that active participation by parents and other subpublics

»

. ) will directly benefit children. Hence, .more involvement will result in
more benefits for childrgﬁ? which will develop greater support‘for the
school's instructional program, Indiv}dually Guided Education.

\\\ Resolution is the pxsocess of resolving issues related to the actual
N - T [

. ® . .

s or potential conflict generated by the allocation of available resources, 3

~

the selection of educational values, and the distribation of .power within,
= ! N .
the educational system, While analysis, communication, and involvement

are means to facilitate the resolution of conflict, there are four-dis-
: .

. ‘ Al

tinct modes of conflict 'resolution in home-school-community télations:

*

(1) rational decision making, (Z{ipersuasion, (3) bargaining, and (4)

power play. The differences between the four modes center upon the rela- ;/,

. tionship of the goals qf each party in the conflict, the pé%ties' willing-

s
.

ness tévmodify those goals, and the stakes which-each party stands to

f - ,
gain or ZFse a#s a result of the resolution of the conflict. Figure 4
. \ '
illustrates the relationship between the four modes of conflict resolu-
f " o .
tion in home-school-community relations. )

.

The model for home-school-community relations assumes that if "there

§
v ~ . L

¥ ’ is agreemdht between the nhéme,~the school,  and the comﬁqnity:regarding the

. ‘, . . 1 ‘
allocation of scarce available resources, the selection of educationa{
2 L ,

. . N
values, and the distribution qj power, then studentjlearniﬁg will be in-

1

\\\ \ creased. Figure 5 illustrates the interrelationships betweew/fhe concepts

§ . . . )

g Aruitoxt provided by Eic N
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and competencies of the home~school~community relations model, Thus;

' v

-
a-home-school-community relations program includes the active participal
!

- ;o - ~

tion of various subpqhgics in the férmulation of the school's instruc-
. - ‘

tidnal program, Conflict generated among, and between various subpublics

associated with the allocation of scarce, available resources
¢ . A : n

tion of education values, and the distribution of power, is \reduced \TL

}
the selec-

through an accurate analysis of issues, open channels of comminication,

and active %nvolvement of different subpublics, .

Defini¥ion of Terms

-t

RIC

“

»

4
The multiunit school is the organizational- and administrative -

-

>

arrangement of staff and students that facilitates the instructional pro-
4 . ) '

~

graming process for individual students as well as other related Individ- .

¥

ually Guided Education practices.

-

-

It consists of five distinguishing

b . ’ ® ‘ .
- . £ )
Multiage grouping of students is an organizationak arrange-

ment whergby students of different ages are assigned to edch In-

<

characteristics:

struction and Research Unit,, Each Instruetion and Research Unit
K
\ usually C9ﬁéists of children-reprgsenting a three- or four-year

age differential. » . ¥

- @
W

Nongradedness is an organizational arrangement for thewm

+ placement of students. -The placement is based upon student

. . . ! '

characteristics and not upon a series of one-year, sequen;iél

stébxc/ Thus, nongradedness. is the abéence of the graded

€

.characteristic of the conventional age-i&adéd elementary school,

labeling

.8, graae one, grade two, grade three, etc, . ’

- .y

L .
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Differentiated staffing in +the multiunit school consists of

the redefinition of existing roles and the creation of one new role,
_ that of the unit leader. Each role En the differentiated stéffing
pattern is designed to facilitate a collaborativ;'effort by which
inséructional programs can be planned, implemented, and evaluated.

Shared decision making is the assignment of specific deci-

signal domains to the three organizational components of the multi- -

— ) unit school design: the Systemwide Program Committee at the district
N ' ommicd -
level; €E§>4Q§Eiuctional Improvement Commitfee at the school level;
— )

and the Instruction and Research Unit at the classroom level. The

K .

decision-making process is facilitated by overlapping memberships

<

within each of the thnsg organizagional“levels.

Teaming. is the-collaborative relationship within a unit that

is focused upon the planning, implémentation and-é;aluation of the
instructional program for the childrem in that unit. This collabora-'~_

- tive effort is facilitated by the differentiated staffing patterns

( as well as by shared d '“L“making. ;ﬂ;

"

The iLstructionaI ?rogr del is a cyclic seven-step process
L o ™ SO ‘

-fnstructional progréms for children.
\ ’

\
enn -

‘used to plan, implement, and evg{\

A u s * s -
This process takes into accoun?“éach sudent's beginning level of performance,

. Y .
rate of prqgress,ﬁ§tyle of learning, and other learning characteristics ap-

! propriate for the school's instructional program. It consists of four .

distingpi%&}ng characteristics: \>;~3 :

Instructional programNng is the use of a é&steﬁatic process to
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B

\\‘\“u“ » Continuous progress is an instructional arrangement whereby

'instructiqnal programs for each student are based upon learner
needs and/or accomplishments rather than upon arbjtrarily deter-

. PEP R N . : P
mined activities based:upon chronological age and/or years in

5

school,

- Preassessment is a testing procedure used to determine the
C T :

\ instructional needs of eash\student. This procedure oécurs prior

to actwdl instrbiiction and may use paper-and-pencil tests, perfor-
\ .t

mance tests, work samples, and formal observdtion.

d Criterion-referenced assessment implies that a test measures
: .

. " the attainment of an explicity stated Beghavioral objective. Suc-

a N

~

- ’ cess or mastery is achieved when an individual meets a specific -
s - B i

g . criterion level established to indicate mastery of the behavio;al
3

4 objective, ) 4 Co. \\Q\"
\ v . - { -
\

The school-community is the individuals and groupé sgrved by a

" particular school. . S , .
e}
y ~

.

Subpublics are identifiable groups irn the schdoleommunity. The

A

v .

\ sub-publics used in this research were: parents, aides, teachers, unitv

° -
»

leaders, and principals.

Exploratory Questions

Objective One: To describe the characteristics of the multiunit
school and the Instructional Programing Model',
p . , 1, How.are the characteristics defined by members &
. of the school community? =

pat

w7

2, How dre the characteristics ogeratigﬁalized
// " in the school? .

FRIC ' c

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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3. What advantages and disadvantages are asso-
ciated with each of the chargcteristics?
. 3

. Objective Two: To analyze, the interrelationships between the char~
acteristics identified in Objective One by identi-

, fying and describing each in terms of allocations
of: (1) scarce economic rescurces, (2) educational
values, and (3) power, | -

1, Are their allocations of resources, values, and
power agsociated with each of the characteris-
. tics? \\ . .

}
2, Was conflict created‘by the operationalization
of'the characterlstlcs, associated with the al-
locations of resources, values, and power? - -

1St ¢

-
, o
»

s ‘Sglection of Schaol Sites ) N

-

P -
’

A beginning step in conducting a case stud&cis the appropriate

. seigftion of a research site, Saxe maintains that the appropriate seleﬁ-
o ' ! . . / \
tion is not made from a "random sample from some specified population,

7

but for a case that is a relatively pure example of the phenomenon under

ntl )

Iannaccone suggests that the best site to apply field

.
investigation.

methods is a site that permits repeated entries to thet data and refine

-

is\case st;l;wresearéh were i

their analysis.]'2

i
.

S \ . . . < N _ /\ . ) ‘. N ) . : .
. ‘0 ’TM 5 — - ¥ -
"kwﬁ...f;.ﬂ\ .
. 1‘Gllbel.‘t: Saxe, EMIIRLCAL FOUNDATIONS OF 'EDUCATIO VAL RESEARCH ‘ v
(Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey., Prentice~Ha¥l, Inc., 1968), Pe 290.
. . |
| Wi i

2Laurence Iannaccone, "The Field Study in Educatlénal Pollcy
Research, " Address prepared for the University of Wisconsin-Madison-Con-
- ) ference "PollcY’Research. Methods and Implications,, May 2, 1974
(gimeographed). . , —

.

.
) )
9 . . ‘
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of the Home~School-Community Relations Project of Wisconstn Research and

Development Center for'Cognétive Learning. The purpose of |that research

PR -

'is to develop a  model for home-school-community relations./ This researgh

was pért'of that ongoing effort,
N t
]

~

The eight schools weye selected from schools nogdnated Hy the State

~

~N
IGE Coordinator inbeach of nine stateé. Prior to soliciting nominations

\
from each state coordina?or, the members of the Home-SchoolrCommunity Re-

lations Project established three criteria to be used as guidelines for

school nominations. "These criteria were: (1) the use of a variety of_~
A}

-
’ .

home-school-community relations activities; (2) the involvement of pafents

) - \
and other community members in the activities of the school; and (3) the,

implementation of Individually Guided édupatioq fgg at least three years.ﬁw;

"
v,

This researcher.contacted each state coordinator to soflicit names

¢

of schools meeting the three minimal criteria. Each state.coordinator was

made aware of the purpose of the solicitation as well @s being asked to ,

3 Al .

nominate schools. displaying a variety of socio-economic
© €

)

h?racteristics. This initial solicitation resulted in approximatfely
LS 'Y - r ’
fifty schools from nine staﬁés béing nominated, <

\Froject staff members then pared the initial list tp fift&gg‘Foten-.

-,

. tial school sites. This researcher then contacted the princiﬁal of each

¥ - ¥

school to explaim the'purposé of thé project's research effort, how their

.

school was selected, and t gg}gqadditional information relating tg their

n

, prégram of hqme~echool-community relations, A general description of the

« - .
school's socio-economic and demographic characteristics was-also obtained.

y

Finally, tentative participation in .the research effort was sought.

N~ . . \



80 ' | )

A description of each of the fifteen school sites was made by this
A\ - . v . EY '
researcher to the project stagf. Eight schools were finally selected to °

~ . *

- - . * / )
participate in the research effort. These schools represented a cross¥

section of soclo-economic and demographic characteristics.

L .
' - 2

The two school sites used in this research were selected from the -

k) -

k- ‘ ~ eight schools as described above, "The selection of the two school sites

was made after the init&gl set of interviews had been conducted- by six
. i :
> 3
menbers of the Home-School-Community Belations~¥roject. Criteria used to

select the two sites—céntegkd upon the school's operationalization of Indi- v
¢ .

vidually Guided .Education. The minimal criteria were: (1) the applica-

tion of the Instructional Programing Model in at least one curricular .
. . ¢ ’ ' )
area; (2) the organization of the total school imgo a multiunit design; -

. DL '
w - _ . . . [ 3
and (3) multiaged assignment of students to each Instruction and Research

l : \ S
Unitw~_" : L - .

i+ »

3 . . ' . - ‘ “ e ‘
) e Infofndtion’generaée;Jduring the initial set of interviews was read .',45::

. . T .o e
by this researcher td/ga;n a familiarity with each research site. Dis-

‘. -

. 1 E
cussions were held between'thls researcher and other progect staff members

P

and members of the W1scons;n Research and Development Center for Cogn1t1ve,/
‘. 4 -
Learning who were fam111ar with the schoal s1tes, in order\to gain addl-/*//////k/

¢

N .

tional informatlon and insight into each of the eight school sites.)/gﬁ/ (S .

t two school sites‘selected were as fqllows: (1) a suburban mlddle—class

[P

~ f

community in a Rocky Mountain State, and (2) a suburban lower—ubper -class/

upper—niddleéclass Eastern seaboard community, IJ the j dgment of the

. ) I3

project Staff the selected sites bést met the cf?ﬁeri set forth by Saxe
¢ L -

PN - B . ' ’

* and Iannaccone for the selettion of research sites, This fesearcher had -
- » M" 1]

., participated in the initial set of interviews in ofle of the two school : <

! N * " o&®»

. ; , . A

-

DU . & g * P o~ (’*
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! k
sites selected for this study. Subsequent to the selection of the two

3

school sites Permission from school district officials was obtained to

-

conduct thé research,

- Data Collection ;’
¥ : > .

Data collection began with the initial research efforts of the

- 7 = I

Hoﬁe—SchooI—CommuhityuRelasgons\P oject. During that research, two- '

. ~

member research teams were assigged to each of the\eight partiCipating

.
.- = N

.

schoo{s. USing a common interView schedule (Appendi A), t betweet—é‘\< N

:‘ - (‘ . —————
twenty~fiye and_forty 1nterv1ew§?'each lasting apprQXimately for'ty-five )
. . “ N
A
minutes, were eonducted during Ehe more than three days spent at ea%h '

school site by the research team, Inteéyiewees were selected on a nomi-

f . o PR . *

national,:positionaI, and random basis, - Subpublics ‘interviewed inclyded

.o . s . - S
schobl staff members--aides, teachers, wnit 1eaders, prlnc1pals central

———

. . -
office administrators; school board m¢mbers; students; parents; and non-
. N N !
‘parent community members. The accuracy\and completeness of each case
4 4 '

. - - - » ’
* dividual whe had pa?‘ﬁc}pated in the research, )

£ o ' .
& ’ 8

Data specifically.related to this research were collected using a

, - — ..
o : two-phase process. In the first phase, pertinent data were gathered,from
4 ' .

“ the initial research efforts of, the Home-School~-Community. RelatLons Pro— .

- -

E A ' H

ject. This was followed by a second phase in which this researcher con- //J*’

0 Al
-~ -~ -

¢ ducted on-site interv1ews at each/school site,

| o I - —
' _ The first phase in the col%ectlon of ¢ata was the construction of
© i i / — - -

A

a file containing all pertinent data about each school. This file con-

' tained ipiormation relative to the gener71 demographic charactéristics of -~

, - 7 4 j“ T

- ®
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\.
the school and its community, the implementation history of Individually

Guided Educatiom at the school'site, a description of the SChoig;;/hone—

school-community relations practices, and a description of rela issues

\ A Y
within the,scE;§I>§Qg§§i}ty. Rotential interview respondents were identi~

-~ - -
“fied. Known 566;;e documents were also collected and added to the school &

!

file.‘\Zhus’e;E;E/Pesearcher was‘pefmitted, as suggested by Saxe,13 to

enter the fie with a knowledge, of the¢§%5651 site that would assist in

o
-

the sifting and winnowing ®f data in order to determine the factors rele-

R 3 'ty

vant to the phenomenon under investigation. ™~ - “ -
The gecond'phase of data col;eég;on o::gieﬁed of ad itional on-
site innérv;ews w;th agfro§ime;ei;itwenty reepondents. An ppen-ended in- ..
terview eehedule was developéé\ﬁo obtain substantive data reégarding the
‘ : , N K .
operat%onaii%at;on of the multihni?‘sghool and Instructional!Programing
Model. | V 7 _ -

Cannell and Kahn.l4 suggest the use-of an open-ended format‘in ek~

L, .
T‘p open-ended format permlts the respondent to ..

P ﬁéeevry field éorku

answer accordlng to h¥s level of &nauledge and degree of exgertlse The

s -‘-t......
/,open-ended format also permits both the. interviewer Mand*the respondent

to pursue A question until it is fully understood by both,
i . - Y. ) * \ . .
" (nterview schedules used during the initial set.of ingervéews,"’ - . :

field notes, and trial interviews conducted by tnﬁskr seapther were used _

\ 1 ) . —_—

’
, 5
o ’ . i

Saxe, EMPIRICAL FOUNDATIONS OF EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH, p. 206.

-

13

14Charles F, Cannell and Robert L..Kahn, "The Collection of Data by .
Interviewing," in RESEARCH: METHODS IN THE BEHAVIORAL SCIENCES, eds., Leon O
Festinger and Daniel Katz (New York Holt, Rhinehart,and Winston, 1953)-,
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to construct the final interview schedule used by this researcher in °the
A}

second phase of interviewing, A sample interview schedule is found in
[ 3 -
. . \}N“ ) .

»

Appendix B, .

.
- e »

The interyiew,schedule contains two parts. The first part is a
~ one-page cover sheet that was used by this researcher 85 record the prog-

»

v . R

5 ¥ - - . * s
ress of each interview. The.one-page cover sheet contained a listing of

thé nine characteristics relevant to this resgarch albng with & Qariety

“
-,

of probes that could be used to stimulate discussion relating to' the char-

- acteristics, . - - ) i
'/* » « % , o ‘
cover ‘sheet contained a 6 x 9 matrix’

>

/In addition, the one-page

that was used to check each time
.-

characteristics, - Th;s served to

- .
the respondent discussed one of the nine
focus the inf®rviéw on topics relevant,

L

to the reseagch. Whe matrix also served as a data check when the inter- .
b R -
view waQVanaI&zed. That use of the matrix will be.discussed in the data

. «

treatment section. . ,

.

Twenty interviews were .conducted at each site -during the second ° .

‘ s .

phase of data collection.
. )

) -
v o

identified by the school pfincipal and this researcher. The principal )
N LT

Specific individuals to be interviewed were

also coordinated the 'scheduling of interviews By éontacting each identi=-

. fied ‘respondent and establisﬁing % convenient period of time for théﬁintgr—
ews. Table'3 indicates the number of r®spondents interviewed in each
j v A « s - .
school site by subpublic egory “and fiethod of selection,

terview, each respondenE was.ass?xgdgthat all data
. ¥ .

uld be presented in an anonymous c¢ase study. ‘'Throughout the

. " {

terview ally data were recorded in writing on the interview schedule.
e f ' Coe

v 0
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. INTERVIEWED RESPONDENTS: SUBPUBLIC o

. ] . CATEGORY AND METHOD OF SELECTION -

<
’ - . 2

N e SCHOOL A ) -~

- . '

, .

Method of Selection

Subpudblic

-»
/ ) Category Nominated_ Pos'it':ional Random

Principal 1 .
. Unit Leader * - 4
Teacher s " ’
: ) Atde 3
Pare'ﬁt ' 4 1 . 2 :

) , 3

-

. Method of Selection

. . N

o _‘,) M El . . } “ )
Subpublic Nominated Positional Random : . ‘
Category

A}

Principal 1 . / .
r ’ Unit Leader ' o ~6 .
Teacher 4 ., 2 g ) ot
- - Aide ' 3 o

Parent 2 2 ) [ :

. .

¢ Total Interviews Conducted -Jl, ' [
‘ ) 'SRy .
< - L] M
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ALT intzrviews were conducted in the sdhool and lasted approximately forty-

five minutes, ,

.

Data Treatment ‘ “

: ~ oo

Descriptive responses generat d from on- s1te interviews, discussions

. -l . / -

he1d with other staff members famll}ar\w1th the school sites, and avallable

source documents provided the.data, base&for ‘this research Since the in-
!

terview process provided the priﬁary der%e of data, a data retrieval

system consisted of a Yeck of coded and notcheg key-sort-cards. .The key-

sort cards were used to record and code the interview data according te

the major dimensions of'the study. FigUre 6 is an example-of a codeé

/ A

v

key-sort card used in this study. .
- f *

' . .
Each interview was .read /by this researcher to extract comments

i N . "

related to each of the characteristics of the multiunit school and the
Instructipnal Programing Mddel. Each comment was then typed on a single
gey-sort,card and notched accordingly. Similarly, this researcher then

determined if the comment: (1) ‘defined the characteristics; (2) ascribed

s

either a power, value, or resource allocation to the characteristic; or

A

(3)‘described an issue“created by the operationalization of the charaé-

teristics. Upon making such a determination, the key-sort card was

again apbropriateiy netched. If a resgbndent ascribed to the charactéris-

5 .,
-

tics more than one_of the attrlbutes as described above, multiple notches
\ .

\‘f‘“ N | 4
were.made.\\\\ b ~ * .
. .

‘* Each ke§—sort carq was also punched to indicate the schooL‘sige and

-
.

the subpubllq,classificatiqn of‘the\respondent. |The name of the respon— .

‘dent was also typed on eaqh.of rhe key—sor;»cards. As each 1nterview was

[
-
'
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recorded andhappfopriately notched on the key-sor%ﬁgard%, iﬁ was tallied

& on the matrix located on the cover sheet accompanying the interview (see
i
Appendix A). This sfrved as a visual check to verify that the interview

-

data were recorded. It also provided a means by which to tally the number

of responses that were ascribed to each of the characteristics of the -
. . - . .
-y multiunit school and the ‘Instructional ?rograming Model. N
A caég;%tudf was writfen to integrate the data generated at each £,

school site. Each case study presented an overview of the school's envir-

onment, a brief Eistory of the school's imblementatfbp‘of Individually

2

Guided Edhcéfion——speéfficélly,1¥hefgiltiunit school and the Instrd@tional

Programing Model. N R v
A rough draft of each case study was taken to the school site £o

- be read by the school principal and one other individual selected by
»

this researcher. The purpose of this reading was to verify the accuracy ]
. iy R 4 : -t
, .
of the data presented in the case study. Several minor discrepancies were
. e ] ‘
reported at each site: These discrepancies were corrected and acc
-_— )

By the two verifiers in each school site. A final draft of each

pted

study ‘was then written. T C.

- . Limitations
bbb AL

- ~ -

The set 0f schools used to derive the sample for this tudy was :

\
originally selected because each school possessed an outstanding program

of “home~school-community relations. The names of thesevschoéls were sub-
/ - .

; mitted by various State 'IGE Coordinators, each of whom pqssessed his or

9 r
her own set of biases that influenced the nominations. The fassumption -

> q ‘ - s .
made by this researcher that these schools, if they met minimal criteria,

O

ERIC '
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. .

’ ™ s s e el . . :
also possessed outstanding examples of multiunit school and Instructional’

_Programing Model implementation may have been false. -
Ch . .- l
Methodological limitations implicit in the use of the interview

technique are charapteriitic of this type of study,- Interviewer biases

0 o ‘.

/ and data interpretation are two argis of the interview process that may
i — :

.

. AR Y -
v ' This,re'searchér has been

.
v

N v havefestricted this nesTarcher in an accurate presentation of the d2ta.

- &
.
el

intimately involved with the development and

’

< implemen{aiién of Individually Gui&ed Edueation for six years, Susgained
. . % ¢ —? ‘ j t .
involvement for this period of time may have developed biases within this

v
N

.

Lo PR \ 3
. H researcher that influenced the flow and direction of questions during

)

the interview pgocess. Sué¢h biaéés would have, influenced the interpre-

. o \ T Y

tation of- the data.
3 :

.
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*(2) describing activities related to the schoo%'s implementation of

""the instructional programing medel., Each of these two. components qf’

_ to each of these characteris&ics is™ presented by (1) describing the

CHAPTER ILI
PRESENTATION OF THE DATA .

The.two schopl sites included,in this research are presented.
separately. The same format is used to present the data for each school

site. All data is presented in an anonymous format. Each case study

presentation has been divided into two sections. The first section pro-

g
.

vides an overview of the school's environment by (1) describing the

characteristics of the community, the school district, and the school,
. .

.

" -
Individually Guided Education, aﬁd (3) highlighting the school's ex-

perience in Individually'Guided'Education prior to the 1974-75 school

. .
- LEEERN

year.
The second section presents the current operationalization of .
¢
Individually Guided Educat&oﬁ, specifitally’, the multiunit school and
\/‘ + . e N \ v

. ® AN

Individually Guided'Educétioﬁ.has been broken into its operational

Ps b
£
charactegistics. The ,multiunit school's operational characteristics :'iff
: oy
o . 7
are; (1) differentiated staffing, (2) multiage grouping of students, v

IR

-~

k3) nongradedness, (4) tqgmiﬁg?/;;d (5) shared decision making. The /2;
. - ] /

inSQructQénal programing medel's operational characteristics are: (1) f7£

- ~ S

instructional programing,- (2); continuous progress, (3) criterion-

Q. . ¥
referenced assessment, and (J) preassessment. Specific data-related,
] . . .,"/

-

.89
200



) . p . , I» . - f:
) . . P
definition and intetpretation of the characteristic, (2) describing the - W
4 d . ' 7 ¢ - ﬁ:,;:::;::’ {
¢ current opgrationalization of the characteristif, (3) describing the ;

. . 3
. P
hESUED. )

~f
advantages and disadvantages of the charact;;z tic, &nd (4) describing

any issues that created conflict as. a result of the operationalizaiion\;
| . . ) -
of the characteristics. 4

-

, ’ N SCHOOL A~ |}

4\\\\‘ : ' o . . .
\ School Setting T

k .
School A is located in a predominajfly white, upper-middle class

4 v

suburb with a population of approximately ;:20%000 residents. Some fami- \

. lies have residential histories dating back to the early 190d's. An
+‘ - / : ' - ‘
f

estimated fifty percent of the residents joccupy some type of governmeﬁtgl

] ’ ‘ . . »
position: military, diplomatic, or political offigce holder, Many of .
— = ‘ ' M ; .

