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) ABSTRACT

Thetiourpose of th s study was to examine the interpretation of the

chanCteristics of the Multiunit school and the Instructional Programing

Model aZ, hey rel4ted to home - school community relations. The multiunit

school is a organizational and administrative arrangement of staff and

students that facilitates, instructional programing for the individual

student 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 Instructions) Programing Model is a cyclic -sever

step process used to plan, implehint, andevaivate instructional program-

ing fOr children. It leas four underlying characteristics: ,instructrl

programing, continuous progress, criterion-referenced assessment, and

preassessment.

HOme-school-community relations was defined as the resolution of

actual or potential conflict among various subpublics which may be as-

sociated with policy decisions or administrative practices which-deter-
,

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:

I
1. To describe 'Lthe characteristics of the multiunit school and

the Instructional Programing Model.

2. To analwe the interrelationships between the (characteristics
identified in Objective 1 by identifying and describing eacl
in terms of the allocation of. (1) scarce economic,resources,
'(2) educational values, and (3) power.
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This ,case study was exploratory in design. Minimum criteria in-

dicating an operationalrogram.of Individually Guided Educatiori were

used to select the two school sites used in this study. Data were col-

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

chedule was developed to obtain subst tive data regarding the opera-

tionalization of the multiunit school and the Instructional Programing'

Model. Intervieufs 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 retriev= the data athered

during the interviews. Data were verified,by two knowl dgeable 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 characteristics of the multiunit schooland the Instructional PrO-

graming Model are related to the degree by which they can be translated

dl 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 o

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

fits. Consequently, the implementation of ;hese tjwo characteristics

was more successful than those characteristics that were not capable

of being translated into visible and tangible benefits;

"Second, actual or potentiapTEonflict is more likely to result

from differing educational values associated with the characteristics

-t010
Aid

,xiv
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N.' than either their allocation of power or resources. The different

values also hold the potential for conflict if issues arise in the

school cOmmunity.
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CHAPTER I

BACKGROUND AND BELATED LITERATURE'

Introduction

Nothing would be done at all

If a man waitdd.

Ti fib could do it so well

That no.one could find faullt
,\

r

Most American communities are compose

th it.

--Newman

uals r presetting

a potpourri of ages, socio- economic background,' and'philos per-

spectives. The amalgamation of these individuals into a represent ive,

cohesive group is a continuous task. Within this amalgamation process
, .

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

heard, represented, considered, and valued. The struggles 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 educationdl chanil,has

become increasingly evident. One has only to recall the controversies

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

recent efforts aecensorship Of textbooks, and the use of the open

campus at our high schools to support this contention.

1
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e introduction.of a major educational innovation that requires

substantial changes in he schools' traditional policies and practices
Yr

'creates the potential for the disruption of the ebb and flow of inter-

action between thk home, the school, and the community. Wirt and Kirst

expressed their thoughts on the importance of communities and educational

change in the following:

Educational innovation that proceewith no notion of what
.community values are, of who the guardians of this orthodoxy
are,'and of whatNzsources they have is an empty xercise.'

, .

....

> The research presented here is an exploratory case study of

selected components bf a major educational innovation, Individually

Guided Edcation. Specifically, the purpose of this research was to

examine. the interpretation of two components of the Individually

Guided Education system, the multiunit school and the Instructional

Programing Model, as they related to a third/component, home-school-

community relations. Individually Guidedbducation is refined as "a

compreh'ensive system of educAion and instruction desigried.to produce

higher educational achievement through providing for differenc among

students in rates of learning, learning styles, and other arcter-
,

iStiC8A The multiunit school is the organizational and administrative

,
'c !

::;, \

1Frederick M. Wirt and Michael W. Kirst, THE POLITICAL WEB OF
AMERICAN SCHOOLS (Boston-. Little, Brown and Company, 1972), p. 70.'

2H
erbert J. Kl

GUIDELINES FOR
and Developmen
1971), p. 17.

eier, et al., INDIVIDUALLY GUIDED EDUCATION:
ION (Madison, Wisconsin: Wisconsin Research_

ter for ognitive Learning, University of Wisconsin,

1



I

rrangement created to facilitate instrivtional programing for individual .

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

Differentiated staffing; multiage grouping of students, nongradedness,

shared decision making, and teaming are characteristics of the multiunit°

school.,? The Instructional Programing Model is a systematic procedure

designegito provide a framework for the development of instructional
ro

programs *lored-,to meet identified student needs. Instructional pro-

growing, continuoil progress,yreassessment, and criterion-referienced

assessment are characteristics underlying the Instructional Programing

Model.

Bowles and Ftuth define an effecti...Ale-school-community rela-
,

.......

tions-program as "the resolution of both act1. and. poqealal sonflict \

4
. \

among various subpubcs which may be associatqd with policy decisions
/ \ I

r
or adminiative practices which determine: (1) th use availab

scarce resources; (2) the value choice's to be made regarding the d2iu-

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

prise."
3

This chapter consists of three sections. It begins with the

development of Individually Guided Education and continues with a review

of the literature and research related to the multiunit school, in-

struction and achievement, and implemlntatiOn. The chapter concludes

3
B. n Bowles and Marvin J

munity Rela ons," in THE PINCIPAL
Jeds.f James M. Lipham and Marvin J.
Wesley PubliShing Company, 1976), p

. Fruth,."Improving Home-School-Com-
AND INDIVIDUALLY GUIDED EDUCATION,
FruL (Reading, Mass.: Addison

. 9 (In Press).

'7 ,`



V
with a atatementof the study'g objectives and its significance.

Background and Research 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 first section is a description of

the seven major components of Individually Guided Education. The second

section presents.the researchthat has been conducted.since the initial

development and implementation 'of Individually Guided Education.

Development of. Individually Guided Education

The development of Individually Guided Education occurred as a

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

. .

'Development Center for Cognitive
.
Learning (R &-D` ,Center) to create an

\-.

1/.ternative form of eduction. Working directly with educational iirac-

titioners during the development of Individually Guided, Education, the

R & D,Center employed, three-dimensional strategy:
.

First, undesirable chararteristfcs were delineated. Second,

the corrective responses to these conditions, as well as the

desirable characteristics, were then conceptualiied in terms of,

complete system which 'would be an alternative fort of

schooling. Third, the development, evaluation, and refinement
of thesYstem was an iterative process involving the cooperation

of the personnel from the R & D Center, state education agencies,

.and local education. agencies'.4 ?

4Wisconsin Research and Development Center for Cognitive Learning,

A Final Report to the National Institute of Education for Grant No.

NE-G40°-3-0221, THE IMPLEMENTATION OF IGE: 1973-1974 (Madison, Wiscon-

sin: Wisconsin Research and Development Center for Cognitive Learning,

,1974), pp. 3-4 (Mimeograph). ,

MEV
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In delineating the undesirableicharacteristics of the general

educational environment that were preenting the development of an.

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

1. Time was not available during the regular school day to en-
gage in a building-wide ins4ructional improvement effort. °

2. Members of the teaching staff, because of identical work
loads, were unable to carry out expanding responsibilities
that took into account diffekences in )their interests, ex-

.

perience, and capabilities.

3. There were no plans that would enable the principal and
teachers of a school to plan,: carry out, and evaluate an
educational program which takes into account both the
characteristics of the neighborhood and the requirements
of t1s. local school system or the state.5

Normative research was conducted ty the R & D eenter from 1965 .

to 1968. Specific research efforts were undertaken in five developmpntal

school sites to describe the activities of the Research and Instruction

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

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

subsequently,,.the emphasis was reversed andthe units became known as
* 4

Instruction and Research Units) . The reseiT h foCused,upon staff

P

"'N

5Klausmeier, et al INDIVIDUALLY GUIDED EDUCATION GUIDELINES,
pp. 4-5:

3
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6
developdent, homogeneous and hetefogeneous grouping,

7
teaching

methods,
8

individualization and mqtivation,
9
and achievement changes

during the implementation of Individually Guided Educaon. 10

6Herbert J. Klausmeier,

LMGUAGE AMTS THROUGH DEVELOPM
SCHOOLS, 1965 - 1966,, Technical Report
sin Research and Development Center for Cognitive Learning, 1967).

IVIDUALIZING INSTRUCTION IN
RCW IN R & I UNITS OF LOCAL

o. (Madison, Wisconsin: Wiscpn-

7
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).

8
Doris M. Cook, al, RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES IN

R & I UNITS OF TWO ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS OF JANESVILLE, WISCONSIN, 19 -1967,

Technical Report No. 45 (Madison:Wisconsin: Wisconsin Research an
Development, Center for Cognitive Learning, 1968) and Mary Quilling,
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES IN R & I UNITS OF TWO ELEMENTARY
SCHOOLS OF MILWAUKEE, RU.,',SCONSIN, 1966-1967, Technical Report No.

(Madison, senSin: W4t..onsin Research and Development Center for

Cognitive Lea ing,'1168).-\\

9
Herbert-1J. usmeier and Mary-Quilling, 'eds., RESEARCH AND DE-

VELOPMENT ACTIVITIES 1N R & I UNITS OF FOUR ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS OF MADISON,
WISCONSIN, Technical,Report No. 48 (Madison, Wisconsin: Wisconsin Re-

search and Development Center for Cognitive Learning, 1968), and Herbert
J. KlgUsmeier, _Mary Quilling and James L. Wardrop, eds., RESEARCH AND
-DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES IN R & 41 UNITS OF FIVE ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS OF
RACINE, WISCONSIN, Technical Report No. 52 (Madison, Wisconsin: Wisconsin,

Research and Development Center for Cognitive Learning, 1968).

°R. G. MOrrow, Mary R. Quilling, and Frank Fox, STUDENT ACHIEVE-,
MENT AND ATTITUDES IN INSTRUCTION AND RESEARCH UNIT IN TWO ELEMENTARY
SCHOOLS IN JANESVILLE, WISCONSIN, 1967-1968, Technical` Report No. 76

(Madis5i, Wisoonsin: Wisconsin Research and Development Center For

Cognitive Learning, 1969).
0 .

10
L.

4
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The results of that research and innumerable on -site observations

enabled the R.& D Cehter to identify eight general observable conditions.

in the schools. The.conditie.ns were described as follows:"

1. ttention was focused on the individual learner as a, ' 1

p son with unique characteristics, concerns, and moti-
vations.

'2. Curriculum materials were selected to accommodate
varying learning styles.

1. The basic instructional-and administrative units were
small enough to allow every staff member to be known
and treated as an individual and large enough to permit
role differentiatiotand complementarity of contributions:

4. there was a good reconciliation of the values ofrautonomy
and accountability, small group responsibility, and
intergrOup coordination.

ti

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

6. The educational program took home andneighborhood'aCtiv-

ides into account.

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

8. Provisions for staff development were an essential part
of the approach.11

The results of the research and on-site observation6 led, to the

'conceptualization of Individually'-Guided Education as an effective

alternative form of education.
12

I Aividually Guided Education is

11
Klausmeier, et al., INDIVIDUtLLY GUIDED. EDUCATION GUIDELINES,

pp. 5-10.

12_
Wisconsin Research and DevelopMent Center for Cognitive

Learning, FINALIEPORTv. THE IMPLEMENTATION OF IGE: 197-1974, p. 3.
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composed of seven ,major components: (1) the multiUnit school; (2). the

Instructional Programing Model; (3) evaluation for educational decision

making; (4) compatible curricular materiali; (5) facitativeAnviron-

ments; (6) continuing research and' development; and (7) home-school-

community relations.

The Multiunit Elementary School
a

The multiunit schobl (see Figure 1) is the organizational com-

ponent of Individually Guided Education and was designed.to "produce an

environment in which instructional programing andothercOmporients of

Individually Guided Education can be introduced and refined."
13

The

_

structural configuration of the multiunit school consists of three dis-

tinct'organizational groups, each of which has its own decision paraMeters.

At the district level, 4 Systemwide Program Committee establishes
'f

guidelines within which each of the district schools must operate, At

the building level, the Instructional Improvement CoMmittee concentrate

its efforts on school-wide instructional concerns. At the classroom
A

lei, the Instruction and Research Unit Is concerned with planning,

implementing, and evaluating the nstructional'program for the childre

in 'the unit. 9-

The multiunit organizational design consists of five distinguishing
. 0.

characteristics,: multiage grouping of students, nongradedness, differen-

tiated staffingshared decision making, and teaming. Multiage grouping

13Klausmefer, et al:, INDIVIDUALLY GUIDED EDUCATION GUIDELINES,

p. 20.
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FIGURE 1 a 4,

PROTOTYPE MULTIUNIT ORGANIZATION OF\ IGE SCHOOL OF 400 -600 STUDENTS

Representative teachers
, and unit leades

Community
representative.'

*Parent representative

District
administrator,

Or

''aesignee

PRINCIPAL

irector of

ins uctional

Representat ive

principals

Central off ice and444

other consultants

*Special teachers

A 'materi s center

UNIT LEADER A UNIT LEADER B UNIT LEADER C UNIT LEADER D

3-5 staff teachers 3-5 staff teachers 3-5 st f teachers 3-5 staff teachers

*Instructional *Instructional *Instructional nastructional

oaide(s) aide(s) aide(s) aide(s)

*Clerical aide(s) .*Clerical aide(s) *Clerical aide(s) r Clerical aide(s)'

*Student teacher *Student teacher *Student teacher *Student teacher

or intern

100,-150 children

or intern
kV'v

100-I5U childrei

or intern

100-150 children

or intern

100-150 children

Ages 4-6 Ages 6 -9 . Ages 8711 Ages 10-12

Instruction and Research Unit

..001Instructional Improvement Committee

Systemwide Program Committee

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

*Inclusion of these persons will vary according

'to, particular school settings.
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stildents is an organizational arrangement whereby students of different

ages are assigned Eo each Instruction and Research Unit. The Instruction

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

or four-year age diffgrential. Multiaging results in st ehts remaining

within an Instruction and Research .Uait for two hree years. While

multiage grouping is considered an oganizationalaYrangement, it does

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

tain educational experiences can be provided that dre normally restricted

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

of opportunities for interaction between younger and older children in-

creases the use of peer teaching techniques. In addition, having several

teacheis work with the children over a period of several years results

in a more thorough Understanding of each individual child.

Nongradedness is an organizational arrangement for the placement

of students. Student placement normally consists of a'series of one-year

sequentially differentiated steps based upon the student's chronological

age, e.g., grade one, grade two, etc. Nongradedness, theri, is the -ab-

sence of "sequential labeling" that chaeactdrizes the conventional age-
,

graded elementary school. Tib.f.seg is, however, a more .subtle reason for

-
adopting a nongraded structure. It has been the practice in the age-

-
graded structure to create a graded curriculum as well. There is a'firt

)

grade cursiculuraecond grade curriculum, etc.. Thus,, the nongraded

like multiage grouping, provides an organizational arrangement whereby

an appropriate learning environment and instructional prograin can be

established to facilitate instructionalfprograming for the individual

student.



(--.\)Differentiated staffing ha resulted in a redefinition of existing

11

school roles "and the creation of onenew role, that of the-unit leader.

The description of each role is designed to facilitate a collaborative

.

effort by which instructional pregramb 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

sysiem.

Teaming is the collaborative relationship within a unit that is

focused upon the planning, implementation, and evaluation of the instruc-

tional program for the children in the unit. This collaborative effort

is facilitated by the differentiated staffing patterns as well as the

shared decision making necessary 1A-gin the multiunit school.

Shared decision making is created through various organizational

structures with overlapping memberships. Three organitzational structures

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

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

ment Committee at the school level; and the Systemwide Piogram Committee

at the district level. The decisional framework is founded on several

premises:

1. Decision making requires the systematic gathering of
infprmation.

2. The deciSional'structure is not a top-to-bottom linear
sequence.-

3. Shared decision making requires open communication.
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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.
14

Progralkg Model

The Instructional Programing Model (see Figure 2) is a systematic

procedur* designed to provi a iraiework for the development of instruc-

tional programs eailote::to meet individual student needs. Four charac-

-
teristics_pderilkin this model: instructional programing, continuous

progress,' preassessment, and\criterion-referenced assessment. Instruc-

--.-

itional progratung is defined by and accomplished through the application

0. of the Instructional Programing Mode Y.. The cyclic sevqn-step process
'

--- --

takes into-Account the pupil's beginning pertormance, his rate Of progress,,

'his style of learning, and other learner characteiistics apprziate for

the school's instructional program.

Cofitinu progress is an instructional arrangement where student

. progress is ,no based upon arbitrary sequencing, e.g., chronological age

and years in school.' Rather, instructional programs are determined by
/

the-learnerls needs and accomplishments.

Pre5ssessment is a procedure utilized to determine the instruc-
.

tional needs of each student. This practice is a departure from conven-

tional
.

tional testing procedures. The results of the preassessment are( used

' t:
,

.

to establish gpecifio,instructional,objectilies,for eA h student and to
. .

. ',..._/

aid in developing appropriate instructional activities that aphance the

achievement of the instructional objective.

1

14Klausmeier, et al., MIVIDUALLYGUIDED EDUCATIONAL GUIDELINES,

pp. 24 -25.

4



Step 1.

FIGURE'2

INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMING MODEL IN IGE

13

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-

1 .

tion atterns.

-------- Estimate the range of objectives that may be at7
Step 2. .

tainable for subgroups of the student pppulation..

Step 3.

Step 4.

Step

Step

Assess the level of achievement, learning style,
anriiintivation level of each student by use of
criterion-referenced tests, observation schedules,

%
or work samples with appropriake-sized-subgroups.

.-Set instructional objectives for each child to
-

attain over a short .period of ,time,

Plan and implement an instructional program suitable
fqr 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 in nteraction among'students, (c) the use of
printed materials, audiovisual materials, 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.1
dent-led small group activities, and adult-led large
group activities..

'I

Assess students for attainment of initial objec-
tives,

Objectives not
attained to +

1

1

mastery or some
other criterion

.4i

Reassess the student's
Step 7. characteristics, or

take other actions
7 .

Objectives attained
to mastery or

some other criterion

Implement next sequence
in program, or take.
other actions.

1--(Feedback)-

(`0
.01

,

?)1
.3)
F=44

Source: Upham and Fruth, THE PRINCIPAL AND INDIVIDUALLY

GUIDED EDUCATION.
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Criterin-referenced assessment means that a test measures the

attainment of an explicitly stated behavioral objective., Success or

la *
mastery is achieved when an indiviamal meets a specific criterion level;

his differs from standardized tests, in which success or mastery.is

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

ence group. The results of preassessment, using a criter n-referenced
/'

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

"multiunit school.

Evaluation for Educational D cision Making

Evaluation in Individually Guided;. Cation is a process that

encompasses decisions relating to staff personnel, curriculum develop-

ment, resource management, and home-school-community relations. However,

the most frquent and critical use of evaluation processes is in the

area of instructiuLlai decision making. Within the'instructional process,

evaluation occurs at three key points: at the beginning of a unit of

instruction, during critical points of .actual instruction, and at the

conclusion of instruction.

Compatible Curricular Materials

Curricular materials in Individually Cfuided Education are used

to meet, a variety of individualtidifferences among students. The materials

should possess four attributes: (1)'t1e materials should be reliable

and accurate; (2) all materials prepared for individual 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.

(

4
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Facilitative Environments

Facilitative environments are supports to the system of Indi-

vidually Guided Education estAlished through the school's 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 - relationships between Systemwide Program Committees, state educa-

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

"support at the local level is provided in the first, tier of the

state network. It is established trough the creation of a Systemwide

Program Committee, a committee composed of representatives from each'

of the Individually Guided EducatiOn schools within the school system.

The Regional IGE Coordinating Council is the second tier in
4.

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

Committees, teacher education institutions, intermediate education

agencies, and the state educational agency.

The third ,tier of the state network provides a statewide focus.

4 ,
It is composed of the statelOWE coordinator,representatives from the

Regional IGE Coordinating Councils, and key personnel from the state

education agency.

srl ()
lc 1/4...?
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A facilitative environment is also provided at the national level

by theAssociation for Individually Guided EduCation. This is a volun-

.Lary open membership o.rianizatior, 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

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

the. R & D Center providdVa national focus through its continued efforts" '

to provide a resear and deelopment base to the growth of individually

Guided Edu tion and its'related practices.

Continuing Research and Development

Research and development'at the local school and,collegiate levels

contribute to the refinement of practices improving Individually Guided

Education. One general area of research focuses upon the processes as-

sociated with learning and teaching. Also linked with this general area

of research is the apvelopment 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

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 YAlatidns

401
.Increasingly public understanding of Individu y Guided Educa-

tion serves to focus the overall effort of home-school-community re-
.

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

z
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relations programs that focus upon three general godls.

1. To make the IGE staff aware of and responsive Eo the
educational expectations and available resources of
the community; patenLs, and students.

2. To make the community., parents, and students more aware
of and responsive to the requisites of the instructional
program as implementedin IGE.

3 To identify and utilize ways and means of actively
involving both staff, and community in the awareness,
commitment, changeover, refinement, and renewal phases
of implementing IGE in the schoo1.15

The achievement of these goals is characterized by interaction be-

tween various subpublit_ within the home-school community-environment.

Each bf these subpublics may possess different educational philosophies,
A

values, and expetations which in turn serve to shape their perspective

toward educational policies, programs,-and practices.

The implementation of Individually Guided Education may require

substantial changes in existing educational policies and practices;

These changes may stimulate both supportivZ and nonsupportive behaviors

within the subpublics of the'home-schoolcommuniLy environment. To re-
.

duce nonsupportive behaviors resifting from the implementation of Indi,r

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

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

. . . politics is not of the national, partisan variety,
but of the typt which determines the nature of the community
in which people live, the sort, of schools provided, and the
kind of educational program conducted.16

15
Bowles and Fruth, "Improving Home - School- Community Relations."

16
Bowles and Fruth, "Improving Home-School-Community Relations."

4
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This perspective outlines an objective aL home-school-community

relations as the resolution of actual or potential conflict among var-

ious subpublics associated Wttie the formulation of education'policicc and

practices which determine the use of available resources, the value

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

power in the educational' system.

Research on Individually Guided Eduction

Concomitant with theresearch undertakeiby the R & D Center, two

additional research efforts have significantly ififluenced the refinement

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

initiated by the Center for the Advanced Study of Eduational Administra-

tion at the University of Oregon,
17 Pellegrin conducted the study in

1967-68 and used the school as the unit of analysis with specific empha-

.1s-is upon the Instruction and Research Unit and,. Instructional ImpioveMent

Committee. Using three multiunit and four cOnteEleschools the research

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

staff; (2) working relationships between staff and principal; (3) deci-

sion-makihg patterns of the Insuctional 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-

MENTARY SCHOOL, 1966-1970, Technical Report No, 158 (Madison, Wisconsin:

Wisconsin Research and Development Center for Cognitive Learning, 1971).



19

With regard to task structure and specialization, Pellegrin re

pOrted that teachers in multiunit schools described their tasks as being

associated with the achievement of specific instructional objectives more'

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

existence of more coordination efforts among staff members in multiunit

schools than in the control schools; the importance of planning wasgem-

phaskzed more in multiunit schools than in the control schoo ,

Three major .types of curricular and instructional s ecialization

were identified: (1) specialization by group size; (2) specialization
;

by curricular,expertise (teachers.served as tdchnical advisors to their"

colleagues); and (3) specialization by function (some teaehers assumed

primary assignments related to planing'while others assumed leadership

in materials development).

With respect to working relationships, sociometric charting pro-
f

cedures were used to identify interdependent and dependent relationships

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

point of unit, interaction and served as the connecting link between the

staff and the principal. In addition, frequent nominations of aides by

unit leaders and teachers, often considered as essential relationships,

led Pellegrin to conclude that aides were important figures it the net-

work of interdependent and dependent relationships with the unit,

structure.

Goal differences wire noted between multiunit and control schools

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

The multiunit schools-identified "givicilg individual attention to students"
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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 "developinestudent

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

climate. With respect to job satisfaction, seven out of to questionnaire

responses were reported to favor the multiunit school. Altbzough the

three remaining _categories of responses were'not specified it was re-

ported that they did slightly favor multiunit schools. Table 1 summarizes '

'the results of that questfonnaire.

Evidence gathered through a questionnaire showed that teachers

in multiunit-schools perceived their environment as being more free, less

rigid, and more open to experimentation than did teachers in the control

schools. It was also found that'd greater percentage of teachers in

multiunit schools believed that the following statements accurately de-

scribed their schools: school policies encourage 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

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

encourage close adherence to official course outlines arid/or curriculum

guides," 32.percent of the teachers in it control schools regarded this

At,
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TABLE 1

PFWENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS IN MULTIUNIT AND NONMULTIUNIT

'SCHOOLS REPORTED AS "HIGHLY SATISFIED" QN

SELECTED INDICATORS OF JOB SATISFACTION

.1

21

a

Indicators of Job Satisfadtion
,

Percentage ofnRespondents Reported
As "Highly Satisfied"

atisfaction with progress toward'.
ne's personal goals in present

p sit ion
t

Satisfaction with personal relation-
.

ships with administrators and super-
visors

Opportunity to accept responsibility
for one's work or the work ot others

Seeing positive results from one's.
efforts

Personal relationships with fellow
teachers

-Satisfaction with present job
light of one's career expectations

Theavailability,of pertinent
insthictional materials and aids

Multiunit Nonmultiunit

26 15

61 39

61 43

15

73 55

56 39

60 27_
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as, a highly accurate description of their school while only 6 percent in

the multiunit schools indicated this as a highly accurate descriptor.
18

The second study that influenced the refinement of Individually

Guided Education was conducted concomitantly with the allocation of im-

plementation funds in,1971 by the U.S. Office of Education. The Office

of Program Planning and Evaluation (an agency-of the U.S,O.E.) awarded

a contract to Educational Testing Service, Piinceton, New Jersey, to

Conduct 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-

yearinstallation of MUS-E and IGE patterns.

a. Document and describe the training and instllation
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.

2. To derive feedback of general utility to a variety of per-

spns involved inthe overall installation process.
19

Using a :combination of on-site visits and questionnaires, data

were gathered from over 200 schools implementing Individually Guided

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

tation strategies and activites. The findings were generalized in

1
8Pellegrin, ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE MULTIUNIT

SCHOOL,'p: 20.

1
19Roderick A. Ironside, THE.1971-72 NATIONWIDE INSTALLATION OF THE

MULTIUNIT/IGE MODEL FOR ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS A PROCESS EVALUATION, VOLUMES

I AND II (Prindeton,' New Jersey: Educational Testing Service, 1972).

.

.
416-0 -.1)
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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-
terpretations, and in tact do constitute an act of generalization.

So far as school-le-AI operations are'concerned . . . the

emphasis in the conclusions is on those end-of year findings and
site-visit findings. But no attempt is made to state that the
findings and conclusions based on those data apply to the total
group of 287 schools on the ftriginal rosters. However, the
number of implementation variations, outcomes, and un'ique
features among those schools leaves little dcubt,that the same
(or larger) range of differences probably applies to the total

'group. In other words, we do not generalize particular findings,
but we hypothesize a like array of differences, and similarities ,

among all schools.

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

wa learned from a variety of sources to justify certain general

co lusions about their effectiveness, their potential, and their

variable implementation.20

Findings are summarized in the are of implementation and awaKe-

netS,'atLiLudes,and problems at the school level. It was reported that

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

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

lation. In addition to local setting, it was found that outcome 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 fo establish

precise criteria in order to ascertain the,implementatiOn success of a

20Ironside, NATIONWIDE INSTALLATION OF THE MULTIUNIT/ICE MODEL,

VOLUME I, pp. 227-228.

r
1-
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particular school. In addition, two othei considerations were reported

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

needs, and circumstances of the school; and (2) the level of staff com-'

mitment and the general spirit and humanistic atmosphere,

With respect to implementation strategies it was reported that

the R & D Center's nationwide installation effort was succesful in ini-

tiating and maintaining the implementation momentum. Local conditions

and constraints made it necessary to modify the overall installation

model, Additionally, it was found that the training program in the'in-

stallation model was well 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 guidelines resulted from a lack of

sequenced steps and general directions. Lastly, it was found that the

Instructional Programing Model was the most difficult component, to

implement.

Findings were also reported with respect to awareness, ettitude's,

and problems at the local school level. It was reported that variations

in the operational characteristics of Individually Guided Education re-

sulted when individual schools responded to loCal needs, expectations,

.

and personalities. In addition, teaming was found to be frequently

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

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

r that there was a tendency for the units to become isolated entities within

the school strAkureand that the importance of the instructional media

center was often overlooked. From these findings Ironside concluded that

I
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the implementation of specific characteristics of Individually Guided

Education were not of and by themselves guarantees oisuccessful imple-

mentation.

In the fall of 1972 a follow *up study was conducted by Educational

Testing ServAce to gain additional insights into the implementation.of

Individually Guided Education and to correct for several limitations of

the original study.
21

The follow-up study posed the following questioni:

1. To what degree do the schools implementing Individually
Guided' Education satisfy the four fundamental implemen- _
tation criteria set by the R & D Center: 1, active In-
structional Improvement Gommittee; 2, multiage grouping
of students; 3, application of the Instructional Pro-
graming Model in, at least one curricular area; and 4,
a multiunit design used throughout the entire school?

1;2
. Were the patterns of IGE/MUS-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 contibup to satisfy the more ex-
tended implementation crit4a oultined in the detailed .
questionnaires administered in the original study?

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

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 fallow-up,

21
Roderick A, Ironside, A SUPPLEMENT TO THE 1971-197"2 NATIONWIDE

INSTALLATION OFTHE MULTIUNIT/IGE MODEL FOR ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS. .A PRO-

CESS EVALUTION: THE FALL 1972 FOLLOW-UP'(Princetori, New Jersey: Educa=

tional Testing Service, 1973),
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There were many interpretations as to what constituted the initial

steps of Individ ally Guided Education .adoption, and great variations

ttt

were discovered:
4

n the specific practices incorporated into the school's

day-to-day operations. The need for techniCal assistance was a_continued

concern and usually centered on the resolution_of local problems con-

fronting individual schools.

An Extended Research Effort

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

Individually Guided Education practices there has been a steadily grclwing

interest in related research, This research is presented in four areas:

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

school-c.rmunity relations, and (4) implementation.

The Multiunit School

Organizational Structure

The Axiomatic Theory of Organilations
22 was used by Gramenz,

Walter, and Herrick to examine the organizational structure of the
w.

22
The Axiomatic Theory of Organizations postulates a series of

relationships between four organizational inputs and four organizational

outputs. _Inputs are complexity, centralization, formalizatiOnAnd stra-

tification. Outputs are adaptiveness, production, efficiency, and job

s doh, Associated with the postulates are two ideal organizations,

organic a mechanistic. " The organic organization emphasized adaptiveness

and the mechanistic organization emphasizes production, For a more

completedisCussion of the theory see Jerald Hage, "An Axiomatic Theory
or Organizations," ADMINISTRATIVE SCIENCE QUARTERLY (Octpber, 1965),

pp. 289-320.

a
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3multiunit school. Herrick
2
q reported that centralization and stratifi4-.

27

tion were significant in differentiating tl4e organizational structure' of

the multiunit school from the conventional elementary school organization,

the multiunit school being less.centraliZed and less stratified. Using

an adaptation of Herrick's instrumentation, Walter
24

rcported that the

'multiunit school was significantly less, centralized than the conventional'

organization.

The results of Herric k) and Walter indicate that the multiunit

school is more like the organic organization than the mechanistic organi-
-e

zation. This conclusion was evidenced bJ the,fJndings of Walter when

he reported that the multi:I-lit school was more adagive (the emphasis of

the organic organization) t an the conventional organizational structure

of the elementary school.

"aas 25
used the axiomArig Theory of Organizations in his exartit-

1

nation of the multiunit schOol bu4dded,a role dimension. Aithough'his

23
H. Scott Herrick, E RELATIONSHIP OF ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE

TO TEACHER MOTIVATION IN MU LIUNIT AND NON-MULTIUNIT ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS,
Technical Report No. 322 dison, Wisconsin: "Wisconsin Research and .

Development Center for Cognitive Learning, 1974).

24
James E. Walter, THE RELATIONSHIP OF ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE

TO 061IZATIONAL-ADAPTIVENESS IN ELEMfgTARY SCHOOLS, Technical Report
No. 276 (Madison, Wisconsin: Wisconsin Itesearch and Development Center
for Cognitive Learning, 1973).

25
Gary William Gramenz, RELATIONSHIP OF PRINCIPAL LEADER BEHAVIOR

AND ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE OF THE IGE/MUS-E TO .I & R UNIT EFFECTIVENESS,
Technical Report No. 320 (Ma4isbn, Wisconsin: Wisconsin Research and
Development Center for Cognitive Learning; 1974).
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general findings were supportive of those reported by Herrick and Walter,

he found differences in perceptions of the structural characteristics

.by role categories, Higher levels of centralization and stratification

were perceived by unit leaders,and teachers than by principals. Lower

levels of formalization were perceived by unit leaders and teachers

than by principalS. Gramdhz cp cluded that principals saw the multiunit

school as less entralize , less stratified,.and'more formalized than

did teachers and unit leaders,

Grant26 also repotted that differing perceptions of the multiunit

organization existed between principals and teachers. He used educational

experience, insevice\training, and the existence of an Instructional

Improvement Committee as potential reasons for the diffeting perceptions.

/'
Inservice training was reported to be the 5i ificant var.able that

created differing perceptions of'the multiunit organization. He con-

\ i,-

cluded'that teachers with ten or more hours of inservice Were more pro-

Ouctive, had abetter conceptual understanding of the multiunit school;,

and gave more support to teaches having decision-making power4in the

,
.

multiunit scUoolorganization.
.

4

26Merrill'Alan Grant, "A Survey of the Perceptions of-Tea ers

and Principals Toward-the Multiunit School Organization" 'Cunpublished 0

Edril..dissertation, The University, o& Toledo, f973).

r '
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examined decision structure, decision content, and decision

style and eported that (1) principals perceived more staff participa-

tion in decision making than did staff; (2) principals were identified as

making about "fifty percent of the decisions on a unilateral basis; (3)

curricular decisions received less attention than management decisions;

(4) the decision situation was instrumental in determining the decision-

making style, with a unilateral style being more prevalent than a consen-

sual or delegating one; and (5) the number of years of having an opera-

tional Instructional Improvement Committee did not mediate either :Content,

style, or degree of involvement.

Loose's examination of decision structure, content, and style

represented several selected characteristics of the decision process. An

additional charactliStic, the placement of decisions nearest'to their

point o implementation, is also descriptive of the multiunit*School's

decision irocess. Associated with this characteristic and the charac-
.

teristics -examined by Loose is the ability of staff members to influence

decisions affecting their work environment. The ability to influence

decisions affecting one's work.envirgpment is4aralieled by Dutil's
28

-

27
Caroline Alma Loose, "Decision-making'Roles and Patterns of the

InstructionalImprovement Committee (IIC) in Selected Easterd Wisconsin
Multiunit Elementary Schools _Organized Since1967" (unpublished Ph.D.
dissertation, University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, 1973).

al 28.
Harvey Lewis Dutil, "Sense of Power and its Relation to Selected

Teacher Characteristic's an Selected Structural Characteristi.cs Of'Ele=
mentary Schools" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of Connecti-
cut, 1974) ,

4
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conceptukization of a teacher's "sense of power." Using this concep-

tualization, he examined the relationships between a teacher's sense Ipt.

power, organizational chaiacteristics of schools, and personal behaviors

of teachers. While he found theca 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 components of the'multiunit school's ogani-

,

zational design.

The implications of Dutil's research is that the multiunit structure

possesses the potential for increasing the control over one's work environ-

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

teachers. Packard
29

provided supportfor this implication. He reported

that principLs in multiunit schools did not perceive a loss of decision-

making prerogatives in spite of additional findings which showed that

most decision were made in a'collaborative mode. The principal was ap-
-

patently able to maintain decision-making prerogatives either through

.01ai

control or strong influence over the collaborative processes.

_Packard reported one mediating variable in the authOritY.relafil-

*

ships--unit leaderselectiomprocedures. In schools where the unit leader

was selected kythe principal, the decisions were often trivial in nature

and.-the decision process dominated ly the principal*. The principal was

also frequently consulted for advice and assistance. In schools where

29
John S. Packard, "Changing to a Multiunit School," THE PROCESS

OF PLANNED CHANGE IN THE SCHOOL'S INSTRUCTIONAL ORGANIZATIONr ed. W. W.

Charters, et (Eugene, Oregon: Center.for the Advanced Study of

cational Administration, 1973).
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the unit leader emerged, the unit operated as a single entity; it operated

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 orthe current empirical findings

related to the multiunit school. He sttted:

For the most part, it was not evident that pOWer had become
centered in newly formed groups. Nor.was there much 6.ridence
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
.consideratians of resource distributiSn and schoolwide.
priorities.30

ar,

Differentiated Staff Roles

Principal ,
/

Y'
Th role of the principal focuses on

.-.-

administrative and educational
. ,

leadership. Richardson31 investigated role changes by, comparing princi
.

A

pals of multiunit schools,with principals of conventionally organized

schools. He reported that all principals-placed b. very high value and

priority on educational leadetship and that there were no differences

in actual educational leadership behaviors.

30
Packard, "Changing to a Multiunit School," p. 112. No.

31
' EdWard Ray Richardson, "A Study of the Changes,in Role Percep

tion and Role Beh.aviors of Principals in Individually Guided Education
Multiunit Elementary Schools" (unpublished Ed.D. dissertation, Auburn
University, 1972). - 4,,
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Specific differences were found in the area of self-perception of

role performance, Principals in multiunit schools were found to perceive

a significantly higher_lsygl-o ormance. Finally, principals and

staffs of multiunit schools reported a significantly, higher agreement

of role4expectations for the principal.

Unit Leader

The unit leader role represents the new position in the multiunit

structure. Thre general areas of responsiblity characterize the role:

(1) as a teacher; (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,

and maintaining group effectivenes. As an Instructional Improvement

Committee member the unit leader must 'provide leadership in the planning

of Ehe school's instructional program. Afifty percent to seventy-fve

percent teaching responsibilitfis also an expectation of'thc unit leader

role.
32

Menzel
33 reported that there were no significant differences in

1 ader behavior expectations for the unit leader when described by

w

'32
Kiausmeier, et al., INDIVIDUALLY GUIDED EDUCATION GUIDELINES,

p. 39.

33Rictlard Clarence Menzel, "Leader Behavior of Unit Leaders in

Selected Multiunit Elementary Schools" (unpublished Ed.D. dissertation,

University-of Northern Colorado, 1974) .
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principals, unit leaders, and teachers. Using the Leadership Behavior

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

significantly more consideration behaviors than initiating behaviors.

Halpin described these two leadership dimensidns as follows:

Init.iating structure is directed, rincipally at the achievement
of the formal goals of the group, i.e., success on missions,
whereas consideration behavior is related essentially to the'
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.

Sheridan
35 reported that principals, unit leaders, and teachers

held conflicting.expectations'for the unit leader, Specifically, when

the unit leader tasks were related to instructional coordination there

was a significant difference between. the expectations identified by

principals and those identified by unit leaders'. When the tasks were

related to instructional coordination and interorganizational relation-

ships there was a significant difference between the expectations of the

principals and those of unit teachers.

34Andrew Halpin, "Chapter II,"4fn LEADER BEHAVIOR: ITS DESCRIP-

TION AND MEASUREMENT, ed: by Ralph M, Stogdill and Alvin E, Coons (Co-

lymbus, Ohio: Ohio State-University ), p.53.

35Terrance Jahn Sheridan, PERCEIVED ROLE AND EFFECTIVENESS OF THE

UNIT LEADER IN *INDUCTING UNIT FUNCTIONS, Technical Report No, 318

(Madison, Wisconsin: Wisconsin Research and Deyelopment Center for

Cognitive Learning, 1974),

m
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The apparent differences between the findings reported in the

Sheridan and Menzel studies center upon the measures used to determine

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 performance of the

unit leader role.

The Menzel and Sheridan studies indicate that principals, unit

leaders, and teachers hold similar role expectations for the unit leader

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

the actual ovrationalization of that behavior. Thus, the unit leader is

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

effort toward the effective and efficient attainment oT goals while

maintaining a strong, cohesive team.