[

. the gesidents commute to the surroundiné communities.,
* |
The school district serves approgimately 136,000 children-with a

t

budget in excess.of $l77;000,000. The /gounty district is subdivided

7/ into four regional areas. Area I1I include§ School A along with 36
other elementary schools. Of the Area'III budget, $333,000 has been ‘ . .
budgeted for the operation of School A. An additional $436,000 has been

L) 4 '

budgeted for plannedjcoﬁstruction at ithe school.
\ . b S ety . *

©

~—A ..
\ School A was;bﬁiﬁt %P 1914 tb/serve grades one through s%x. The.
single stor& facility was dégigned to facilitate the traditional age-

\w\_\_ A . ..
graded, self-contained program. In 1952 a new school yﬁs constructed to

. N rsplace the original structure. Major reﬁova@ion was 3ompleted in 1964

' I Y
S~ . ‘o

- s oy
S L
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to create the existing structure,

*

- Extensive damage‘cauged by a'fire in April, 1973, resulted ih_re—

>

modeling to dne wing of the school. The following yéar the school was

scheduled to have extensive renovation under the district's renewal and
. N\

renovation program. This renovation, scheduled for a ﬁhrch, 1975, com-

pletion date, will ‘add a gymnasium and refurbish one wing to create an

e

\

v

open module. It is currently projected that all students wi be housed
I 4

in the open module while the remaining portion of the exis né structure’

.

will be used for a variety of other programs: pre-scheol; special edu-

catiomy. and an art Jlaboratory. .

(/Ehe-approximately five hun&redqéthdents,a tending School A are

-

drawn from a wealthy section.of tﬁe city.' Thefy are served by a siaff

) r
-~ .
consisting of one principal, twenty Geachers

-~

time aides and secretarifs. District servides are provided in the areas

-

of péychological evaluation;

S

fsion, and heéning tﬁexapy; health

» -~
* v
-a

band instruction.

. LA

services; and orchestra

1 .

. - -
Implementation of Individually Guided Education A

7
’

Individualization, through the implementation of %:i}vidually

Guided'Educéfion, was precéded at School A Sy'a'set-of inferrelated

circumstances. These existed at the state level ghrough an approaching

mandate by the State Department of Education; at the district level with

its philosophy encoura&ing individualiéation; and at’the building level

with a school staff attempting to indivfdualize instruction and a newly

i A}
- i .

. o . . = :
agsigned principal who was committed to.educational change designed to -

- L 4

L | 101

.+



.

.

improve -education for the children in the school district.

The state mandate was to require each district:

¢ f .

v . . to provideithe foundational instruction that will enable
each child, commensurate with his stage of maturity, to read,
write, and'speak with fluency and cIarigyi spell, add, sub- -~
tract, multiply,.and divide with meaning and accuracy ... ..

the public schools [are] to help each child develop as fuilx

as possible , to acquire competence in using the fundamental
learning skills and to acquire basic knowledge needed for
participation in today's society

[} .
~
.

The manddte, in addit:on to charging each local’ school district

with specific objectives, outlined the district's responsibility in their
jmplementation: ’

. -

In planning programs for pupils,'eacﬁ school division should
., translate these goals into learner oriented objectives, many

of which should be measurable. 4

“\ The focus of the local school district, in part %fs way of pre- .

pafing for the approaching state mandéte, was éenfered'upon the QUca-
tion of the individual child. “Advocated practices within the staté man-.
date and the school district's philosophy were the concepts of nongraded;‘
’ - 4
ness, continuous progress, multi-age mu%ti-level'groupings,'free inqdiry%

individual attention, team teaching, differentiated assig

.
4

grouping, and elective units. ) g
-

nments, variable

?

At the building lev;l the instructional environment at School A

t

'« \a@ppeared to.bg "ripe'" for change. The staff was team teaching but ex-

perie’cing great difficu . Team leaders, selected.by the principal,

N

. . Lo » . )
vere unable to develop,efficient team operations, Excessive amounts of

~

\ time were consumed in team meetings which drasticaldy reduced each

\

teacher's individual planning time, Insufficient time for planning the

1C75°
ERIC - o
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daily instructional program was further hamperea/ y a 1ack\§h-materials -
/

.
/

and the inability to adapt existing materials into the individualized ,

/ - @ v P
. , . / A
program. As one teacher described it: -
There were no '"guts” to the instructional program. Teaming
was merely icing on the cake. There was nothing in.the sghool >
that gave it a sense of direction. The staff had no way to .
determine where they .were or where they were going. ’
¢ -

13 < -

The assignment of an assistant principal in charge of instruction
i+ ~

occurred in a cloud ofcontroversy. It began when the continuance of the >

principal of School ‘A became the focal point of growing contro;ersy in

the community. A small community group was exerting gre@ pressure on the

school district to have the principal removed. During this time, the
4 ,

-

beginning of the 1971-71 school yeér; the principal requested a diétr}ci

staff development team to conduct an intensive traininé workshop at School

A. The request was approved and the staff development workshop was-con-
SN A ’

ducted in the fall of 1970.

- Aithbugh School A's student population was not large enough.by

‘ .

district criteria to warrant the assignment of an assistant priﬁcipal,

o

in December of 1970 the & trict announced the establishment of an as-

sidtant principal 1y arge of instruction at_ﬁgyool A, The new ass
. . .

tant princiyp a5 a very<«intemse, achievement oriented individual and

-

the effects of hér drive and ambitions were felt immediately upon her .

assignment as assistant principal in charge of instruction. _She en-

v

couraged and sought the development of behavioral objectives, teaming,

4

and individualized ingtruction. Later that year'the principal announced

her retirement. In April of 1971 it was announced that the assistant f(?%/

€
@ -

.

. A . 1(/\3 &H' ‘)

.,
. ¢ . - AR L/:
. :
. (" -
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7

6rincipaﬂ would assume the principalsggp of School A beginning the

*1971-72 sczﬁfl.year. ] -

&

It was duFing an educational exhibit early ‘in 1971 that the prin-

cipal became acquain§3A with Individually Guided Education. The attrac-

N

tion to Igdividuall;/Guided Education stemmed from the principal's belief

that this was wha;Athey were already attempting at School A but that

<«

Individually Gu@ded Education provided a more systematic organizatioﬁ of

»
- -

the staff and fhe instructional program.
Subsequent to the exhibit the principal sought information con-
. } - e
cerning Individually Guided Edulation from the Wisconsin Research and

s
» s

Development Center for &ognitive Learning (R & D’Center). Numerous con-
, . . Lo

tacts with a staff member of the R & D Center led to a request from the

principal that School A become a part of the national inspéiiation.effort

l S . <
being éonducted ayLisubsidized by the R & D Center. This-request and

subsequent requests were denied because the state was not participating
£ . .
in the R & D Center's implementation effort. : . )
. ‘. + -
SRS . - During this period of time the principal had(established a Parent
Q@ s

Advisory Committee at Schooi A. One member of the Ad;isofy Committee

was an, official of the U.S. Office ¢f Educdtion and had recently visited

4 -

thé R 8@ D Center. This relati6nsﬁip provided an opportunity for a dialogue

[y

'bet&éen he inaividual and the principal focdsing upon the difficulty in
J . gairding recognitioa by and services from the R & D‘Centér. (At:that’
ti@e he R k D Cente;lwas funded'by tﬁe‘U.S.O.E:i Shortly ;heﬁeaftqr
the principal waﬁiihvite;fto §end a team of staff members to a three-éay .

N .Pfincipal-Unib Leaders Training Workshop in a neighbbring state. The

& ~

N . 1C ‘:" - - -

. - R
4 -




¥ - - - el Ty

. . ~ —

o
e

worgsbqp«was being 'sponsored by the R & D Center and the State IGE coor-

dinator. ., When the principal and several of the School A ﬁtaff members

e
.

arrived at the workshop éiteﬁ;he&‘ﬁé;e téld that the workshop had, been -

cancelled. 1In an effort to correct the ,error the R & D Center's img}e-

mentation team conducted a training workshop at School A on August 30-

September 1, 1971 for the entire school staff.

N ]

.

The First Yéars of Individually Guided Education — '

The first yeaf°of Individually Guided Fducation)\ 1971-72, was a

year marked by change.” That change, under tfie direction and leadership

A .
of thWe principal, occurred swiftly for both the staff and the schqol

community. It began by organizing the school into a multiunit organiza-

-

tiona}t design. Some modifications had to be made in the recommended

. ‘

- . -~

multiunit organization- because of local constraints on staffing, particu-
\ ) ; . —_
larly in the employment of paraprofessional personnel, "All we had were

~

the teachers" is the way the principal described the first year's staffing.

t -

patterns, Curricular change occurred through the implementation of the

Wisconsin Design for Reading Skill Devglopﬁent, a program designed speci-

" fically for IGE -schools, . —

During the firsf Q@aﬁ\?§ Individually Guided Educationp, it became

* . increasingly clear to ‘the principal and Eh% staff that local constraints

were preventing the staff from'implementing Individually Guided Education
-t . - _ /\‘
%s recommended by the R & D Center. Most notipeabletwas the sghool's

inability to develop a differentiated staff and the.school'd lack of ap-

e

: - 4 s
propriate instructional materials and®instructional hardware,

1C3 AL
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T L
In addition to these constraints la survey conducted by the staff

-

i

in March of 1972 showed that while the néeds_of many children were being .
! ~ . .

- . . \\ . . )
<¢ met there was .also a significant proportipn of the student population '
- . . N A
. that had identifiable éducat}onal needs that the staff could not meet ’ .
. . . : -
ing, :

. 3

\ ~

e . N ’ ‘
(Table 4), The survey also showed that in the curricular areas of rea
¢

- 4
- » .

language arfs;.arithmetgc, ahd study skillé, between 28% and 507% of the~ ° .
. R i, . '

. i > . “

. student populétiqp.wgs ide;tified as below érade level (Tqble 5): . '
o , . : ) ) | . ol T . \
- ~+ The inability to develop a differentiT;ed staff, the lack of ade-

- . . - .
* quate instructional materials, and the inability to accommodate identified

educational needs provided the primary motivation for the development.o%
'@H’IGE program specific to the neds of School?A, )
) §§ ] This‘Qas a progrém designed to:
. * ;r‘ . ‘
(1) . . . . provide for the grouping of children on the basis
of diagnostic procedures (criterion-referenced tests) keyed
~ to specific behavioral objectives and t2) would provide in-
structional’ approaches, .methods, personnel, and materials
. the diagnosis. The groups of,childreanquld not remain
N b woukﬁ be baseq on continuous assessment of criterian(par-
_ ormance of ‘each skill in mathematics and reading. Childgen
s in"Kindergarten through their -fourth year in school would
’ ‘t-vu.;ggg}uded. : \ 3

Funding for this program was appfied for and granted through the
~ " - Y ! ..ﬁ‘

state's pilot ?roject program. It was approved as a three year project .

4, -

and {s currenfly in its third year of operation’ . ‘ '
) - I

The school year 1973-74 began as;usﬁal but during the second ,semes-- R

ter the principal was gré%ted a professional leave of absence. A staff
2

némber from,another district school was assigned as acting principal for

the rema{ndeg of the, school year, The administrative style °

v ‘ Y

ks . ey
& s
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* TABLE 4 3

SURVEY OF NEEDS (GRADES K-5) .

. ' Number of, . .

Category - Children.

High risk on the Metropolitan
Readiness Test, both 1970-71 11 Y
and 1971-72 testing )

Learning disability (psychological 11 ' 1}
evaluation completed) ' :

© Auditory discriminaticn problem ) 6
. . e
. Adapted curriculm required to 16 : r
.varying causes .

Gross and fine motor problems .8 ,
Visual perbeption problem ' L
Visual memor& problem 1
\Hyperactive, higf?& distract;ble ‘ 1 10 ‘
. ﬁmotionally imma%ﬁre - - 6 h
Psychological referrais waiting - 12

to Pe tested - o

&Many of the children have multiple neéds but each is listed in
their prime area of weakness.

-
.
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TABLE 5 oL
PERCENTAGE OF CHILDREN FUNCTIONING BELOW GRADE LEVEL2 ..'
¥ . b A - -
' . -
R \ ToE ~
! i
","Area 4Yth Year 6th Year
Total Reading 36% 28%
Total Lanéuage Arts Lug . L1%
é 3
Total Math 50% 36% .
Composite 36% SN Fa - 337 7 ‘

aBased upon SRA Tests administered in March 1972.
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of the acting.principal accentuated feeliqgs_chat staff members had

over the administrative style of the pfincipal'on'leave. A group of

teachers that had been very supportive of the principal were very frus-
b

~

¥ C . , trated with the acting principal. Conversely, other staff teachers .

tound the acting principal a welcome relief after experiencing frustra-
LN »

- tion with the principal. When it was announced in July, 1974, that the

) \ &

principal would not be returning to School A upon the expiration of the

y

leave of absence but rather reassigned to another distriict school, in-

. wly

dications were that some teachers would be requesting a transfer, if

the abiing principal was assigned the principalship of School A. It

was also indicated that some teachers were going to transfer if the

4 principal had returned to School A after ‘the leave of absence,

. . ) / ;
"£§5h001 A: The Beginning of the 1974~75 School Year

S ' T
The school year bqgan on a note of unsur@ne§s, confusion and -

change. Building censtruction had been delayed ana the use of many

~

school facilities, particularly the media center, w?s not poséible.
|

L) B . |
Extended use of the portable classrooms made movement of children within
|
the units more difficult, pariicularly with the appgvaching cold weather, !

- Noise from the construction along with the ‘general disruption created by

> t
»

workmen and equipment being, moved in and around- the building created
disturbances during the day that were not the most ¢éonducive to good .

1gaxning conditions,

L3 - .

. ’ The schoolsalso began with a new principal, The appointment was
made in August, just prior to the opening of gg%ool. The newly assigned

. \
'

7. Y

" . ) * . . < * 40
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principal H8d been an assistant principal in another districtyschool.
. <
ThQéQFW principal was a quiet but forceful person who, according to a
) . q . / - -~
teacher, "served as a resource person, not a dictator.," This repre- ‘

sented a noticeable change in administrative style.  The difference was

pointed out by another teacher who spoke of the tension created during

-

the former principal's tenure at School- A,
She stated: ‘ -
Our first couple of years we were really driven. We made a
good showing and parents got off our backs. We gave up social
studies and scienee to improve reading and‘ﬂmth,‘but we really
made them learn. Everyone [Who?] kids and teachers were un-
lrappy, too much pressure. [Where did this pressure come from?]
The principal and program, ' :

The staff was also beginning the year following a year of inter-

‘ +

personal conflict among teams, Resolution of these difficulties.began

h—s

at an informal meeting called by the staff teacheds. the first week of
schooi. Discussions led to a formalized disciplinary policy, the cen-
tralizatién of materials and supplies, and the expressioﬁ of a need for

open communication between teams. Although it was early in the school

year it was felt that the difficulties had.lessened. R 2

u

d a

The Multiunit Organization of School A
v

v

Figure 7 illustrates the school's multiunit organizational pat-

tern in September, 1975, This design included two degisional bodies:

4

one at the school levél, the Team Leader Meeting (Instructional Improve-

ment Committee); and one at the classroom level, the Team (Instructional
and Research Unit). THhe design incorporated differéntiafed staffing,
multiage grouping of‘students, nongradedness, ,shared decision mgking,

and teaming, %@’

113
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- Differentiated Staffing v -
. -~ & -
L . . %‘
. Four distinct roles were utilized within School A's multiunit

design: principal, team leader, staff teacher, and aide. None of these

four roles was formally defined.

-

Principal 1
‘. <

The school district mandated the buijlding pfincipal'accountéble for

, instructional improvement. T;;\Briggipal ifpterpreted this by seeing the

role as providing a resource function.. Thr

ugh this style, the principal"

maintained, the staff would be able to provide the best programs for the

children, The parents, perhaps because of g carry-over from the former

principal's tenure at School A, saw the principal's rolg‘differently.

" One parent reported, "The %rincipal has a st ong~say in what the curricu-
A . .

ium should bé“and‘;ill be." "[The principal] determines {the] instruc-
< y 0 .

tdional program,' “according to another, The p
. \

. . . .

, the role of the principal was unclear and felt ‘that "all roles need to

ncipal admitted_ that

. be redefined.” - ..

. Team Leader .
Two general team leader functions were present, operational and

. ’ .
liaison. The operational function carried with it the resppnsibility

fo%-keeping the team together. The team leader was, according to a

teéEher, "the one that does the paper work;" according to another, he

L . ' N .
. was ''the oneswho allocates the use of aides." -"Coordinates work °

1

schedules,- keeps track of materials, and handles complaints,' was the

y

description prgvided by another teacher. One teacher's description of

- L
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the team leader as having "organizational respomsibility but nohiﬁcision;

. (8
M e

making responsibility" chhracterized that function of the tean legder

'S

S

. . PR . .7
role. A parent simply said they are the team's "overseer.”" 7 ;%
. 2 S
:> The liaison function was directed at maintaining commynication be-

tween the team and the Team Leader Meeting, A teacher, in dg%tribing

’

this as dofng hothing "but bringing back information from the Team Leader

<.

Meeting to'the team meeting," echoed the feeling of the team leaders.

-

Interestingly, a parent reported that gyg\zﬁildren suffered be-

cause "too much time_for planning by the team leader" took éﬁay from the

s

. . r " -
time for children., In addition, she said, it "gets expensive if that's

all you want them [team leaders]-to do." .

-
"
.

LM g

Ty
Although this role is in the differentiated staffgﬁg?pattern, the
- o 7 - ;} -

principal reported that additional monies were not givefi to those as-

suming the team leader position. Resistance was within the local edu-

cation association. They maintained there was and would be only one

salary schedule for teachers. As a result there were no formal organi-
zational rewafds, monetary or otherwise, provided when assuming this-
%, ‘ B

t

role.

2%y

v
.
.

Staff Teacher ' .

.
¢

The staff teacherrole had not altered markedly from the teachetr's

traditional role but rather there had been a change in the environment in
which the teacher works, Teachers met and planned the instructional pro-
'
)
gram for many children, Sharing of materials, ideas, and suggestions

occurred through the teaming arrangement of the organization, Access-to

paraprofessional aSsistance made it possible to spend more time on

' 125
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inst{Lction and instructionally related tasks by reducing the time spent

.
[

-

(-4
on hpusekeeping chores. -
. .. .

Aide - @ . :
7 . . - . !
The success of the program is in part contingent upgd the—use of

]

R aides in both the clerical and instructional setting, A team” leader o

. stated, "A good segretary is needed to handle the record-keeping. A M

.
«

secretary is needed if IGE is to succeed,” A parent said that "their

use in-instruction {is] great," "The program could operate without aides

N -

but not very well," was the feeling expressed by'anothgr.

The aide was assigned to the teams and was responsible to’ the team

-

] t ’ leader, Job disqretion accorded to the aide was different in each of -

- .- ST me
. Y

the teams. The amount of discrerion appeared to be linked to the aide's

. , .
.degree of profegsional training and experience in educatiom In the !

- v

' upper team the aide was a certified teacher and was usually on her own

T

once the objectives for her assigned student group were determined. The

\'. aide had the abilityato decide what materials and methods were appropriate

*

for the children that had been assigned to her. This discretion was not

given to aides without a formal educational background.

. . . .
Queries as to the motivation of becoming-an aide evoked a variety

of reasons. However, one generg} response was reiterated: they wanted .fo _é% *

Q. Y
) .. Y
: find 'out what was happening at school, One comment.was subtle: "I got_ . v

int. the aides so that I could be freer with the staff, ?he teachers are

4
becoming more human."

Another comment was very direct: “[I] volunteered

to be an aide to really know what is going on, how the staff copes with

school." . : ™~

: R b
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Multiage Grouping of Students

Multiage grouping is the practice of placing studenté of differént

grade levels within the same’ group and occurred at two levels, The prin-

- e -
.
»

ccipal first éssigned the children to each team. Following this team as-

¥
signment it was the responsibility of each team to continue grouping for

.
' Y

,homeroom and instructional purposes,

The first assignment of children to the unig by the p}incipal was °

.

- . .
subject to parental requests. Noted was the ability of the paraents to

| . . : ) A
"shop" the school in order to discover the best assignment for their
children. This "shopping,''tas it was referred to by the staff, occurred

2

through parent visits,adirect observation of teachers, word-of-mouth, and

< .
.

"helping in school. A parental reduest for student. placement in a speci-’

’

. . " , G
fic team or with a gpecific teacher or teachers was made to the princi-
pal. The principal brought the requestitoleither—the team leader or

*. o

the team for a decision, Whether or not the parental request was honored

was dependenf upon three considerations: (1) What is best for the stu-

. .
\&ent?. (2) What is be;; for the teachers? and (3)eWhat is the best way

4

to make the parents more cqoperative? . '

. .
. At the team level mu%tiage variations were ‘created through the \//
teams ' operationay practiéei as they exercised their student‘grouping N

. y . ) N

PR . e . M
responsibilities, The primary team, Team L, utilized a multiage pattern,

t Ay
as defined, in most curricular areas. Groups were formed on the basis® .-

| \
of identified needs, abilitj, personalities, and learning style. These

procedures were, according to the team leader, "the way to go. It

. .. : o\
gsolves the problem of what to do with the kids who don't f%t in a \

P

)

group."

.
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-The intermediate team, Team M, like the primary team incorporated
' b
the multiage pattern into their instructional groupings, They had,

* .

- y ’ (
however, narrowed the definition .and basis for grouping. Almost all in- ..

~

structional éroups were abiligy grouped, Ability grouping was geécribéﬁ

-

- y b -
by the team leader as follows: ™"One group may be high third and low .

fourth, while:another group may be high third and high fourth,"

The upper team, Team N, incorporated very little multiage,groupiné D

¢ .

of students, '"because," according to the team leader, "the sixth graders

have to have a chance to be big cheese.'" The homeroom groups, therefore,f( '

. ot B
,were by grade level. Instructional groups were formed by gbility levels

’ ! o

within grade levels. One group in math might be high fifth while another

~

v . group might be average sixth. In addition to’ability levels, the team - o
) E Y

gonsiderea discipline, boy-girl ratio, and the students' degree of inde-
[} . ! .

"

\

) []
pendence when creat ing the groups. - .

- .

- . These multiagé'grouping practices repgesented a change from those
7/

' . . 6 -«
of the previous yéar, a year in which multiage groupirg was similar to *
N . ,

. the practices of the prihary team. One teacher, when asked about the
. A
: current practice of ability grouping within grade levels summed up the -

~

- : . general feeling of "the team: \"Better for the kids if done tpis way.n\No .

real reason. We \are just going to try it," ‘ :
C \ : , {
-Despite the many variations in multiage gréuping practices there

. - + 0"

; was a favorable feeling toward the practice as well as seeing it as an

_ improvemédnt over the conventional age—graaing practices, Multiage ! &
< v . . . s . .
\ [} -, . .
‘~ grouping, according to one parent, was "great , good for emotional maturity,

~ -

social reality, and children that are behind because they are not chas-

Vs ' tised as much:" Another said that "the homeroom could be graded. but

.

o | 120 -
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, .after that fou could t them anywhere you wanted and paﬁents would not
. ' K
¢ ) care." Simila¥ly, another parent believed that 'using chronological age.
. ‘ . | )
S
' ' . ' 3 1‘ ,

e highlight teacher benkfits,. One teacher reported there w?s a "better
. ' . ' . ] :
utilization of teachers and time," It promoted decisionsEin program

1

\ | .
- development that accommodated teacher and learner needs, dccording to
|

, . . . 3

another. : i . g

’ |
* . ' - -

\
A few respondents were not as favorable to mulyiage grouping. One

-

parent reported that the pringipal said the reason for mul%iage gfouping

1
. ¢

was that "we want school to be more like society," but she&rebuttq(l

N
* 5

"I don't agree.ﬂ’Y66~have to be careful when you‘multiage/éroup."Kids

. ]

get upset, It won't drastically alter academic/levels." Another parent

3

.- .

[ v

described.taz result of averageﬁphird graders working with'high second
Sh

graders’. stated, "The third graders think they are dumb, This is

-

. S éhieldipg them from the real world., Their day of reckoning will come in

.
- ~ [ N

’
junior highjschool." Despite the many benefits cf multiage grouping, a

o
73

similar understanding of what it’ was, and an OVerwhelming belief that it
was a‘Retter way of grouping children, the parents, wlmost without excep-

-
tion, used the conventional ''combination classroom' as a rgference point.

S 2 .

"It is a second- and third-grade combination,'" according to one parent.

Several others saw it as the "traditional combination class," Another

.
+

. defined it as "combined grades as is traditionally taught,"

\ 4 :

. S/
§9ngradedness .

d
‘L As defined by a parent, nongradedness was "ffrst and second

.

graders in<the same room, Not making each child dao the same fhipg."

.
o

v

'ERIC 1~
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"Placement by ability” and not aée" was tﬁ£ description offered by a
N t L '

teacher. A parent saw nongradedness as "shildren of different grade J

14 .
levels working t%ther.' In,terestingly‘, most descriptions of nongraded-
/

.
\

ess 1ncorporated the use of gradtng. 1A teacher offered a possible .expla-

.