In describing the relationship between eader for and fnstruc-

tion and Research Unit effectiveness, Evers
36

reported that instrumental

leadership significantly contributed!to total Instruction and Research

Unit effectiveness. Further analysis shoWed that both instrumental and

supportive leadership contributed significantly to instructional program

effectiveness. Instrumental and supportive leader behaviors used in this

study were similar to the leader .behaviora described as initiating

36
Nancy, A. Evers, AN ANALYSIS OF THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE EF-

FECTIVENESS OF THE MULTIUNIT ELEMENTARY 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).
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structure and consideration behavior in the Menzel study.

Complementary findings were also reported by Singe
37

when he

examined the relationship between effectiveness and leader behavior.

He reported that task effectiveness and in eraction effectiveness were

found to be significantly correlated with u it leaders who exhibited

both initiating structure and consideratioA behaviors. The relation-
.

ships were reported as significant at both the Instructional Improve-

Rent Committee and the Instruction and Research\Unit:levels of orri-
,

zation.

Procedures of selecting unit leaders were a 11 so part'of the

research effort's. Murray
38

examined the unit lelde selection pro-

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

that successful units were those in which the unzt leaser had been

either chosen from outside the staff or selected from w thin using-ob-

jective criteria. Unsuccessful units were Ones in which he unit

leaders had been chosen from within the staff by a "pdpula ity contest"

process, were prior friends of the principal and carried de ts to him,

or were unable to "te their own person" -within the unit.

3
7Anthony-Louis Singe, "A Study of the Relationship-Betwe n Work

Group Performance and Leader Motivation, Leader Behavior, and Sit ational
Favorableness: An Application-of the Contingency Theory of Leade hip

Effectiveness to Group Supervision in Multiunit Elementary Schbols
(unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of Connecticut, 1974).

38
Donald George Murray, "Organization Development Training for

Adopting Multiunit, Structure: A Comparative Case Study of Two tlemen-
tary Schools" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of Oregon,
1973).

f
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Packard
3
-9 reported that 'the selection procedures affected the

conduct of the unit meeting and the faculty council (Instructional Im-

provement Committee). Where unitjeaders were appointed he reported

that:

. . faculty council meetings were held-on a regular basis,
dealt with foregone and trivial issues, avoidedor'neglected
troublesome topics, and were dominated by the principal who set
the agenda and ran the show,.. . teams, with appointed leaders

spent much time reviewing faculty council minutes and operated

by the councilt.s.sgenda."

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

the year of 4implementation, 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 "critical"

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 teache

, .

spends more time,planning, teachirig, and evaluating the instructional

prograth as a member Of a team. The teacher is also more likely to work

with a greater variety of group sizes in meeting student needs

39
Packard

40
Packard

41
Packard

0

, "Changing to a

, "Changing to a

, "Changing to a

AI OA
0.01

Multiunit School."

Multiunit School," p. 110.

Multiunit School," p. 110.
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Olazewski
42

focused his research on teaching behaviors of multi-

unit school teachers. Using Flander's Matrix
43

as a method of recording

and describing teadhing behaviors, he reported that there were no signi-

ficant differences in the overall range of teaching behaviors exhibited

by teachers in multiunit and conventional schools. However, a difference

was reported in a specific class of teaching behaviors:: multiunit school ,

1
4

teachers exhibited a significantly greater number of shared teaching

behaviors.

Aides

The teacher aide is an integral member of the multiunit school's

differentiated staffing pattern. The role is characterized by instruc-

tional and clerical functions. White4 4 indiredtly desciiiied the aides'

role when he explored their impa'cx upon teaching behaviors. Four cate-
r a

goiies orteaching behaviors were identifiedr' (1) instruction; (2) evalu-

'-ation; (3) professional; and (4) management. A miscellaneous category

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

the four major categories were braken into two dimensions: pre-active,
4.

activities-preCeding actual instruction; and inter- active, activities in

42
Rev. Donald William Oszewski, "The Effect of a Multiunii/Open

Space School Structure On Teacher Behavior," (unpublished Ph,D. disser-
tation,:University of Notre Dame, 1973).

43'
N. A. Flanders, ANALYZING TEACHER BEHAVIOR (Reading, Mass.:

Addison-Wesley, 1970).

44
Steven -Joel_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 actual instructional process, Table 2 presents the time spent by

aides and teachers in each of the five categories.

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

aides spent approximately 75 percent of their time: instruction, 24

percent; and management, 50 percent.

In determining the impact of aides upon teaching behavior; White

noted that the use of aides enabled teachers to spend approximately
0

4 percent more time in direct instruct on with children. Additionally,

es spent approximate, twice as

much time in pre-a ive management act vities as teachers with aides.

it was noted that teachers without ai

Totaling the amount of time-spent at school and at home on'school-
%

'related activities, White reported that teachers without aides spent on'

the average four hoursper week more than teachers with aides.

White concluded that:

[This] is a strong indication that teachers in IGE/MUS-E

schools who work without.an aide must devote more time to the

,job, since one can conclude that differences in length of-work

day required by individual school districts can not be re-

sponsible for such a large difference in time worked_per week.
45

The literature on the, multiunit school presents both' consistent

'

,---'--
fr

and inconsistent findings. Descriptions of the muI iunit school's or-

,

ganizational and role structure are reported in consistent terms when
,

the perceptions of all staff members were. used to create the data tease.
.70

Inconsistencies are reported when perceptions of the multiunit school's

45White, "The.Impact.of Paid Instructional Aides," p, 169.
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TABLE 2

PERCENT OF TIME SPENT

BY TEACHERS AND AIDES IN IGE SCHOOLS

ON INSTRUCTIONALLY RELATED ACTIVITIES

Categdry

1.

-
39

'IGE Teachers IGE Teachers
Aides With Aides Without Aides

juttruction/Pre-Active 3.69% 16,46% 15.79%

Instruction/Interactive 20.05 28.81 24.74

Evaluatio\n/Pre-Active 10.25 7.08 8.31

EvalAtion/Interactive 1.73 12.00 10.00

1
Professional/Pre-Active .68 3.71 4,59

Professional /Interactive 2.28 5.94 ' i..7-7

4
Management/Pre-Active ?e7.06 3.'62 ____ 7,35

Management/Interactive 2,3 04 13.83 15.49

Miscellaneous 11.21 9.51 7.19

9.

Source: White, "The Impact of Paid Instructional Aides," pp. 137.t;38.
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\ -
organizational and role structures are examined by individual role cate-

gories.

Instruction and Achievement-

School Climate

Research has focused

ment,Of an environment` that

upon organizational climate, the-establish-

1

teachers identify as being conducive to in-

pstruction; and upon learning climate, the environemnt that facilitates

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

of analysis.

In general, research has shown the organizational climate in multi-

unit schools to be significantly different from the organizational cli-

mate of nonmultiunit schools. Multiunit schools are more Oriented toward

change
46 and achievement47 ; they possess staffs that are instructionally

46Don Moe Essig, "The Effects of a Multi-unit, Differentiated
Staffing Organization Upon Teachers' Attitudes and Instructional Pro-
grams" (unpublished Ph.D. 'dissertatioN University of Oregon, 1971).

47 George Robert Bowers, "The Organizational Climate, in SeXe ted,.

Ohio Multiunit an Traditional Elementary Schools" (unp blished Ed ,D.

dissertation, The niversity of Akron, 1973).

r-,3
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more satisfied48 , more motivated49 and perceive greater levels of pro-,

ductivity50 ; and they employ more educationally progressive practices.
51

An extensive nationwide study of,organizational climate was under7

tacen by Kelly, WOod, and Joekel. 52 Using data gathered with the Organi-

) -'

zational Climate Index from a sample of 545.Individually Guided Education

1

schools, several major conclusions were formulated:

1.. As'the degree of implementation of the IGE model increases,
-,t4a011er perceptions of a climate which is more "open" and
and lore of intellectual activities also increase.

2. The greatest changes in tetcher perceptions of school
Climate occur as the degree of implementation increases,
particularly in rural and (inner city schools.53

e
1

48Jimmi4 Wayne Mantzke, "An Analysis of the Effectiveness add
Satisfaction of Teachers Princip41s, and Superintendents Who FunetkOn
Within Undifferentiated and Diffefentiated (IGE/MUS-E) Staffing Struc-
tures in the State of,Wisconsin" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation; Uni-
versity of Wisconsin-Madison, 1973),

49Rerrick, "Tile Relationship of Organizational Structure to
Teacher Motivation.I

52ieslie Charles Bernal, "The IntrOduction of the Individually
'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),

51Bernal, "The Introduction of IGE and Its Effects-organiza-
tionalautput,"

0

52Edgar A. Kelley, Fred H. 'Wood, and Ronald Joekel, "Teacher
Perceptions of School Climate and the Implementation ofandividually
Guided Education (IGE)," 1973, ERIC ED 083229,

53Kelley, Wood, and Joekel, "School Climate and the Implementation
IGE," p, 54.

CA
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Differences in learnihg*Climate have also been Nreported, Nelson54

concluded that Individually Guided Education produced a more favorable 4

learning climate for pupils when they scored sign ficantly higher On

measures of attitude toward OA self-concept aS learners, (2) instruc-

tional school morale, (3) school plant, and (4)"c ty.

Edwards55 reported that gudent attitudes toward school and peers

were significantly higher inlndividually Guided Education programs/. He

also repottedLthat student attitudes.toward learning and self-concept-

V

favored students in Individually Guided Education programs, but not

significantly.

Organizational and Instructional Effectiveness

Research related to effectiveness centered upon organizational

and.instructional prpcesses, Organizational effectiveness examined

tasks associated With the multiunit sch 1 while instructional effectivel.,

ness examined the ability of staffs to in ividualize and improve.ins rue-

tion for children.

A series of research efforts were -cted at the organizational

.effectiveness of the pistructional Improvement Committee, the Instruction

54 Richard ,Gardner Nelson, "An Analysis of the Relationship of the

' Muldimit School Organizational.Structure and In ividually)Guided.Educa-
-

tion to,the Learning Climate of Pupils" ( unpublished Ph.D. dissertation,

University of Wisconsin-Madison4 1972).

"Floyd Henry Edwards, "A Study of Affecti e Change in Elementary

Schools Implementing Individually Guided Education" (unpublished EdO).

.dissertation, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 1972).
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and Research Unit, the principal, and the unit leader,

Smith
56

reported that the more an Instructional Improvement Com-

mittee chairmah (usually the principai) was perceived to exhibit a primary

concern for the comfort, well-being, status,
;

and contribution of 4,11e

mittee membeis, the more effective the Instructional Improvement Commit-
,

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

members' aetendance'ai an R & D'Center workshop for.multiunit school

principals and unit leaders or thesadministrAtiveexperience of the
k

principal.

Evers
57

reported that when considering unit member compatibility,

lOader behaviors, and level of task structure, only leader behaviors

significantly influenced Instruction and Research Unit. Effectiveness,

Ancillary finding% illiustrated the imvetance of proper training. Evers

reported that overall unit effectiveness was signifidantly increased when
. .

participation of unit members in w9rkihops was being considered and When

there wag staff participation in training activities outlined in the

,R & D s er's implementation strategy,

.56icenn eh Blaine Smith, AN ANALYSIS OF, THE RELATIONSHIP, BETWEEN

EFFECTIVENES 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).

.

5.7"
Evers, RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN I & R UNIT EFFECTIVENESS AND INTER-,.

PERSONAL BEHAVIORS.

rg

l



44

Complementary findings were reported by Singe
58

when he examined

the relationship between' effectiveness and leader behavior of principals

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

he concluded that different types of leader behavior of principals and

unit leaders influenced the effectiveness of the Instructional

ment Committee and the Instruction and Research Unit,

He reported that task effectiveness was significantly related to
,

unit leaders who exhibited initiating structure and.consideration behaviors

...J.
,and with principals .who e hibited consideration behavior,- Interaction

effectiveness was significantly related to-unit leaders,and principals

exhibiting both initiating structure and consideration behaviors. Task

effectiveness was.pignificantly related to interaction effectiveness, 0

The research on instruction, and instructional effecti4ness

focused upon the establishment of conditions conducive to learning and

r n
. their effects upon achievement, Essig reported that there*was an in-

crease in the number of opportunities for students to be involved in de-
'

termining their own program; an increase, in the involvement of ancillary

. personnel in the instructional process, counselprs, principals, and

paraprofessionals; more collaboration between units; anda reduction in

lock-step grouping.

58Singe, "Relationship Between Work Grtilp Performance, Leader.

Motivation, Leader Behavior., and Situational Favorableness,"

59Essig, "Effects of MUS-E Organization Upon Teachers' Attitudes

and Instruttionaj Programs.
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Joyal examined changes in student learning patterns as schools

45

implemented the multiunit school organization. His findings,, significant

at the .05 level, showed that learning patternsin multiunit schools were

characterized by: (1) increased use of differentinstiuctional and audio-

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

students showing greater self-direction in termsof learning activities,

Wright
61

developed an instrument to measure the degree of indivi-

dualization contained within an instructional program, Based upon the

literature, lie, formulated five general principles of individualization:

Principle I--Learning Rate; Principle II--Learntyle; Principle III- -

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

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

on Student Characteristics, Desires, and Needs.

Using evaluative criteria"for each of the five principles, findings

showed that1Principle I, Learning Rate, was the principle iIst often ap-

plied in Individually Guided;Education programs, and that Prindiple III,

Student Participation in Goal Setting, was the least often applied.

Principles I-IV were found to f9rm a core set .of principles which were

60Lloyd Harold Joyal, Jr., "A Comparison of the Types of Learning
Patterns on Studentt in a Self..-contained,and Multiunit Elementary School"
(unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of Wisconsin-Madison, 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 remaining three. Considering Principles I-IV as a core,

Wright reported they were all attenuated by Principle V, Student Grouping

Based on Student Characteristics, Desires, and Needs.

4
. Strand

62 reported the results of an investigation into the effects_

of building configuration on Individually Guided Education programs.

Findings showed that building configUration and Sonic qualities restricted

a variety of grouping patterns, particularly the independent and small

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

ported that space utilization within a building increased to accommodate

a variety of grouping patterns irrespective of whether or not a space

was originally designed for instruction. The most important finding of

the study was that the characteristic design of the space within a

building was more critical in determining the accommodation of various

group sizes than was the overall building design, be it conventional or

open space. ,

Gaicu. in studeut achievement also provided an area of.examination

for researchers. Lober
63 investigated the applicability qf the Instruc-

tional Programing Model to instructional programs for children with

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 EducationResource
Model" (unpnblished 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

the area of readiness, posttest scores- indicated Uhat children with
.

learning difficulties were not different from children without learning

difficulties. In reading, the growth analysis revealed that there were

no significant differences in reading growth between the experimental

and control groups. Growth analysis in the area of mathematics also

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

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 Development that were appropriate for their grade level.

Severer school districts reported student achievement gains in

their district's Individually Guided Education programs. Kennedy et al.,

reported that student achi67ement was significantly higher in his dis-

tricts' Individually Guided Educationprograms, Using the'Iowa Test of

Basic Skills, scores were gathered in 1972 and compared with district

scores obtained in 1966, prior to the implementation of Individually

Guided Education. 1.

b4Frank M. Kennedy, et al,, "The Multiunit Elementary School
and Individualization," A Report to the Board of Education, Cedarburg,

Wisconsin, 1972.

a
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Hackett'and McKilligin 65 reported the results' oe'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 achievement gains were

investigated. Dnra were collectedat 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,Metropolitan

'Achievement Test, in ll 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-community-relations. The

model uses a political perspective in defining and developing related

materials and programs. Research is currently focusing on several key

compo nents of the model, First, primary and secondary interaction pat-
,

terns along with associated-home-school-community relations activities

will be, identified 00 describe .the.ebb-and flow of-communications within

the home-school-community environment.
66 Sources of conflict and its

resolution in the home-school-community environment during the

65Jack Hackett and George McKilligin, "A Study of ttte Multiunit-

IGE Elementary Schools," A Report prepared at the'request of the Board

of Education, Janesville, Wisconsin, August, 1972.

66Walter E. Krupa, "DevelopMent of an Instrument to Assess Home-

School-Community,Relations in Individually Guided Education (dissertation

in progress, University of Wisconsin-Madison),.
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Implementation of Individually Guided Education are also being researched,
67

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

gated.
68

The present study, the identification of common reference

points characteristic of Individually Guided Education, is part of that

research effort.

4
Diener

69
, in a dissertation which originated outside of the R & D

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

4

munications programs in ten selected schools. Findings showed thrdb

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

j,.

peory 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 similar programs but tit the'majority lacked both long- and

short -range programs involving home, school, and students. A64Vficant

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

A communications activities.

%op

. ,

67
William Miles,-"Home-School=Community Relations as a Politi-

cal Process" (dissertation.in prd'gress, University of VisconsinCadisdn).

68
Thornton A. Liechty, "Citizen Participation ni Educational Sys-

tems" (dissertation in progressi, University of Wisconsin-Madison).
. - .

69 Jacquelyn/1. Diener, "Identification and Evaluation of the.Home-,
School Communications Program in Thirteen Individually Guided Education
Schools in Alabama" (unpublished M.D. dissertation) Auburn'Uniersity,
1972).
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Implementation of Individually Guided Education

The implementation of Individually Guided Education is -currently
A

being promoted by twb organizations using different implementation stra-
,

tegies, the R & D Center and I/D/E7A of tire Kettering Foundation.. Al-

though the research is being conducted to reflect these two diffeiing

c

strategies, it is extremely difficult to ascertain,ihe 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 implementation literatUre resdited, from limited

implementation efforts by the Center for the dvanced Study of Educational

Administration. While it was not their primary pur se to implement In-
.

dividually Guided Education, they did use it to examine the feasibility.

of "organizational development training" as a reasonable implementation

mechanism.. Within the limits of. fea-Sibility the literature on implemen-
. . .

tation is categorize4 'arid reported according to the preceding three stra-
-

tegies.
. -

R & D Center Implementation

The-RS D Center's implemeltation strategy utilizdd a five-phase

process: (1) awareness, (2) commitment, (3) Changeover, (4) refinement,

and (5) renewal.
70 The implementation was initiated by the R.& D Center

. 0

through the establishment of,a support systeTs The tUpport systeM had

four components: (1) a state IGE network, on organizational arrangement'

70Wiscnsin Research and Development 'Center f

FINAL REPORT: THE IMPLEMENTATION OF IdE: 1973-197
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encompassing, the state education agency, teachdr education institutions;

and local school districts; (2) the Association for Individually Guided

Education, a nationwide Aluntary association with open membership; (3)

leadership development activities sponsored by the g & D Center, the

UW/SRY Project.
)
and,(4) regional IGE centers's-, centers located at teacher

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

menting individually Guided Education,

Research efforts have been directed at the diffusion'and the insti-

tutionalization of Individually Guided Education. Paul
71

reported that

the degree of diffusion is positively related to variotts linkages with

teacher education institutions. This was evidenced by the identification

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

quent source of ilte'raction. The type of interaction was also associated

. with the different' linkages, Two-way co.liaborative interaction was char-.

adteristic of four linkages: (1) teacher education institution-user sys-

tem; (2) state education agency-teacher education institution; (3) R & D

Center-teacher. education institutions and (4) R & D Center- -state education

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

linkage between the user system and the state education agency and the

R & D Center.

/Douglas A. Padl, THE DIFFUSION OF AN INNOVATION THROUGH INTER-
ORGANI ATIONAL LINKAGES; A.COMPARATIVE CASE STUDY, Technical Report No.
308 '(Parts 1 and 2) (Madison, Wiscopsin: Wisconsin Research and Develop-
ment renter for Cognitive tearni4, 1974).

Cl
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,
41,

Paul also reported that the lack of consistent definitions of the

unit leader role and the building configurations of implementing schools

,servedto impede the diffusion of Individually Guided Education,

Howes 72 reported that there were six factors affecting institu-
.

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

# for MUS-E; X3) user cost-benefit; (4) use of open communication channels;

(5) supportive services and resources; and ib),the flexibility of the

change prdcess. Specific variables of change which related directly to

the institutionalization of the multiunit school were: (1) the perceived

relative advantage, observability and simplicity of MUSE; (2) the degree

to which the individual was informed, involved, and supported the change

process; (3) the way and, degree to which the individual communicated

with others; and (4) the way and degree to which the school organization

was complex and less formalized.

Building upon the previous research of Charters and Pellegrin
73

,

researchers from the Center fl the Advanced Study.of Educatibnai Admini-

stration conducted intensive case studies in four Wisconsin multiunit

schools to identify problems encountered during implementation and how

4

72
Nancy J, Howes, CHANGE FACTORS RELATED TO THE INSTITUTIONALIZA-

TION OF THE MULTI-UNIT ELEMENTARY SCHOOL, TechniCal Report Nb. 3]9 (Parts
1 and 2) (Madison, Wisconsin: Wisconsin Research and Development Center
for Cognitive Learning, 1974), '

73
W. W, Charters, Jr. and Roland J. Ptllegrin, "Barriers to the

Innovation Process: Four Case Studies of Differentiated Staffing,"
EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION QUARTERLY, Vol. 9 (Winter, 1973).
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they were solved.
74

Of the nine categories of identified problems faced

by the four schools, the categories of standardization and incorporation--

accounted for two of the major problems:" increased work demands and'.

task environment criticism.

Standa*rdization was the identification of f s and the response

to forces which result in all units in a school adoptfing the same pro-

cedural characteristics. That condition created internal situations,

'where some units were either held back or pushed forward before they were

ready, in order to gain a schbol-wide procedural base,

Task environment-criticism was al0 identified as a strong stan-

dardizing force, scribing the effects of this-type of'criticism,

Packard stated(
ti

.Criticism ,comes up from under every rOck-, out from around

every corner, and down from'almostevery high place. For schoolS,

'it is like a prevailing wind; though it may fluctuate, it.rarely

stops. .For school6 in transition it canreach gale-like pro-
portions.

Not .only were criticisms expected,:but some teachers, feared

the worst. Indeed, certain faculty-members seemed feel,eel,

guilty about "changing the systee and reacted loticeably to the
merest hint-61 public displeasurk . . schools and teachers
'adhere to safe, agreed-updn practices to avoid the charge of

having made mistakes. In schools, as elsewhere,tservice to -.1'

clients is equated with following the proffer procedure. For

:schools in transition, agreement about what are safe Procedures
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-,75--

74Packard, ° Changing to a Multiunit. School."

75Packard, "Changing to a Multiunit School," p. 118..
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(ft

Incorporation was defined asthe im ementa,3 on stage at tahich

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

efforts. It,was reported that incorporation occurred approxiMately two

years after initial implementation, often terminating efforts too seen,,

Reasons for incorporation rated to staff exhaustion, loss of the luster

of innovation, and the loss of the leader'promoting the innovation,

Problem-solving mechaqisms used by schools to cope!with implemen-.

tation problems could not be:isolated. Packard reported that the use of

special technique, logic manipulation, or systematic tredEment of

problems during implementation were not found. He further_reported that

*Dist p1roblems continued to exist.
A

4 I/D/E/A Implementation Strategy

,
The implementation strategy employed by IID/E/A utilized a con-

,

tractual agreement with an intermediate agency, That agreement called

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

tator to work with approximately fifteen schools. Using a clinical aP-.

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

strategy and training materials. Aftfar facilitator training there was '

little direct support to the iutermediate agency from I/D/E/A,

Literature related to this strategy focuses on the intervention

training program, the facilitator's role, the source of initiation for

implementing Individually Guided Education, and instrumentation to

jneasure rate of implementation.

Cd
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Wald
76

reported that there were no significant ct nges in general

$1-

attitude or knowledge of Individually Guided Education as a result of

'participating in the intervention program.

77
Strunka described-the role of the` facilitator n te,rms of task

performance and leader behaviors. Organizational and operational func-

4ons were reported ,to characterize the task performance area of the

facilitator role: carrying out pre-service, inservice, and service acti-

vities; promoting league interaction; and utilizing a

to ascertain the degree of implementation at the local

Findings also indicated.that-the facilitator was seen

executive professional leadership behaviors along with

social support behaviors.

variety of measures

and league levels.

as displaying

managerial and

Lacy
78

utilized a'reputational approach to.identify the source of

Individually Guided Education initiation at the local school district

level. In all but one of the seven school di-stricts encompassed in the

study, the point of initiation occurred at the central office leVel: the

76
Larry AndersonVaId, "An'Analysis of the Effects of an Interven-

tion Program on IGE Intermediate Agency Facilitators" (unpublished Ed.D.
dissertation, Indiana University, 1972),

P

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

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

78
Dennis Gale Lacy, "Methods of Introducing IndsividUally Guided

Education (IGE) Programs in Selected School Systems in\Indiana (1972)"
(unpublished Ed.D. dissertation, Indiana University, f972)q-
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I

contacts were-four coordinators of el4mentary educat d two assistant

superintendents in charge of instruction. Although the source of ini-

tiation was at the central office level was found hat the principal

had spent the most time making presenta out Individually Guided

E ucation. Findings reported the average time spent, by role categories:

principals, 83 hours; assistant superintendents; -37 hours; superinten7.

1

dents, 33.5 hburg; and unit leaders, 12 hour. Small-group and question/

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

By contrast, Benka
79 reported that directors of instruction were

not identified as integral participants in the imRlemAtation process.

Directors of instruction were reported by principals and unit leaders as

neither being involved nor contributing useful information. The dissimi-

larity of findings may be associated with the implementation strategies

that were used'in each of the two samples.

/".../
alveIsqn

80 used I/DiE/Ais implementation outcomes as a base for

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

achieved the concepts embodied in Individually Guided Education. The

instrumerit was developed to measure the concepts without using any of

79John Thomas Benka, "The Director of Instruction as an Agent in

Organizational Change" (unpublished Ph.D, dissertation, University of

Wisconsin-Madison, 1972), 113

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 Univer'sity, 1974).

Ca
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jargon associated with Individually Guided Education, That enabled the

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

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

cation- schools from non-Individually Guided Education schools, It was

also reported that mean scores on the instrument increased as the number

4
of years the' school had been implementing rftcreased, indicating a continual

growth in the degree of implementation. Perceptions 'of teachers were

4r
reported to be the best indicators of the degree of implementation.

Organizational 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

implement the multiunit school.. Murray
81

'investigated two schools that

went through the same organizational development training program but
101,

were at very different points of implementation two yeare'later. School

e.

B- had a fully adopted multiunit school while School A had reverted to a

more conventional structure. It was reported tha School A had implemented

more of the multiunit ccncept the first Aar khan School B had implemented;

but that during the second year School A xperienced a r versal to a more

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

first year, School B's progress was slower but bontinual, and ultimately
AAP.,

surpassed School A's.

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

r0



I

58

Based 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 effectiveness; he also concluded that the specific multi-.

unit design used at the school site must evolve ,through problem.4olving

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

Smith
82

investigated two schools, one acc and one rejecting

the multiunit after,they went through a :.oup development
,,.

training program (group development s essential the same as organiza-

tional development except that in group evelopment a small cadre of

personnel are being trained instead of the e e staff)
'

Smith re-

ported that differences were found in three areas: (1) entry--the

adopting schools had existing norms that were compatible,td 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 itlf as an interim committee whose

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

whether or not to implement the multiunit school,

82Mary Ann Rasmusen 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),

4
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Evers
83

reported the costs associated with the first year'of im-

plemcntationof Individually Guided Education. The sample of thirty-

nine schools in eight states represented schools of varying size,.loca-

tion, and community typology, The schools also represented the implemen-

tation strategies employed by the R & D Center and I/D/E/A.

It was reported that the majority of schools found no increase

or decrease in ex;6401:11-tures for (1) vandalism; (2) pupil absenteeism;

(3) .professional, paraprofessional, and custodial salaries; (3)' consulta-

tive services; and (5) instruction materials and equipment, school plant,

and furnishings. Neither an increase nor a decrease was reported in

certified teachers, central office personnel, special teachers, subki-

tute teachers, paid student teachers, and custodians.

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

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

workshops, and conferences.

' Ancillary findings showed& an increase in the efficient use of

materials, and additional revenue was designated for implementation in

approximately 50 percent of the schools.

Statement of the Problem

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

underlying characteristics of the multiunit school and the Instructional °N

83
Nancy A, Evelv, IGE/MUS-4E FIRST YEAR IMPLEMENTATION COST SURVEY,

Technical Report No, 56 (Madison, Wisconsin: Wisconsin Research and
Development Center for Cogfiitive rning, 1973).

.
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Programing Model, as they applied to-hoMeschool-gommunity relations.

The review of the literature in this chapter presented a historical de-

velopment of Individually Guided Education, Related literature 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 limitation in

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

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 to

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 facilitaXive

mechanism for practices associated with the other comrionents of Indivi,

dualtNG..4ded Education. However, many different interpre4tions of the

multiunit school and its characteristics*werepeculiar to role positions.

Changes in authority relationships have occurred as'a result of

the formation of the Instructional Improvement Committee and the Instruc-

tion and Research Unit, The reallocation. of many decision- making prero-

N

gatives from e principal to the Instructional Improvenent Committee

has not only reated new decision-making roles but has created th

tential for organized coalitioni to compete for'theschool's ited re-
t .

sources, and to alter programs and procedures consistent with the o.

4

goals, needs, and desires

41.
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Therefore, the specific objectives of this research were:

(1) To describe the characteristics of the multiunit school and
the Instruc al Programing Model.

(2) To analyze the in errelationships between the characteristics
identified in Obje tive 1 by identifying and describing each
in - of allocations of (1) scarce economic resources,

educa 'oval va ues, and (3) power.

gnificance

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

implementor of Individually Guided Education, that of the practitioner

of Indivi ally Guided Education, and that of the researcher. The signi-
v

ficance for the implementor aairs the identification of common interpreta-

tions of Individually Guided Education, These common interpretations, or

reference points, should serve to assist the implementor in the tasks

related to the development of training 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.

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

viding information upon which to build ef:fective home-school-community

relations programs. Common reference points should provide a means to

.improve communication of the concept of Individually Guided Education and

its re ated practices to s , arents) and the general community,

Identi ied patterns of resource, value, dil-d;Ower allocations will assist

the local school in anticipating the effects of necessary anges when

C--..''''- '''''''N1
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implementing Individually Guided Education, This will enable practitioners

to identify potential sources of conflict in the school's home-s-chool-

community environment.

For the researcher, the study contributed to the development of

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

study will provide a basis for hypothesis development and verification.

Organization of the Dissertation

Chapter Two presents the design and methodology used in the present'

study. Chapter,Three is the data presentation of the- two case studies.

Chapter Four is the analysis of the 'case ,studies. Chapter Five is a-

summary of the study, its conclusions, and its implications for further

ti

educational research and practice.

a



CHAPTER II

DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

Introduction

4.

In the review of the literature in the preceding chapter, 'he de-

velopment and implementation of Individually Guided Education wa dis-

cussed. The review primarily covered the multiunit school, in ructional

progxanting, home-school-community relations, art/CI implementatio . While

strong evidence was presented in suppor,cof he implementation efforts

of:the -Wisconsin Resparch and Development +er for Cognitive learning,

it was however cited that their research and development proce s had a

limitation: there was a lack of consideration of local commun ty needs,

expectations, and circumstances. It was also found that the un t of

analysis has typically been confined to the:school building.' Li tle ef-

fort was made to include the community served by the school. Additionally,

there was only a minimal attempt to relate two major ponents of riai-

r

vidually Guided Education, the multiunit school an 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

community.

Home - school - community relations has been def.ined 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 determining (1) the use of available,.scarce resources, (2) the

value choices to be niade,regarding the educational program, and (3) the

locus of yower in the educational enterprise,

63



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

researc had two major objectives:
.

.

.
To describe the characteristics of the multiunit school and
the Instructional Prpgraming Model,

.

To analyze the interrelationships between the characteristics
identified in Objective One by identifying and describing ea
in terms of allocations of: (1) scarce economic resources,

(2) educae,4,nal values, and (3) power.

Design and Methodology

is research was- exploratory in deiign. fter identifying a con-
e'

Ltptual amework and a set of exploratory questions t,(5 stablish the-

;

,

3.1,

overall, pa ameters of the research, two school sites N.70-6,:selected which
, ''

1 i,..e

typi
7
d th tiomajor dimensions of th research/ Data'iyere gathered

kg

re avant sources at each school sits`. Releya/it documents were analyzed

and observation recorded; .however, intervi s with noM4nated, positional,

d randomly selected respondents were useyt as the print source of data.

Data from e ch interview and from other relevant sources were recorded

according to the key dimensions of the study. Each of.the steps in the

design s explicated in greater detail in the remaining sections of this

.chapt

Con e tUal Framework

The conceptualization of home-school-community relations used in

this research was provided by Bowies and Fruth.
1

With increasing public

1B. Dean Bowles and Marvin J. Fruth, "Improving Home-School-
Community Relations," in THE PRINCIPAL AND INDIVIDUALLY,GUIDED EDUCATION,

eds. James L. Lipham and Marvin J, Fruth (Reading, Mass.: Addison Wesley

Publishing Company, 1976 (In Press)).

.'")
4



understanding of Individually Guided Education as the goal of home-school-
f

community relations programs, Bowles and-Fruth provide a conceptual model

whi,ch is set within a political framework, They state that

. . . an effective home-school-community relations program is
good, practical politics. In this context, 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 "pyinciples" supporting

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-community relations program.

2. Home-school-community relations involve a close working rela-
tionship with parents.

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

4. The involveMent of subpublics in home-school-community rela-
tions activities should not be limited to advisorycommittees.

5. Home-school-community relations should be characterized by on-
, going, interactive, and meaningful relationships with the
various subpublics rather than assuming the characteristits of
"crisis management,"

6. A home-school-community *elations program is more than the ef-
fective use of media, Rather than being the objective a honie-
school%community rela4ons program, the effective use of media

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

V. 3
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becomes a mechanism.for interaction.betweenthe home, the school,

and the community,

`The school staff must take full advantage of the community's

available educational resources.

8, The changes associated with Individually Guided Education must

.be translated into visible and tangible benefits that. are easily

understood by the.school-community subpublics.

The principles:underlying home-school-community relations are char-

t'

acterized by interaction between various subpublicg within the home-school-

community environment: 'Each.of these subpublics may possess different edu-

cational philosophies, values, and expectations which in turn serve to

shape their perspective toward educational policies, programs, and prac-
,/

tices.

The implementation of Individually Guided Education may require sub-
,

stantial changes in existing educational policies and practices. These

changes may stimulate both suppoitdve and nonsupportive behaviors within

the subpublics of the home-school-community environment, To reduce non-
-

supportive behaviors resulting from the implementation of Individually

Guided Education, Bowles and Fruth have set their todel of home - school-

community relations in a political perspective. This perspective outlines

an objective of home-school-community relations programs as the-resolu-

tion of actual or potential conflict among the various subpub lics asso-

ciated with the formulation of educational policies and practices which

determine the use of available resources, the value choices to be made

regarding educational programs, and the locus of power in the, educational

system.
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The concepts of resources, value* and power are integral compo-

nents of this research, Easton
3
and Yuchtman and Seashore

4
provide the

framework for the conceptualization of resources, describing them as

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

means may be existent within the organization as Well as in its external

environment,

The conceptualization of values is drawn from Wenger,
5

Easton,
6

and Lasswell and Kaplan,
7

The concept of values as used this research

nis "an object, event, and/or condition that is desired by
min,

and/or groups within the particular system," The desire ached to the

object, event, and/or.condition has the potential to influence behavior,

3
David,Easton, A FRAMEWORK 'OR POLITICAL ANALYSIS (Englewood

Cliffs, N.J.:' Prentice-Hall, Inc. , 1965).

4Ephraim Yuchtman and Stanley.E. Seashore, "A System Resource
Model Approach to Organizational Effectiveness," in READINGS IN ORGANI-
ZATIONAL BEHAVIOR AND HUMAN PERFORMANCE: REVISED EDITION, eds;

Scott, Jr. and L. L.Cummings (Homewood, Illinois: Richard D. Irwin,

Inc., 1973), pp. -160-170.

5Robert Joseph Wenger, "A Study Of,the Relationship Between Insti-
tdtional Conflict and a Working Consensus of Values" (unpublished Ed. D.
dissertation,,University of California, Los Angeles, 1972),

6
Easton, A FRAMEWORK FOR POLITICAL ANALYSIS,

Harold D. Lasswell and Abraham Kaplan, POWER AND SOCIETY.: A

FRAMEWORK FOR POLITICAL INQUIRY (New Haven, Conn.: Yale Univerti4 Press,

1950) T

CO
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*

The work of Lasswell and Kaplan:
8

Iannaccone, and'Agger10'is used

by this researcher to conceptualize the notion of power as "the potential,

ability of

, potential

individuals and/or groups to affect decisional outcomes," The

ability to affect decisional outcomes may be located.in either

the system's formal organizational structure or encased within i!t,s infor-
.

mal networks,

The principles behind the concept of homp-§chool-commun elations

and a political perspective provide the bakikdrop for the model for home-
/

school-community relations (Figure 3), The -model has two major dimension

First, there are'four primary,interaction patterns: district community-

administration/Systemwide Program Committee; school community- principal /7

Instructional Improvement Committee; home-unit leader/Instruction_apd

Research Unit; and child-teacher. Each individual and group has resources,

power an values.,

The four primary interaction patterns desCribe the basic interac-

tion networks within the home-school-community environment, The outer

ring on Figure 3, the district community-administrat n/Systemwide Program

Committee, represents the sphere of interaction on a districclevel.

8
Lasswell and Kaplan, POWER AND SOCIETY,

9
Laurence Iannaccone,

the School," in BEHAVIORAL SCI
Daniel E. Griffiths (Chicago:
Education, 1964),

10
Robert E. Agger, Danie

cal Decision-Making MOdel," in
D. Hawley and .Frederick M, Wir
Inc., 1968).

n Approach to the In4rmal Organization of
CE AND EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION, ed.
he National Society for-the Study of

1 Goldri,ch, and Bert E. Swanson, "A Politi-
THE SEARCH FOR COMMUNITY POWER, eds. Willis
t (Englewciod Cliffs,'N.J.: Prentice-Hall,
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IV

Within this "Pattern .interaction focuses ppon_the formulation of thedis-

trici's overall educational-program,

411.Moving inward, the next ring, the school. community-principal/

Instructional Improyement Committee pattern, represents the interaction

between the school and the community it serves, assumed that the

greater the harmbny between the school community's e catonal values and

expectations. and the school's response to those values and expectations,

the more likely the school community will be to use its power and resources

, to support the values encased within the school'sinstructional program.
..,

.

.., -,

"-----,

The next ring, the home-unit leader/Instructional and Research Unit

t ,

pattern, ,s,focuses upon one subpublic within the school-community--the
x

.parent-s. The interaction in this pattern is highlighted by two charac-

'terikics. First, educational, expectations held by parents are often

----1
c

sfronsly influenced by the expectations they hold for their children,-

,

. This serves to limit parental viewpoints concerning the total educational

.

program. Second, since paren ts are the primary receiver of the school's

.

services, they are extremely influential in determining educational poll-
4 ,

cies a# practices. With the possibility of substantial changes in

existing policies and practices during the implementation of Individally

'Guided Education, it critical that the interaction in this pattern

supplies the parents with a clear, concise interpretation of Individually

o
C Guided Education.

e..

The inner ring, the child-teacher pa6tern, represents interaction

created as a result of educational experiences developed through the In-

structional programing process, It is at this.levl that-educational

E.3
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values implicit within Individually Guided Education are translated into

visible and tangible policies and practices. Since children are direct

participants in Individually Guided Education, they carry to the communi-

ty firsthand experiences and interpretations of the school's instructional

program. Children, therefore, are a vital link with the school community,

and particularly the home,\which can'be utilized to gain support for the

implementgtion of Individally Guided Education.

The four concepts and competencies encompassed by the model-- analy-

sis, cOmmunication,,involvement, and resOlutidn--are designed to facili-
. It

tate the resolution of actual and potential conflict associated with the
,-

1 t
allocation of availaZe7e,p.ourcea, educational values, and power. Analy-

.
*,...,: \A -,

\ sis coversAehree functional at O.) the'accurate identification of
,

.
.

. .

issues and their elements; (2) ,the identificAion of individuals and groups

that are or could become active op a particular issue; and (3) the iden-

\
tification and matching of specific individuals and groups with specifi

issues,

,CommuniCation is the vehicle through w hich information is exch ged

among and between various subpublics. Access to and interpretation o

formation is critical in communicating IndividuallY Guided Education

policies and practices in and among the various subpublics. In order

6

that accurate-information be transmitted, the sender should consider the

direction of'the communication, one-way or two-way; its style, positive

of negative; the proper vehicle, face-to-face, telephone conversation, or

If

mass media techniques; the conditions through which'. the communication pro--

.\
ceeds, public or Aprivatel time, and jocation; and

sage itself, clear, concise, and accurate.