~

tion:
’

@ﬁéf///jf5> Waetlng too much time on nongradedness. Parents don't want

to give “it up and county woR't let you ‘give it up. The county
requireg reports to be subm tted with grades, pirents.are re=-
ported to in a graded ‘fashion. We may say we are nongradkd
but, ha ha,' we are not, .
Thls explanation was glven by a ‘staff, member but also extended
‘ ' i ]
. into the parental, Eommunity. .One parent observed that "this nongradedness
. may be emphasiéed but pot carried out hege." Andther fe}t that ."a lot
~ )
of parents want tiLkhow what gradvhthelr hlldTeqiﬁie in.'
Reported advantages of\nongradlng Qere minémal. A teacher felt
. , ) . . .
that "it doesn't frustrate the child. . . challenges the kids." A °
I3 « oy ¥

parent felt .it enabled the staff to treat different personalities ac-

cotdingly. "Although she ;ﬁtributeé this advantage to nongrading she also

c . ..
felt it became a 'weakness" in the program when students had to deave .
\ . s . <.y 2 3
. N g B
School A to go to a graded school. '"This is important,' she stated, "be-

-

cause of the school's high transiency level," . Another parent'Said tpat

.

nongradedness was "great for fast and slow kid%; Nok so great for the

{ : ‘
averageiitﬁey are forgotten. My kids are above average," The primary

.

eam leader reported that some difficulties were created at the beginning
. of the school.year: "Kids were cenfused' initially they didn't under-’
.=rand where or why they b \§10nged to a group. Didn't know if they wexe-

+ a first grader pr.e’seven;year—old." ‘ ) »(> i

™~ 4 G
o A :
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1

’/// - In addition, it was reported that the use of the multiage grquping;ﬂ'

o practices and thé use of standardi%zed test scores in reporting pupil -« -

- v

progress resulted in stereotyping of teachers éé "graded." Describing

—— ©

« the staff, a parent *said, "Some are third-grade teachers, .some fourth.
. - [

-

. Some are third-gradé teachers that teach slow children. Some are third-

v

R , grade teachers that teach average.and high kids. ;}L
. . - . . .
\ " Teaming ' N -

- < N ~
5 a~ .
bl - ] -

The ‘current organizat%on of the school into teadﬁing teams began,

5

prior to the implementation of Imdividually.Guided Education and the

. - »

school's organizatien into a‘multiunit design. Profits derived froh 3

. teaming were'reported to help both students and teachers, A parent

ot

reported that a child '"does mot have to be stuck with only on e teacher."

"It's good, creates a family group, Sometimes they [teachers ‘and

- children] can relate to someone better than others," was the_comment of-
- - t

fered by another Anothgr’parent.felt that there are "more minds working

Y

on the same efforts, Everybody benefits. The teachers are more inspired

' Another believed .that "a teacher can't prepare.

to do more in a group.'

{
and conduct an individual{;ed program for each child," Similarly, a team

.

* leader highlighted the importance of teaming as "providing for more ‘than

g

. one teacher

to influence what happens torchildren in the team.'" Other
t . .

staff members reported that teaming developed tolerance, encouraged
) VoL .

closeness émong staff members, exposed staff to Qifferen; teaching styles,
A ’ . o

_and generally improved the ability to work with other teachers.

o




. N
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Nevertheless, potential problems in teaming were noted, ' The prin-

¢ L

cipal felt that when teams are created "'there is al&ays the danger of

*foyming cli%ses." A similar concern was raised.by a team leader: ‘'when
.- .

-
- * '
(*,// . you have four teams in the s hool you forget you are a school staff."
. « -

>

Another team leader said: ''Because you are a team there is too much to

do in.sé little a period of time. A difficulty’lith teaming is that it is

difficult to provide adeguate feedback to children."
4

Teaming at Scho was designed to allow all members of the team
3

an opportunity to participate in the development and execution o the

. instructional program. This was usually done at ‘the team mepting on -

- °

e Monday afternoons, This was time provided through early, dis issal of

-students. The team meetings focused upon the identification of student

- /
" needs, the formation of instructional groupings and the assignment of

ctaff responsibilities. One teacher felt that teaming permitted the

]

. ' "team [to] decide their -own fate, who teaches what,.who teaches what
children, and what to do with children that’finish their skills." :

This year was also seen as the beginnihg of an effort to improve

s

s

** the interrelationsh:%; among the, teams, The change in material and

N supEly availability 1s an example. In previous years each team main-

-

tained 1ts own storeaof instructional materials and supplies. This in-

cluded everything, includiné pencils, pens,‘contructional_paper.and tape.

5

. Little, if any, sharing of these supplies was repgrted‘to have occurred.
< ' -

At the August meeting called by staff ‘members to address the concerns
* causing conflict betweenepeams it was decided to create a central supply

area for those materials shared amofig all staff members. This now

- * f

) rA X4
[

¢ ;‘1 . ‘ . 3
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became the practic&\af s¢hool A.. Otherwise, according to one team leader
' " - o : .

who was reflecting on previous practices, ''nobody knows what is floating
£ B ) '

around.” ~ ’

¢ »

\
> -

Shared Decision Making

The decision-making structure was 'in a state of transition because
of the principalship change. In prior years tle former principal had

maintained a very tight-fisted decision process. That process, described

>

by a teacher, had meant ''we were told what to do, when, and how to do it."
The two decisional components in the multiunit organization recom-
L9 LI

mended by the R & D C(Center were present in the multiunit pattern implc-

mented in School A. These were the Team Leader Meeting at the school
-

level and the Team at the classroom level. The Team Leader Meeting was

an irregularly scheduled meeting in which the principal and team leaders

met to discuss school-wide concerns, The irregularity of the meeting was
e

due to the fact‘that the school year had just begun and the new principal
: —

was in éhe,process of assessing the operations of the school.

The specific agenda items could come from several sources. The

' A
- principal and team leaders had direct access to placement of items on

the agenda. Staff members could give the team leader agenda ifems for

the meeting if they Hé& a school~wide implication, Concerns for the
.x‘ al

year 1974—75 fooesed on settipng the school's master schedule, deter-

.

,mining who exits which door, a review of the fire drill guidelines, and

establishing the lunch schedule. Thé importance of the decisions at this

level were not perceived as significant. When asked to identify the

important decisions made by the Team Leader Meeting one team leader
hd o
1< ‘
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- ~ _ : . . V
said "I can't think of any.” Another said, "Very few decisions are made.
. - . ”
at the Team Leader Meeting." - ]

_-feachers to the student groups. General day-to-day operations were also
/ a deciéion/ﬁrea of the team, .
\]

. This wide rahge of decision parameters was new for the staff in

Y

comparison with previous years. The new principal encouraged the in- ’
.

creased participation but saw it as an evolutionary process, She felt,
” . ~

because of past practices, that it was necessary for the staff tosim~

o

prove decision-making skills beforé being given the desired participa-

tion in decision making. One illustration of increased participation in

' according to the principal, was the change in

- "important decisions,’

the procedures for requesting materials and supplies, Past practices.

! : . permitted minimal participation, This partlicipation was limited to pro-

- viding the principal wikh a request for supplies and materials, That

-
-

. was the extent eof participation until the follohipg year when the

-
N -

: teachers returned to school to find out what maierials were recaived.

. .

The suggested procedure to be utilized in 1974-75 involved staff in the

total procesé. Each team was to compile a material and supplies request.

The team requests were to be compiled, duplicate materials eliminat%%, .

+ \ -

b - /
’ 8 WS |
Q .
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changes made at the Tedm Leader Meeting. It was also felt

. & DI Y
and needed

b

that there would be an increased awareness of available materials within

-3 the school.

The Instructional Programing Model ét School A

’ Instructional Programing

Instructional programing began in the spring of 1971 when the

~school staff formulated curricular objectives in Language Arts and .

mathematics. These objectives provided the basis upon which a district .
committee developed the current list of approved county-wide objectives~

These objectives were for all the curricular offerings in the school

-

district. By 1974-75, the objectives had become the basis for the in-.

structional program at School A, No effort was made by the staff to -

. specif§ . which objectives were to provide the focus of the school's

»

program nor was any effort made to coordinate the achievement of these

objectives from a school-wide perspective. With curricular decisions

.

the rssponsibility of each team there was little coordination and con-
. 2 .
’ tinui;y.betweeﬁ;each team's instructional program. A teacher's state-

ment” charactérized the genuine feeling described by many staff members.
She said, "We have become team oriented,.don!t really know what the
others age dqQing. There is no ééntinuity between teams."

Followiug the select£on of objectives by each team, éssessment
. was undertaken. " Assessment of students utilizéﬂ both standardized and

0 . . .
criterion-referenced formats. Commercially prepared diagnostic tests

" were most often used to identify needs except when ready made criterion-—

”

ERIC
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. $
referenced tests were provided in curricular gpterials. .The use of the
. . J

~

Wisconsin Design for Reading Skill Development materials is an éxadble of

this exception, The‘standardized test was used to measure pupil achieve-
. © —
ment and children with special learning needs, *

The testing procedures and practices engendered some suspicion

. .
-

among parenis. One parent queried the testing results because it was -

difficult to understand how her child scored 97% on the science section
¢
. of a standardized test and dhly'lzz on the reading portion. Her concern
<@ -
f;cused on the fact that the science test required reading. She asked,

¢ e
te

"If my child is so bad in reading how did the score come out so high in

. ’ . e . .I
" . science?" She went on to say that’''testing tends, to make you see the

£

A

child as a graph.m‘ Another parent geporéed; "Interinm te;ts were made :
- to make-parents think kids and schooi are doing well."
The preassessment results pfovided the essential anrfdients used
. by the Eeam to form instructional grdups. These groups were consistently”a

refa{red to as "achievement and ability“ groups by staff and parents.

The groupings made as a result of the criterion-referenced tests pto-

vided by the Wisconsin Beading Design were also referred to in the

same fashion as those formed resulting from other diagnostic or stan-—
dardized test scores., ' ‘

Following the formation of groups and the assignment of staff to -

these groups, it was the responsibility of each individual teagher to"’

design the specific instructional activities for those children, Each
teacher had the responsibility to select appropriate methodologieé and

materials, The teacher could also form smaller subgroups. This wgg’the

[

[l
-~ /v».l
Q
ERIC
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' -
place where the staff felt individualization of instruction best occurred,

with each individual teacher providing for differences among children.

A

Continuous Progiess - ' -

Continuous progress was not implemented at School A and the few
v/ . .
that referred to it usually "described it as nongradedmess, One parent

: ]
said it was ''children working at their own agh%evement~levelsh" It was

where children "are placed by ability, not because \of age," according
to a teacher. Another teacher described it as '"merely progressing by

speed.” . ) ..

Criterion-Referenced Asséssment ] .

e

Except within the Wisconsin Design for Reading Skill Devélopment,

criterion referencing was not an agsessment practice. In spite of re-

‘ . ; ] ‘ . ( E
. ported benefits afforded criterion referencing, resistance to its use

appeared Lu be associated with the statf's perception of community norms.
These perceived norms required a comparison of studeht growth with grade
level norms. One teacher stated, '"You have to have standards to let

children know how they®stand in relatipn to others.” "This is what we

. v
[parents] need," reported a parent; "parents should not have been required

1

to come and have the score explained; some will not understand it." A
¢
teacher said that even the results of the Wisconsin Design for Reading

Skill Development tests weqﬁuﬁiranslated into traditional grade-lqgyel .

~

thinking,"

Preassessment ) — Z

A parent described preassessment through the use of an example:

<

. . ' 'j 1.\( |
E lC o .

.
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Pl TE} . . t
"If we take a fraction test and pass then we can go on to decimals."

"Preassessment," said one teacher, ''gives us the advantage of knowing - .‘/k/
wihere "ro place each child; into what group to place the child for in-

-

. struction." Another claimed preassessment was "good for teachers"ﬁéﬁéa
while a team teacher reported that '"kids take it in stride." ' -
Preassessment was a concern of parents. One.parent reported that -

the "concept is excellent" but the practices used at School A were up-

N
setting. Summing up the frustration:she said, "I just hope you test
. g : 3 P

less. Try and get more from less answers."jfThe frequenchbf pretests

" . y 4 . X »s:
) was also part of that concern. The children#sere "the most tested kids
+ Q’
- "in the world," according to a'parent, Relating to her teaching back-

ground and previous teaching experience she maintained that “if you
look hard enough you can find a test to show what you want to show."
She said an example would illustrata ner point;

The Metropolitan Reading Readiness Test was given and the
school had very good scores. However, this is very misleading
because half of the kids could read before they came to school
« « . [in ancther case] the school gave one achievement test
and the kids didn't do very,well so they gave a different
test; the kids did much better.

-

Test frequency was also reporied to have had an impact upon the

. ~ -

children. Because of test freqtency the iﬁplicatidﬁ was made that chil- -

dren learned "how-to'" take tests and could therefore "beat the system,"

. And children "are masters at that,"

according to one parent,




SCHOOL B

School Setting

The east ridge of the Union Mountains provides the backdrop for

. the city_of Jefferson. ?he 17,000 students attending the local state

university are included in the city's 46,000 population. Aériculture
“and education provide the primary source of income in the city's economic iy

base. . .

.

The year 1959 manked the reorganization of the city school district.

In addition to serving 46,000 residents of Jefferson the school distric

now sérves 24,000 residents in the surrounding areas. The curremnt student

v

population is 15,000, an increase of 8,500 over the past ten years.

These students are housed in three high schools, five junior high schools

and. seventeen elementary schools, four of which are one-room mountain

0y

schools. ' o . N

)
Jefferson, It was built in 1970-~71-and opened in September, 1972, The

popular open-pod design provides the architectural arrangement of the

schooPs facilities. Two large open instructional pods and the schaol's

a

office facilities encircle the central Instructional Media Center. The

~ ~
kindergarten area is an open area adjoining one of the larger instruc-

tional pod areas. : ’

\ . ¢+ School B's attendance area, which encompasses both city and ‘county
s ’ s ,l
areas, draws students from three different housing developments, The
. 4
school itself 'is located in Prairie Way. The development, now seven years

. old, is characterized by one resident as "high quality' housing.
\ ¢ N

: 10

|
|
|
|
School B is located in the rapidly expanding southern limits of
|
\




»
Current selling price for homes in this area range from $30,000 to

 $43,000. The nearest development to Prairie Way is located approximately

¢

one-half mile east, This area, Sunset, is currently permitted 'to send
- . '
their children to School B on an annual basis, This is subject to annual

enrollment at School B; if the enrollments exceed the $chool's capacity,
[

they'are the first children to be relocated,

The second area served .by School B is Mountain View, Located two

miles southeast of Prairie Way, these homes sell in excess of $40,00Q.

%
.

If Prairie W5y°were categorized as lower middle class, Moﬁntain View
would be considered upper middle class,

The third, area served by School B is Parkwéy. Located about three

. LY .
miles southwest of Prairie Way, lots in Parkway are much larger than in

Prairie Way or Mountain View. While the houses are approximately the
~ Y T ' :

<

same priEe éange, §35,000-$55,000, the main advantage ig living in Parkway

is that large: lots permit each fafily to stable their horses,

) N\

Implementation of Indiviﬂuéllnguided Eduiation

g

"  As early as 1968 plans were being made for a new elementary school
to beslocated in the city's rapidly growing south subur%an area. Deci-
sions during thét planning phasjioutlined tke architec;hral design (tﬁe
opgn.pod) and theﬁeducational approach (thgkcommunity school). The
economy éf the open pod constnuc;ion wa; initially used to justiff its
selection. A successful bond referend;m in 1968 provided the funds necgs-

* w

sary to construct the school, The new school, School B, was scheduled to

open in fall of 1972,

N 1)

~.4
[ W
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. ' A small group of parents requested a meeting with a district cen-
tral office administrator that signaled the béginning of the selection og

the specific educational program for School B. At this time their orien-
H o

- ; tation was for’an alternative form of education, The administrator sug- -

-
°

'gested that the éroup visit one of the district's schools, Schpol C, and

° /
talk to its principal about their program of Individually Guided Educa-
il .
tion. Following ghig suggestion such a visit,agd discussion was held.:

\ In the spring of, 1972, a meeting was held between the same parenté

and the central office administrator. This meeting now focused upon a

v .

specific program for School B-+Individually Guided Education. The initial

~

efforts off this small group of parents generated a minority of parental

s » -

j support for the implementation of Individually’' Guided Education at School
J g +

B. This group was estimated to include between twenty and' thirty parents. .
. . ’ : ‘ ~
Underscoring the impact of this small group, one parent said, “1f there.’

-

hadn't been a minority in favor, the whole system would ﬂave broken

down." ) : :m. ) /‘n ' .

-

. ”- The specific direction for the program at School B Began with theé

4 .

* LY
.

1, .

transfer of the principal from School C to School B, In the spring of
1972\the principal began staffing School B, The process of staffing
served to begin the crystaliization of the program when the principal was

permitted to bring four staff members from School C to SchoolwnB., The

5

« !

direction of the program was finalized when the staff voted in April to
- .

.

; : establish Individually Guided Education, at Scheol B, «
. f |

- ' . i

. : i ‘ ' Eals)
w e . .
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- Inservice began in May of 1972 when the principal and the unit
) ;
° leaders attended a Principal-~Unit Leader Workshop., Following this work-

.

* shop a series of informative meetings were arranged and conducted through-
ou; the spring and summer for those School B staff members wﬁo-were living
in the area. A few staff members were,c&mpleting contractual obligations
in other school distriéts and could not attend these meetings.. ~

June also marked the beginning of parental inservi;e by conducEiné
a éeeting to explain the program at School B, 1In this large group
neeting, thg parents were presented with their initial introduction to
Individually Guided Education by means of a film ‘and a skit. At the
conclusion of this meeting, which was attended by approximately three
hiindred parents, a small group was highly supportive, another small group
was not in.favor og the program, and a majority was still seek;ng more ;ﬂ /5
informatiSn.

Continuing throughout the summer several informal staff meetings_
were held to prepare for the upcoming school year.” In August the total
staff met for one week to finalize plans and~preparation for the fol~-
lowing week, the opening of school. Although ’the staff .was not paia for

'

this week pf inservicé the district did provide a lunch at the” school

for all those staff members participating in ‘the workshop, School B

opened the following week, fqllowing a one da& delay due to unfinished

- ]

construction, with a new school; a new staff; a new school population;

F

and a new program, Individually Guided Education.

"The First Years of Individually Guided Education at School B .

School B opened' with several events that oftentimes plague a new

-
.

4

423
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school. Unfinished construction delayed the school from bpening, al-
though by only one day. In addition, the student enrollment had reached -
480Lb§ the Christmas recess; the school was designed to house 350,

Little coulé be done to solve the construction delays but parents

Adid mobilize in respomse to tﬁe'overcrowdiqiz Parental coalitions répre-

senting the various housing developments formed, each trying to make sure

[ .

“their children would not be excluded from School B. Follywing a series~
of meetings between the various parent groups, central oSifice administra-

tors, and school board members, a solution was reached to alleviate the
i L)

)

overcrowding conditions, .
Another crisis occurred when the parent-staff committee on pupil
reporting recommended that students be, released early every Thursday

afternoon so teachers would have time for planning and‘conferenqes with

.

AN .

parents. Negative response directed to the school district's centfal
. L ~N ',

office forced them to request School B demonstrate parental support for

the recommended plan. Returns from a maiied ballot in movember showed

that 84% of the returned ballots were in support of the proposed plan.

(242 ballots were returned from the 285 ballots mailed,) .
. ; S

-
-

LY

The following year a small group of parents requested the trénéfer

of their children to another elementary school in the district. The

requests for transfer.were honored and, i& addition, the district agreed
LIRS

to provide bus transportation for the students, Specific reasons for

. !

the transfers were varied. i

.
N '

One family was reported to have tagén Bpﬁff\éhildren out because

’

of pressuré from the neighbors. Another family transferred their children

421 J
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because of a lack of basics being taught, | .

. > 7 .

In an interview with one parent that had withdrawn her children,’
-
: many instructional issues related to the,withdrawal appeared to maskxw

more personal reasons. Multiage grouping was a problem because she was
" concerned about the effect that the sixth-grade girls chasing the boys

would have upon the fourth-grade girls in the same unit. While she did ‘

report this concern she also stated that there was "a great édvantage"

L

to the grouping patterns at School B because "ohildren do learn by

-
.

She also reported that her daughter was very happy at sgﬁBol but

needs."

was nat getéing the basic skills, She reported further thatvphe school

» . S

lacked follow-up with parents and students, That was substantiate¢,

Y . .

. ‘ accordlng.to the parent, by a visit to the school in Wthh she "sa®% 'kids

A ¢ ~

in reading class throw1ng sp1t balls" and "too many chlldren just fooling -

A ' . .
around," T
, o . .’ /\. "“ " .” .
. . { . ?
After many of the instructional reasons appeared to be out of the

-

-

> + ‘ LY

- L . way, she began to focus on reasons of a more personal nature. She re-

peatedly referred to the, fact that she was a teacher and had taken

- . . -~
I3
- -

., graduate courses in individualizing instruction and had also sought em-'

+ -

y . _ploymeni in thé school district but had always been denied employment.~”

g;_When asked to ideptify the "'finmal straw" that made fer request the trans-
9.. 1] -

-

fér of their children she said, ™y .husband had been after me to take !

¢

R §omef;ction." .She said that her husband maintained tﬁéif daughter could !
, ' ] ‘not write or spell. She also stated that her husband had~neber geen iﬂ
) School B, ) . ‘ .
' { ‘ Inla related in?erview, anotﬂér parent reported.that they withdrew

their son becausedhf difficulties created in the grouping of studeqps.

~

« . - -

\)" . ) ‘
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_The grouping did not permit their son to be with his friéhds, A personality

¥
- . —

clash was also reported to exist with a teacher,. Withdrawal was also

, ;
: ' : ‘-
prompted by the lack -of academic achievement -of the basic skills. —— &»/
. ‘ , —
e The spring of 1974 marked the beginning of a change in administra-

‘tive leadership at School B signaled by the resisgnation of the principal.

Citing perscnal reasons, the doparture ot the pr1n01oal created much

)

-speculation abqgfsthe direction of IGE in the district. The staff felt
. 1 4

the selection of ‘the new prihcipal would be a clue to the district's

.

support of the ﬁrogram. In July, 1974 the school board énnouncea that
—_—— ¢

a staff member at School B would asstume the ptin01palship beginning with —

N

the 1974-~75 school year. R _

kK

School B: The Beginning of the 1974-75 School Year —

i /1;:53 i The scﬁool year began with a new principal, The administrative
change-dver Qas ordeff? This orderly transitiom was facilitated by the

-.\<“ “new~pr1ncipal s previous emZ:Eyment as a staff member of Schdol B and the
admlnistratlve style did not represent ‘a 51gn1ficant change from thatof-

N the former principal. The school continued to operate in much the same

fashion as it had the two previous years., e T

The Multiunit Organizdtion of School B

N

-

The school's multiunit organization in 1974-75 is illustrated in

- : h N ¢

v

Figure 8. The design included the two organizational components récom-

mended by 'the Wisconsin Research and Development Center: The Instruc-
t . ' ‘
' tional Improvement Committee at the building level and the Unit at the

; . N . - o i

classroom level. Practices embracing differentiated staffing, multiage -

}

LaVal - - »
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4\) grouping of students, nongradedness, teaming, and shared decision making =

were incorporated into the operationalization of the multiunit organiza-

.
~ , .

tion.
”

Differentiated Staffing

The staff's desire to dccept and accommodate individual differences

’

among teachers resulted in a staffing arrangement . where roles and respén-
i .

sibilities were often related to those individual differences, The inte-

gration of the resultant, loosely defined differentiated reles——p€}nci—

pal, unit leader, teacher, and aide--was facilitated by the overlappiné

of their accompanying tasks. Sharing of tasks became a reasonable way of

+ -

avoiding hierarchical gaps between the various role positions, Capsu-

2
)

lizing her role, the principal said she plays "just another role with

™ . different responsibilities, ,Just one of them but with a different day-
. . . d

\ to-day routine."
. [ 3

o

This same general feeling wasLalso conveyed by a unjt :

. leader. She sgated.\{,

All the roles in the school fit together. No real différentia-
tion. We all do many of the same things, 1If I see them [chil-
dren] working, I am not the ong that must always check the pa-
pers [a shared task]. Kids aré better able to handle responsi-
bility because of the variety of people, differentiated staffing-
wise, they work with during the day. Discipline problems are .
nil in comparison to self-contained.

~

A concentrated effort was maintained by the staff to de-emphasize

.

the iggortance of -any given roje within the school. Instead there was
) o - N
. an emphasis on the importdnce of school unity, A reference to the school

staff and studeits as "(a take-off onea popular television show)'" made

2]

bywstudents,)staff; and parents yas evidence of the effort to build and

3 .

maintain that unity,
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. This low-key approach to specific roles made it extremely difficult

L]

<

for the interviewees to describe the various role positions maintained

with their multiunit design., The principal was generally described within

’e

a general leadership framework highlighted by thé?sﬁhring of most deci-

i

sions., As put into words by an aide, "Authority is shared among several

people, not just one }ike in self-contained," Cooperation was the prin-
cipal's password for conducting the general 9per§§ion of the s;hool.

The principal responded to and initiated those tasks that were
directed to her-by persons higher in the hierarchy and those tasks that

resulted from the planning efforts of the ‘school's staff. There was,

however, an implied decision function identified with the two; leader-
ship roleé, the principal and the unit leader., A teacher said that

"your leadership has to be able to, step in when times get a fittle tight
N ¢

and say, 'Here,is a better way of doing it; let's get on with it.'"