C

,quality of the mes-

A
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Involvem4nt is the incluslon of different subpublics in various ac-
.

tivities associated with the analysis, 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 chilareriT which will develop greater support for the

school's instructional p gram, Individually Guided Education.

Resolution is the msocess of resolving issues related to the actual

lk
or potential conflict generated by the allocation of available resources,

the selection of educational values, and the distribution of.power within;

the educational system. While analysis, communication, and involvement

are means to facilitate the resolution of conflict, there are four.dis-

tinct modes of conflict resolution in home-school-community telations:

(1) rational decision making, ( ersuasion, (3) bargaining, and (4)

power play. The differences between the four mode's center upon the rela-

tionship of the goals of each party in the conflict, the parties' willing-
.

\\ -

ness to modify those goals, and the stakes which-each party Stands to

gain or (ose ds a result of the resolution of the conflict. Figure 4
-/-7' \

illustrates the relationship between the four modes of.cpnflict resolu-,

tion in home-school-community relations.

The model for home-school-community relations assumes that if"there

is agreemdtt between the school,` and the community- regarding the

allocation, of scarce available resources ) the selection of educationa/

values, and the distribution pf power, then studentilearnilig will be in-

.

creased. Figure 5 illustrates the interrelationships between the concepts

E 5 .

_
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HOME-SCHOOL-CDMMUNITY AND INSTRUCTIONAL-PROGRAMING
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and competencies of the home-school-community relations model, Thus,

75

ahome-school-community relations program includes the active participa-
S

2

tion of various subpublics in the f6rmulation of the school's instruc-

tional program. Conflict generated among, and between various subpublics

associated with the allocation of scarce, available resources the selec-

tion of education values, and the distribution of power, is educed

through an accurate analysis of issues, open channels of comm nication,

. and active involvement of different subpublics,

DefiniVion of Terms

The multiunit school is the organizational.and administrative

arrangement of Staff,and students that facilitates the instructional pro-

graining process for individual students as well as other related Individ-

ually Guided Education practices. It consists of five distinguishing

characteristics:

Multiage grouping of students is an organization4,arrange-

went whereby students of different ages are assigned to each In-
,

struction and Research Unit., Each Instruction and Research Unit

usually consists of chilaren.representing a three- or four-year

age differential.

Nongradedness is an organizational arrangement for the....

placement of students. -The placement is based upon student

characteristics and not upon a series of one-year, sequential

step Thus, nongradedness is the absence of the graded labeling

characteristic of the conventional age - graded elementary school,

e.g., grade one, grade two, grade three, etc.



76

used to plan, implement, and evak 41mStructional programs for children.

This process takes into account ach s udent's beginning level of performance,

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 in the differentiated staffing

pattern is designed to facilitate a collaborative effort by which

instructional programs can be planned, implemented, and evaluated.

Shared decision making is the assignment of specific deci-

s4nal domains to the three organizational components of the multi-

unit school design: the Systemwide Program ittee at the districtCo

(mlevel structional Improvement Commitee at the school level;

and the Instruction and Reseafch Unit at the classroom level. The

decision-making process is facilitated by overlapping memberships

within each of the three organizational,levels.

Teamirsihe----cpllaborative relationship within a unit that

is focused upon the planning, implementation and-iiialuation of the

instructional program for the children in that unit. This collabora- -

tive effort is facilitated by the differentiated staffing patterns

as well as by shaped d .
The nstructionat tto:r..40*%.

making. 4

1 is a cyclic seven-step process

rate of progress,Istyle of learning, and other learning characteristics ap-

propriate for the school's instructional program. It consists of four

distingpiking characteristics:

Instructional progra is the use of a slTsteinatic process to

develop an instructional progr m tailored to meet the needs of indi-

vidUal students. Instructional programing is accomplished through

the application 0.the Instluctio al Programing Model.
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Continuous progress is an instructional arrangement whereby

instructional programs for each student are based ulion learner

needs and/or accompliihments rather than upon arbjtrarily deter-

mined activities based upon chronglogical age and/or years in'

school,

Preassessment is a testing procedure used to determine the

0

instructional needs of eash,student. This procedure occurs prior

to actual instruction and may use paper-and-pencil-tests, perfor-

mance tests, work samples, and formal observation.

Criterion-referenced assessment implies that a test measures

the attainment of an explicity stated behavioral objeCtive. Suc-

cess or mastery is achieved when an indi idual meets a specific-

criterion level established to indicate 'mastery of the behavioral

obj ective.

The school-community is the individuals and groups served by a

particular school.

Subpublics are'identifiable groups in the schdol-community. The

sub-publics used in this research were: pirents.,- aides, teachers, unit

leaders, and principals.

Exploratory Questions

Objective One: To describe the characteristics of the multiunit
school and the Instructional Programing Model.,

1. How,are the characteristics defined by members 4/
of the school community?

2. How are the characteristics operati9pnalized
in the. school?

a.
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3. What advantages and disadvantages are asso-
ciated with each of the characteristics?

Objective Two: To analyze, the interrelationships between the char -i

acteristics identified in Objective One by identi-
fying and describing each in terms of allocations

of: (1) scarce economic resources, (2) educational
values, acid (3) power,

1. Are their allocations of resources, values, and
pOwer associated with each of the characteris-

tics?

2. Was conflict, created' by the operationalization
of4the characteriltics, associated with the al-
locations of resources, values, and power?

4

Selection of School Sites

A beginning step in conducting a case study is the appropriate

selection of a research site. Saxe maintains that the appropriate sele,c-
.

tion is not made from a "random sample from some specified population,

but for a case that is a relatively pure example of the phenomenon under

investigation. Iannaccone suggests that the best site to apply field

methods is a site that permits repeated entries to therdata and refine

their analysis.
12

The two school sites s ed fo is\case study research were
' .

drawn from the eight schools p rt ipating in the ongoing research effort

'

11Gilbert Saxe, EMrIRICAL FOUNDATIONS OF'SDUCATIOIAL RESEARCH
(Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey;,,, Prentice-Han, Inc., 1964), p. 290:

1

\6 12Laurence Iannaccone, "The Field Study in Educational Policy
Research," Address prepared for the University of Wisconsin-MadisonCon-

ference "Policy Research: Methods and Implications May, 2, 1974

(Mimeographed).

04
4-, -A-
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of the Home-School-Community Relations Project of WisconsIn Research and

Development Center for Cognitive Learning, The purpose of that research

'is to develop a-model for home-school-community relations. This research

4

was part'ofthat ongoing effort,

The eight schools were selected from schools no nated by the State

IGE Coordinator in each of nine state. Prior to soliciting nominations
0

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

, ,. .

home-school-community relations activities; (2) the involvement of parents

-."---------

.
.

and other community members in the activities of the school; and (3) thek,

implementation of Individually 'Guided Education for at least three years.

This researcher contacted each state coordinator to solicit names

of schools meeting the three minimal criteria. Each state.coordinator was

made aware of the purpose of, the solicitation as well Itas being asked to

nominate schOols.displaying a variety of socio-reconothic nd demog aphic

"It , h.aracteristics. This initial solicitation resulted in appioxima ely
v.

fifty schoOls frpm nine states being nominated,

Project staff member's then pared the initial list too TiSt_eenpoten-

tial school sites. This researcher then contacted the principal of each

school to explain the'purpos'e of the project's research effort, how their

school was selected, and t gain additional information relating t4 their

program of home-school-community relations, A general description of the

school's socio-economic and demographic characteristics was7als.o obtained.

Finally, .tentative participation in .the research effort was sought.

.t

k

,
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a
A description of each of the fifteen school sites was made by this

researcher to the project staff, Eight schools were finally selected to °

participate in the resear-ch 4ffort. These schools represented a cross*

section of-socio-economic and demographic characteristics.

The two school sites used in this research were selected from the

eight schools as described above, The selection of the two school sites

was made after the init'l set of interviews bad been conductedby six

meMbers of the Home-School-Community :,elations11)roject, Criteria used to

select the two sites-centek upon the school's operationalization of Indi-

vidually Guided,EducatiOn. The minimal criteria were: (1) the applica-

tion of the InstrUctional Programing Model in at least one curricular

z /.

area; (2) the organization of the total school into a multiunit design;

and (3) multiaged assignment of students to each Instruction and Research

Unit -

(
.

InforMationi genera ed during the initial set of interviews was read

by this researcher t ain a familiarity with each research site. Dis-

ti
cussions ware-held between this researcher and other project staff member

,
and Members of the Wisconsin Research and Development Center tar Cognitive,/

Learning who were familiar with the school sites, in order\to gain addf-

tional information and insight into each of the eight school sites. ,34-e- k'

two school sites- selected were as flIllows: (1) a suburban middle.-class

community in a Rocky Mountain State; and (2) a suburban lowerupper-class/

441

upper-middle=class Eastern seaboard community, Ire' the ''dgment of the

project staff the selected sites best met the criCeri set forth by Saxe

and Iannaccone for the selection of research sites, This ese'archer had

participated in the initial set of interviews in oRe of the two school

el 3

i 4.
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-, member research teams were assig ed to each of the eight participating

schools. Using a common interview schedule (Apperidi A),betwee

\ 4.,

twenty-five andliorty interview each lasting4approximately for"ty-five
k.
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sites selected -for this study, Subsequent to the selection of the two

school sites, permission from school district officials was obtained to

conduct the research,

Data Collection
\ '

Data collection began with the'initial research effort's of the

HOMe-School-Communiti'Relayons1P oject. During that research, two -

earns.

minutes, were tonducted during the more than three days spent at ea0

school site by the research team, 'Interviewees were selected on a nomi-

national,-positionaf, and random basis, Subpublics interviewed included

school staff members -- aides, teachers, nit leaders, principals, central

fia

office administrators; school board m mbers; students; parents; and non-

parent community_ members. The accuracy and completeness of each case

study was verified by the school principal a d one other knowedgeable in-
-

'dividual who had Allic)pated the research,

Data specifically.related to this-research were collected using a

,two-phase process. In the first phase, pertinent data were gathered from

\ .,
' the initial research efforts of the Home - School - Community. Relations Pro-.

-',woo,' v
ject. This was followed by a second phase in which this researcher con-

,

'ducted on-site interviews at each

/

site,/ :I
The first, phase in the collection o data was the construction of

a file containing all pertinent data abodt each school, This file con-

tained information,relative to the gener71 demographid characteristics of

0+ 1
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thg school arid its community, the implementation history of Individually

Guided Education at the school site, a description of the gch l'S home-

school-community relations practices, and a description of rely

within the schoo

issues

unity, Potential interview respondents were identi-

'fled. Known scSurce documents were also collected and'added to the school

file,'N.Z.hus, this searcher was'permitted, as suggesteebY Saxe,
13

to

er the fie with a knowledge, of the<M51 site that would assist in

the sifting and winnowing cif data in order to determine the factors rele-

.

, 04
vant to the phenomenon under investigation...

The second _phase of data co4e6ion cons seed Of ad itionaI on-
,

site intArviews with 40ProximateIy-twenty respondents, An pen-ended in-
..,

,..

terview schedule was developed.to obtain substantive data regarding the
:

.

operationalization of the multiiinit'school and Instructional Programing

Model.

A .

Cannell and Kahn,1
4
suggest the useof an open-ended format in ek-

7 ,

p Aeo-rp field dbrk. Tie open-ended format permits the respondent to

(

answer according to level of %cf.aule4t and degree of.expertise: The
. (....

open-ended format also permits both the.interviewer''and.the respondent

to pursue A question until it is fully understood by both.

-tnterview schedules used during the initial set, of int,erv4ews,

field notes, and trial interviews conducted by th'is
.

r sea cher were used

r t

7

13
Saxe, EMPIRICAL FOUNDATIONS OF EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH, p, 206.

14 Charleg F. Canheil and Robert L.-Kahn, "The Collection of Data by
Interviewing," in RESEARCHMETHODS IN THE BEHAVIORAL SCIENCES, 04s, Leon
Festinger and Daniel Katz (New Xork; Holt, Rhinehart,and Winston, 1953),
pp, 352-353.
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.

to construct the final interview schedule used by this researcher in°the

second phase of interviewing, A sample interview schedule is found in

Appendix B,

The interyiew,schedule contains two parts. The first part is a

, '

one-page cover sheet that was used by this researcher fro record the prog-
.

ress of each interview, the.one-page cover sheet contained a listing of

the nine characteristics relevant to this,resyarch albng with a variety

of probes that could be used to stimulate discussion rtlating to'the char-

.acteristics.

In addition, the one-page cover sheet C6ntained a 6 x 9matrix.

that was used to check each time the respondent discussed one pf the nine

characteristics,- This served to focus the inerview on topics relevant,

to the research. he matrix also served as a data check when the inter-

I

view waganaitzed. That use of the matrix will be.discussed in the data

treatment section.

Twenty interviews were .conducted at each site during the second

phase of data collectilin. Specific individuals to be interviewed were

identified by the school principal and this researcher. The principal

also coordinated the 'scheduling of interviews by contacting each identi-

fied -respondent and establishing Qa convenient period of time for th,, inter-
. '13

ews. Table 3 indicates the number of respondents interviewed in each

school site by subpublic egory'and'Aethod of selection,

During' the terview, each respondent was.assured,that all data

,gathered uld be presented in an anonymous case study. 'Throughout the

terview al14 data were recorded in writing on the interview schedule.

t

I
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TABLE 3

INTERVIEWED RESPONDENTS: SUBPUBLIC.

CATEGORY AND METHOD OF SELECTION

SCHOOL A

Subpublic
Category

Method of Selection

Nominated Positional Random

Principal

Unit Leader '

Teacher

Aide

Parent

4

4

1

1 2

TotalInterviews Conducted 20

SCHOOL D
I

Subpublic
Category

Method of Selection

Nominated Positional Random

Principal

Unit Leader

Teacher

Aide

Parent

4

2

1

^6 .

2

3

2 1L

Total Interviews Conducted 21,
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Air iatz,:tviews were conducted in the.s hpol and lasted apprOximately forty-

five minutes,

Data Treatment

Descriptive responses generat, d from on-site interviews, discussions
/

held with other staff members familpr with the school sites, and available

source documents provided the.data base\ffor this research.. Since the in-

terview
. '

process provided the primary source of data, a data retrieval

system consisted of ;11eck of coded and notche0 key-sort cards, .TAe key-

sort cards were used to record and code the interview data according to

the major dimensions ofthe study. Figure 6is an axaMpleof a coded

.

key-sort card used in this studY.

Each interview was,read,by this researcher to extract comments

related to each'of the characteristics of the multiunit school and the

Instructipnal Programing Model. Each comment was then typed on a single

key-sol.t,card and,notchecr acdordingly. Similarly, this researcher then

deterriiined if the comment: (1)defined the characteristics; (2) ascribed

, .

either a power, value, or resource allocation to the characteristic; or

(3) described an issue created by the operationalization of the chaia6-

teristicS: Upon making such a determination, the key-sort card was

again appropriately notched. If a resObndent 'ascribed to the chaiacteris-

.

tics mo4re than cone. . of the attributes as described above, multiple notches

were made. .

Each ,key-sort card was also punched to indicate the school- giie and

the subpublicfclasstficatkp of'the\respondent. The name of the iespon-

'dent was also typed on e44.of the key -sore card's, As each interview was
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recorded and appropriately notched on the key-sordbcardt, it was tallied

42, on the matrix located on the cover sheet accompanying the interview (see

Appendix A). This served as a visual check to verify that the interview

data were recorded. It alsd provided a means by which to tally the number

of responses that were ascribedto each of the characteristics of the

multiunit school and tbe'Instructional programing Model.

A ca40-14tudY was written to integrate the data generated at each

school site. Each case study presented an overvieW'of the school's envir-

onment, a brief history of the school's implementation of Individually

Guided EdUcStion--speci'fically,Altiunit school and the Instrilctional

Programing Model.

A rough draft of each case study was taken to the school site to\

be read by the school principal and one other individual Selected by
7

this researcher. The purpose of this reading was to verify the accuracy
A

of the data presented in the case study. Several minor discrepancies were
4

reported at each site These discrepancies were corrected and acc pted

by the two verifiers in each school site. A final draft of each ase

studylwas then written.

Limitations

The set of schools used to derive the sample for this tudy was

originally selected because each school possessed an outgtan ing program

of'home-school-community relations. The names of these schoLls were sub-
;

mitted.by various State.IGE Coordinators, each of whom possessed his or

her own set of biases that influenced the nominations. Theiassumption

made by this researcher that these schools, if they met minimal criteria, ,

.r
1C9 ft
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also possessed outstanding examples ofsmultiunit school and Instructional'

Programing Model implementation may have been false.

Methodological limitations implicit in the use of the interview

technique are characteritic of this type of study,- Interviewer biases

,

and data interpreta,tion are two areAs of the interview process that may
T l 4

. have estricted this res archer in an adcurate:presentation of the cMta.
.

This.cresearchelr has been intimately involved with the development and

implementation of Individually Guided Education for six years, Sustained
-

involvement for this period of time may have developed biases within this

researcher that influenced the flow and direction of questions during

the interview pqocess. Such biases weuld have, influenced the interpre

tatIon of 'data.

'
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CHAPTER ILI

PRESENTATION OF THE DATA
0

The.two schopl sites included,in this research are presented,

f
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-

vides an overview of the school's environment by (1) describing the

characteristics of the community, the school district, and the school,

'(2) describing activities related to the school's implementation of

Individually Guided Education, aid (3) highlighting the school's ex-

perience in Individually` Guided Education prior to Xhe 1974-75 school

year.

The second section presents the current operationalization of

Individually Guided Education°, specifically', the multiunit school and
,

the instructional programing msfiell. Each or these two components Or

Individually Guided'Educatiorihas been broken into its operational

characteristics. The,multiunit school's operational characteristics

are (1) differentiated staffing, (2) multiage grouping of stu,dents,
f

(3) nongradedness, (4) te ing, and (5) shared decision making. The

instructional programing model's operational characteristics are: (1)

instructional programing,-(2) continuous progress, (3) criterion-

referenced-a8sessment, and ( ) preassessment. Specific data related,

/,.

to each of these characteristics is'presented by (1) describing the

I
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definition and interpretation of the characteristic, (2) describing the
'4.;

4
;?!;: !

current operationalization of the charaCteristi , (3) describing the -i, i
=.,.

advantages and disadvantages of the characteri tic, And (4) describing r...',

-f

any issues that created conflict as,a result o the operatipnalizations.

of the characteristics.

SCHOOL A-

School Setting

School A is located in a predominan ly white, upper-middle clas

suburb with a population of 2 ,000 residents. Some fami-

lies have residential histories dating back to the early 190d's.
-
An

1
estimated fifty percent of the residentsloccupy some type of governmental

position: military, diplomatic, or political office'holder. Many of
_ .

the fesidents commute to the surrounding communities.,

The school district serves appro imately 136,000 childrenwith a

budget in excess.of $177,000,000. The county district is subdivided

into four regional areas. Area III includes School A along with 36

other elementary schools. Of the Area' HI budget, $333,000 has been

budgeted for the operation of School A. An additional $436,000 has been

budgeted for planned construction atIthe school.
.

..

School A was;btrat 'in 1914 tbiserve grades one through s i x. The,

.

single story facility was Asigned to facilitate'Ehe traditional age-
----.---- N

graded, self-contained program. In 1952t a new school w4.s constructed to

\ rwIlace the original structure. Major renovation was 'dompleted in 1964

-,,

. .....
. 1( 3

. ,

17\
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to create the existing structure.

Extensive damage'caused by afire in April, 1973, resulted in re-
.

modeling todne wing of the school. The following year the school was

scheduled to have extensive renovation under the distriCt's renewal and

renovation program. This renovation, scheduled for a 1hrch, 1975, com-

pletion date, will 'add a.iymnasium and refurbish one wing to create an
-,,.

oppn module. It is currently projected that all students wi be housed

in the open module while the remaining portion of the exis ng structure

will be used for a variety of other programs: pre-sc

cation=;. and an art laboratory.

; special edu-

The approximately five hundred students, a tending School A are

drawn from a wealthy section,of the city. Thy y are served by a staff

consisting of one principal, twenty teachers, and eight full and part-
,- \.

time aides and .secretarigs. District services are provided in the areas

. of p6ychological evaluation; speech s on, and hearAng diexapy; health

services; and orches band instruction.

Implementation of Individually Guided Education d\

,
.'

.

Individualization, 'through the. implementation of Individually

Guided Education, was prec&led at School A by 'a' set 'of in errelated

circumstances. These existed at he state level through an approaching

mandate by the State Department of Education; at the district level with

its philosophy encouraging individualization; and at'tbe building level

with a school staff attempting to individualize instruction and a newly

assigned principal who was committed to.educational change designed to

4,

10
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improve -educatiOn for the children in the school district.

The state mandate was to require each district:

, . . to provide tie foundational instruction that will enable
each child, commensurate with his stage of maturity, to read,
write,'and'speak with fluency and clarity; spell, .4,0d, sub-
tract, multiply,and divide with meaning and accuracy .,

the public schools [are] to help each child develop as fully.
as possible . . to acquire competence in using the fundamental
learning skills and to acquire basic knowledge needed for'
participation in today's society . . .

The mandate, in additIon to charging each local'school district

with specific objectives, outlined the district's responsibility in their

implementation:

In planning programs for pupils, eacl 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 \ts way of pre-

paring for the approaching state mandate, was centered upon the duca-
.

tion of the individual child. Advocated practices within the state man-.

date and the school district's philosophy were the concepts of nongraded:-

ness, continuous progress, multi-age multi-level groupings, *free inquiry;,

individual attention, team teaching, differentiated assignments, variable

grouping, and elective units.

At the building level the instructional environment At School A

. \appeared to,be "ripe" for change. The staff was team teaching but ex-

perietcing great difficul Team leaders, selected by the principal,

were unable to develop.efficient team operations. Excessive amounts of

\\time were consumed in team meetings which drastically reduced each

teacher's individual planning time. Insufficient time for planning the

It 5
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daily instructional program was further hampere-d,(y a lackN^materials

and the inability to adapt existing materials into the individualized

program. As one teacher 'described it: 41

There were no "guts" to the instructional program. Teaming
was merely icing on the cake. There was nothing irl.tbe school
that gave it a sense of direction. The staff had no way to
determine where they.were'or where they were going.

The assignment of an assistant principal in charge of instruction-
,

occurred in a cloud cqcontroversy.. It began when the continuance of the

principal of School A became the focal point of growing controversy in
4.

the community. A small community group was exerting grew pressure on the

school district to have the principal removed. During this time, the
.

..

beginning of the 1971-71 school year; the principal requested a district

staff development team to conduct an intensive training workshop at School

A. The request was approved and the staff development workshop was-con-
,

ducted in the fall of 1970.

Although School A's student population was not large enough.by

district criteria to warrant the assignment of an assistant principal,

in December of 1970 the d trict announced the establishment of an as-

sigtant principal arge of instruction atahool A. The new ass

tant princ s a very..interyse, achievement oriented' individual and

the effects of her drive and ambitions were felt immediately upon her

assignment as assistant principal in charge of instruction. She en-

couraged and sought the development of behavioral objectives, teaming,

and individualized instruction. Later that year-the principal announced

her retirement. In April of 1971 it Ids announced that the assistant (7.-

.

10
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' .

prancipal would assume the principalsgip of School A beginning the

.

1971-72

It was during an educational exhibit early in 1971 that the prin-

cipal became acquainted with Individually Guided Education. The attrac-

tion to Individually/Guided Education stemmed from the principal's belief

that this was wha they were already attempting at School A but that

Individually Guided Education provided a more systematic organization of

the staff and he instructional program.
O

Subsequent to the exhibit the principal sought information con-

cerning Indfividually Guided Eduation from the Wisconsin Research and

Developme t Center for tagnitive Learning (R & D Center). Numerous con-

..
a 1,

tacts with a staff member of the R & D Center le:5 to a request from the

princip 1 that School A become a part of the national ins

/

idbeing conducted a subsidized by the R & D 'Center. This: request and

nation. effort

subsequent requests were denied because the state was not participating

inthe R & D Center's implementation effort.

During this period of time the principal had( established a Parent

Advisory Committee at School A. One member or the Advisory Committee

was an. official of. the U.S. Office 9f Education and had recently visited

th R 4 D Center. This relatiOnship provided an opportunity for a dialogue

-between he individual and the principal focusing upon the difficulty in

gaitfing r cognitioco by and services from the R & D Center, (At, that

time e R & D Center was funded by the U.S.O.E,) Shortly thereafter

the p ncipal w.A0 invited to .send a team of staff members to a three-gay

Ptincipal-Unit Leaders Training Workshop in a neighboring state. The
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workshop was being sponsored by the R & D Center and the State IGE coor-

aInator.^, When the pYincipallId several of the School A staff members
V( _

arrived at the workshop site .they"ve told that the workshop had, been '.

cancelled. In an effort to correct the ,error the R & D Center's im*e-

mentation team conducted a training workshop at School A on August 30-

September 1, 1971 for the entire school staff.

The First Years of Individually Guided Education I

The first year of Individually Guided education, 1971-72, was a

N., year marked by change.' That change, under t e direction and leadership

.

of t]fe principal,'occurred swiftly for both the staff and the school

community. It began try organizing the school into a multiunit onganiza-

tional 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. --"TA-11 we had were

the teachers" is the way the principal described the first year's staffing.

patterns. Curricular change occurred through the implementation of the

Wisconsin Design for Reading Skill Development, a program designed speci-

fically for IGE -schools.

During the first varof Individually Guided Educatio; it became

.increasingly clear to 'the principal and the staff that local constraints
6

were preventing the staff from'implemenCing Individually Guided EduCation

1ts recommended by the R & D Center. Most noticeable*was the s,hool's

inability to dev'elop a differentiated staff andr-ge_school' lack of ap-

* z/

propriate instructional materials and' instructional hardware.

10'3
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In addition to these constraints survey conducted by the staff

in Meech ,of 1972 showed that while the needs of many children were being

met there was .also a qignificant proportion of the student population

that had identifiable educational needs that the staff could not meet

(Table 4). The survey also showed that inthe curricular areas of rea ing,

language arts;.arithmetic, and study skills, between 28% and 50% of the

student population-was identified as below grade level (Table 5).

The inability to develop"a differenti ted staff, the lack of ade-
..

.
.. -

quate instructional materials, and the inabil4i.ty to accommodate identified

educational needs provided the primary motivation for the development .of

/

an
.

IGE program specific to the needs SchoolA.
!' ,: t

This was a program designed to:

(1) . . . . provide for the giouping of children on the basis
of diagnostic procedures (criterion- referenced tests) keyed

*". to specific behavioral objectives and (2) would provide in-
structional'approaches,.methods, personnel, and materials

the. diagnosis. The groups of,childrenlyould not remain able,

, byr wou \d be based on continuous assessment of criterian p r-
ormance of each skill in mathematics and reading. Chili en
in' Kindergarten through their-fourth year in school would e

liacluded.

Funding for this program was applied for and granted through the

states pilot project program:. It was approved is a three year project.

and is currently in its third year of operation'.
1

The school year 1973-74 beggn as,usual but during the second ,semes=.

ter the principal was granted a professional leave of absence. A staff

m1Mber frompanother district school was assigned as acting principal for

the remainder of the, school year. The administrative style

16
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TABLE 4

SURVEY OF NEEDS (GRADES K-5)

97

Category'

High risk on the Metropolitan
Re'adiness Test, both 1970-71
and 1971-72 testing

Learning disability (psychological
evaluation completed)

Auditory discrimination problem

Number ofa

11

11

6

Adapted curriculm required to
-varying causes

16

Gross and fine motor problems 8

Visual perception pPoblem 4

Visuafl memory, problem 1

Hyperactive, hilly distractable 10

Emotionally immature

Psychological referrals waiting
to be tested

12

0

aMany of the children have multiple needs but each is listed in
their prime area of weakness.

II f'
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TABLE:5

PERCENTAGE OF CHILDREN 'FUNCTIONING BELOW GRADE LEVELa

.
,

.

,"Area 4th Year 6th Year
Total Reading 36% 28%

Total Language Arts 44% 41%

.;;

Total Math 50% 365

Composite 36% 33%
aBased upon SRA Tests administered in March 1972.

11 4
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of the acting.principal accentuated feelilgs.that staff members had

over the administrative style of the principal'on'leave, A group of

teachers that had been very supportive of the principal were very frus-

trated with the acting principal. Conversely, other staff teachers

found the acting principal a welcome relief after experiencing frustra-

tion with the principal. When it was announced in July, 1974, .that the

principal would not be returning to School 4 upon the expiration of the

leave of absence but rather reassigned to another distSict school, in-
-':

dications were that, some teacher's would be requeSting a transfer, if

the acting principal was assigned the principalship of School A. It

was also indicated that some teachers were going to transfer if the

principal had returned to School A after'the leave of absence.

chool A: The Beginning of the 1974-75 School Year

The school year began on a note of unsureness, confusion and

change. Building construction had been delayed and the use of many

school facilities, particularly the media center, w'es not possible.

\

Extended use of the portable classrooms made movement of children within

the units more difficult, particularly with the approaching cold weather,

Noise from the construction along with the general disruption created by

workmen and equipment being7 moved in and around-the b ilding created

disturbances during the day that were not the most Conducive to good

ing conditions.

The schoolalso began with a hew principal. The appointment was
41-*"411:t.

made in August, just prior to the opening of scjlool. The newly assigned
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principal Wad been an assistant principal in another district school

Theew principal was a quiet but forceful person who, according to a
4 .

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 ei41 our backs. We gave up social
studies and science to improve reading andinath,. but we really
made them learn. Everyone [Who ?] kids and teachers were un-
happy, too much pressure. [Where did this pressure come fiom ?]
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

at an informal meeting called by the staff teachei%s.the first week of

school. Discussions led tp a formalized disciplinary policy, the cen-

tralization of materials and supplies, and the expression of a need for

open communication between teams. Although it was early in the school

year it was felt that the difficulties had lessened.

The Multiunit Organization of School A

Figure 7 illustrates the school's multiunit organizational pat-

tern in September, 1975. This design included two de0.sional bodies:

one at the school level, the Team Leader Meeting (Instructional Imprdve-

ment Committee); and. one at the classroom level, the Team (Instructional

and Research Unit). The design incorporated differentiated staffing,

multiage grouping of'students, nongradedness,,shared decision making,

and teaming,
44.
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Differentiated Staffing

Four distinct roles were utilized within School A's multiunit

degign: principal, team leader, staff teac er, and aide. None of these

four roles was formally defined.

Principal

The school district mandated the bui ding pfincipal'account4ble for

instructional improvement. The p ncipal i terpreied this by seeink, the

role as providing a resource function, Thr ugh this style, the principal

maintained, the staff would be able to prov de the best programs for.the

children. The parents, perhaps because of carry-over from the former

principal's tenure at School A, saw the pri cipat's rolellifferently.

.

One parent reported, "The principal has a st ong say in what the curricu-

lum should be and will be." "[The principal] determines [the] instruc-

tional prOgram,"according to another. The p lncipal admitted, that

the role of the principal was unclear and felt ,that "all roles need to

be redefined."

Team leader

Two general team leader functions were present, operational and

liaison. The operational function carried with it, the responsibility

foie keeping the team together. The team leader was, according to a

teacher, "the one that does the paper work;-" according to another, he

was "the ona,,.who allocates the use of aides." ."Coordinates work

schedules,,,keeps track of materials, and handles complaints," was the

description prvided by another teacher. One teacher's description of
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.:)-,,
, At

, .
,

the team leader as having "organizational responsibility but no' #cisionr
tt

.7,,

making responsibility" rac terized that function of the team leader
,

-
,

role. A parent simply said they are the team's "overseer."
!-
':"

. 0

)
The liaison function was directed at maintaining comr4pication be-

'1.
,.,.,

tween the team and the Team Leader Meeting. A teacher, in deStribing
.

this as dofnginothing "but bringing back information from the Team Leader

Meeting tothe team meeting," echoed the feeling of the team leaders.

Interestingly, a parent reported that kyleClildren suffered be-
.

cause "too much tin ..-for pldnning by the team leader" took away from the

time for children. In addition, she said it "gets expensive iA that'§

all you want them [team leaders]-to do." ,

Although this role is in the differentiated stafqng,pattern,the

principal reported that additional monies were not giveni'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 rewards, monetary or otherwise, prdvided when assuming this,
. gip

role. ti

Staff Teacher

The staff teacher role had'not altered markedly from the teachei's

traditional role but rather there had been a change in the environment in

which the teacherldorks, Teachers mer and planned the instructional pro-

.z

gram for many children. Sharing of materials, ideas, and suggestions

occurred through the teaming arrangement of the organilation, Access-to

paraprofessional assistance made it possible to spend more time on

1:13
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inst4uction and instructionally related tasks by reducing the time spent

on housekeeping chores.

Aide

The success of the program is in part contingent upon theuse o

aides in both the clerical and instructional setting. A team'j.eader

stated, "A good secretary is needed to handle the recordkeeping. A

secretary is needed if IGE is to succeed." A parent said that "their

use in-instruction [is] great." "The program could operate without aides

but not very well," was the feeling expressed by another.

The Aide was assigned to the teams and was responsible to the team

leader. Job discretion accorded to the aide was different in each of

the teams. The amount of discretion appeared to be linked to the aide's

..degree `of profesional training and experience in education In the

upper team the aide was a certified teacher and was usually on her own

once the objectives for her assigned student group were -4etermined. The

V. aide had'the abilityato decide what materials and methods were appropriate

for the children that had been assigned to her. Thisd.i.scretion was not

given to aides without a formal educational background.

Queries . to the motivation of becoming-an aide evoked a variety

of reasons. However, one general response was reiterated: they wanted.c'o f

. Q.

find 'out what was happening at school. One,comment.was "I got

int( the aides so that I could be freer with the staff. The teachers are

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."

4
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Multiage grouping is the practice of placing students of different

grade levels within the same.group And occurred at two levels, The prin-
...

scipal first assigned the children to each team, Pollowing this team as-

signment it was the responsibility of each team to continue grouping for

,homeroom and instructional purposes,

The first assignment of children to the unit by the principal was

subject to parental requests. Noted was the ability of the parents to .

"shop" the school in order to discover the, best assignment for their

children, This "shopping,"':as it was referred to by the staff, occurred

through parent visits, direct observation of teachers, word-of-mouth, and

helping in school. A parental request for student placeMent in a speci-'

fic team or with a specificpecific teacher or teachers was made to the princi-

pal. The principal brought the request'toveither the team leader or

the team for a decision, Whether or not the parental request was Honored

was dependent upon three considerations: (1) What is best for the stu-
4

\ent?. (2) What is best eor the teachers? and (3)'What is the best way

to make the parents more cooperative?

At the team level multiage variations were created through the

teams'-operationail practices as they exercised their student grouping

responsibilities,, The primary team, Team L, utilized a,multiage pattern,

as defined, in most curricular areas. Groups were formed on the basis' /

of identified needs, ability, personalities, and learning style. These

proc'edures were, according to the team leader, "the way to go, . It

solves the problem of what to do.with the kids who don't flt in a \

4

group."

113 ,
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.The intermediate team, Team M, like the primary team incorporated

the multiage pattern into their instructional groupings, They had,

however, narrowed the definition and basis for grouping. Almost all in-

structional groups were ability grouped, Ability grouping was described

by the team leader as follows: "One group m'ay 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, grouping

of students, "because," according to the team leader, "the sixth graders

have to have a chance to be big cheese." The homeroom groups, therefore;(

,were by grade level. Instructional groups were formed by ability levels

within grade levels. One group in math might be high fifth while anothex,

group might be average sixth. In addition to'ability levels, the team

considered discipline, boy-girl ratio,..and the students' degree of inde-

pendence when creating the groups.

..

These multiage grouping practices represented a change from 'those '

of the previous ydar., an year in which multiage groupidg was similar to '

the practices of the primary team, One teacher,..when asked about the

current practice Of ability grouping within grade levels,summed up fhp

general feeling orthe team: ` "Better for the kids if done this way. No

real reason. We \are just going- to try it."

-Despite the many variations in multiage grouping practices there'

was a favorable feeling toward the practice as well as seeing it as an

improvem4nt over the conventional age - grating practiCes, Multiage

grouping, according to one parent, was "great, good for emotional maturity,

social reality, and children that are behind because they are not chas-

tised as much." Another said that "the homeroom could be graded. but
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,after that ou could t them anywhere you wanted and parents would not

care.' Similarly, another parent believed that "using chronological age,

as a ruler is the dumbest thing eddcatiOn has ever done,"1 Staff comments

highlight teacher bentfits,- One teacher reported there was a "better

utili ,zation of teachers and time." It promoted decisionslin program

development that accommodated teacher and learner needs, according to

another.

A few respondents were not as favorable to multiage grouping. One

parent reported that the principal said the reason for multiage grouping

was that "we want school to be more like society," but sherebutta00

"I don't agree. Yoilhave to be careful when you multiage/group. "Kids

get upset. It won't drastically alter academic levels." Another parent

described he result of average third graders working with high second

graders-. Sh stated, "The third graders think they are dumb. This is

(. shieldipg them from the real world. Their day of reckoning will come in

junior high 'school.". Despite the many benefits of multiage grouping, a

similar understanding of what it' was, and an oVerwhelming belief that it

was a'llietter way of grouping children, the parents, `almost without excep-

tion, used the ,conventional "combination classroom" as a reference point.

"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."

Nongradedness

As defined by a parent, nongradedness was "first and second

graders in,zthe same room. Not making each child do the same thing."
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"Placement by ability'and not age" was tIYe description offered by a

I I ,

teacher. A parent saw nongradedness as "'Wldren of different grade

levels working kitther." I4erestingly', most descriptions of nongrade,d7
. - .

ess incorporated the use of grading. :,tt" teacher offered a possibleelipla-

tion:

WaSlinitoo much time on'nongradedness, Parents don't Want

to give it up and county wov't let you 'give it up. The county

/ require reports to be submitted with grades, Orentssare re-

ported to in a graded' fashion. We may say we are nongrade
but, tha, ha,' we are not

J

V

This explanation was given by a -staff.member but also extended

into the parental, community. .One parent observed that "this nongradedness

may be emphasied but not carried out he

of parents want tochOw what gradetheir

e." Addther fe't that,"a lot

lc.
hildreldere in."

Reported advantageg of,noneading minAmal. A teacher felt

that "it doesn't frustrate the child. . . challenges the kids."

parer. felt it enabled the staff to treat different personalities ac-
.

cofdingly. 'Although she 44-fibutea this advantage to nongrading she also

felt it became a "weakness" in the program when students had to leave .

it

School A to go ,to a graded school. "Tilts is mportant'," she stated, "be-

cauSe of the school's high transiency level," Another parent Said that

nongradedness was "great for fast and slow kids, N4 so great for the

avera e dthey are forgotten. My kids are above average." The primary

1 eam leader reported that some difficulties were created at the beginning

of the school year: "Kids were confused initially they didn't under-

stand where or why they Nlonged to a group, Didn't know if they were-
.

a first grader or a seven-year-old."

4ON., -A.
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In addition, it was reported that the use of the multiage grouping

practices and the use of standardiZed test scores in reiortpg ptipil-

progress resulted in stereotyping _of teachers Is "graded."_ Describing

the staff, a parent'said, "Some are third-grade teachers, some fourth.

Some are third-grade teachers that teach slow children. Some are third-

, grade teachers that teach averagesand high kids.

Teaming

The current organization of the school into teaching teams began

prior to the implementation of Individually,Guided Education and the

school's organiiation into a. multiunit design. Profits derived frofn

teaming wereirePorted to help both students and teachers. A parent

reported that a child "does not 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-

fered by another Another parent.felt that there are "more minds working

on the same efforts. Everybody benefits. The teachers are more inspired

to do more in a group." Another believed.that "a teacher can't prepare

and conduct an individualized program for each child," Similarly, a team

leader highlighted the importance of teaming as "providing for more'than

. one teacher to influence what happens to children in the team." Other

staff -.members rep'orted that teaming developed tolerance, encouraged

closeness among staff members, exposed staff to different teaching styles,

and generally improved the ability to work with other teachers.

ir"(wt.,
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Nevertheless) potential problems in teaming were noted, The prin-

cipal felt that when teams are created "there is alWays the danger of

'fuming cliques." A similar concern was raised.by a team leader: "when

1

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

4 ins little a period of time. A difficultytith teaming is that it is

difficult to provide adequate feedback to children."