Another said, "If.units can't agree on something then the principal has

to step in and make the decision before things get too far out of hand."
The. unit leader role, in coantrast to the principal ro}e, was more

descriptive in nature:s Direct influence upon groupinés'of students, es-

‘ . .
tablishing disciplinary practices, setting conference formats, and de-

!

N

‘termining general unit operations were identified ways in which the unit

.

4 L4
leader provided specific direction to the instructional program in each

unit, This influence was baianced by placing many of the decisions con-

» -
1

. C
cerning curriculum and instruction into ad hoc staff committees, Cur-
4

-

ricular planning, short and long range, was completed through ad hoc

" -

staff committees representative of the total school, Budgetary alloca-

'
’

tions for each ensuing school year were the responsibility of an ad hoc

. 1:.::) \. 2 N N
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-

~ ' committee. Again, these procedures emphasized the cooperative nature of

the school's operational practices that made it very difficult to provide

precise descriptions of roles and responsibilities specific to each of

the staff positions, v

v

The role of the teacﬂgr was described indirectly by relating it

to other characteristics of the multiunit school, particularly teaming

© .
L 4

- and shared decision making, The teacher was still the parson fdentified

. . ' . ’ .. . .
as being responsible for the development and implementation of the in-

structional program. Distinguishing features of the teacher role cen-
) . e . Y
tered on the increase in decision making and the mdny opportunities to
- -~
develop peer relationships through teaming, : (
. . : . . * 3
The aide positiom wag also designed to accommodate individual , .
5 . . .
differences. While the role was aimed primarily at direct involvement

with childrén in an instructional¥setting, there was dn array of aide &
™ . i)

tasks that were characteristics of specificiaides, 1In general, the ¥

.

<
tasks focused upon conducting follow-yp lessons where the instruction

.
.

. had been initiated by a teacheg, conducting review and reinforcement

'
s -

.activities, and serving as a resource to students working in small

-

. groups or independently. The Vvariations among this role occurred

within these general areas. One aide described her role by statiﬁg:

-
>

Sometimegs I just am allowed to do what I want. I do feel .

free to recommend, suggest; they-do accept my judgment, -
I do appreciate it when my tasks are laid out for me,
. ’ A “J
) An aide in another unit reported that she periodically assumed . &\\

{ .
the responsibilities of an absent teacher “instead of ‘the unit calling

for a substitute, .

E lC - ) ) -
. R\, ‘ . :
P e




128

Why did aides become aides? This also varied, In response to

. . v
Vi - this question, one aide replied that her reasons centergd on the fact

L} that her husband was a teacher and that their vacations were at the same B
time, She also said that she enjoyed children and that she had always ¢

{
beeﬁ?involved with her children as they grew up. After relaying these

<

reasons, she paused and with a satisfied smile said, "Down deep, I've -

always wanted to be a teacher," Another aide started as a volunteer in

[ . -

response to a "help" message sent to all parents in her child's unity <

Why? "I like kids," was the enthusiastic response. .

- Some concerns about the selection and use of aides were raised by

4 .
-l the current PTA co-presidents, a husband and wife team. He raised the

[:3

issue of selection procedures that reflected a district practice that per-
mitted the employment of certified unemployed teachers as aides. He

stated:

By employing unemployed teachers as aides the district is
. buying qualified people for virtually nothing. This is good .
) for the district but bad for‘/the profession, ' .

, ' The practice of employing aides with school volunteer experience

°

was also asconcern related to the selection practices raised by the co-

‘presidents. They said-this was important because "some parepts that

’f& \\ were critical [of the program] volunteered just to see what.the program

was all aboﬁt." N <

The other cgnéern focused on the use of aides in an instructional
. . ¢ Y
Setti?%' Interestingly, she stated that they had some concern about

,

-using aides in an instructional setting but had no reservation if other

[

children (tutors) were leading the activity. He, however,- countered,

ERIS

| v




129

"I'm not too concerned about how they learn as long as they are getting

the right information," .
Their feelings about what the aide's role should be were shown by
~

relating an instance where one parent whose interest was in the study of

bats made a presentation to some‘o% the children at se&ool. He concluded

" ]

that example by Saying, "That's what ¥s needed, one shot deals, The

trend would be more beneficial. than the ways aides are now uséd." After

a short pause he added, "Aides put their own values upon the kids."

Multiage Grouping of Students

ﬁultiage grouping was extremely consistent throughout the total
iﬂfé;vigwing process, The interpretations of multiage grouping centered °
upon the combining of children of different ages for instructional pur-—
posesv It was a ''dynamic process" used :-by teachers to shift kids up and
down, according to one parent, This shifting pe;mitted childreﬁ to accel-
erate)at their own pace.h Ani_child might be in "fourég grade in oné .
érea;.fifth gradqein another, and in another area sixth grade." His com-

v -

. meht made reference to specific grades while in the usual response the
M .

notion of grades was made .by implication Pnly.' One .parent described

multiage grouping as "older kids with younger kids\and vice versa." An
©
pide described it much the same way: “"A number of different age groups
) f

working together. Older with younger, younger with older," Another aide

added an instructional dimension by explaining it as "kids working on

. .

diffs;ent levels with different age levels: within that group,'" 'Children

with different ages housed <in the same area," wds a more restrictive

C

[y
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description provided by a teacher, An interpretation provided by another

teacher related multiage grouping to the éducation of the deaf child.

. ) She saw multiage grouping as an "integration mechanism." It made possible

the inclusion of deaf children within the regular program for the normal

hearing child. ’ i
. L ] ’

These interpretations of multiage grouping were operationalized

in various ways throughodt School B, Each unit had children of different

» age levels, each of which encompassed at least two grade levels. In as—

’

signing children to each' unit it was necessary to place some of the

[4

fourth-grade age students into Unit H and others into Unit I. All but

twenty were assigned to Unit H, the other twenty.being assigned to Unit

. »
3

I. Academic ability and student‘maturity were, the two criteria used to
determine the selection of the twenty fhildren for Unit I, Although there
was unanimous agreement among the members of the two Units as to what

the two criteria were, there.were differences place& upon their relative
importance. Differences were not only 5etween the two units but within

the units as well. Several teachers stated that the primary considera-

F 4 .
. ' .. tion was academic ability while others stressed that the critical criterion
7 * -

was associated with social and emotional maturity. The principal stated
N .

.

that social criteria were the primary basis and that "academic considera-

\
1 >

tion {was] not a real reason."

°

A teacher reported some.parents had queried her about the reasons T-

for the dividing of the "ourth-grade children into two units. The pre-

»

. e . oM
vious year all of these children had been” in*one unit, a second-third

grade unit. This year the fourth graders were either in a third-fourth

-
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grade unit or in a fdérth—fifth-sixth grade unit, Some of the parenks
of children in the third-fourth grade unit felt their children were
being held back. The teacher reported that after she had explained the

-~ reasons to the parents it was no longer an issue.

In addition to the multiaged assignment of children to each of the

units, multiage grouping $ccurred for homeroom assignment and for in-

structional groupings. These ﬁractices were characteristic of the
regular education units as weil as.Unit K, The deaf cHﬁldrén, especially
in the mathematics area, were integrated into the mainstream of thé
unit%' regular instructional program. Unit K was also integrated in the

g?ése that they did, on a need basis, Ekrk‘with the normal hearing stu-

: . E ]
¢ dents. Describing this process, the unit leader related that working

;with_normal hearing children taught her a lot. She felt the practice

"prevents [you] from being too .narrow--too special educationalized:t
ff?‘«
Other advantages were given to the practice of multiaging as well and

certaiﬁly were not coAfined to Unit K,

Reactions to the multiaging practices at School B :can be grouped

- -« .

into two categories. The first category characterized multiaging as a
reflection of reality. It provided an environment reflective of the

everyday conditions the children experienced, The second category ex~

- -

tolled the improvement in the instructional programing for students. ~

The practice permitted a variety of instructional options that facili-
A

. tated the total growth of each child through an individualized philosophy‘

’

. ¢

and program.
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The reflection of social‘reality réported to be enhanced by multi-
aging practices was described in many-differeni ways, It assisted in the

devélbpﬁent of a "helping" attitude on the part of the children,” While

.

it might not eliminate social’ and behavioral labeling of children, i.e.,

the class clown, the school bully, 'and the real discipline problem, the

»

lébeling could be reduced through multiaging practices-.

Social reality was also enCouraged through multiage grouping by

[y

déveloping an appreciation of individual differences. Partieular refer-

ePce was given by the unit leader when describing the integration of

.
<4

deaf and normal hearing children:

There is a place for the deaf education kids, socially and
academically. Kids aren't put down. Sometimes the kids
. [normal hearing] may not always understand but they care
Y about them [deaf children] as people.
‘o . we " .
It was also reported that multiage grouping gave children the experience

A : .
of being the youngest and the oldest in a group. This experience fpro-

moted understanding of and communication with other indihiduals/holding

N "

differing perceptions. . . .

-

.

The instructional advantages associated with multiage grouping .

focusq@?ppon the ability to implement suggested IGE practices through the
flexibility provided by multiage grouping of students. A frequehtly )

- .

stated advantage referred to the elimination of academic labeling. A

Al ’

unit leader stated: . . N . .
It enables interaction between kids of different ages. If in b
the traditional setting, they [groups of children] would al- >
ways be placed.in a low group, They soon get the idea they .

are dumb and end up going through life as dumb. When multi-

aged and IGE'd,.no single kid can or should be pigeon-holed

as "low, average, etc. Kids still ask but they are told that

there are no such things. ' . -

4

.
[N

-
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This labeling of-chilgren was often referred to in a nZgative
« . ’ b
orientation.. An aide's comment typifies the general response% "I don't
. like kids to know they are a failure. .They will learn that soon enough; &

‘don't_need to know [that] at age 8." .

. . ’ Although the school's implementation of multiaéing practices was

" consistent with their descriptivns of multiage grouping, one unif, Unit
. . \ ®
. TGy became very frustrated with both the concept and the practice. It
. was felt that the chilafen‘in Unit G, primary children, were different,

particularly the first.gradérst .The staff teachers felt that these

children needed to learn too much aboupfschoo} to be subjected to much
’ o - ! . i
. movement and exposure to many different teacﬁgrs and aides, They had
" 4 . . - . [ %
N . . !
. to b€ socialized into the world of, €ducation., This socialization included

. .

providing each child with fhe security of one teacher, The unit leader
. . p

. stated: - .o <

. " You have to-.isolate the first graders until fhey are familiar
with school, " Kids have and need to have. the security of one .
teacher. They have to learn how to read directions and become

- . . . more independent. Need more reassurance; .

. . * - . e . \ .

‘These feelings,, according to the unit leader, reflected the_thoughts

Y

of all the members of Unit K. An aide in Unit K expressed mixed feelings

* ¥ " about multiage grouping: ‘_T\\7' ' ' . -
s M . ’ .

o [MuItiage grouping]:is. socially hettqr.. Working with others, *
helping; this is good. No stigma attached in ‘grouping, high,
low, etc. . . . . How do -you réally individualize that age °
group [primaryl}? . . ., [they] can't. take as.much movement as
others, Primary kids are-different. ) . -
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‘ . Nongradednees o v, - . .
v i . . I - 1
’ A ' " : ! . ‘ ' LS ’ >
S e . A conscious effort was made to eliminate a graded concept at School
;o P ) " . . . . .
. B. This was donme in discussion and in practice. Descriptjons of non-

: gradedness placed instruction as a common reference point, A teacher
w ' - - " 3 -
described nangradedness. as a system where’"ghildren are grouped by age
. . * . b
into units but grouped for instructign as to where he is at academically," ‘
v . A

% . Similarly, a parent déscribed it as "thildren 1earn[ing];by needs, not
" by grade level." The, absence of grades in the pupii reporting process

was an additional dimension provdded by oﬁe’staffomember.

3 . >

Despite all effort to deemphasize references to grades and grade

<

v ) 1evels'V1tﬁ staff, chlldren, and parents, 1t appeared that the notion
* \"r‘ y ‘ ‘ .

- . of gradedﬁess_still existéd. '"Kids still know" was the reaction ex- 9
. ’ . » ¥y B » A
4 : ) 2 - I ¢;'. ¢ . ) ~
pressed . by many staff members, Several incidents’were reported that il-

- , ba - s,

lustrated the bossibleqreasons for‘the difficulty in eliminating this

. LI M LIS -

' and ﬁbexefforts the staff hal made toward reaching a nongraded enviren-

.

N : mept A parent descrlbed an in01dent 111ustrat1ng the effort exerted

' .
“ ~

. -7 by children" o . :
’ T ; « ,Q.«" . ' .

. If épmeone en ‘a tour [of School B], which is almost always con-
, dacted by'a child, asks about prade lepels, the kids sort of
T reprimand the persen for even eonsider ng, the grades are a

i€ part of the program [at School B] . . -
, 5

A} -

.: {\
. \

One teagher qeported ‘that. "we don t really know what grade level N
»- 7 . ~

?) [
we are working 1&"W1Qh-each child. Kids can work at books at a grade

" \

level above or below." Similarly another felt that "it doesn't matter. .

. - f

Really don't consider it, More important to key in on specific objec-

® tives,"- An aide reported: s

N
-~ -

- Sarah [her daughter] knows,wpat grade she is in, The right

5

1) . . i ~
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question should be what grade is Sarah in, in'mathematics, ,
reading, spelling, language arts, etc. Just to ask. what __// '

grade they dare in-is not a fair question to ask a child.
District requirements seemed to preseﬁt many of the difficulties

in achieving nongradedness, A teacher outlined these as 'district re-

s

ports, tests, and grade level objectives," A unit leader illustrated
how her unit has attempted to deal with this problem:
B A}
Last year I had a battle,with the science coordinétor. He
insisted that fourth graders couldn‘*t learn about electricity,
I-told him that was ridiculous, We, ir our unit, are now ' ‘
teaching science on a three year cycle, Each child, regard-
less of grade level, may learn about different aspects of th )
science topics and is not confined to grade level. topics, /g-

N . L]

.

Teaming :
Teaming was seen as a vehicle for achieving a variety of personal

and instructional goals more than as an organizational arrangement of

staff ardd children, Emphasis was given to the.ability to meet student

EsN

< needs through the instructional pfocess. In addition, individuals within

.

the school setting were better able to deal with the attainment of per-

N -

sonal goals and ambitions by participating as members of a team.

‘v i . .
Operationally, each of the units was quite similar. Business was "

conducted from an agenda at edch of the regularly scheduléd unit meetings.
The unit leader was responsible for the development of the agenda, Any

team member might Qave an item placed on the agenda’by simply making that

request to the unit leader. ’

.

Unit meetings centered upon long~ and short-range planning, assign-

ment of extra-curricular responsibilities, parent-teacher conferences,

¢

, .
discipline, children, grouping of students, general day-to-day operationms,

. . and any expected or unexpected changes that had to be made. The planning

3 2 *
.
3
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practices were frequently highlighted when discussing. the team, Each

member of the team was identified as a resource person in one or more
. ki
curricular areas, Each resource person assumed the leadership for the

planning of his or her curricular area's instructional program. , This

v

planning responsibility entailed the. development of objectives and the
< accompanying set of instructional activities designed to meet them.
. .
This plan, when complete, was brought before the unit for review and

final approval. The finalized program.was then implemented by the entire

unit staff. -

~

s
’

The planning practices of .the team operations were identified as&

* -

"resulting in better instruction because resources are utilized better,"
A M ‘F “
' \
according to one teacher. The specific resources referred to her were

" detailed more specifically by others., A unit leader asserted that

"leadership in one or two curricular areas promotes a better utilization

4

of teécher time and energies,” Timé was also seen as a distinct advan-
tage by a teacher. He stated, "I can spend my time planni éﬂih one area
much better than if I had to plan everything," A unit leader highlighted

the increase in the sharing of inst;uctionél materialt and ideas by re-

»

lating ghis practice to a condifion she feif_characterized_the self-

contained classroom. She stated:

'

" A3

In self—coqtaiﬁed, teachers are tight with materials because
.they don't want to have their books and ideas used: before
they get them [children from the previous grade].and have

. nothing to do.. :

The ability to form a vé}iety of different instructional groupings

was identified as an advantagé of teaming, This made it possible to

! 1

et




match gréup and teacher characteristics more closely, In addition, the

flexibility made it possible to Pprevent~a teacher from being identified

1% - . . «
as a teacher of slow, fast, or average children, as well as'preventing

- ' the groups of students from being didentified as fast, slow, average, or -

ol

remedial gréup.
. a

‘ [ The grouping and regrouping created by this flexibility also im-
. AY
proved student evaluation. A unit leader saw the advantage in "[having]

more than one teacher which will have worked with that child . . . thus

making for a better evaluation." C .

+ . ~

< ¢ This practice of matching teasher and studen{ groups to imS%ove

individualized instruction also highlighted the need to consider teachers

- s

as individuals as well as students, A unit teacher described the impor-

& tance-of the individualization of teachers in relatiohship to individua-

lized instruction and teaming. She stated:

. Individual teachers are individuals as well and should be
- treated as such. A team needs a balance of personalities, ,
strict, loose, liberal, conservative, etc. You must believe
- tn individualization before you can be a team in IGE. Then
there is a place for all kinds of teachers on that team.

N ¢

N . . N .
The implications of this belief were stated in several ways. A

baren&,said, "One teacher may be able to get gomething out of a child

, b

. . that another teacher may not be able to do." Anbther felt that it was

———

"good~to expose kids. to different personalities,'" _In addition, another

said:
It affords that child access to more ideas and creativity, |
- The staff gets to know each child better: reduces the oppor-
4 tunities for teachers to create negative attitudes about a
child. You become a better teacher in the long run; you can't
sluff off in your responsibilities, ' Sharing of responsibilities

\l‘

s o -
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[and] plapniné makes it easier to cope with problems. Creates
more of a family structure, , "

L] . 0 i
Describing the specific advantage to the teaming arrangement uti- ~

-« . ~ ’ ! 'gg
lized by the Speciak Unit, tHe unit leader 'stated:
United we stand! Specia1°sA are oftetﬁ treated as second class
teachers while regular academic teach are fjrst class, As
a unit we can make music, art, p.e., important to kids and
teachers and an %?portané part of the regular program for kids.
Our team.is responsible for everything, discipline, planning _
activities, etc. We are autonomous. We do everything from
\“Seciding who, how, where, and when. This is different from
the regular youtine of-the specialist where everything is
decided¥ and dicated to you by others, We have a voice in
school . . . We get support here at School B, We can ac-
complish and dmplement our philosophy through IGE and the
team. You can't do that in a self-contained sghool.

-~

3

~

-

The assignment of an aide was used to illustrate how.important it
-~
whs for special'area teachers to function as a team. At the start of

k4
the: school year there was the equivalent of .5 unfilled staff positions.

The IIC made the decision to employ an aide and that.the aide‘ﬁbuld be

assigned to the Special Unit. That, the unit leader ciaigi,'would never
R # |
have happened unless the special area teachers operated as they were

currently doing.

I3

A similar feel;ng was expressed by members of Unit K, the unit

‘

responsible for the district's deaf education program, The unit leader

stated: ¥

’ © P

’
You team teach along with the regulag.unit. Treat the deaf
kids like normal,kids. When we integrate we participate in
the planning but not always do.we participate in the teaching.
This.is how I get to know what is going on in the units and

I can see where we can integkate the kids. I sit in on the
conferences and assist in making out the report-'cards. We
are a team in math because all the deaf kids are integrated,
The teaming has taught me a lot, Prevents me from being too
narrow—-too specialized. . ’

s

Yy
s

.
e




N }
Unit K represented a distinct departure from typical team opera=-

tions characterizing the rest of the school, both operationally and
attitudinally. Théloperation of the team, seemed to be strongly ip-
fluenced by their attitudes toward multiage grouping 322 the belief that

\ primary childrén are different. The instructional prograw was chdrac-

.
’

-~ - terized by minimal change for students and teachers. Because of 'their J'.;
. . x‘ !
* beliefs about the educational and social growth of primary children the
. - .

instructional groups tended to be .formed within grade levels. Children

. S

5

have language arts, handwriting, and spelling‘}\ the morning with one h
teacher and mathematics, social studies, and science in the afternoon

whkth another teacher,

\

s \
: The unit leader characterized Unit G as "bitchy." When asked
L]

what ei&cited this type of behavior, she stated:
. t . i~
. . just too many things to do; too many extra meetings to

go to, the Year Round School Committee, the Nature Center Com-—

nittee, the Report Card Committee. Teaming also results in a
waste of time by ha¥ing to sche&ule, move kids, and loss of .

time waiting for others to finish up.

Another frustration expres;ed by the unit leader concerned-the as-
sixnment of an aide.to the Specials Unit. She felé that "aides should
* be yith kids, not in the Specials Ugifs copying sheet music.dl Although
‘ the unit leader experienced many frustragions, th;':bility to handle
- . those frustrations was felt to be a.distinct aavantagé in team;ng. She

« ‘stated: > |

I can disagree and voice my disagreement without getting

.. slapped down. I 'am better able to handle frustrations .
than in self-contained. Lo
Y » -
P , 5
. P .
' B Vi
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- Shared Decision Making

o
Pecision making occurred at two organizational levels, the In-
. \ &
structional Improvement Committee and the Instruction and Research Un}t.
The Instructional Improvement Committee's decisional realm concerned -

items that had school-wide implications for students andjor staff--"at

' -

least a major portion," according to the principal. Decisdpon making

at the Instructional and Research Unit level pivoted around the day-tc-
-

day operations of the instructional program.

e _

Tite Iastructional improvement Committee worked from an agenda that

was developed through staff input. Agenda items might be submitted by

any staff member: principal, unit leader, or teacher. The principal

was responsible for the agenda's development, printing, and distribut?on

?

1
to the units prior to the IIC meeting. -

- _The agenda became the vehicle by which staff could provide inputto
IIC decisiors. A unit leader reported that her unit had a "specific time

to go over the IIC agenda before the meeting co [they could] react to

’

agenda items.” The importance of each unit's discusgion of IIC agenda

‘items was emphasized by a teacher. She stated:

Decisions made at the IIC are always made after input from
the staff of each unit. Only trivial decisions are made -by
the IIC without input; like what day, Monday or Tuesday,
should be the day for the safety programs,

Instructional decisions at the unit level were paramount in the
- . R £

conducting of day-to-day operations of the unit. A teacher stated:
The most important decisions are made in the unit when we talk
about time, scheduling, grouping and materials, learning style.

The strong area is that we really communicate abuut kids. ‘
v

s
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Another teacher added that there were times when the team would
"focus upon discipline and how to handle kids with problems." Another -

also added that "seme nonsense decisions [were made] too, bus detail,

lunch schedules . " )

The importance of participating in the decision-making process
was highlighted by a teacher: "You feel better if you are involved in
decisions that directly affect you.'" She then proceeded to describe a

check in the decision process at the unit level. She stated, "If units

~

can't agree oxjsomething then the principal has to -step in and make the
decisions before things get too far out of hand." .

The use of ad hoc staff committees also created opportunities for

staff participation in the decision-making process, An illustration is

. the deveIop?ént of the school's budget requests. The staff curriculum

tommittee, ﬁade_uﬁ of fepresentatives from the Instructional and Research

Units, assumeéd that responsibility, The availability of existing in-

=

structional materials in the school, requests -from individual Instruc- -
tion and Research Units, and financial constraints resulted in the final

list of requested materials and supplies. The budget committee's requi-

sition was limited to instructional materials and supplies because the -«

school secretary 'rzs responsible for requisitioning materials that were
Youtinely'used by the staff, e.g., paper, pencils, chalk, and paint.
Accordi;g to the principal this not only resulted in a more efficient

- utilization of materials and resources but meant that "all units {[were]
more aware of what resources,_ﬁaterials, and supplies were available

throughout the building." .

' 101,

.
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[ In general, decisions were made by the IIC and the units with a

variety of specific decisions delegated to staff ad hoc committees. The

, -

use of ad hoc committees was also extended to staff-parent committee make-
up.' A parent-staff committee was organized to keep the reporting system -
current. The implementation of a year-round school program at School B
and the use of the nature center was also being considered through the
use of ad hoc staff-parent committees,
Participation in decisions was not limited to the regular educa-
. tion teachers. A Unit K membe; stressed that they ha@ "equal wéight with
all other teachers. [Everyone] participates in all décisions that are )
normal school activities," |
The boundaries to which the decisions were confined appea;ed to be
fuzzy. Ag related by a parent,
If the decision making relative to instruction at the school
gets too far out of line, the central administration would

take that right away. [Although] officially, nor sure if R
they should. )

’

The Instructional Programing Model at School B

Instructional Programing

>

The emphasis on educational accountability by the state and local

.

school district provided assistance to the instructional programing , e

effort at School B. The school district established district-wide objec~._
- e AN
™~

tives along with some related criterion-referenced tests. These objec- N

ti;es served as a guide for the development of the specific instructional

activitiés within each unit.