Teaming at Scho was designed to allow all members of the team

an opportunity to participate in the development and execution 'o the

instructional program. This was usually done atthe team meting on

Monday afternoons. This was time provided through early,dischissal of

students. The team meetings focused upon the identification of student

needs, the formation of instructional groupings and the assignment of

staff 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 beginning of an effort to improve

the interrelationshi among the teams: The change in material and

supply availability is an example. In previous years each team main-

tained its own storAf instructional materials and supplies. This in-

cluded everything, including pencils) pens, contructionaLpaperand tape.

Little, if any, sharing of these supplies was repprted to have occurred.

At the August meeting called by staff members to address the concerns

causing conflict between teams it was decided to create a central supply

area for those materials shared amo% all staff members. This now

4
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became the practice at ..0hool A. Otherwise, according to one team leader

who was reflecting on previous practices, "nobody knowS what is floating

around."

Shared Decision Making

The decision-making structure waSin a state of transition because

of the principalship change. In prior years the former principal had

maintained a very tight-fisted decision process. That process, described

by ateacher, had meant "we were told what to do, when, and how to do it."

The two decisional components in the multiunit organization recom-

mended by the R & D 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

due. o the fact that the school year had just begun and the new principal
It-

was in hie process of assessing the operations of the school.

The specific agenda items could come from several sources. The

principal and team leaders had direct access to placement of items on

the agenda. Staff members could give the team leader agenda items for

the meeting if they had a school-wide implication, COncerns for the
sa.,

year 1974-75 focipped on settiqg the school's master schedule, deter-
,

mining who exits which door, a review of the fire drill guidelines, and

establishing the lunch schedule. The 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

1
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said "I can't think of any." Another said, "Very few decisions are made

at the Team Leader Meeting."

Most decision ere made by the team during its team meeting. The

only constraints ci ating decision bodndaries were established by county

guidelines. reported that most instructional decisions were made

at the am level and a voice in those decisions was available to all

me ers.. is
49

included determining the specific curricular offerings,

within aunty guidelines; forming student groupings; and assigning

eachers to the student groups. General day -to -day operations were also

a decision area of the team,

4

This wide,r2hge of decision parameters was new for the staff in

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 toeim'i

prove decision-making skills before being given the desired participa-

tion in decision making.' One illustration of increased participation in

"important decisions," according to the principal, was the change in

the prOcedures for requesting materials and supplies, .Past practices.

permitted minimal participation, This participation was limited to pro-

viding the principal with a request for supplies and materials, That

was the-extent oP participation until the following year when the

teachers returned to school to find out what materials were rezaived.

The suggested procedure to be utilized in 1974-75 involved staff in the

total procesd. Each team was to compile a material and supplies request.

The team requests were to be compiled, duplicate materials eliminate,

Ae".1,--*
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. .. ' I
and needed changes made at the Teki Leader Meeting. It was also felt

that there would be an increased awareness of available materials within

the school.

The Instructional Programing Model at School A

art.
Instructional Programing

S.

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

ti specify ,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 responsibility of each team there was little coordination and con-
/

111

tinuity.betweeneach team's instructional program. A teacher's state-
,

ment characterized the genuine feeling described by many staff members.

She said, "We have become team oriented,.donit really know what the

others age dging. There is no continuity between teams."

Following the selection of objectives by each team, 'assessment

was undertaken. Assessment of students utilized both standardized and

criterion-referenced formats. Commercially prepared diagnostic tests

were most often used to identify needs except when ready made criterion-

1. J
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111
referenced tests were provided in curricular materials. The use of the

Wisconsin Design for Reading Skill Development materials is an example of

this exception. The standardizgd test was used to measure pupil achieve-
.

--0

ment and children with special learning needs,

The testing procedures and practices engendered some suspicion

among pareni.S. 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 dinly'12% on the reading portion. Her concern

focused on the fact that the science test required reading, She asked,

"If my child is so bad in reading how did the score come out so high in

science?" She went on to say #that"testing tends, to make you see the

child as a graph. ,1
Another parent reported, "Interim tests were made

to make-parents think kids and school are doing well."

The preassessment results provided the essential ingredients used

by the team to form instructional groups. These groups were consistently

referred to as "achievement and ability" groups by staff and pafents.

The groupings made as a result of the criterion-referenced tests pto-

vided by the Wisconsin Reading Design were also referred to in the

same fashion as those formed resulting from other diagnostic or sten-

dardiZed test scores.

Following the formation of groups and the assignment of staff to

these groups, it was the responsibility of each individual teafher to'.

design the specific instructional activities for those children, Each

teacher had the responsibility to select appropriate methodologies and

materials. The teacher could also form smaller subgroups. This was the
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place where the staff felt individualization of instruction best occurred,

with each individual teacher providing for differences among children.

Continuous Progress

Continuous progress was not implemented at School A and the few

that referred to it usually described it as nongradedness, One parent

said it was "children working at their own apievement-levels." It was
^

where children "are placed by ability, not 13e-caue f age," according

to a teacher. Another' teacher described it as "merely progressing by
. .

speed."

Criterion-Referenced Assessment

Except within the WisdonSin Design for Reading Skill Development,

criterion referencing was not an ag,Sessment practice. In spite of re-
.

ported benefits afforded criterion referencing, resistance to its use

. -
appeared L DO e associated with the staff's perception of community norms.

These perceived norms required a comparison of studefit growth with grade

level norms. One teacher stated, "You have to have standards to let

children know how they "stand in relation to others." "This is what we

1

[parents] need," reported a parent; "parents should not have been required

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 weltiktanSlated into traditional grade-14wel

thinking."

Preassessment

A parent described preasses'sment through the use of an example:

1"3
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"If we take a fraction test and pass then we can go on to decimals,"
4-7r

"Preassessment," said one teacher, "gives us the advantage of knowing

wherP-ro place each child; into what group to place t,he child for in-

struction." Another claimed preassessment was "good for teachers"

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-

setting. Summing up the frustration:she safd, "I just hope you test

less. Try and get more from less answers."The frequenc4Of pretests /

was also part of that concern. The children$kere "the most tested kids

'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 illustrate her 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 another 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 reported to have had an impact upon the

children. Because of test frequency the implication was made that chil-
i

dren learned "how -to "take tests and could therefore "beat the system,"

. And children "are masters at that," according to one parent.

e.0
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SCHOOL B

School Setting

The east ridge of the Union Mountains provides the backdrop for

the city_of Jefferson. The 17,000 students attending the local state

university are included in the city's 46,000 population. Agriculture

and education provide the primary source of income in the city's economic

base.

The year 1959 masked the reorganization of the city school district.

In addition to serving 46,000 residents of Jefferson the school distric

now serves 24,000 residents in the surrounding areas. The current student

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.

schools.

School B is located in the ra idly expanding southern limits of

Jefferson, It was built in 1970-:71 nd opened in September, 1972. The

popular open-pod design provides the architectural arrangement of the

schoors facilities. Two large open instructional pods and the school's

office facilities encircle the central Instructional Media Center. The

kindergarten area is an open area adjoining one of the larger instruc-

tional pod areas.

A School B's attendance area) which encompasses both city and'county

areas, draws students from three different housing developments, The

o

school itself'is,located in Prairie Way. The development, ;ow seven years

old, is characterized by one resident as "high quality" housing.

4 C0
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Current selling price for homes in this area range from $30,000 eo

$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 School'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 Wgrwere categorized as lower middle class, Mountain View

would be considered upper middle class.

The thirdarea served by School B is Parkway, Located abodt three

miles southwest of Prairie Way, lots in Parkway are much larger than in

Prairie Way or Mountain View. While the houses are approximately the
1 'a

same price range, $a5,000-$55,000, the main' advantage 61 living in Parkway

is that large/ lots permit each fairdly to stable their horses.

Implementation of Individually Guided Education

As early as 1968 plans were being made for a new elementary school

'4 to be/located in the city's rapidly growing south suburban area. Deci-

sions during that planning phasJoutlined the architectural design (the

open pod) and the educational approach (the community school). The

economy of the open pod construction was initially used to justify its

selection. A successful bond referendum in 1968 provided the funds neccs-
%

sae)/ to construct the school. The new school, School B, was scheduled to

open in fall of 1972,

A r
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A small group of parents requested a meeting with a district cen-

41-

tral office administrator that signaled the beginning of the selection of

the specific educational program ror School B.- At this time their orien-

tation was for'an alternative form of education. The administrator sug-

gested that the group visit one of the district's schools, School C, and

talk to its principal about their program of Individually Guided Educe-

.44
tion. Following this suggestion such a visit,and discussion was held.

In the spring of 1972, a meeting was held between the same parents

and the central office administrator. This meeting now focused upon a

specific program for School B-...Individually Guided Education. The initial

efforts of/ this small group of parents generated a minority of parental

support for the implementation of Individually. Guided Education at School

B. This group was estimated to include between twenty'ancr thirty parents.

Underscoring the impact of this small group,, one parent said, If there,-

hadn't been a minority in favor, the whole system would have broken

down."

The specific direction for the prograni at School B began with the

transfer of the principal from School C to School B. In the spring of

1972the principal began staffing School B. The process of staffing

served to begin the crystallization of the program when the principal was

permitted to bring four staff members from 'School C to School...B. The

direction of the program was finalized when the staff voted in April to

establish Individually Guided Education, at School B..

]
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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-

out the spring and summer for those School B staff members who were living

in the area. A few staff members weretcOmpletins contractual obligations

in other school districts and could not attend these meetings..

June also marked the beginning of parental inservice by conducting

a meeting to explain the program at School B. In this large group

meeting, the parents were presented with their initial introduction to

Individually Guided Education by means of a film and a skit. At the

concldsion of this meeting, which was attended by approximately three

hhndred parents, a small, group was highly supportive, another small group

was not in favor of the program, and a majority was still seeking more

information.

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 n,f school. Although'the staff.was not paid for

this week of inservict the district did provide a lunch at the'school

for all those staff members participating in'the workshop, School B

opened the following week, following a one day delay due to unfinished

construction, with a new school; a new staff; a new school population;

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
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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

480,by the Christmas recess; the school was designed to house 350.

Little cou14 be done to solve the construction delays but parents

'did mobilize in response to the overcrowding? Parental coalitions repre-

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 office administra-

tors, and school board members) a solution was reached fo alleviate the

overcrowding conditions,

Another crisis occurred when the parent-gtaff committee tin pupil

reporting recommended that students be,released early every Thursday

afternoon so teachers would have time for planning and'conferences with

parents. Negative response directed to the bchool district's central

office forced them to requAt School B demonstrate parental support for

the recommended plan. RetUrns from a mailed ballot in November showed

that 84% of the returned ballots were in support of the proposed plan,

(242 ballots were returned from the 285 ballots mailed.)

The following year a small group of parents requested the transfer

of their children to another elementary school in the district. The

requests for transfer were honored and, 1,,r addition, the district agreed

to provide bus transportation for the students, Specific reasons for

the transfers were varied.

One family was reported to have taken t .*r\Children out because

of pressure from the neighbors. Another family transferred their children

1.0 1
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because of a lack of basics being taught,

In an interview with ong parent that had,withdrawn her children,

many instructional issues related to the,withdrawaL appeared to mask

more personal reasons, Multiage grouping was a problem because she was

concerned about the effect that the pixth-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 advantage"

to the grouping patterns at School B because "children do learn by

needs." She also reported that her daughter, was very happy at sctitol but

was nat getting the basic skills, She reported further that the school

lacked follow-up with parents and students. That was substantiated,.
of

according. to the parent, by,a visit to the school in which she "sae kids

in reading clasthrowing spit balls" and "too many children just fooling

around,"

After many of the instructional reasons appeared to be out of 'the

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

graduate courses in 'individualizing instruction and had also sought em-'

.

,

yloyment in thd school district but had always been denied employment.-
,

<I_When asked to ideptify the "final straw" that made ter request the trans-
.. ,,

fer o'f their children she said, "My_husband had been after me to take

some,action," She said that her husband maintained thesir daughter could

not write or spell. She also stated that her husband had never been in

School B.

In a related interview, another parent reported that they withdrew

their son because of difficulties created in the grouping of students.

1I-1
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The grouping did not permit their son to be with his friends. A personality

clash" was also reported to exist with a teacher.. Withdrawal was also

prompted by the lackof academic achieveMent.of the basic skills.

The spring of 1974 marked the beginning of a change in administra-_

tive leadership at School B signaled -by the fesifgnation of the principal.

Citing personal' reasons, the departure of the principal created much

',...)
speculation ab ut the direction of IGE in thd district, The staff felt

the selection of the new principal would be a clue to the distriCt's

support of the program. In July, 1974, the school board Announced that

a staff member at School B would asstine the fittncipa).ship beginning with

the 1974-75 school year.

School B: The Beginning of the 1974-75 School Year

74 The school year began with a new principal, The administrative

change-Over was order/ 9. This orderly transition was facilitated by the

'new principal's previous emprent as a staff member of School B and the

administrative style did not represPnt 'a significant change from that of

the former principal. The school continued to operate in much the same

fashion as it had the two previous years;

The Multiunit Organization of School B

The school's multiunit organization in 1974-75 is illustrated in

Figure 8. The design included the two organizational components recom-

mended by the Wisconsin Research and Development Center: The Instruc-

t

tional Improvement Committee at the building level and the Unit at the

classroom level. Practices embracing differentiated staffing, multiage

1" J
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FIGURE 8
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grouping of students, nongradedness, teaming, and shared decision making z

were incorporated into the operatibnalization of the multiunit organiza-

tion.

Differentiated Staffing

The staff's desire to accept and accommodate individual differences

among teachers resulted in a staffing arrangement .where roles and respOn-

sibilities were often related to those individual differences, Theinte-

gration of the resultant, loosely defined differentiated roles--pinci-

pal, unit leader, teacher, and aide--was facilitated by the overlapping

of their accompanyini tasks. Sharing ortasks became a reasonable way of
r.""

avoiding hierarchical gaps between the various role positions. Capsu-
:

lizing her role, the principal Said she plays "just another role with

. ' different responsibilities, ,Just one of them but with a different day-

to -day routine." This same general feeling was also conveyed by a uni t
6°

leader. She stated:\,,,

All the roles in the school fit together. No real differentia-
tion. We all do many of the same things, If I see them [chil-

. dren] working, I am not the onbthat must always check the pa-
pers [a shared task]. Kids are better able to handle respons-
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 imsortance of-any given rote within the school. Instead there was

4 . an emphasis on the importance of school unity, A reference to the school

staff and students as "(a take-off °nee popular television show)" made

bywstudents,)staff, and parents as evidence of the effort to build and

maintain that unity.
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This low-key approach to specific roles made it extremely difficult

for the interviewees to describe the various role positions maintained

with their multiunit design, The principal was generally described within

a general leadership, framework highlighted by thecs* -sharing of most deci-

sions.' As put into words by an aide, "Authority is shared among several

people, not just one like in self-contained," Cooperation was the prin-

cipal's password for conducting the general operlpon of the school.

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 roles, the principal and the unit leader,. A teacher said that

'your leadership has to be able to step in when times get a tittle tight

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 contrast to the principal ro)e, was more

-descriptive in nature: Direct influence upon groupings of students, es-
.

tablishing disciplinary practices, setting conference formats, and de-

erthtning general unit operations were identified ways in which the unit
4

leader provided specific direction'to the instructional program in each

unit. This influence was balanced by placing many of the decisions con-
,

cerning curriculum and instruction into ad hoc staff committees. Cur-

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
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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.

The role of the teacher was described indirectly by relating it

to other characteristics of the multiunit school, particularly teaming

and shared decision making, The teacher was still the person identified

as being responsible for the development and implementation of the in-

structional program. Distinguishing features of the teacher role cen-
4

-

tered On the increase in decision making and the many opportunities to

develop peer relationships through teaming.

The aide position was also designed to accommodate individual

differences. While the role was aimed primarily at direct involvement

with children in an instructional 'setting, there was an array of aide

tasks that were characteristics of specifiClaides, In general, the

tasks focused upon conducting follow-up lessons where the instruction

had been initiated by a teacher, conducting review and reinforcement

activities, and serving as a resource,to students working in small

groups or independently. The variations among this rble occurred

within these general areas. One aide described her role by stating:

Sometimes I just am allowed to do what I ciant. I do feel
4' free to recommend, suggest; they'd° accept my judgment.

I do appreciate it when my tasks are laid out for me.

An aide in anothpr unit-reported that she periodically assumed

the responsibilities of an absent teacher' instead of the unit calling

for a substitute.
IPP

(IL:0



128

Why did aides become aides? This also varied, In response to

this question, one aide replied that her reasons centeresi on the fact

that her husband was a teacher and that their vacations were at the same

time. She also said that she enjoyed children and that she had always

bee 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 units

Why? "I like kids," was the enthusiastic response. .

Some concerns about the selection and use of aides were raised by

the current PTA co-presidents, a husband and wife team. He raised the
O

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 v rtually nothing. This is good

for the district but bad for the profession,

The practice.of employing aides with school volunteer experience,

was also a concern related to the selection practices raised by the co-

'presidents. They said-this was important because "some parepts that

were critical [of the prdgram] volunteered just to see what.the program

was all about."

The other calcern focused on the use,of aides in an instructional

4
setting. 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,
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"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 soZiltoti the children at school. He concluded

that example by aaying. "That's what is needed, one shot deals. The

trend would be more beneficial, than the ways aides are now used." After

a short pause he added, "Aides put their own values upon the kids."

Multiage Grouping of Students

Multiage grouping was extremely consistent throughout the total

interviewing process, The interpretations of multiage grouping centered

upon the combining of children of different ages for instructional pur-

poses.' It was a "dynamic process" used43y teachers to shift kids up and

down, according to one parent, This shifting permitted children to accel-

erate at theii own pace. Any child might be in "fourth grade in one

area, fifth grade in another, and in another area sixth grade." His com-

meht made reference to specific grades while in the usual response the

notion of grades was made .by implication pnly. One.parent described

multiage grouping as "older kids with younger kids.sand vice versa." An

,aide described it much the same way; -"A number of different age groups
4

working together. Older with younger, younger with older," Another aide

added an instructional dimension by explaining it as "kids working on

diffilient levels with different age levels within that group." "Children

with different ages housed dm the same area," was a more restrictive



description provided by a teacher, An interpretation provided by another

teacher related multiage grouping to the education 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,

These interpretations of multiage grouping were operationalized

in various ways throughout School B. Each unit had children of different

age levels, each of which encotpas8ed at least two grade levels. In as-

signing children to each'unit it was necessary to place'some of the

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

I. Academic ability and studentimaturity were the two criteria used to

determine the selection of the twenty ,children 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 placed upon their relative

importance. Differences were not only between the two units but within

the units as well. Several teachers stated that the primary considera-

tion was academic ability while others stressed that the critical criterion

was associated with social and emotional maturity. The principal stated

that social criteria were the primary basis and that "academic considera-

tion [was] not a real reason."

A teacher reported some. parents had queried her about the reasons

for the dividing of the "fourth-grade children into two units. The pre-

.1
vious year all of those children had been in'one unit, a second-third

grade unit. This year the fourth graders were either in a third-fourth

113



131

grade unit or in a fourth- -fifth -sixth grade unit. Some of the parents

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 Sccur.fed for homeroom assignment and for in-

structional groupings. These practices were characteristic of the

regular education units as well as Unit K. The deaf chIldren, especially

in the mathematics area, were integrated into the mainstream of the

units' regular instructional program. Unit K was also integrated in the

e se that they did, on a need basis, work with the normal hearing stu-

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."
;4%

Other advantages were given to the practice of multiaging as well and

certainly were not confined to Unit K.

ReactiOns to the multiaging practices at School B Tan 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-

tated the total 'growth of each child through an individualized philosophy

and program.



Er -

r

".

132

The reflection of social'reality reported to be enhanced by multi-
,

aging practices was described in many-different ways, It assisted in the

developthent 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

labeling could be reduced through multiaging practices.

Social reality was also encouraged through multiage grouping by

developing an appreciation of individual differences: Partieular refer-

ence was given by the unit leader when describing the integration of

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 bearing] may not always understand but they care
about them [deaf children] as people.