- . . 3
. . 7
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Ad hoc curriculum committees composed of staff members from each

0

of the various units took these objectives and ‘organized them into a

. ) . N i ¢ . * o ' N . .
sequential arrangement in order to estgplish instructional continuity

-

petweeen each of the units, Cufriculum committee members were also the

resource people in each unit and were responsible for planning the unit's

instructional. program in that curricular area.

Y

The unit's‘approval of a curricular program was followed by pre-

assessment. The preassessment items were often available through the

district guides but, acco;ding to one feacher, "[might] by adapted to

~

meet needs at our school.” The results of the preassessment permitted

the unit to form groups of children, assign teachers to the various

-

groups, and begin the inséructiohal activities. The inétructioﬁai:ac-
tivities were the responsibility of each of the individual teachérs,
during this phase of the instructional process, furthef grouping was made
if needed and possible in order to accommodate i#dividual needs, This
was at the teacher's option.

‘ Postassessment followed instruction, with the general instryctional
. ) ) .
process beginning anew--select new objectives, preassess, group for in-

" d . . . . . 4
struction, implemen& instructional activities, and postassess.
N ]

Similar instructional programing processes are characteristic of

>

Unit K and the Specials Unit. Explainiuy the music program, .the music

.
-

teacher reported that each area within the music curriculum had been or-
ganized into a two-part, three-year cycle. One part consisted of a pri-

mary elementary focus; thé other, an upper elementary focus. It took

the student three years to obtain the total program in each cycle. The

s e
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activities within each cycle were not organized by grade levels but -

]

rather organized to permit the teachers flexibility in planning activi-

ties according to the needs of the students and the general sequential
’ * L]

development of the program, She reported, "Better utilization of time
for planning and teachers [résults] because you aren't preparing dif-
ferent lessons for each class or for each grade level."

The IMC Director and member of the Specials Unit, reported the

.

impact of the programing process from the perspective. She stated:

s The nature of instructional programing makes “heavy.use of
instructional materials. At times, because of heavy usage,
[it] makes it difficult for some units of study to occur at
the same time in more than one unit. ,

The unit leader of Unit K described their ihstructional programing

process as one in which '"we preassess, then group and schedule. "We do
2 : .

- .
- *

this the samé way as done with normal kids."

.

~ s &
+~+ 1 « Several specific improvements én'the instructional program were .
. ! - -\ I - .
¥ [ R
cited. A unft leader: "Each teacher switches around so that no teacher
can be identified as a teacher of the slow or low group." This same im-

-

provement was identified by another téhcher but from a child's point of

view. He stated: .
Kids know what group ‘they are in; high; low. We try not to , o
tell them but rathetr explain why they are in a particular -
group, but they know, ’

Continuous Progress . :

+

Descriptions of continuous progress usually contained two compo-

nents, continuity and instruction, An aide described it as "continuity’

between &nd among units' instructional programs.' A teacher emphasized

&

. . - N

s s
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that the "need for continuity brings the units together," Providing a-

'

L - . - N
more specific instructional application, a unit leader stated, "Continuous

progress takes him where he is and goes from that, point. Groups “are not

“
>

based on grade level norms; better than self-contained." "It is the

<

ability of the unit to‘'pick up each student where ever they left off in

v o an instructional program" was the description provided by a teacher.

This, according to another, made it possible to integrate the deaf chil-
dren so°that they could "move them right along." -~ Tf

A personal ihcident was geportéd by an aide that illustrates that

-

there was still a tendency, even though contiduous progress was built

into the instructional program, for parents to think of progress in terms

. S
. of grade level promotion or demotion. She told of the instance where

. her daughter was moved from one unit to another after only one year. The

? . : a4 ] ~ . P

change was miade for both academic and social reasons. She said that

. - * . b
after her daughter had been moved to another unit she promptly received -

. . .

many questions from her neighbors concerning the change because "they o

- - .

Lt thought this was a promotion, like skipping a grade," ' T

. . " A parent provided another observation but 4in the other direction,

.
- .

- ~ failure. She stated:?”’ . e 4 !

In the school the 'kids went to before,<if you failed something,
you flunked, Not here, This is good. It helps the students,

It helps .them to do better in junior high school when they are’

» expeected to be on their own. .

- . * -~ . . M
N

Criterion-Referenced Assessment

\ ' .
The primary advantage of criterion-referenced assessment was as- -

.

sociated with record-keeping: it provided the teacher with a means by

. ( w . ' r‘l\
' ) , :‘:‘.'-_“@._ . 1\;3
~ ERIC’
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which to keep track of each student's instructional progress and was help-
: . ‘
ful when reporting pupil progress to parents, Associated with the rec- "/:>

ord-keeping emphasis

[

was the assistance criterion-referenced assessment :
. provided in the general assessment practices of each unit. While assess- -

ment practices were specific to each unit the setting of specific cri-

. - 4
terion levels determining mastery were a unit option, -
’ , One unit leader reported that no hard-and-fast criterion levels
were set for preassessment tests in Unit I; instead teacher judgment was
L] v -
more frequent. In contrast, the unit leader of Unit H reported that the
§ .
Unit had set a three out of five criterion level for its preassessment.
: Enrichment_activities were provided for those children in the Unit who
4 . passed all the preassessment tests for £he selected instructional objec-
) ) tives. An aide described the integration of criterja lewels with pro-
: N - - .
- ., . ] - A - - . =
. fessional jdagment in another unit, -She stated: ‘
" In math, twenty-seven put of thirty indicates that the student
) passes the objective; fail if below. The staff pulls those
« papers of the student that had twenty-five or twenty-six
. LR > . .
right. [They] look ‘at the test apd, child; were they ill, out .
. " of school recently, etc., and then works with them and gives
.- : - them another. test, There is a pass—fail orientation to tests.
. A : . - .
Preassessment N . > e

S~ et
- - .

"PreasSEssment‘is a test .that can be used to irdicate where a
o -, . ) e .
child is" was the description of preassessment provided by a unit leader.

« 7 Throughout the interviews the discussion of preassessment reflected this

[
' ’

' gerieral respohse but -also linked- it with professional judgment, In the

. .

i v

defihitions ‘these two elements were focused upon the formation of student ’
.- . placement in instructional groups. The principal stated:
/ . . ' ' : . ’ ’ '
’ : ra
ERIC 19
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[Preassessmeqt and professional judgmentT result in more accurate
grouping of students. It reduces the chance of a student being
assigned to a group which will be learming something he already

" knows., . ’ i

Although an aide felt she had '"never been in a school that tested

so mych," the frequency of tests was seldom mentioned by either staff or
.\ -~ ~

parents. Few references were made to preassessment and its impact upon
A -

.

the children, One personal observation provided by a teacher sums up
the general attfitude toward the use and results of preassessment tests.

She stated:

When some kids come into your unit you have certain expectations
but the preassessment really blows your mind,

. Summar

In Chapter IIT the déta were presented from both school sites

- 4

used in this study. Principals, unif’leaders, teachers, aides and
parents reported on the praézices associated wiih the characteristics

of the multiunit school and the Instructional Programing Model. In

-
: -

Chapter IV these responses will be analyzed in accorgﬁncefwith the con-—

ceptual framework and exploratory questions underlying this research.

.
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ABSTRACT .
Y

The purpose of this study was to examine tﬁe interpretation of the
characteristics of the multiumit school and the Instructional Programing
Model as they related to home-school-community relations. The multiunit
school is an organizational and administrative arrangement of staff and

] ¢

students that facilitates instructional programing for the individual
stuéent as well as other related Individually Guided Education practices.
It consists of five underlying characteristics: multiage grouping of
students, nongradedness, teaming, differentiated staffing, and shared
decision making. The Instructional frograming Model is a cyclic'seven
step process used to plan, implement, and evaluate instructional program-
ing for children. It has four underlying characteristiés: instructional
programing, continuous progress, criterion-referenced assessment, and
preassessment.

t

Home-school-community relations was defined as the resolution of

n

actual or potential conflict among various suprblics which may be as-'

sociated with policy decisions or administrative practices which deter-
A}

mine: (1) the use of scarce economic resources, (2) the value choices
to be made regarding the educational program, and (3) the locus of power
in the ‘education enterprise.

Within this framework this study had two objectives:

1. To describe the characteristics of the multiunit school and
the Instructional Programing Model.
. {

. - 2. ‘To analyze the interrelationships between the characteristics
identified in Objective 1 by identifying and describing each

. in terms of the allocation of (1) scarce economic resources, 1
(2) educational values, and (3) power.
= 172 -
*xiii




This case study was exploratory in design. Minimum criteria in-
dicating an~opefational program of Individually Guided Educaéion were
psed to select the two school sites used in this study. Data were col-
lected through the use of in-depth interviews. An open-ended interview
‘schedule was developed to obtain substantive data regarding the opera-
tiénalization of the multiunit school and the Instructional Programing
Model. Interviews were held with principals, unit leaders, teachers,
aides, and parents. A data retrieval system, consisting of coded and
notched key-sort cards, was devised to code and retrieve the data gathered
during the interview;. Data were Qerified by two knowledgeable respon-
dents from each of the two school sites.

Two general conclusions summarize the findings related to this
study. First, the successful implementation and operationalization of
the cﬁaracteristics of the multiunit school and the Instructional Pro-
graming Model are related to the degree by which they can be translated

- into visible and tangible benefits easily interpreted by the various
subpublics in the school community. In this study, it was found that

two characteristics of ‘the multiunit school, multiage grouping of stu-

dents and teaming, had been translated into visible and tangible bene-

N

fits. Consequently, the implementation of these two characteristics

was more successful than those characteristics that were not capable

of being translated into visible and tangible benefits. -
Second, actual or potential conflic% is more likely to result

fromw differing educational values associated with the characteristics

13‘(1‘)
Al LI R




than either their allocation of power or resources. The different

A 4
values also hold the potential for conflict if issues atise in the

~

school community.

—

7
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CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

Introduction

In Chapter III the data were presented that explicated the imple- _

mentation of the multiunit school and the Instructional Programing Model.

Each of the characteristics associated with the multiunit school and the
Instructional Programing Model were discussed as they®related to each of

the two school sites,

In this chapter each characteristic of the multiunit school and

[}

the Instructional Programing Model is analyzed., Each characteristic is

-

examined in terms of the following questions: .

» -

1. flow is the characteristic operationalized in the school?

- 2. _How is the characteristic defined by members of the school
communltyq 5
-
3. What advantages and disadvantages dre associated with the
characteristic?

l

4. What allocations of power, resources, and' values are associated

with the characteristic?

5. Was conflict, created by the operationalization of the charac-

teristic, associated with the allocations of power, resources,
and values? ) .

b >  The Multiunit School , \\

The multiunit school is the organizational and administrative
arrangement of staff and students that facilitates instructional pro-
graming for the individual student as well as other related Individually

171

149

; «
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Guided Education practices. It consists of five disfinguishing charac~’

‘ ‘ » . .
teristics: multiage grouping of.students, nongradedness, differentiated

.

staffing, shared decision making, and teaming.,

. . +

Multiage Grouping of Students S “

5
1

Multiage érouping occurred duging’t%p assignment of’stugents to
the~Instruction and Research Units gnd during ;pé formation of 5peci£§c
instructional géoups. During.their formation each Instruction and Re-
éearcﬁ Unit was assigned students f;om two or more'gradeelevels. In

School A this resulted’in three Fnstruction and Research Unifs with ng

v

o#?glabping grade l?vels. éonsequentlyf all students ip.any'given grade -
1evé1 were assigned to the same Instruction and Research Unit. In Qe—
scribing multiage grouping in this school the parents used the conven-
tio;ai split-grade, c?nbinationvclassroom, a practice frequently used in

the age-graded, self-contained elementary school, as a common reference

v

point. No reference to the split-grade, combination classroom’was made

at School B.

In School B the assignment of students to Instruction and Research

<

Units followed the same pattern as in School A except that studengs'in
grades four, five, and six were %ssigned to diffqrent Instruction and
Résearch Units. As a result, students in each grade level could be as-
signed to one of several Instruction and Research Units, Students in

grades five and six were assigned to one of two Instruction and Research

'

Units that housed all fifth and sixth graders. The majority of the

fourth-grade students were assigned to an Instruction and Reseatrch Unit °

with all the third-grade students. The remaining foﬁrth-grade students,

-

-~

175 : ™~
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a total of twenty, were assigned to one of the Instruction and Research

Units with fifth- and sixth~grade students. Social as well as academic

considerations were'used to determine which fourth-grade students would

I3

be assigned to the Instruction and Research Unit that housed the fifth-

‘ -
[ and sixth-grade students, -

Multiage grouping was also‘Qescribed as befng a characteristic of

. -

4 .
instructional groups. In both schools instructional groups were formed -

* .-

on the baiiii:f instructional needs, but each school differed in de-

scribing its tesulting multiage characteristic. In School ? the multi-

VR
L4 >

age characteristic of instructional groups was described as "groups with
students of different ages.," 1In contrast, the description of the multiage |
' * \
\d \

charactefiétic of instructfénal groups i? School A took on an achievement .
6rientation, with multiaée grouping being'dgscribed as ability grouﬁing,
e.g., high third, low ;Exth.

I Students and teacpers were the primary recipients of the advantage; )

ascribed to multiage grouping, For the students, multiage grouping

. fostered (1) social growth by creating conditioms in which students of

different ages :cbuld work and play together; (2) the opportunity for stu-

dents to work in a variety %f groups'ﬁithout facing the social peer pres-

-
.

sures identified with an academic or pefsonality label; and (3) the de-

. . V&lopment of skills necessary to adapt to a variety of §itﬁ§tions. For
. B C e
‘the teacher,, multiage grouping improved the efficiency and quality of in-

~structional grouping, Multiage grouping also ﬁfovidéd a mechanism for -

"mainstreaming" special education students, .
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Disadzpntages of multiage gfbuping wete directed toward the primary

ey

age child. The'primary student's meed for security, a restricted environ-

« >

ment, and a chance to become socialized into the world of education were
reasons for citing disddvantages of multiage grouping at.the primary

level. . ’ ' )

. ’ -
The values associated wi?% multiage grouping were determined by
identifying positive attributes ascribBed to it by respondents having a
. N .
positive and negative value ogientation toward the characteristic. Table

4 .

6 presents a tabulation of the respondents' value orientations toward
p ]

1 I

multiage grouping.‘ The number of respondents having positive, neutral,
or negative value orientations toward multiage grouping are listed in the

-

respective columns. ' . -

Words and phrases used by the respondents when describing multiage

group{ng were used to identify their value orientations toward that

characteristic. Respondents were placed into one of the three value

orientation categories, positive, neutray, or negative. Respondents

“

primarily using words and -phrases that despribed multiage grouping in sup-

portive terms were identified as having a positive value orientation
: ‘

toward the characteristic, Similarly, respondents using words and
phrases that described multiage gkouping in non-supportive terms .were

identified as having a negativevalue oriqptation toward the characteris-
tic. Respondents who were either unaware of multiage grouping or who

v

o .
did not describer it in positive or negative terms were_ldentified as

o

having a neutral value orientation toward the characteristic, This. pro-

cess was also used to determine the value ‘orientations of each respondent

>

p-u‘h’ ;
, ! 1 x & N
v ‘ ”
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VALUE ORIENTATION OF RESPONDENTS TOWARD e
4 CHARACTERISTICS' OF THE MULTIUNIT SCHOOL 2 ¢
w f"z’ - -
AND THE INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMING MODEL o B
Characteristic ’ Positive Value ~ Neutral or Upaware Negatiye Val
Orientation : * - of Characteristic - Orientatior
. (N=41) - (N=41) (N=41).
The Multiunit School \ ’ . : ’
Multiage Grouping 26 “ S 7.
—
Nongradedness N A ‘ 12 422
Teaming 1 t - 23 ) 14
. Differentiated Staffing C 9 . 129
Shared Decision Making . 6 . L 34
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Instructional Programing 5 ! . 32
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*toward ‘the other characteristics of the multiunit school and the Instruc-

tional Programing Model.'

* The data* found in Table é%%how that ‘26 out of 41 respondents had

a positive value orientation toward multiage grouping of students while

9n1y eight had a negative value orientation. Seven respondents were

. either unaware of multiage grouping or had neither a ﬁositive nor a nega-
tive value orientation to the characteristic. .
The specific value attributes associated with multiage grouping of
‘

. students are found in Table 7, This table presents the specific pési- ‘ﬂ

- tive and negative attributes of multiage groyping., Each attribute is

categorized according to'gts subpublic beneficiary. The total number of s
; %, E

‘nominations for each attribute is also found in Table 7% . »

' - \

s The data in' Table 7 show that students were the primary recipients .

. . - 1% . s .
- 3 3 3 . 2 ‘. ‘
of the positive attributes as;;Z&ated with multiage grouping. In addi- :
R . : . . v n f
tion, the school staff was also accorded many benefits as a result of

' mult;age grouping of stﬁdenpé.

w

i . The three most fiequently nominated positive attributes of multi-
Y ‘ .

o

. . ) age grouping prpvided benefits to students. Each of the positiye,attri—‘
"

butes, (1) works .with studemts of différent ages, (23 reduces academic °

’
~ - M

T N and social labeling, and (3) promoﬁqs sécial(aﬁd emotional growth, ré—¢
: . . ) ¢ ) : .. ’ ~ -
: ceMved eight out of’26 possible nominations. :

2 ~

: While "promotes social’ and emotional growth wag identified as -

one of thé three most frequently nominated positive attributes, "in=

» -
- X

hibits social growth" was the most frequently nominated negative attrff
,\Bute. "Inhibits sociai.growth" received four out of eight possible
“ [y

A}

ngminati&ns. . ) . A "

. T . . .
'\) “> N - 1'«./:)‘ L Y '

- ERIC - oo - .
| s "
(8

T, " S . | N -
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. TABLE 7

POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE VALUE ATTRIBUTES
OF MULTIAGE GROUPING OF STUDENTS

-~ - Number of Times

Positive Attributes - ’ Nominated
J

For the Student: .
Promotes social and emotional growth 8
Works Wiéh students of different ages S
Reduces academic and social labeling ) ~ 8

Easiet to resolve teacher-student personality clashes 4

4

3

3

1

Develops tolerance and understanding of other's s

’,

Expe¥iences social reality
- N Comes in contact with a number of teachers

Promotes student modeling % . .

For the School Staff: . ) - d
Accomodates changés ' .
Better use of time, materials, and teacher
Meet individual needs more effectiyei;

- More efféctive fgllow-through"
, More interesting ‘

13

Can forth ‘better. instructional groups
L) A .
. . <




° ~ TABLE 7 ~- Continued

3

Number of Times
Negative Attributes Nominated

For the Stu%gnt:

Inhibijs social growth (primary = 3, upper = 1) 4
Children prohibited from getting security - 1

¢ Promotes arademic apd social labeling 1

For the School Staff:
Lack of approprigte materials ) . 1
Too hard to work'in a multiage setting - 1 -

Need for parents to know their child's grade level 1

! Y
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. s
There were no allocagions of power or resources associated with
4

multiage grouping of students, ’ W

- ¥
One isolated instance of conflict related to the allocation of

' 3
I

, values associated with multiage grouping of students was identified,

. -

During the assignment of children to Instruction and Research Units in

9 L

School B some of the fourth-grade students were assigned to an Instruc-

3

- tion and Researchmpnit\with all of the third-grade students; the others

ea )
wAre assigned to an Ifstruction and Research. Unit with fifth and si;}Q i

t grade students. A few of the parents of children assigned to the In-

\ ..

A .
. struction and Research Unit with the third-grade students inserpreted

this placement to mean that their children were being held Back while the

other fourth-grade students/yere moved ahead. An explanation by a
N - f/-—‘— . ) '

teacher giving the.reasons for the placement and assuring.them that their

childreh~were not being/held back resolved the issue. . - .

<

. . B

. There are two types of conflict within the school commﬁnipy,

d )

’

. , ' ,
actual and potential. \The-conflict discussed above was actual conflict -

3
.

acement. of students in an Instruction.

- .

- - ) .

~and Research Unit, SimilWTly, subpublics may have differing value orien-
. ' ) Y] ' o \.

tations toward multiage ar uping that may contain the potential for

. y . )
n of the value orientations of\principé{§, r

\

~

Taple 8 is a tabulati
: - . \

* unit leaders, teachers, aide

\ 3
'

" the bther characteristics of thai?glgéuniq school and thad Instrhictional

. -, . < -

Programing Model. The numbers within éach sqhyublic category indicate
A * ’ . . ‘

+
»
. ’ - .
’ . hd ! » -

' 3 . ,
. ' . ’ > -
e S 16702 ¥
lQ ,“ &

N ' ' . ¢

0 .

\

conflict. S : . Y Vo ™
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) TABLE 8

>

VALUE ORIENTATIONS OF SELECTED SUBPUBLICS
TOWARD' THE MULTIUNIT SCHOOL '

3 Shared

'Sub ublics ‘Multiage . Differentiated| Decision
' P Grouping Nongradedness Teaming Staffing ~ Making
valoblcl+ Jo |- |+ fo -1+ o -1+ 10
Principals. . ‘
(N=2) - 1 1 0 0 1 11 0 2 0 1 1 0 0 z

o,y
Unit Leaders

(N=10) -
‘Teachers o ‘ :
1 3 1 0 11 0] 3.1 8
(N=11) . 7 2 2 5 5 7 '
Aides s 12 lalz2 3|12 |4 jo]3 |3 |o |0 |6
(N=6) * \ *
I " 7
Parents i ’
8 |1 3 6 3 9 2 1 2\/ 8 2 1 |1
(N=12) 2 3
Total Multiunit 26 7 8 12 22 7 23 |14 4 9 29 3 6 34
School T 0 —t= 790 - L+ |0 | -1+ 10 |- F [0
8positive Value Orientatidﬁ '
.bNeutral or Not Aware of Charactefistic ‘ ;‘ .
-~ . 3 N
CNegative Value Orientation . - P
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s

N

s

~ 4

-

ow

- -
~

the number of respondents identified as having either a positive, neutral,

4

or negative value orientation, The value orientations of each subpublic

are given for each of the characteristics,

-

The data in Table 8 indigafe that all of/zhe shbpublics were sup-

. [

portive of multiage grouping of students. There wére only eight indi-

£

viduals who had a negativg value orientation towakd multiége gzakping

and seven who were either unaware of the characteristic-or neutral in

Sheir value orientation. . '

.. - ’ TN
A word of caution must be made concerning the data in Table 8:
\

With the exploratory design of this study only a limited number of.re-

spondents were selected from each of the two school sites. As a-result

the data in Table 8 is to be fegarded’as only suggestive of possible

’

patterns of subpublic orientations., ‘

. Nongradedness ‘ ' ’ L .

Parental expectations characterized the degree to which nongraded-

-
@ >

ness was oberationalized.at School A, Parental expectations for School
) .. [ X

A required grade level designations in the school's instructional activi-

ties and grade level comparisons in its evaluative précesses. These ex-
pectations carried over into their iqferpretation of nongradedness
' .
nongradedneSS being described as ébudants of different grdde .levels y .
‘a; v

working together in the same group. In response to those expectations

,

,the school's.instructional and evaluative activities were permeated with

‘ fﬁj@rences to grade levels. Thus nongradedness, as defined in this re-

S

search, was not implemented in School A. . ] T

*

1c1 ‘
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Nongradedness at School B was implemented by eliminating the grade
level designations when assigning students to each of the Instruction
and Research Units. However, grade levels were used by the staff as the
ﬁrimary basis for forming the Instruction aﬁd Research Units, Grade

level comparisons were given less emphasis when reporting pupil proggess,

«

primarily through the use of nongraded reporting syétem developed by a —_—
joini staff-parent committee, .
Despite the nongraded practices a&f;chool B and staff support of

°

nongradedness, most staff members knew /the grade levels of the children
they'ﬁﬁr;23?with and the parents knew the grade levels of their children.

While support for nongradedness in School B was high, few speci-

fic advantages were associated with it. TFor the student, nongradedhess

created improved learning conditions, the studégt being more challenged

but less frustrated, For the teacher, nongradedness made it easier to

.

‘accommodate different student personalities and instructional needs when
D mk
planning for instructional activities, P

» ¢
\// Although Ehe;e were no specific disadvantages associated with non-
: 3

igradedness, there were conditions identiﬁied which imhibited nohgraded

practices, They were (1) the long-standing tradition of gradednéss,

¢ o .

(2) he grental demapds for grade level comparisons, and (3) local and

state orts ;EQuiring graded information.

. ‘4; Table 6 shows.that 12 respondents. had 4 positive value orientation
4 T ' Lo gt i
toward nongradedness while seven had a negative. value orientation toward
5 N . . -
I o o \\\\ R
the charactegiﬁtic. There were 22 respondents who were either unaware

of'nongradedness ér were neutral in their value orientation.
‘ o

. /
T AED ‘




o b

to, the implementation of Individually Guided Education, Early dismissal -

. ) , / '
search Unit meetings.- . T

-~

Table 9 ‘shows the specific positive and negative attributes ascribed
to nongradedhess. Students were the primary~reéipients of the benefits
of the positive attribut?s. "Promotes learning by needs" was th£ primary
benefit for students. It received nine out of 12 éossiblé nominations.
Only one positive staff benefit was identified,

The gchool staff was the primary reqipient of the negative attri-

§ v

butes associated with nongradedness., Support for eacﬂ of the negative
attributes waérminimal with each of the fiQe attirubtes receiving only
one nom%ngtion.

. . §
There were no power and resource allocations associated with non-
. \

gradedness. Conflict related to nongradedness’was also absent.

Teaming ' .

Other than being defined as a éroup of pepplekworking together;
teaming was described in opefational terms, Teaming occurred within the
instruction and Research Unit’. School A referred to Instrucéign and Re-

search Units as teams as a result of implementing team teaching priof
Y h .

!

of students once each we;k provided time for weekly Instructgon and Re-
. . /

In describing the team three functional areas were identified:
pianning, teaching, and'evaluation. Planﬂﬁng and evaluation activities I
formed the basis f?f most of the meetiﬁg discussions! while SOEF
planﬁing.activities:were related to long-range and short-range cPrriculum
plans, the wgekly and daily plqnping activities constituted the majority

AN

of the planning activifies. Evaluation was student oriented. Teany

1E5




TABLE 9

POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE VALUE ATTRIBUTES s
OF NONGRADEDNESS

. Number of Times
Positive Attributes Nominated
) For the Student: - ) .
. Promotes learning by needs ! 9
Eliminatesstiéma when students move between groups 2
- Promotes social growth ' . 1
) Children are less frustrated N 1
> "Just good" 1
: \

A For the School Staff: ) . ‘ ,

Better utilization of time and teachers . 1
. Negative Attributes -
. p r
- For the Student: N\
. ! ‘Creates confusion | oat . 2
- F&r the School Staff: A
v More work for the feachef 1
f‘( - "Just won't work" . ! .
Your have to grade, for the basic subjects 1
. v % Too man; report require gradedﬂinformation . 1
N *Lack of materials . ¥ 1
- . . ¢ ’ )
, For the Parent: . "
- - Need té know the student's gradé 1evei b o1
’ - A
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- ’

.

. . . . . Iy
member s discussed children in an evaluative sense in thegprocess of

forﬁing groups and when reporting pupil progress.

:

' Teaching, the third functional area of team activitiese occurred

’
<

as a result of the plans developed during the Instruction and Research,

{
’

Unit meetings. The general plans that were established at these meetings
. ~ . s :
provided the oyerall parameters of the instructional program. Within
v -

these parameters teachers devised specific instrqctionél activities to
v - . )

meet the needs of the students.
. Many advantéges were associated with teaming. Parents described

advantages for the teacher and the student. For the teacher, teaming

increased teacher competency as a result of working with other teachers

and by sharing ideas-< materials, and talent, For the student, teaming .

.

provided an opportunity to mature as a result of being able to work with

]

many different’ adults.  Flexibility in grouping also made it easier to

form groups that reduced feacher—pﬁpil clashes.
. . » :

Aides, most of whom were also parents, identified the same advan-

-

~

tages as the non-aide parents but placed a greatetr emphasis on the
E) ., :

3

‘ , .
student benefits. . . .- .o

- »

The efficient use of human and material resourxces was the'major
\ ) K\ 5

advéncage identified by teachers. fTeamiﬂg resulted in more sharing of

materials and ideas among-staff_mémbers. The efficient'use of time,’ .

“ﬂrmaterials( and teacher talents was also associated with &he team's

.

plamning efforts. '
) - - o ’ . f..
N . Unit leaders associated operational advantages with teaming,

< v
* v ‘ f
Teaming increased the utilization of human and material resources through

/ B ] /
~

;J \ : | 1E€3 /// -

. . v

’

.
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L}

coordinated plahning efforts., Because teaming also resulted in more than

one teacher working with each student, unit leaders-indicated that this )
’ » ¥

prevented one teacher from having the ability to assign an_academic or

social '"label" to a student’, !
< - )

The abi%ity to gain staff)égceptanCe as a professional gq;al was
the major advantagé of teaming describéd by tea;hers and unit leaders
; in the ”spe;ial" tea;, a team composed of teaching g;ecialist;. Their
integrated planning and te%ching efforts with_o#her Instruction and Re-
¢ search Units enabléd them to participate fully in all school actiwities,

and decisions, Professional growth was also an advantage of teamipg,

particularly with the "special educators. Their intetraction with regularﬁ
education dufing joint planning and teacher activities permitted the

extension of their educational experiences beyond the paraméters of their

-~
.

specialty area. .

: Disadvantages associated with teaming focused upon the loss of.

:;;E;E;\indepenQence, the additional work lbad, and the danger of inter-

) v

personél confli't among staff members, ' '
-
g Data from Table 6 show that 23 respondents had a positive value

orientation towards teaming while only four had a negative value orien-
-~ {

tation, Fourteen respondents were either unaware of teapiﬁg or had a

¢

: . . ¥ '
neutral value orientation, .

o

Table 10 shows the specific positive and negg;ive Value'attributes
. | .

associatiZ/with teaming. The data sﬁg} that ‘the school stg¥f is the pri-
1

.mary recipient of<the positive attributes of teaming. The student is
’
R ' [

also a recipient of positive attributes associated with teamingr

Co- §

T 4ED o

a
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. R - g TABLE 10

J POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE VALUE ATTRIBUTES

’ . OF TEAMING
P o ©N m
- ‘ . ﬁ ) Number of Times
Positive Attributes . Npminated
k ' |, For the Student:
More_than -ené teache; evaluating each studént 5
' Match student and teache .ﬁersonalitf!s y G4
Develops a closer pdpil-teacher relationghip ‘ 2N
) Develops self—concept {
Student works with more Lhan one teacher 1 '
For the School Staff: ’ P
Teackers work with different types of groups 6
Genetates ideas and enthusiasm 4
Promdtes sharing of ideas, materials and teacher -
alént 4
! Encourages professional dialogue and growth 4 ,
Treats\teachers as individuals '3
| Prevents§, ''special £éacher" from being too '
' spécialized S 3
Maintains\peak performance h 2 ’
C Improves planning i
e Deve}ops fl xibility ' 2 -
: Creates fami, group /4;4} - 2 . .
R ‘gncourages rapport between~§eachers/and aldes 2 L ;/J*’
J \Keeps teachers on task | 1
) ‘ More ¥eople to help - 1
' Helps pminstregmiéﬁ l1y€;{ B : 1
. Easier than in a self-containea‘classroom 1
3 5 -
: . \ 420
Q




X . TABLE 10 ~~ Cont inued e )
: ' ‘POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE VALUE ATTRIBUTEX_~ h
‘ \ " OF TEAMING ' ,
e ( , ~  Number of Times _ | _ _  _
\ .Negdtive Attributes . ) g i/ _ Nominated -
. : For the Student: . : : B . ' a :
) Restricts student from having only on teacher o
- For the S)chool‘Staff; . 3
". Harder than self-contained classroom +3 . .
. * \
' Restricts teacher freedom K 2 A .
Promptes the formation of cllques and interpersonal w
‘ ' conflict . \ 2
Too many meetings ! ) c : *
Can't provide adequate feedback to students 1,
- s . Planning time takes time away from students -1 .

"ERIC

Vo
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s The four most frequently nominated positive attributes for the
school staff are; (1) teachers work with different types of groups,

six out of 23 nominations; (2) gemerates ideas and enthusiasm, four out
. N .

of 23 nominations; (3) promotes sharing of ideas, materials;—and teacher

< kY + . <
- .

o talent, four oqut of 23 nominations; and {4) encourages professional
. = k4

dialogue and growth’, "four out of 23 nominations,

-

N . * The two most frequently nominated positive attributes for students . -

v

were: (1) more than one teacher evaluating each student, five out of 23
< \ - N -~
nominations; and (2) match student and teacher- personalities, four out

- N : ' - N

‘ - of 23 nominations., o :\A g
O’ . \\ .
co ., Teaming had negative attributes for the school staff. '"Harder
! T ‘ . 'N

than the self-contained classroom” was the most frequent negative attri-

.

. . . . .
bute. This attribute-received three out of the four possible nominations.

-

/ . ' -
An increase in work load and the potential for interpersonal conflict wete
. ey
. the other two negative attributes associated with teaming. Each received

- . .

. —

]

N - two out of the four possible nominations. - ;
. ’ A ’ - - &
v N Allecations of power were attributed to teaming-in several ways.
. ot . [ R
A ‘The use of an agenda at the Instructional Improvement Committee meeting
ol‘ ;-: " was a device frequently mentioned by which the team could 1n£1uence de~- // .
MY P . o ¥ T .

. Lo :p,isiqns at the’organizational level. 2;'The agenda was developed through . .
. ko ~ - :
-t”:%taff _input Anysindividpal or Instruction and Research Unit could

‘. .~ R ;‘\4 .' W . e 'c i g .
N gdéce sgecific items on the agendaxv'Thé agenda for each meeting, par-
. Ot RV ’ ° » -~ i
L ca- ticularla\in School B, was distributed prlor to the Instructional Imh ’
A ‘,)"N" Ay Nyt —
*f‘ .: - . - - .
. ’ﬂy ST N provément Committee meeting so that the Instruction and Research Unit
7 . Sl ) a .
. . ;
Y e members, the team, could react, The team input was used by the unit leader _
C o, p ' . ) ' - -
. S 7 to assisf in the decision-making process at the schoolwide level.
' @ LT i ' ~ .
” y oo ' . o ) ; . .
“F TC . ' o ’ > . i
ERIC: . - B tot S . ,
C i . (. . . i . i
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- Lo ' . .
Power associated with Feaming was also discussed at the classroom )
I3
level. Decisions relating to the implementation of the schooltls instruc- .

, .
tional program were a responsibility-of the Instruction and Research Unit.

. ' <« ¢
s /‘ - Y I' ‘ 3
In addgtion,‘the general pperations of the Instruction and gzsearch Unit . //w

/
were determined by team decisions. . As a result, each indi%idual, being a .

; s
. 1}

member of the team, could partiMipate directl§'in the decision-making

.

~

process at the classroom level.

4

L] - .
Resourcce allocations were also identified E;Trelationship to
» r .
) ! ’ . ! hd = . ) . .
teaming. ' The use of existing,- scarce economic resources used for instruc-—
. A ’ by L .

tion mategpials and supplies was based upon decisions made by the tean,

both at the school and qlassroom.levels. The allocation process began .,

with each Instruction and Research Unit, or a committee representing >

-
' .

each of the Instrdction and Research Units, drafting the initial budgét

»

requests. The Instructional Improvement.Co@pittee coordinated these re-

» ’

quests in order to eliminate the' duplication of materials and to stay

{ '

within thgetary constraints.

-

.

A more efficient use of existing, scarce economic resources was

repoftea to have resulted from this allocation process, The requests .
o . - ~ . .
: developed through team decision making reduced the duplication of materials

- l *
and supplies at the classroom and the school levels. The sharing of ¥
: . - . . . |
instructienal materials and sﬁpplies within and betw?en Idstruction and

Reséarch Units increased their availability and usage.

-
N \

- Conflict associated with teaming occurred at School B, Percep—
. L
tions of student neqss.and capabilities served to forus‘attention upon

.
'

the value of teaching teams, In School B the primary Instruction and '

[ \

. . N mt} . . |
1\;' y P
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>

Ré§earcﬁ'Uﬁit was composed of staff members who believed that primary .
N . . > - - :

P .

students were different from other students and could’ not. be moved abowt
.° » . . . .
because of their need for security and educational socialization, These

expectations restilted in an instructional program that was spbject to’

‘N , . L g N ¥

.critieism by. the other staff members.’ ' cfe . : )
~ . ¢ ) 4 ¢ /L‘

« The necessity of working as a team was part of that conflict. .
. - "‘ - .

”

Because’ there was little movemént of 'students and teachers in their in-

- n
b »

’ ’ » . ¢ . , .
structionmal program, the .primary staff regarded teaming as a gsste of
. [ . 5 .

time. Tiis .timé was lost when the team met to develop schedules for the

4 ¢ . .

weekly and daily actlivities. Time was also’wasted when teachers had to
’ M > ~ L4 .
wait fo; other teachers to finish their assigned activities, a disadvan- ‘.
tage ,they associated with working as a team.’
‘Differentiated Staffing
9 " Differegtiated staffing epcompassed four roles: principal,

N .

teachery -unit leader, and aide. There were no formal job descriptions

. . ' J
N .

delineating specific role responsibilities, The integration of the

differentiated roles was, aided By two other comporents og.the multiunit
school: teaming and shaaed decision’ making, Alse_facilitating the

1ntegration of the differentlated staff%gg Eg;tern was the establlshment

e i
of the regularly scheduled Instruct10nal Improvement Commlttee and In- N

struction and Research Unit meetings. The Instructional Tmprovement
Committee was held within the school day at a time when all Ipstructional

\{::fvement Committee mémbers couldimeet. Early student dismissal one :

afternoon each week provided time for Instruction and Research Uni't

meetings.

- . ¥




; o o g
. The principal role was described as tﬁat of probidiné a'facilita-
tiv; funcEion. }p @e p?rforménce of that function the’pri;bipgl Seryé; ‘
as a resource ;o‘che staff, . The parents within the séhool comgynitx ?f ) -~

.

. . ‘.,
School B were the only subpublic to outliﬁg an instructional leadership
‘ - - . . ' R -

‘.

Yoo finction t® the principal role. They described the role as one in which * .

‘ ‘ : 2

N the principal maintained direct %ontrol over the instrgctional proggiyﬂby. .
. \ ‘

R a
- s

being the individual who deterﬁiﬁéd the instructional program and related :

.
. »

curriculum, This may in part hayé'been a function of %he ‘administration .

’
i .

style of the previous principal; the curren.t principal had dssumed the

principalship only five weeks prior to, this reseérch\ ’ L '

.. : The teacher role was described as being responsible for planning .

‘

» and cogductirg instructional activities. The primary change asBociated
. with this,rdle focused upon the enviromment in which a teachqr‘yotks.

&, %" ' . ' ‘
These changes increased participation in decision making and the oppor-

.

These two Change$ are also as- “
& . - ¢ M -

. - -

sociated with two other characteristics of the multiynit school, shared ~ ' s .
(‘." -
&

" tunities for professipﬁal interaction,

decision making and teaming. ‘ . ~

2

, s .
The unit leader is the fnew role 'in the differentiated staffing pat-].  » .

]
v

tern. Three functional areas were used to describe this role: leadership,
L] \Z ’
coordination, and liaison. The leadershis function was described as pro-
s )
viding direction to the unit. The coordination function was fulfilled by

synchronizihg the activities of the “Instruction and Research ‘Unit to .

maintain an efficient work operat}on. The liaisoen function was fulfilled

e
¢ 3 A4 .

through participation in Instructional Improvement Committee. This liai~

son function not only linked the principal with the staff but seyved to

|

: |
|

!

: "A0 5.




v : G . ! - " » . ’ \
. ' 3 Y ! 9
. link the Instruction and Research’Unfts together to provide a schoolwide
‘ . . ‘.~ ,
85 » . + . *
focus. : C . .
) A N ) \
Differences were noted in describing the unit leader role,

N

~. Parents emphasized ‘'the coordination. Staff emphasized all three areas.
. . L ¢ =

’ Unit leaders identified coordinatiem and liaison as componéhts'of that
. vt
. 1 . -

' pole but did not déséribg a leadership functiop. Only one parent iden-

’

‘ » . . » . i » ' ) \
. ./ tified teaching as a component of the upit leader role. K
. - o .
@ . / -

- The aide was described as fulfilling an instructional and clerical

- .
.

. . i / .
function.\iieﬁtified as a %ey role in the diffefentiated staffing pat-

‘e ‘. ‘. i N » . »
tern, the aide participated in Instruction and Research Unit meetings,

’

made suggestions to staff members, and performeéd tasks relaﬁed to in- ?g Y

i

o

structionaljand clerical duties. In both schools aides were used at times

assume the responsibilities of an absent teacher instead of calling a

L4
3

substitute. ‘These aides were often certified teagpers. -

Advaptages associated with differentiated staffing were identi-
1 4 ‘ ”

* fied as benefits for students and teachers. Student maturity was en-
A ‘ ° ]

v . . . T, .
hanced because students had an opportunity to work with a variety of

, different types of individuals, professional and ﬁonprbfeésionél. Bene-
A N -
fits ﬁog the teacher res teﬁ from an increase in the time they could

. , M >
o7 . spend with students. Only one¢ isolated disadvantage. was associated ,

Y

R with the differentiated staffing;\the unit leader spent. too much of the
‘ i

ot

time away éfrom children,

The data found in Table 6 show ;;;%<ﬁine out of 41 resporidents

. 3

had a positive value orientation toward diffeféntiafed staffing while

%

-

~ three respondents ‘had a negative value orientation. Twenty-nine respon-
. ) .

dents were either ynaware of differentiated staffing or had neither a

L4 -
\\ . . R . »
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positive nof a negative value oriencation‘toward the characteristic. .

’ " .

s

+ 0 * - - v
.

The specific value,attributes assogiated with differentiated ¢ i

<n

staffing are'fbuhd -in Tahle 11 The student is thé primary beneficiary

’

&

[

“
-

o

]

A

of the positive ‘attributes assoc1ated with differentiated st

”Chiigren work with a variety of different peOple

aa P—

atvribute.providing.b Znefits for students.

’

-

W was the posditive

-

1

affing.

Ihis attribute received

.

six’ out of Aine pOSSl le nominations. ° . ’ s
o T Negative attributes associated Gith differentiated staffing were -
% “h * . .
—t .

directed toward thg school staff,

l

. primary negative attribute, it received three out of three poss1b1e ‘nomi

$
's -

nations.
ot Sy

. - N H S, -
staffing directedytoward students.

,
>,

~
[ [

: N

’

-

/

:

"The improper use of aides"

was the

.

Power was asfcciated with differentiated staffing through the

descriptions of th® vir
only role
cesses in

provement Committee.

’

a liaison function, was

the staff and principal
Research Units.
Each school gaye

power,

decisions about student

In School A the'

S

g §'us roles. and responsibilities.
; . .
- ' -

was described as a key figure in terms of power.
N . \

~

.

’

L3

that allowed formal access to both the decision-making pro-,

v

The unit leader

the Instruction and Research Unit and in the Instructional Im-

A

Theﬁe were no negacfve attributes associated with differentiated
e 4

v
.

The untt leader was the

In addition, the unit leader role, in being ascribed

a-direct link *in the communications ‘chain between

.

and between¢each of the various Instrhction and

-

Y

3’

the unit_leader role- asdifferent degree of formal
. 'S ‘P . .

Ly AU ‘ )
unit leader had the ability to make unilateral

placement,

In-addition, 411 requests were channeled through the unit leader.

,

.
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unit operations, and the\use of aides.
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- i ‘ , TABLE 11

»oo- - POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE VALUE ATTRIBUTES - -
¢ o 7 ‘
OF DIFFERENTIATED STAFFING -
\ 1 ~
. ™~
. o \ Number of Times ,
Y -Postive Attributes - Nominated
} . For the Student. a :
. .- Chi&.dren wor with a variety of different peOple 6
r\ L. For the School/ Staff: .-
: Necessa to individualize 1 ' 2
v ’ Pomotds closenessbetween staff members 1
i Enables participatién in decision making v . 1,
- : Py 1’
L . | Negative Attributes . .
\ | For the Schodl Staff: . ‘ © .
. ‘ b
¢ Improper use of aides: . ~_/ / 3
o Creates too much paper work B ’ 1’
. & - ® - . e R .
~ k)
. v: - \;{ .
. . v \ .
a Al — ’
(] - r 4 -
-« ’ . 9
. . ‘ ’ . . 1 ) *
3 -~
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T . ) T e

School B most decisioqs/;ere made through group decision processes. There

. . U . *
! was less emphasis on highlighting the impor&ance of .any one given role
~\ , ' .0 : . :
in the diffewentiated staffing pattern, . ' )

~ ¢

- '
-

. Access to the,égptem is an important component of power. Within .
the differentiated staﬁfiné arrangement of the multiunit school the role
: ( \ . : '
oﬁ\the aide was described as a means by which community members could
. . ° N . (N .

g gain access 'to the school. In School B all aides who were interviewed

©
R >

f . reported that they became aides in order to find out what was happening

in the school. While the aideg in School B did not report this as a

‘

reason for becoming an aide, other parents reported that there were

volunteers who wanted to find out what was happening in the school and\

« ¢ ’

used the school's volunteer pregram to gain.access to the school. .

. There were no resource allocations associated with differentiated .
' staffing. Actual conflict was not identified in relationship to this -
* \

” LSS

- ~

' . characteristic., The potential for conflict, howevéf, may exist with,
. respect to the Gariouséubpublic‘value orienga&}ons toward differentidted

.

staffing. Table 8 shows that a varying number of principals, unit

’ .
leaders, aides, and parents had positive value orientations toward dif- .
' ferentiated stafﬁing. All teachers had either a neutral value orienta-
» 5 ] ) v ) . .’
., tion toward differentiated staffing or were unaware of the characteristic.
P
(";“ . . .
. Shared Decision Makfng i . . .
The locus of formal decision making oécﬁ;red within the Instruc-
* ~ , k""‘“ v"‘ .9 .
. tional Improvement Committee and the Instrdction and.R&Search Unit. Each .
T ' / S ) .
“ N .‘pf these two organizational components *had specifil* decisional domains
LN . ' [ |
v, ) T ‘
PO W : . o ’
* - . “ v
Q s T ) :

ERIC ‘ : '

rorecrosieio enc) - - > ' ! !
. ' x5 . i
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P . ’ . v
and operating procedures, Mithin this framework the decision ‘process

- N , - . N

* enabled the’schoo{\to develop and implement its instructional program.

L2 -

The Instrucfiongl Improvement Committee was composed of the
.buiii}ng principal and the unit leader from each of th_Instructio; and
) Researph\Units. Meeting times were scheduléd during the school day .and
. » . .
vy held ofi a regu%ar basis, School A had not set a specific meeting time

L4 .
but had plans to do o0, , Al agerlda was used to establish meeting Eopics.

+The agenda items were selicited from unit léaders; staff members, and

z the quncipal. The priqcipal'assumed‘tﬁe requnsibility’for publishing

the agenda “and ha%ing it distributed,prior to the meeting. In School B
. . _’ .~ Y
the Instructional Improyemedt Committee agenda was distributed prior to,

the Instriuction and Réseareh Unit meefing so that unit members could ’

R . .
react to the agenda itemg. - TBis.enabled the unit leaders to get teachers'

~

input prior to makiqg any decision at the Instructiomal Improvement e

. . L. . 3 &
. N . ld . ] ~
Committee mee& . . \\ .o
. N ‘ A

The decision focus at E&e Instruct10na1 Improvement Committee was

on schoolwide conce{no. This included operatlonaf\and instructional

1 ’

items, g “erol A where regular Instructlonal Improve&/Dm Committae
e

~

meet ings were not hela, the instructional programs were termined at the

. (. -

Instruction and Research Wait lewel, This,_ acco}dlng to School A st;;f -
. \“. » ’

i » -

members, wds the reason that the school's 1nstructional program did nbt . -
w~ ‘ .
. - ¢ o ¢

have a schoolwide focus, - . O -

e . : ‘” 4‘,/// .
Some of the decisions that were the responsibility of the Instruc-

' tional Improvement Committee were delegated to ad hoe committees., Ad _y

- ' 4
’

hoc staff committees were usuéily formed if the task was foc?§gd upon

.
- -
-

Lo R
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.Ainterndl school matters--e%vg., to order imstructional supplies and materiéls\ i

A/
O

ERIC -

i e

— / -

—— A v . .
.

for the coming school year: ’Ad hoc staff-parent committees were formed
A

1

1
when the fogus had implications beyond the internal operations of the

, . ,
school--e,g., to develop the school'€ conference and reportimg system.
The Instructiofi and Research Unit meeting involved -teachers, aidesy,

and a unit leader. ‘The meeting, held at least once each week dutring a .

4 ¢ .

time wilen students were dismissed early, usually worked from an agenda

< 7

that was developed by the unit leader. Staff members (could request that
' - -~

>

items gb placed on the agenda. The focus‘of the decisions made at this

level wérg related to the,pperétions d@ the unit as they applied to the
iqpleﬁentation of instr#ctional(activities< This iﬁcluded-scheduling of
sfuﬁents a;d staff, gro?ping of children, sgpaent evaﬂu@tion, and gemneral
;peratlon;1 mechanics, &, g y 1unch‘schedules aéd reuess times.

. \ .

Decisions were m?de by a majority vote, In some Instruction and

. .

Research Units aides paﬁticipated in the decision process but did not
. § ]

have voting power. 'other units the aides did not participate at all

‘ |

unless requested. |

-

The overall parqmeters of the de0151on process were ’bound by local-

and sfate laws and gu1de11nes. There was q}so an implicit weto power

|

maintained by the princ¢ipal on all decisions made either by the Instruc-

\

tiqh and Research Unit|or at the Instructional Improvement Committee. No

references %fii_fade?a to:the actual exercise of that veto power,
v < \

Staff members cpuld not.describ®e any specific advantages to shared

decision making other |than a general "It feels good'to make decisions

- ’

_about things that affgct, you" respoﬁsg. "Nor tefergnces were made to any

\ | /rr"'"' -
~ [

~No N




|
.
:
.
4/
4
rd

disadvantages of shared decision making,., " Parents were unaware of any of
M - )
) l PR ” 4. y - % N ~ '
the decision processes in ‘the school. o -
. it . . I'd
. .

Values associated with shared'decision making are found in Table
. o ) . .

6, The“dqga found in Table. 6 show that six out of-&l“résponﬂeptg had a
positive value orientatTon ‘toward shared decision making.while only one

respondent had a negative value orientation. Thirty-four respondents
’ oD ariar N N -
were gither unaware'df shared decision making or had a neutral Value

s .
A -t . A
. orientation toward the characteristic, ) ¢ .
. > . .

- ~
The specific value attributes associated with sﬂzred decision

N

making are found in Table 12, -Five out of the six possible requndepté

. .

€

with a positive value orientation identified "Makes decisions-that af:m7
* 3y .

fect you" as a positive attribute of shared decision making. "Involved
in too many decisions" was the only negative attribute associated with

. shared decision making and received only one nominadion. -
- . [} s+t
~ ¢ ) h

o Allocations of power a§sociated with shared decision making were

«
.

identified in relatio ip to the specific decision domains of the In-

1< . : A ‘s
Viduals were responsible for making decisions that di-

o . . . 4
[ -~ ¥ rectly a ed their immediate work environment. Connotations of power .
- ' relative to decision making were usually associated with teaming and not
N with shared decision making,
. Table 8 indicates that the ohly scho%l staff members who had a
LY _ \L
positive value orientation toward shared dec%sion making were teathers N
- . \ R q] . / .
. and unit leaders,  Table 8 also shows that only one parent had a positive
y ! W)
K value orientation toward shared decision making., The rémaining eleven’
~ e TN ’ , . 3
! N .
- ﬁJ i~
Q . ’ .
EMC , ‘ : . N . .
| - -

S : ‘ e




TABLE 12 e
T POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE VALUE® ATTRIBUTES
. ymmﬁ)‘ DECISION MAKEN o

Y -
ya ° - ' '
. .

IR . .. . .
N ot ‘ . Npmper of T{imes

Posetiver Attributes Nominated *

., . R

.For the School Staff: ' : - .
v .

"~ Makes, decisions that affect you/ . 5 A

‘Encourages close staff relationships.and ' .~ :

interaction - ] ‘ . . _ .1
. E . [} . . - ,
. - ,
o~ 4 - \ N

Negative Attributes . ' . -§//;-3
. “ ‘ x' - . 7. ‘ -
\For‘the ScHool Staff: . ' e

Involved in too many decisions ’ DR °

ha]




fe
‘ . A, : . L \ ' )
. < parents were either unaware ot the characteristic or had a neutral value o
’ . ’o N ) d ——— . ..v .
B : .. orientation. - . - . . . v
| . ) . - S ¢ -0t .
There were no allocations of resources associateg with shared de-
LN - - :1 " . . LY
’ . .cision making. There were no refgrences to any conflict associated with ,
y . > T -
. shaned decision making, - .. . : .
/ - ‘¢
. i . ¥ -‘ L .!' ! e
. THeé Ingtructivnal Programing Modél. i : .
. . e
’///, The Instructional Programing Model is it seven-step process .
N ' ’ ‘

.’ .

PR »
used to’plan, implement, and ﬁvaluate instjuctional % ograms for children..

This ﬁrocesé takes into accouht egch student's beginninglevel of perfor-

’ s ™ .
. teristics appropriate for the school's instructional program, It consists

' .s - , * e .

- - Y .
a N . . . B
\\\\\\\ : mance, rate of progress, styleof learning; and other lexrning charac-
=

. ;of four distinguishimg characteristics: instructional programing,. con-
b N P »

‘

tinuous progress, criterion-referenced assessment -and. preassessmept. , . .
' [ v , ‘ PN

~ i
[ - »
.

f) Instructional Programing s . R

- . , a . : -
The ingtructional programing process began iIn both school's with o

- .

the establishment of school wide continuums based upon district curriculum
. . - p e

guides. In School B the:Instructional Impfabement Committee éstébliéhed-

Y . an ad hoc staff committee composed of staff members. from eagh Instruction

:
¢

"order - ¢

. and Research Unit to organize them into a sequential arrangement in
. A4

N ~

| S .
{~ -to establish instructional continuity between the‘ﬁnits. In School A it
| .

-

was.,a decision® of each Instruction and Research Unit to pick and choose
the appropriate objectives upon which to basé€ its -instructional program.
. ' . v o

' ) b T .
N * Preassessment followed the establishment of objectives, In School

A achievement and ability tests were used and in School B cfiterion-’
. { S . ) A} i N - - 4
| | | 201 ) |

I j ' . ° & s o
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referenced tests were employed. Both schools also used past performance ,

L

. 4 * . N
and teacher judgment in the preassessment process, The preassessment
[y Ay
N " I ‘

results,wefe used to assist in determining student objectives and instruc-
s

. L

Instructién followed the grouping process, each teacher being as-

tional groups, ’ -

s

> .
€

signed a group of chilfiren. Instruction was followed by postassessment.' .

The cdmplg&ioh of the postassessment signaled a recycling of the progess
by setting new objectives and forming appropriate groups.

Improves student groupink, promotes team planning? and minimizes
" |}

the labeling of groups as fast, avérage, and slow were advantages iden-

tified with ihstructional programing,
’ N ‘ -
instructional programing are related to the outcome of the process and ™ LA

The advantages associated with .

_not with the process itself.

[ . . -
Likewise, the disagvaﬁtagps were also related tp the

J@.-\ o e . -
theéjnstpectional\programing process. With the exception (o

r

- ! N\
testing (this will be discussed ipra later section) the dis
were instructionally oriented,” There was too much independent work, not

enough individual atténtion, and:Ehe movement preventqdégﬁfldren from .
; e . o,
gefting to know each othet. . ’ : ’ “
. ‘N ’ - L}
. The data in Table’

[

6 show that five out of 41 respondents had- a

. . -

positive value orientation toward- instructional programing and four

. rY L4 » .~ -~ N
_ respondents had a negative value orientation, Thijrty-two out of the
-
fort?—one'responden;s were either unaware of instructional programing or

had neither. a: negative nor a positive value orientation,
{ s v a

The specifi& value.attribttes associated with instructional pro-

)

graming are found in Table 13. The data in Table 13 show that the school

205 . S~
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. o TABLE 13

. N )
~-POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE VALUE' ATTRIBUTES

ot . I
.QF INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMING ° A
oo ‘ . . Number of Times
Postive Attributes . - Nominated-
. . . -
For the School Staff: - . X
Easier t6 form new instructional groups 3
Encourages better planning of instruction 2
Possible to integrate sﬁecial education students 1
: Brings people together o1
Negative Attributes \ ‘
For the Student:
Causes too much movement between classes and
teachers o . 1
‘Too much independent work and not enough individual
© attention . 1
- Difficult for children to make friends ¢ , 1

For the School étaff:

%

Tests are misleading 1

.




182

N

: Pos
.~ staff was the primary recipient of the positive attributes associated
. - Tos
with instructional programing;/‘The two most frequently nomiqated attri-

. ,
utes‘rere "Easier to form new -instructional groups'" and "Encourages

-

' These attributes received three and

better planning of instruction.'

Y

L4
two nominations respectively, \ ) .
: The most frequently nominated negative attribute was,''Tests are

s
Y

This attribute received two out of the four possible
4 "(’
nominations and was\phe only negative attribute directed toward the

misleading.,"

@

school staff. Students were the retipients of three negative attributes

‘

B N

each receiving one nomination, o .

’ v

s

. " iy . .
. There were no- allocations qg.power or resources associated with )
* ¥, .

' .

'

. -

* instructional programing. ‘ .

-

2 e,
There were no conflicts identified with instructional programing.

.

+ ’
> Table 14 shows that there were differing subpublic value orientations
4 PO . “ A ) - ' \
toward instructional, programimg, The negative value orientations toward -
A % * " , ~ Pl

- instructional programing were confined to a parental® subputlic, all of

whom .had children in School A, .Positive value orientations.were identi- "’

"

fied by two pangnts,'two teachers, and one unit leader. thirty-two of

the 41 respondents were either unaware of instructional programing or
t
& had a neutral value orientation.. These differing value orientations or

. lack of knowledge could be the basis for potential conflict,

4 -

Continuous Progress ° ’ .

Continubus progress was defined at School B as the placement of o

. « students in an instructional group based on instructional needs. Progress

A

through the various curricula was based on students' needs irresﬁective

? O

ERIC
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TABLE. 14 - ’
. VALUE ORIENTATIONS OF SELEC’BED SUBPUBLICS N . '
? R TOWARD THE INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMING MODEL , o
. , Criterion-
- . . Instructionaif- Continuous Reférenced
! ® Programing Progress Assessmemnt Preassessment]
i +a] ob| -c} + 0 - + |0 - + 0.{ -
Principals ‘ - =) -
. (N=2) _ ) 0 2 0 o'} 2 0 0 2-10 "1 1 10
Unit Leaders ’ 0 . . ‘
1 . 1 1
(N=10) . 1 0 0 3 7 10 9 0 9 0.
Teachers ¥ >
. 2 9 o .2 9 0 2 8 1 4 6 1
. (N=11) ) %
Aldes - _ olst1olo|s|lafol]s]|rto]s]|1
(N=6) h’) . ) ) J R \ J .
P t R \ o >
arents RERWPREN .
R 2 | 6 4 .11 |10 1 0 |12 0 1 9 2.
(w12) X - _
- 7 . . % Sl 2 : . .
Total Instructional : 5 4,32 4 4 6 | 33 2 3 |36 2. 7 130 4
Programing Model ' v J o b - 1
) T e - {+J1o[-—-1+f10o]- ¥+ 101~
aPosit:i.ve Value Orientation ‘
- ]
bNeutral or Not Aware of Characteristic
cNegative Value Orientation ' ’ : 2(3 , ”) .o
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_ as nongradedness. o = - %

-¢

@ M ’ 7, @

L&f years in school. *The establishment of schoolwide objectives provided
. ‘7~2‘ ’ M .
the basis .for continuous, p?Sgresé. : C K

Continuous progress in §chool*A was not implemented, The few 7
' . -0
interpretations that ,could be isdlated idedtified continuous frogress as

’ -
.

the placement of students into groups by gra&e level or ab111ty. The

»

1nd1V1duals who could relate to contlnuous progress said' it was the ;‘he

e .

Pemy ¢ £
ts
PO ™25

Advantages associated with coptinuouglprogress were identified by

teachers, Continuous‘'progress reduced the 'pass/flunk" connotation of

student growth, In addition, the ‘continuity associated with continuou®

progress brought the staff together to maintain a schoolwide focus. The

,data -in Table 6 show that there were six respondents with a positive

- '

value orientation toward continuous progress while there were two re-

.

‘'spondents with a negative éélue orientation, 'Thirt&-three respondents

were either unaware of continuous progress or had a neutral value orien-
4
‘¢

tation toward the characteristic,

‘
v

The data in Pable 15 show the specific value att(ibutes associated

with continuous pregress, The two most frequently nominated attributes,
o L . :

provided benefits for students, "Eliminates the fear of flunking" and

each received two nominations.

i

The negative attributes were directed toward students.

"students .grouped b§ instructional needs"
The two *

negative value attiributesy "creates confusion" and "pushes studenti/ghrough
's

instructional materdials without appropriate instruction," each received

RIS
one nomination.

There were no allocations of power and resources associated with

-

.

-
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’ TABLE 15 .
POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE,VALUE ATTRIBUTES ‘
OF CONTINUOUS PROGRESS
. t
[N bt )
1 . - O
7 . T oA " Number of Times
PosNive Attributes -, Nominated
For the Student: . :
Eliminates the fear ”of“"flunli%g" 2
Students tan bevgrouped by instructional needs -2
t *Challenges the students 1. )
Possible to integra‘i?e special educat#on studehts 1 .
For.the School Staff: i .
Brings the Instruction and Research Units together 1 *
. 4
Negative Attrfb’gtes s
a 1 % ’
L4 N 'A%
. il , ool
F‘or‘ theé' Student: ) >
‘Creates confusion . - ‘ 1 . !
¥ [ 3 . Ty
gE'Pushes student through instructiongT materials’ .
witlout appropriate inisif it fon ' 1
- . - . . r ‘\
T~ e N & -
. v
i 7
i . ’
N - . 7 3
o . 4 . \ N .
, y )
' e * b '15 ' .
- L o
* \:
AL f - ] -
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continuous progress,

»

Conflict associated with continuous progress was

.
» ' ‘
. . Y . o ,

also not identified. .

» b N

Criterion-referenced Assessment ' . -

AN , , ’ , , '
Cr1ter10q—referenced assessment was described in both schools as
- ~

setting a standard against which to,determine.student'progress. A%though

. /
I3 3 N I3 I3 I3
defined in each school the use of criterion-referemced practices was

limited to School B. Criterion-referenced assessment in School ‘B was

\ -
used to assist staff in the overall assessment activities, Each Instruc-

! R .
tion and Research Unit was responsible for ‘setting’the specifdc criterion

. N . " .
levels. Criterion-referenced assessment was used in boc‘ pre—- and

. >

postassessment activities. . J "

1

Cr1terlon—referenced assessment was also used in record keeplng.-

H
¢ LY

School B used the results of critgtion-referenced assessment as a means
A ;

+
’ . N v »

. . ’ ¥
1 of jkeeping track of student progress.: The results were also used to

. ' - o o
.

assist teachers in reportlng\pupil progress. The practices asaoclated
ce

_ with, criterlon—referenced assessment .in School B also related to its

identifie advantages, keeping track of student progress and identifying
B ¢ ' . )
student needs.

4
- i .
) 3 .

.Resistance to the use of criterion-referenced assessment in School
: \ . . . - .
A was associated with the staff's perception of community norms.

o

norms required student progress to be measuredﬁ&p grade level terms. In
< L4 f(i
accommodatiﬁg these expectations grade level stan ‘gs were used through-
’ 'l e N ’

Disadvantages‘associated ‘with criterion-

t

referenced assessment were limited to School A, \Bhese focused upon the

out the instructional- program,

test's‘inability to measure student potential and to make grade level

These“¢

-

e




comparisons, ‘ ] v

Phad

»

K . Data in Table 6 indicate‘xbét three out of the bbssible 41.respon- o

- -~ .

[ v .

dents.were identified as having a-positive value orientation toward cri-

~ . ’ - .

:yeridn-réfgrenced,assessment and that two respondents were identified as
1y L4 . . R 0

Héving a*negative tvalud orientation toward the characteristic. There o

.r - N f ‘
were 36 respondents who were either- unaware of criterion-refereficed as-

[} '

- > _ . . ; .
L sessment or had a.neutral value orientation. - .
. , . N ‘ . N

- N v ’ ’ ’
Thé data in Table 16\ show that the school staff was identified as

.
.

' { the reciptént of lﬁé positive attributes’éssociated with criterion-~

- pu . { -

.

. & N -
. . referenced assessment. '"Identification of student needs" was the most

' \ v 0
' r s b

frequently nominated positive attitude, * . > . >

0
. ~ -

d
The negative attributes were.directed -toward the schodl staff and
. >"‘. ~ %
the parent. “For the school staff, "Test scores can't measure student’
N . AR ' * ¢ . -
potential' was a negative attribute associated with criterion-referenced .

4 L ] . - .
assessment, For the parent, "Can't make grade levdl comparis " was a
= Lo me

r, v
LR

o
A

w1

N / d ! ) .
negative attvibute. Each of the negative attributes received. one

.
-

- [

'nominationg

l
. -

There were no gtlocaqiqns of power and resources associated with

A

.

- criterion—-referenced assessment, There were also no reported conflicts

>
associated with this characteristic,

Preassessmept ™~ B ) ’ *

~

:
. -~

' Premssessment was described s the use of a test to determine
v s

where a student s d be grouped for instructional purposes, The selec- "

P . . n
tion of specific reassessment devices was determined by the Instruction

r‘—\\y and Research Unit. A variety of devices were used, These included com-

. o LS ) R
. &A{'d . . ‘.
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TABLE 16 .

.3

POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE VALUE,ATTRIBUTES

’ OF CRITE ION—REFERENCED.ASSESSME&%

¢ A

v
&

- Number of Times .

Positive Attributes v . ‘Nominated
For the School Staff:

Idgﬁtifies individual student needs 2

Assists in reporting progress tQ parents 1

Keeps tract of pupil progress 1

. ‘\ N\
Negative Attr}butes » -
-

Jor the Schogi Staff: . ' $ ’

Test scptes can't measyre student poteptial 1

K . B . ry
For the Parent: . , .-
K Can't make gpf.de level comparisons ¢ 1 \
- ) . - e
A \ Fal .
° . M »
3
.- Y
v - N g,

A\
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.

. voe
merical and teacher-made tests as well ds assessment devices available
. < .

from district curriculum offices. -
. T, v \
The  use of bfeassessment varied with the particular Instruction

¢
®

and Research Unit, In most cases, in both School A and School B, prey

-~ * »
.

assessment was subject to sound professional judgment. .The preassessment
. " ' Lot

served to provide assistance to the grouping processes related to student
N . .

placement. In no instance was the placement of spudents based solely on
the preassessment results. : . ! )
The. one advantage associated with preassessment was that it resulted

.
. . ©

in a more.accurate grouping of students. It prevented duplication of in-J

structional activities or a student from being assigned to & group thdt
~ »~ »
£ ‘ ,
. ? .
was learning something he or she already knew,,. Although not identified

as a disadyantage, the frequency of tests was a concern of parents in

’ .- +

' School A. They féit'that their children were overtested, Parents could
notfidentify specif}c reasons other than their ''children were .-being (
i

\\tested too much." i o

-

¢
1

. " R / :
Data in Table 6 show shat seven out of 41 possible respondents were _,

identified as hawing a positive value orientation toward preassessment

thfe four were identified as having a negative value orientation. There

- ~ .

! . . . ' -
were 30 respondents who were either unaware of preassessment or had a
, .

. "
- ]

neutral value orientation toward the characteristic,
[ >
. . DR 4
| The data in Table 17 show the specific positive and negative value
\ \ _
attributes associated with“freassessment. Thé two most frequently nomi— -
i

[ -

nated positlve value attributes of preassessment,prov1de§ benefits for

the school staff (yildentlfies student needs" and "results 1n accurate
A ‘\

- AN »
grouping were the two positive'value attriﬁ“tés and each réceived three

3 ‘. -
v "

. .
. ‘ 234 } A
| s - E




TABLE 17

v~ POSITIVE 'AND NEGATIVE VALUE ATTRIBUTES

. OF PREASSESSMENT
K ‘ 4. ) ™~
®* \ . .
- i
L
o um - Number of Times
Positive Attributes - R Nominated

¢ \ ]
For the Student:

Eliminates a student from being placed into a gfoup
in which he or she already knows what is being

o’

. taught ¢ ¢ 2
For the School Staff: -
Identifies student needs . 3
" Results‘in accurate grodping 3
Hélps new teachers ) 7 1
J 4
1
Negaf&vi/ﬁiyzibugbé :
* “For the\EENQEEE: .
Too many tests ) ' ‘ 3
\ 1}
For the School Staff: : .
Tests are too specific ) 1

Tests are invalid 1

- & -"~ at .

Y




out of seven possible nominations, The placement of students into proper -~
« 7 ~ - .

3Tofaps prgﬁided_thé focus for the one positive attribute profMding bene-

\\ MY
. N fit4.for students., .
~ N - - 2> b
From the four respondents identified as having a negative value
. 7 4
\\\ ‘ orientation toward preassesgﬁ;nt, "Too many tests' was the most frequently

nominated negative value attributej; it receivéd three nominations,

. »

. .
-There were neithér any drlocations of power and resources nor any

- - -

’/ . conflicts identified¢ tha ;;;;“;%E»ciated with preassessment,
> N N ! ° - -

. /’ _\‘ .
P F .. /  Summary *} .

. - . CN ' .

\\\;; - In this chapter the d@ia were analyzed by answering the exploratory
N T \ A - ;

’ questions used in this study;//Each 6f°thé”ﬁharactgrisfica,of the multi-
v\ - « g ” N

"uQ}t,scﬁool and the Instructional Programing Model was described in terms
\ - v '/ £ A}

N " 7 .
s definitions and operational characteristics. Advantages and dis-

-~ -~
e

~, - > ! . » . . . .
s advantages associated with each of the characteristics ﬂhse identified.
’ ~ [ -
-

of values, economic resoutrces, and power asseciated with

: The ﬂ&miﬂo
< L

\

. AN .
ey ~ . - ~. ] ) . ) ] . .
' xﬁﬁéziparactexistlcs ere described. Finally, cbnflicts resulting from
e ' o

e
_.the allpcations of power,
" ) e 7

implementatign of the characteristics+#of the multiunit school and the
. ~

- ”

resources, andhvalues as they related to the—

Instructional Programing Model were described. In the succeeding chaptef
~—— \ N R

§ — -

- §a‘édmmary of this study, its‘coﬂEiugibns, and implications.are presented.

~

y -

\ ~
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\\\\\ X CHAPTER V - ‘ . J

-

SUMMARY , CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS - \%
/

’

’
s

This sectior? presents:i brief summary of the study and its.conclu-

) _ / . - .
sions. This is followed by a\giscussion of the ipplications resulting -

from the results of this study. ’ ' ‘ - S — /?

— . \

X Summary

‘ ~ ~~
- .
The purpose of this study was to examine the interpretation of the ~—
[N .

characteristics of the multiunit school and the Instructional Programing

Model as they related to home-school-community réiﬁ%fbns. The multiunit

©
.

school is an organizational and adminiétrative arrangemeﬁt of staff and
students that facil itates instructional programing for the individual”
student as well as other relatg Individually Guided Edudation practices. ‘

It consists of five underlying characteristics: multiage grouping of

students, nongradedness, teapging, differentiated staffing,, and shared

.
- -

decision making. The Instructional Programing Model is ; cyclic seven)\ .

v .
step process used to plan, implement, and evaluate instructional programs

- - . -
for chidren. It has four underlying characteristicgz instructional
b - o ’ T
- 0 . s
progréqizfl‘continuops progress, criterion-referenced assessment, and

preas8essment. :

[y

Home—schoolﬁcnmmunity relations was defined as the resolution of

—
-

A aEtﬁal or potential conflict among various subpﬁblics’hhich may be as-

. -~

sociéted\with policy decisions or administrative practices which 'deter—

mine: (1) the use of scarce economic resources,, (2) the value choices to

—— -

v
+

\
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R interviews were conducted at each school site. . Interviewees were selected

N
.

194~ ‘ ) i :

A

P
. .
~ 4

be. made regarding' the educational program, and (3):the locuys of power in.
- ‘ -

v , ! .

«

the education enterprise.
-, -

-

, Within this framework this study had two objectives: ’
1. To describe the characteristics'of the multiunit school and
« the Instructional Programing Model. -
2. To analyze the interrelationships between the c;yracteristics‘
identified in ObJectlve 1 by 1dentify1ng and describing each
in terms of the’allocatlon of (1) scarce economic resources, .
(2) educational values, and (3) power. .

-

. : Tﬁfs case study was efploratory in design. The/two school sites
4 . , -
.selected for this research were drawn from the eight school; part1c1pat1ng
" © . A
.in the oﬁg01ng research effort by the Home—School Communlty Relatlons

.
[

»

Project of the Wisconsin Research and Development Cenpter fo

Cognitive

o

Learning. Minimum criteria were set so that-the school represented ‘an

-

example of an operational program of Individually Guidéd Educatiog. Re-
’ N : e N N 4

. . ! L.

peated entry to the field in each school site was also desired, In the

judgment of the project staff,sthe_selected sites best met the criteria.

Data Were collected through the use of in-depth interviews. The.

.
*

initial interviews were conducted in eight school sites by two-member

.This

research teams from the Hpme—School Communlgy Relations Project.

"

researcher was a member of the project staff. Interviewees were selected
L3 M LI .

e on a nomination, positional, and random basis. Subpuhlics interviewed .
: . - X :
were schoolistaff members, central office adminiStratprs, school board

&+

membefs, studen¥s, parents, and nén—parent community members

,

The .second phase interviews were condhcted by this reséarcher in

- the two school sites'selected for this research. Approximately twenty
v, N L 4

“ ] ‘e

- . >




A

L - s

A}

on random, nominational, and positional bases. An open-ended interview

schedule was developed to obtain substantive data regarding the opera-

.. ‘tignalization of the multiunit §chpol and the Instructional Programing

\ > R ; )
Model. Interviews, each lasting approximately forty~five minutes, were

held with principals, uniEwleaders, teachers, aides, and parents.

+A data }etrieval ‘system was devised to’cde and retrieve the data
"gathered during the interviews. The data retrieval system consisted of

-
coded and notched key=sort cards. The key-sort cards were used to record

- * H‘ .
and code the interviewy data according to the major dimensions of the study.

.

Pertinent demographic data were also coded on the key—sort card.

-

A case study was written to integrate the data generated at each

school site. A rou gh draft of each case study was taken to each of the

. /
. ~school sites to be read by the princfpal and one other ipdividual selected

by this researcher. The purpose of this reading was to verify the accuracy
.

of the data presented in the case study. Minor changes were made and ap-
proved by the verifiers. A final draft of:each case stu@& was writtén

The dataMwere analyzed by answering five exploratory questions.
N L

s

. These questions were used to describe the multiunit school and the In-

.. structional Programing Model in operational terms. Advantéées and dis-
,advqnxages associatd with each of the characteristics were also identi-~

fied. Allocations of economic resources, educational values, and power

'assgciated with each of the characteristics were determined. Conflict
’ ’ «
created by allocations of power, economic resources, and educational

values associated with the characteristics of the multiunit?school and

the Instructional Programing Model aer@ discussggf

r



Conclusions T . e
The conclusions‘presented in this section are based upon the data.
presented in Chapter III and analyzed in Chapter IV. The conclusions

. ’ )
are presented as they relate to each ‘of the characteristics of the multi-

’

unit school and the Instructional Programing-Model. Several'general‘

conclusions will close this section of the chapter:
It is appropriater at this point to offer a word of caution concer-

nihg the tabulated data in this study. Within the exploratory design

)

used in this study only a limited number of respondents were selectéq from

- each of the schooi sites: The conclusions drawn from the tabulated data

.
>

in this study are to be regarded as only suggestive of possible re}ation;

!

ships that can prov ide tﬁe basis for further research. ’

-3 .

-

Miltiage Grouping of Sfudenés

o Multiage .grouping was fcund to have both organizational and instruc-
tional dimensions. At the organizational level, the placement of students

into Instruction and Research Units, multiage grouping was an objective;

/

the objective being to purposely create gro:zf of‘students that repre-

sented different grade or age levels. At the instructional level, multi-

age grouping was not an oﬁjective but a by-product of the process used to

Vs

form the instructional groups. Thus, at the instructional level multiage

* . - * B
grouping became dependent upon the process used to form the inst;uctional

—

/{////group. Therefore, it would appear that grouping processes that are used

to~ form instructional groups based upon needs, not age or grade level,

would creat multiage instructional gré&ps._ It also appears that multiage\«/////

e

grouping at the organizational level does not ensure multiage grouping at

-~ .

20 ‘ L
/,,) . .

.

o>
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instructional level'.,

-

Multiage grouping of students Wwas a characteristic of the multiunit

school that had primary benefit for students. It created an atmosphere
in which students could grow sécially and emotionally, experiemnce a variety
of different learning environments, and work with a varying nquFr of dif-

«
’

ferent typesdgfopeople. The school staff was also a beneficiarf/of many

Zfits of multiage grouping. These benefits focused upon instruc-

ional improvemenf’through the effective use of time, materials, and

teacher talent. |

’ ~ . .
The data suggest that the ability of multiage grouping to provide

. -
an environment that "promi#es social and emotional growth" is an attri-

but%’of multiage grouping that has the potential for conflict, particularly

:? ~

in relationship to primary-age children. This attribute of multiage
2

v

giouping was one of the three most frequently nominated positive attri-
butes of multiage grouping. _It was also the most frequently nominated

negative attribute of multiage\grouping.

Nongradedness ‘ .

.

.

Nongradedness was inconsistently defined and had few benefits. 1In )

. School A the perceived community norms demanded grade level comparisons

- . .

of students., This précludgd the implementation qQf nongraded practices.

-
N

In School B a variety of nongraded prgctices were ‘used but with only a '

-

minimum of reported benefits, ] "

These findings and conclusions lend support to one of the princi-

ples underlying the conceptual model of home—school—comhunity relations

~

/

@

e
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, Parents percei®ed an ‘improvement in teacher competency. Teaming was also

. use og time, materials, and teacher talent. This was created through

., O N '. - . .
P 0 . ”
used in this research; change, to be implemented successfully, must be

translated into visible and tangible benefits interpreehble'by the various

-

subpublics within the school community.

Teaming
Teaming was implemented in both of the schools. Benefits of

Eeamiﬁg for students and teachers were described by all subpublics.
] . '

a means by which students could work with many staff members. Aides, -~
. / K . s -

‘

most of whom were also parerts, perceived many of the same benfits as
;. . . —

.other parents but placed more emphasis upon the instructional benefits.
It could have been anticipated-fﬁat student benefits would be eQEFasized
more by aides since they are directly involved with the instructional

program and can identify specific advantages resulting from the team's

efforts. ’ ] : ///,\

]

, Teachers and ~ unit leaders perceived-an increase in the effective
- LS N

- .

the increased dtélogué'between the staff members and the sharing of
J '
materials and ideas.

a

3

Disadvantages-associated with teaming were minimal in Fomparison

to its anefits. Unlike- the -miriimal beneﬁité of nongradedness, and its

N
.

partial implementation, teaming provided many benefits and was a starn- -

dard oﬁeraticnal practice. These findings further suggesf that the
changes ass8ciated with the multiunit school must be translated into
visible éigjtangible benefits if they are to be succesfully implemented.

Teaming also contained a reallocation of power. In the conven-

" .
Yrvay

I ' flvi~
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tive value attribute ¢f teaming.

P

i

r ¢
'

Ll ? )

N ¢ ‘.
tional age-graded self-contained c%fassroom most instructional decisions

‘i -

were made by the individual teachers. Teaming reallocated those deci-

i

flict. A negative value atfribute of teaming was i@entified as the loss

of thz\kraditional decisionfmaking pférogatives of the individual teacher.

. While there were nof additional monies required to implement

teaming, there was a real

¢

structional materials an

bcation of the existing resources used for in-~
b4

I

/supplies. -Like the reallocation of power , the'
/ ~ .

- / . o - ° A .
reallocation of resource® moved from.the individual classroom to the team.

—

L

' . i - .
The reallocation of res¢urces appeared to provide a benefit for the '

school staff since thig new allocation pattern was identified as a posi-

N .

i

-

Différentiated'Staffing : . : ¥
. ] , _ '

Other than "providing students with access to a variety of dif- -

fexent individuals'|there were few advantages associated with differen-—
N\ ' '

i A -
»

tiated staffing. enefits’associated with differentiated staffing were

usually interpret th;ougb another of the characteristics of the multi-

’

- ;
unit school, teaming.

i .

With the &fferentiated étaffing pattern implemented in bqth schools,

it appeared thatfthe unit leader role was a ‘role to which‘fower was

J
ascrib7d, ThiAIWas the only role that had formal access to both the In-

structional Improvement Committee and the Instruction and Research Unit,

‘

the two formal decision-making components of the multiunit‘schooi organi-"~
. £y - -
zation. In addition, the unit leader role, having a liaison functfon, was

.
s
. . -

- 223
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an identified link in the communication nctworks bet!
1y ~ .

and the staff and between the various other Instruc ion‘and Research

Uniis. While there were no conflicts associated with this.particular

']
role it could be speculated that the potential of conflict exists in
5 .

this role if the power shifts dramatically from anotbér role, the princi-

' s

pal, to the unit leader rcle. . ',
A : =

Coqceptually; the po&er ascribed to‘Ehe_rgig(of the unit leader

’ . -

was the same in both of the school sites; operationally, it was different.

. .

In School A the unit léader was able to make unilateral decisions con-
« - & - .
. . - . ~ -
cerning the organization and operation of the Instruetion and Research
. :4'\ “ ~ .
Unit..- Such decisions were legitimitized by those affected by the deci-
- . . . - " 2

’ ¢

sions. 1In School B decisipns were made through group decision-making

«
.

processes, the unit leader ,having ipflpence'in the decisions but not

- 4 ~

the unilateral power ascribed to the unit leader role in School A.

- K

Accese to the decision process is important in the exercise of

N

&

. B - . ’ .
power %§ defined in this study. The aide role was identified as a posi-

p .
unable tq gain admittance to the sthool

-+

tion that providéd access for communit¥i§embers that may otherwise be
nd its deéision-making processes.

The ability to gajn the access is further highlighted by the aides parti- '

cipation in the decision process. While voting power was withheld from

-

thegaides that d%gﬁpagticipate, they were able to provide {nput into the

\*J&‘ ¥

decision process. In addition, they.would be able to gain insigft into

the decision processes as well as an insight into the key influentials

N - &
within the school itself. ’ ' .

. e * ( .
. . .
. - .
¥ ~
. ' } !
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Shared Decision Making -

»

‘Shared decision making was implemented through the'allocation B@L\v,’///

specific decision domains to the Instructional Improvement Committe%/and

v

the Instruction and Research Unjit, The benefits de;ivedyfrom shared

. \

decision making,_however,’weré interpreted through.another characteriistic

-

@
»

F 3
of the multiunic school, teaming. This would suggest that the implemen-

tation of shared decision making might best be implemertted in associatiion

with teaming. . i» ) \l S

» .

The Instructional Programing Model

[
.

The data relative fo the four characteristics of the Instruciivnal

V.

Programing Model were insufficient t0 generate any substantive conclu- ‘

siqps. With the exception of the schools™ following of the basic steps
J .

of the Instructivual Programing Model, the remaining three characte;igtics,

continuous progress, criterion-referenced assecsment, and preassess t,

~were operationalized to a minimal degree. 1In the case of School A, con-.

tinuous progress\and c iterioﬁ=referenc§? assessment were near absent

from the operations of the Instruction and Research Unit.

A determination of the valued attributes associated with the

characteristics of the Instructional Programing Model were impeded by
. v

a lack of a sufficient number of reépondents that,gai either a positive
. ¥

~

. -~
or a negative value orie on toward each of the characteristics.

?

4
There were no allocations of ‘power br resources associated with the

v

é

characteristics. Conflict asiociated with the characteristics was also .

not reported. °
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. -

. General Conclusions

.. !
Two general conclusions summarize the findings related to this .

*

study., First, the successful~implementation{and operationalization of
; F -

¥

the characteristics of the multiunit schoo%,and the Instructional. Pro-

¢ N - N -
graming Model are related to the degree by which they can be translated .

into visible and tangible benefits easfly interpreted by the various sub-

- »
publics in the school community. In this study.,it was found that the ) ‘ :

~ - :
2

two characteristics of the multiunit school, multiage grouping of students
: .

and teaming, had been translated into visible and tangible bepefits.
N\\//’Consequently, the implementation of these two characteristics were more

successful than those. characteristics that were not capable of ‘being
translated into visiblé and tangible benefits.

The Instructional Programing Mqdel iL}ustratgs the effect 6f the \
inability to translzte its four underlying charac;eristics into visible AN

and tangible benefits. There were many different interpretations of ‘the

characteristic and how, if 2t all, ‘it was operationalized. As a result,
with the exception of each school generally follpwing the basic steps in

“the fggtructional Programing Model, each of the remainingpthreﬁrﬁﬁifat—

-

teristics were implemented in a variety of ways to a varying degree.

-~
1) - ¢

Second, actual or potential conflict is more likely to result

* from differing .ducation values associated with the characteristics of the

multiunit school and the Instructional Programing Model than eithér their
s . ’ A
- allocation of.power or resources. While there was only a minimal amount

¢

of conflict associated with the characteristics, diffiering ‘educational -

« .
values were identified as the source of conflict that did occur. The
ARES

different values also held the potential for conflict if issues arose in

\)4 - P2 Val

[ERJ!:‘ ? : . fo D ’ , .
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the community. ’ .

P ) Implications
-~ . . . . .
The purpose of this research was to examine the interpretations of , ¢

7

two components of Individually Guided Education, the multiunit school and’

the Instructional Programing Model, as they related to a third component,
home-school~-community relations. Findings and conclusions are suggestive

: ( of several implications.

An gverriding series of implications focus upon the need for ex-

panded and improved training programs related to the implementation énd

DS

.refinemeént of Individually Guided Education and its related practices. ¢
| % [ 4 N ' .

* First, the training should include activities that interrelate the various

1
_~ characteristics of the multiupit school, such as teaming, shared decision .

~ . 1

making, and differentiééed staffing, in order that- the workshop partici-
pants can acquire the skills necessary to "put them all together" into

an effective multiunit school. \| o

:

Secbnd, during all training workshops those characteristics of'the
‘. 4 ’

.

multiunit school and the Instructional Programing Model that are not

. » | »
(:, . visible and tangible to the participarmts must.Be made visible and tangible
§‘ ' N
to them so that they can subseqdently'operapionalize the characteristfhs

.

. in their own schools. The acquisition of knowledge Telated to each of

..the characteristics and the ability to operationalize them would enable
. participants to translate the benefits of the characteristics to studénts,

parefits, and teachers.

- '

p . Third, particular emphasis should be placed upon knowledge of the

-

' ' Instructional Programing Model and skills and processes relafed to its

A 20 \ .
ERIC " ' - : | \ .
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operationalization. This is paYticularly important because it is seen as

- v

the central foéus of Individually Guided, Education; in fact, higher edu- .

cational achiéV¥ement is the major purpose of Individually Cuided Educa-
¥
, -, v {. -—
i tion. In addition, the Instructional Programing Model forms the central =~ -
, .
focus of home-school-community relations programs. L
Fourth, the training process should also teach participants a
&=~ . ‘. ’
variety of skills <in analysis and communication in order to clarify the

) -

benefits of the multiunit schodl and the Instructional Programing Model
S in terms of educational ‘values, pocwer, and economic resources. These

¢ skills become increasingly important during the orientation of staff, stu- °

dents, parents, and community.

A
j - Fifth,htraining should emphasgize the relationship between home-
s -k ’

N ' ]
.. - school-community relations and the Instructional Programing Model. The )
. 4
4 r. n )

. instructional Programing Model forms the hub around which home-school-

~ 1

.
com@unit& relations i, built. The instructional program and its other .,

»

.provide the focal point of interaction between and °

» A
# . .
, among the various subpublics in the school community. The first three

. 4 ’

‘related activities

steps of the Instructional Programing Model call for interaction between

ther home and the school in order to gain an'iﬁsight into the home setting,

copmunity norms and expectations, and student background in order for the

- t4 R -
,pérents and the'school staff to effectively, develop an appropriate in-
1 . 1‘ - ! .
' " structional program for children. A lack of -understanding of the Imstruc-
- | . ' .
i“
|

t on?l Programing Model would imply 4 reduced meed for that interaction. ' ’

- Tﬂis would have a profound impact upon the current model of home-school-
~ ' T ’ a g
cqmmunity relations and ultimately, student achievement. <

+ : . -

1 . : 2
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Finally, the training program should emphasize that the acceptance

of Individually Guided Education implies a commitment to the Instructional

.

A

’ Programing Model.‘ Specifically, thi%/implication means that practitioners

3

pf Individually Guided Educatien can not pick and choose only those com—

. -

ponents that seem to be attqactive for one reason or the other. The very

nature of Individually Guided Educaqion is such that it is a eomplex and

comprehensive system of educationand instruction that may require sub-
stantial changes from conventional policies and practices characteristic

of the agergraded, self-contained eléaentary classroom. The primary reason

»

for Individually Guided Education is to improve~étudept learning and a

commitment to the Instructional Programifhg Model is critical in achieving

. . *
this goal. ) ) ' |

- . ~
-

\“\ The findings and conclusions of this study are also sugéesqive of
additional research. Firsé, Individually Guided Education,‘the multiunit
school in particular, requires the interaction of many different-indi-
viduals Qithin the school setting. Unlike the conventional age-graded,
seif-containe& classroom where pyofessional intgraction is more incidental
or+informal than necessary, conflict resul&ing from personality and value
differences are accentuated in the multiunit school wherg caninual éro-
fession;l interaction is mandatdry. Are there personality and value .
orientations Epat would either accentuate or inhibit individuéls from

’

being succgesful in an Individually Guided Education Environment?

’

Second, the focus of Individually Guided Education is upon student

achievement. The Instructional Proétaming’ModeI waé developed to’enable

.

the school staff to plan, implement, and evaluate instructional programs.

The multiunit school was designed &o facilitate instructional programing

-
.

?t\(
. - e .
MC | - ) . )
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g for the individual student. Are there characteristics of the multiunit

. a

school and the Instructional Progréming'Model which enhance student

-~

achievement? Likewise, are there characteristics of the multiunit school

_ - * 1] v
: and the Instructional Programing Model that have resulted from education's
~” ’ : '

attempt to inculcate educational "jargoneeze" into prbgrams that have no

-

direct affect upon-instructional improvement? ° . %
* »
Finally, there is a need to replicate this study with a larger
s _—
) .
sample and to examing some of the other components of Individually Guided

i3

" Education. y there is a need to include a wider range of

. ’ o E.'
community subpublics and relate relevant community variables, such as

-

community type and degree of citizen participation, to the effective im-

plementation of Individually Guided Education and its related practices. -

)
.

Probably most importaﬁt of all there is a need for a better understanding

of, "What does Individually\Guided Eifdation mean to children?

.
- h 3
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School __ .
Intervicvuwrr L A4 -
lnterview beg. kad ' ‘Phone ' )
—_—— A
Total Time st ' -,
Background Iaforwmation: ’ “
. Children Mumber @ 5 Length of residence ; How long teaching (admin.) ’ i
. # of Chiléran in {nane) School . - Lo .
, Napmes of tnildren
A} -
1. INTRODULTION 4 - . :
. .
A. Wwno interviewer is . ,
B, Where inturiviewer cones from * ~
* 4 C. “hat does interviewer do -
“W. VWhy particular school selected o ‘
L. Why respoaident seiected . R '
. E. Xature of project .
R G. W.at happens to the Irformation e .
. 1. anonyaity of iuformation
’ . 2. Result cisseminztion . .
. H. Does vespondent have any questions ' . PN
/ Present card with five questions. “ , .
. . ) Analvtical®Code . ° .
. ZI. Could you tell me a little it  about the school
aul 1ts community? (Probe: Before IGLC; Nids; staff; 1. 1GE/non-1GE L
coumuiity, ete.) (Probe: School/community history; ¢ 2. Crisis or planne’d? .
Student body characteristics; Organizational history; 3. initiation i
When got into Ich; ‘Before 1GE, what kind of school; 4, Ioplewmentaticn ‘
* Stafl characteristics; Sodlo-economic characteristics a. How ( wis organized” >
0f cotmienity . . *  b. Who's\vresoonsihle’
T4 c. Who coordinates? | Y 3
II1. ' Cauid you tell ne about any of the prosrams or acti- °* d. How does it operate’
. vities which frvolve the home, the school, or the 5. Involvement .
. ~ corzunity? (Probe: Anaiytical Code; Open house; a. Profesgional staff t
- Planning; Repert cards) b. "ton" professional ¢
. 6. Results .
Iv. ﬂd‘@ d{¢ IGE set started at ___ school? (Probe: Are a. Does it do what (t is .
thete other programs or .Act.iviues associated with supposed to do?
IGE implementation taat we naven't already talked b. Suggested Improvéments
abouc? Piobua: Anaiytical Code) e
V. Caa you think of ary other things that have helped 1. Favorable/Unfavoradle
or hinderes school-communlty relatienships? (Probe: 2. ChildYparent/school/comau- :
1ssues, Problens, Concerns, Crises; Second Araly- nity orientation .
tical Code) . ) 3. Iadividual/Groups .
= * 4. Resolvable/Unresclvable . L.
.
“Why? . “ .
' With whom? Datg’s/Names . :
. ) ™ . N < Places o
. ! S. Past/present/future
. v . %
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School

MULTIACE. GROUPING OP STUDENTS . PlRivVIT|D
How are children assigned c?.unite? M-AGE
Learn with older/younger children? z
- * N~CRADE .
Teaching several grade-levels of children. .
NONGRADEDNESS - Lo DelarE L Lo
’ Attitudes changed because of no grade label. S~DEC )
. . 7
DIFFERENTIATED STAFFING —. TEAMM .
Relationships between -positions, ¢ C-PROG ]
Reasons for assuming role. . 7
Operational changes because of new-roles. —— INST PROG )
Working with non-certificated personnel. . CRIT
TEAMING —_ PREASMT .
Working/sharing with colieagues. ) , .
Who is responsible for teaching each child? L ,
- What does team do? -~
‘SHARED DECISION MAKING - =
Who determines what happens at school? ~ .
Role in decisional process. Kind, Tontent, Role(formal~informal) K
I1I1C,= Program determinstion I4R Unit = Prograw implementation }
CONTINUOUS PRQGRESS : ) *
Describe the curricular sequence of program.
~ How does a child progress through the instructional program?
Continuity of instructional between units. . .

INSTRYCTIONAL 2ROGRAMMING

How is the instrudtional program developed?

How do teachers plan for the specific 1ns:rucl4onal activities for the children?

CRITERIA REFERENCED TESTING

What is the standard used to determine student progress, achievement; etc?

N

" PREASSESSMENT

ﬁbw‘is student placement in an instructional group determined? .

What information is gachereq during the preassessment phase and what use is made of 1t?

How do you feel about being tested on information that has not been taught? )

i

u



Date ’ School: '

. . -

.- Re;pondenth Intiervi'ewer:,W: Klenke v

Addre‘SS . - ) N
‘ . ~ ('Iln'ssiftc‘ulon: PR UL T A PA S Other. _ . - L
" Selecrton: POSITIONAL  Title ad V- . f ;
‘ RANDOM How and by vhoc;x " ' . c . ’

NOMINATED By whom ' Basis x“
T SELECTED KNOWLEDGEABLES By whom® Basis .
Respondent Background: School Staff ’ * } T -

District Tenure

- School Tenure

Other Experience !

Respondent Background: Pargnts and other non-school staff

‘N.ames of Childrens™

v

- Names of children at this school and the unit to which they are assigned

At school before IGE At school when IGE implemented At school after IGE

Residence History :

N .

IGE TIMELINE - i .
Jan '72 Parent< request IGE . ’ Aug '73 Program changes made
Mar '72 ( ) named principal . Sep '73 Kids bused,out -
Apr '72 School staffed . Jan '74 More kids pulled out
May '72 Meetings with parents 0 : May '74 ( ) resigns
' Aug '72 Staff inservice _ -~ 2t - . r

Sep '72 School openy late

Oct '72 Parent/Unit meetings .
¢ Nov '72 Report Card Flack . =~ . ' .

Dec '72 Boundary Committee '

.

- w

- rd
.

H-$-C RELATIONS ACTIVITIES R

Parent Volunteers Principal Coffees Conferenges
Pareant Advisory Board . PTO .

v

N .
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ERIC
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: 222, ) . .
A '
o
[. INTRODUCTION -
. A*.-Nho ipterviewer 1is E. Purpose of this tollow-up research >
. . B._Where interviewer s from 1. Purpose; To look at and describe IGE
: C. Thrust of previous research 2. How. respondent sclected
3. Information is anonymous but not
- " contident fal ’ :
- i 4. Disseminatlon of results
) F. Complete/Verify background data .
s ' . G. Any Questions?
3 - ‘ ) ,

. . 2 = / N - -
1. The school PRIOR TO IGE (Has been IGE since it was opened in 1972) Purpose of
thts—portion of interview is to get a feel for what the 1nterv1ewgg's expectatiohs
were for ( ). v
) \ .

LI . . - .
N T
ra
\ .
— - 4
Y ‘ *
. o
. . A

“ \ i

a Pl *

. - 4

”, ) * . &
/ 7
‘v .
. ~ ¥
Respondent : School 7 . Date
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- II. CURRENT OPFRATION OF THE MUS-e and the IPM:
of the Untt and the [IC and how the (ndividual interprets chat operation.
, - e -
PROBES: Organization of unit *and LIC. Assignment of chi{ldren to units.
determines the curriculum and instruction accivities.
( utilized and how are they utilized.

Pﬁrpoae Ls“to describe the operation

-

How and who
What resources are .

. ANALYTICAL CODE
1. Power

. : ‘ . *Hierarchical/ ’
: . positional relation.

*Decisjion types ¢

) ) *Decisfogal

_ ) *Decisional

< *Represents
describe.

2.t Values

N r o *Results in

sequence
input

change/
»

t

improvement
\

) . Why

N \*Results in hindrance
- Why

*Change: Gives, deprives,
discriminates.

3. Resources
;

*Source

- *Form
’

e ; B = *Locatfon/authority, »
. to distribute

o X *How distributed

. D *Basis for ugilization

=Y
- . , 4. lssues generated: by
- characteriscic >

“ *Infitiation

N3

0y *Involvement

*Resolution

Respondent School ' Date
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