,It was also reported that multiage grouping gave children the experience

of being the youngest and the oldest in a group. This experience,fpro-

moted understanding of and communication with other indiWuals holding

differing perceptions.

The instructional advantages associated with multiage grouping

focuse4 pon the ability to implement suggested IGE practices through the

flexibility provided by multiage grouping of students. A frequently

stated advantage referred to the elimination of academic labeling. A

unit leader stated:

It enables interaction between kids of differentages. Ifin
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 suchthings.
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This labeling of children was often referred to in a negative
. tali

orientation.. An aide's comment typifies the general responses "I don't

like kids to know they are a failure. 1,They will learn that soon enough;

don't need to know [that] at age 8."

Although the school's implementation 'of. multiaging practices was

consistent with` their descriptiOns of multiage grouping, one unij, Unit

Q; became very frustrated with both the concept and the practice. It

was felt that the children in Unit G, primary children, were different,

.

particularly the first graders. The staff teachers felt that these

children needed to learn too much about k school to be.subjected to much

movement and exposure to many different teachers and aides. They had

to be socialized into the World of education. This socialization included

providing each child kith the security of one teacher. The unit leader

stated:

You have to-isolate the first graders until 'they are familiar
with school. 'Kids have arid need to have. the security of one
teacher. They have to learn how tO 'read directions and become
more indeperident. Need 'more reassurances;

These feelings., according to the unit leader, reflected the.thoughts

of all he members of Unit K. An aide in Unit K expressed mixed feelings

about multiage grouping.:

[Multiage grouping] is. socially better. Working With others,
helping; this is good. No stigma attached in'grouping, high,
low, etc How do-you really individualize that age
group [primary]? . . [they] can't take asmuch movement as
others. Primary kids aredifferent.

1.
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Nongrailedness 1

A conscious effort was made to eliminate a graded concept at School

B. This was done in discussion and in practice. Descriptions of non-
.

gradedness placed instruction as a common reference point, A teacher

described nqngradedness,as A system where "children are grouped by age

into units but grouped for instruction as to where he is at academically."
'

Similarly, a parent described it as "Children learn[ing];by needs, not

'by grade level." The, absence of grades in the pupil reporting process

was an additional dimension provided by one staff°member.

Despite all effort to deemphasize references to grades and grade

levels41.4ith staff, children, and parents, it appeared'that the notion

of gradedness, still existed`.

pressed.by many staff members

"Kids still know" was the reaction ex-
.

. Seyeral incidents'were reported that il-

lustrated the possible reasons for the difficulty in eliminating this

and Oeseffortsthe staff had made toward reaching a nongraded envirow-

mept. A parent described an incident illustrating the effort eXeited
.

'by children: )
.

,

: . , .
...,

If ,-Someone on 'a tour [of School B], which is almost always con-
ch*.C_ted Wa child, asks about gade the kids sort of

ireprmand the person for even cOnsider'ng,6e grades are a
(.,

'° part orA);a program [at School BY, -

. , < -
e , , l 4

*One.teaherieported that. "we don't really know what grade level
. 4,, - .

.

we are working ift-lidWeach child. Kids can work at books at a grade

level above or below." Similarly another felt that "it doesn't matter.

Really don't consider it. More important to key in on specific objec-

tives, ": An aide reported:

Sarah [her daughter] knows,what grade she is in, The right
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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 are inis not a fair question to ask a child.

District requirements seemed to present many of the difficulties

in achieving nongradedness. A teacher outlined these as "district re-
,

ports, tests, and grade level objectives," A _unit leader illustrated

how her unit has attempted' to deal with this problem:

o

Last year I had a battlepwith the science coordinator. He
insisted that fourth graders couldn't learn about electricity.
I-told him that was ridiculous. We, in our unit, are now
teaching science on a three year cycle. Each child, regard-
less of grade level, may learn about different aspects of t
science topics and is not confined to grade level.topics,

Teaming_

Teaming was seen as a vehicle for achieving a variety of personal

and instructional goals more than as an organizational arrangement of

staff and children. Emphasis was given to the ability to meet student

needs through the instructional process, In addition, individuals within

the school setting were better able to deal with the attainment of per-
,

sonal goals and ambitions by participating as members of a team.

Operationally, each of the units was quite similar. Business was

conducted from an agenda at each of'the regularly scheduled unit meetings.

The unit leader was responsible for the de'velopment of the agenda. Any

team member might have 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 operations,

and any expected or unexpected changes that had to be made. The planning
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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

curricular areas, Each resource person assumed the leadership for the

planning of his or her curricular area's instructional program,, This

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 fitialized program was then implemented by the entire

unit staff.

The planning practicesof.the team operations were identified as

"resulting in better instruction because resources are utilized better,"

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 area promotes a better utilization

9f teacher time and energies," Time was also seen as a distinct advan-

tage by a teacher. He stated, "I can spend my time planni in one area

much better than if I had to plan everything," A unit 1 er highlighted

the increase in the sharing of instructional material and ideas by re-

lating this practice to a condition she felt.characterized.the self-
.

contained classroom, She stated:

In self-contained, 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 variety of different instructional groupings

was identified as an advantage of teaming, This made it possible to
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match grOup and teacher characteristics more closely, In addition, the

flexibility made it possible to-p-revent-a- teacher from being identified

as a teacher Of slow, fast, or average children, as well as,preventing

the groups of students from being identified as fast, slow, average, or

remedial group.

The grouping and regrouping created by this flexibility also im-

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."
1

t .virThis practice of matching tealaidt and student groups to improve

individualized instruction also highlighted the need to consider teachers

as individuals as well as students, A unit teacher described the impor-

tahceof the individualization of teachers in relationship 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
in individualization before you can be er team in IGE. Then
there is a place for all kinds of teachers on that team.

The implications of this belief were stated in several ways. A

'parent said, "One teacher may be able to get something out of a child

that another teacher May not be able'to-do," Adother 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 bettert,reduces the oppor-
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

11,-0
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[and] planning makes it easier to cope with problems. Creates

more of a family structure.
4

Describing the specific advantage to the teaming arrangement uti-

lized by the Specie; Unit, the unit leader 'stated:

United we stand! Specials are ofte treated as second class
teachers while regular academic teach are first class, As

a unit we can make music, art, p.e important' to kids and
teachers and an important part of the regular program for kids.
Our team.is responsible for everything, discipline, planning
activities, etc. We are autonomous. We do everything from
deciding who, how, where, and when. This is different from
the regular Toutine of.the specialist where' eveuthing is
decidedwand dicated-to you by others. We have a voice 'in

school . . . We get support hete at School B. We can ac-
complish and implement our philosophy through IGE and the
team. You can't do that in a self-contained school.

The assignment of an aide was used to illustrate how, important it

was for special'area teachers to function as a team. At the start of

I

the school year there was the equivalent of .5 unfilled staff ppsitions.

The IIC made the decisin to employ an aide and that.the aide would be

assigned to the Special Unit, :That, the unit leader cLais, would never

4_

have happened unless the special area teachers operated as they were

currently doing.

A similar feelpg was expressed by members of Unit K, the unit

responsible for the district's deaf education program. The unit leader

stated:

You team teach along with the regul4L,pnit. Treat the deaf

kids like normalkids. When we integrate we participate in
the planning but not always do-we participate in the teaching.
Thia.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.
I ,

11.
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Unit K represented a distinct departure from typical team opera-

tions characterizing the rest of the school, both operationally and

attitudinally. The operation of the team, seemed to be strongly inr

fluenced by their attitudes toward multiage grouping and the belief that

primary childrtn are different. The instructional program was charac-

, terized by minimal change for students and teachers. Because df'their .4

beliefs about the educational and social groWth of primary children the

instructional groups tended to be.formed within grade levels. Children

have language arts, handwriting, and spelling \ik the morning with one

teacher and mathematics, social studies, and science in the afternoon

with another tea,cher.
4

The unit leader characterized Unit G as ,"bitchy." When asked

what elkcited this type of behavior, she stated:

. . . just too nny things to do; too many extra meetings to
go to, the Year Round School Committee, the Nature Center Com-
mittee, the Report Card Committee. Teaming also results in a
waste of time by haGIng to schedule, move kids, and loss of
time waiting for others to finish up.

Another frustration expressed by the unit leader concerned-the as-

sisi nment of an aide to the Specials Unit. She felt that "aides should

be th kids, not in the,Specials Units copying sheet music." Although
40

th unit leader experienced many frustrations, the ability to handle

those frustrations was felt to be a distinct advantage in teaming. She

stated:

I can diSagree and voice my disagreement without getting
slapped down. I-am better able to handle frustrations
than in self-contained.
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&hared Decision Making

Decision making occurred at two organizational levels, the In-

structional Improvement Committee and the Instruction and Aesearch Unit,

The Instructional Improvement Committee's decisional realm concerned

items that had school-wide implications for students and r staff--"at

least a 'major portion," according to the principal. Decis on making

at the Instructional and Research Unit level pivoted around the day-to-
A

_day operations of the instructional program.

Tne Instructional Improvement Co4tmittee worked from an agenda that

was developed through staff input. Agenda items might bL; submitted by

any staff member: principal, unit leader, or teacher. The principal

was responsible for the agenda's development, printing, and distribution

to the units prior to the IIC meeting.

..The agenda became the vehicle by which staff could provide input to

IIC decision s. A unit leader reported that her .unit had a "specific time

to go over the IIC agenda,before the meeting.co [rheY could] react to

agenda items.." The importance of each unit's discussion 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
AP"

conducting of dayl-to-day opetations.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 about kids.

4
3

.



f

141

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 "some nonsense decisions [were made] too, bus detail,

lunch schedules."

The importance of participating in the decision-making process

was high lighted 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 cd something then the principal has to -step in and make the

decisions before things get too far out of hand."

The use of ad hod staff committees also created opportunities for

staff participation in the decision making process. An illuStration is

the developtant of the school's budget requests. The staff curriculum
1

tommittee, made up of representatives from the Instructional and Research

Units, assumed 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 as responsible for requisitioning materials that were

'routinely used by the staff, e.g paper, pencilg, chalk, and paint.

According 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, materials, and supplies were available

throughout the building."
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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-prent 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 committee's.

Participation 1n decisions was not limited to the regular educa-

tion teacherg. A Unit K member stressed that they had "equal weight with

all other teachers. [Everyone] participates in all decisions that are

normal school activities."

The boundaries to which the decisions were confined appeared to be

fuzzy. As 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
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

effort at School.B. The school district established district-wide objec-,,

tives along with some related criterion-referenced tests. These objec-

tives served as a guide for the development. of the specific instructional

activities Within each unit,
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Ad hoc curriculum committees composed of staff members from each

of the various units took these objectives and'organized them into a

sequential arrangement in order to estaplish instructional continuity

betweeen each of the units, CSriculum committee members were also the

'resource people in each unit and were responsible for planning the unit's

instructional. program in that curricular area.

The unit's approval of a curricular program was followed by pre-

assessment. The preassessment items were often available through the

district guides but, according to one teacher, "[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 instructional activities. The instructiodal,ac-

tivities were the responsibility of each of the individual teachers.
.

during this phase of the instructional process, further grouping was made

if needed and possible in order to-accommodate individual needs. ThiS'

was at the teacher's option.

'Postassessment followed instruction, with the general instructional

.process beginning anew -- select new objectives, preassess, group for in-

struction, implement instructional activities, and postassess.

Similar instructional programing processes are characteristic of

Unit_1( and the Specials Unit. Explaining 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; the other, an upper elementary focus., It took

the student three years to obtain the total program in each cycle. The

1....1(2)
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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-

1

ties according to the needs of the students and the general sequential

11

development of the program, She reported, "Better utilization of time

for planning and teachers [results] 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:

The nature of instructional programing makesileavy.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 instructional programing

ptocess as one in which "we preassess, then group and sche3ule. We do
I

this the same way as done with normal kids."

t

,. 1 . Several specific improvements in the instructional program were

cited. A unit leader: "Each teacher switches around so that no teacher

can be identified as a teacher of the slow or low group." This same

piovement was identified by another teacher but from a child's point of

view. He stated:

Kids know what group they are in; high, low. We try not to ,

tell them but rather 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 and among units' instructional programs." A teacher emphasized

,"
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that the "need for continuity giings the units together',' Providing a.

more specific instructional application, a unit leader stated, "Continuous

progress takes him where' he is and goes from that,poini. 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

4 an instructional program" was the description provided by a teacher.

This, according to another, made it possible to integraIe the deaf'chil-

drenso°that they could "move them right along,"

A personal ihcident was reported by an, aide that illustrates that

there was still a tendency, even though continuous progress was built

into the instructional program, for parents to think of progress in terms

of grade level promotion br demotion. She told of the instance where

her daughter was moved from one unit to another after only one year. The

change was made for both academic and social reasons. She said that

)

after, her daughter had been moved to another unit she promptly received

many questions from het neighbors concerning the changg. because "they

thought this was a promotion, like skippirig a grade."
%Mr

A parent provided another observation but in the other direction,
, ,

failure. She stated:'''

In the school the'kids went to before,4f 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
expected to be .on their own. .

Criterion-Referenced Assessment

The primary advantage of criterion-referenced assessment was as-

sociated with record-keeping: it provided the teacher with a means by

r-r-1
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which to keep track of each students instructional progress and was help-

ful,when reporting pupil progress to paretits, 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 settingof specific cri-

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

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.

gnrichment_aetivities were provided for those children in the Unit who

passed all the preassessment tests for the selected instructional objec-

tives. An aide described, the integration of criteria levels with pro-
.

fessional jdagment in another unit, She stared:
-

In math, twenty -seven out 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

. right. [They] look at the fet aild,child; were they ill, out
of school recently, etc., and, then works with them and gives
them anothetest, There is a pass-fail orientation to tests.

.

Preassessment

"ireasSessment is a test _that can be used to indicate where a

child is" was the description of preassessment Provided by a unit leader.

Throughout the interviews the discussion of preassessment reflected this

general rspotise but also linked-it with professional judgment, In the

def initions these two elements were focused upon the formation of student

. splacement in instructional groups. The principal stated:

11
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[Preassessment and professional. judgment'] result in more accurate
grouping of students. It reduces the chance of a student being
assigned to a group which will be learning something he already
knows.

Although an aide felt she had "never been in a school that tested

so much," the frequency of tests was seldom mentioned by either staff or

parents. Few references were made to preassessment and its impact upon

the children. One personal observation provided by a teacher sums up

the general att tude 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.

Summary

In Chapter III the data were presented from both school sites

°

used in this study. Principals) unit leaders, teachers; aides and

parents reported on the practices associated with the characteristics

of the multiunit school and the InstrUctional Programing Model. In

Chapter IV. these responses will be analyzed in accor nceswith the con

ceptual framework and exploratory questions underlying this research.

irg
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ABSTRACT

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

characteristics of the multiunit 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

student as well as other related Individually Guided Education practices.

It consists of five underlying characteristics: multiage grouping of

students, nongradedness, teaming, differentiated staffl.mg, and shared

decision making. The Instructional Programing Model is a cyclic seven

seep process used to plan, implement, and evaluate instructional program-

ing for children. It has four underlying characteristics: instructional

programing, continuous progress, criterion-referenced assessment, and

preassessment.

Home-school-community relations waS defined as the resolution of

actual or potential conflict among various subpdblics which may be as-`

sociated with policy decisions or administrative practices which deter-

mine: (1) the use of scarce economic resources, (2) the value choices

to be made regaiding 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,
(2) educational values, and (3) power.

4



This case study was exploratory in design. Minimum criteria in-

dicating an operational program of Individually Guided Education were

used 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-

tionalization 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 interviews. Data were verified 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 characteristics 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 ofthe multiunit school, multiage grouping of stu-

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

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 conflict is more likely to result

from differing educational values associated with the characteristics

1.14'1
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xiv



than either their allocation of power or resources. The different

values also hold the potential for conflict if issues arise in the

school community.
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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, fiow is the characteristic operationalized in the school?

-N 2. ,How is the characteristic defined by members of the school
community?

3. What advantages and disadvantages are associated with the
characteristic?

4. What allocations of power, resources, and'values are associated
with the cha?acteristic?

5. Was conflict, created by the operationalization of the charac-
teristic, associated with the allocations of power, resources,
and values?

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

149
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Guided Education practices. It consists of five distinguishing charac-'

teristics: multiage grouping of.students, nongradedness, differentiated

4\ staffing, shared decision making, and teaming.'

Multiage Grouping of Students

Multiage grouping occurred duringthp assignment of'students to

theInstruction and Research Units and during the formation of specific

instructional groups. During their fordation each Instruction and Re-
,

search Unit was assigned students from two or more grade levels, In

School A this resulteein three Instruction and Research Units with nb

awerlapping grade levels. Consequently, all students in any given grade

level were assigned to the same Instruction and Research Unit. In de-

scribing multiage grouping in this school the parents used the conven-

tional split-grade, cambination,classroam, a practice frequently used in

the age-graded, self-contained elementary school, as a common reference

point. No reference to 'the split-wade, 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 students in

grades four, five, and six were assigned to different Instruction and

Research 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 Research Unit

with all the third-grade students. The remaining fourth-grade students,
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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

conideratiOns were'used to determine which fourth-grade students would

be assigned to the Instruction and Research Unit that housed the fifth-

and sixth - grade. students.

Multiage grouping was also described as being a characteristic of

instructional groups. In both schools instructional groups were formed -

on the ba 's.of instructional needs, but each school differed in de-
.

scribing its- esulting multiage characteristic. In School 13 the multi-

age characteristic of instructional groups was described as "groups with

students of different ages." In contrast, the description of the multiage

characteristic of instructional groups in School A took on an achievement.

orttntation, with multiage grouping being 4scribed as ability grouping,

e.g., high third, low sixth.

Students and teachers were the primary recipients of the advantages

ascribed to multiage grouping. For the students, multiage grouping

fostered (1) social growth by creating conditions in which students of

different ages buld work and play together; (2) the opportunity for stu-

dents to.work in a variety groups without facing the social peer Ares-
.

sures identified with an academic or personality label; and (3) the de-

rldlopment of skills necessary to adapt to a variety of situations. For

the teacher, multiage grouping improved the efficiency and quality of in-

structional grouping. Multiage grouping also provided a mechanism for -

"mainstreaming" special education students,

J -
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Disadvantages of multiage grouping were directed toward the primary

age child. The'primary student's teed for security; a restricted environ-

ment, and a chance to become socialized into the world of education were

reason's for citing disadvantages of multiage grouping at,tbe primary

level.
'Mk

The values associated with multiage grouping were determined by

identifying positive Attributes ascribed to it by respondents having a
is

positive and negative value orientation toward the characteristic. Table
6

6 presents a tabulation of the respondents' value orientations toward

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

grouping were used to identify their value orientations toward that

characteristic. Respondents were placed into one of the three value

orientation categories, positive, neutra or negative. Respondents

primarily using words and phrases that des ribed 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 gtouping in non-supportive terms were

identified as having a negativev'alue orientation toward the characteris-

tic. Respondents who Were either unaware of multiage grouping or who

4
did not describeit in positive or negative terms were,J.dentified as

having a neutral value orientation toward the characteristic, This pro-

cess was also used to determine the valueorientations of each respondent

I



TABLE 6

VALUE ORIENTATION OF RESPONDENTS TOWARD

CHARACTERISTICS'OF THE MULTIUNIT SCHOOL

AND THE INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMING MODEL

Characteristic
Positive Value

Orientation

(N=41)

Neutral or ware Negatiafe Vali

of Character stic / Orientatiot
(N=41),(N=41)

The Multiunit School

Multiage Grouping

Nongradedness

Teaming

Differentiated Staffing

Shared Decision Making

26

12

23

9

The Instructional Programing Model ,

Instructional Programing 5

Continuous Progress 6

Criterion-referenced Assessment 3

Preassessment 7

_7_

22

14,

)29 3

34 di 1

4

fr

.

32 4

33 ,2

..;

36. 2

, 30 4
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e.oward'the other characteristics of the multiunit school and the Instruc-
t,

. tional Programing Model.'

The datwfound in Table show that'26 out of 41 respondents had

a positive value orientation toward multiage grouping of students while

only eight had a negative value orientation. Seven respondents were

either unaware of multiage grouping or had neither a "positive nor a nega-:

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 posi-

tive and negative attributes of multiage grouping. Each attribute is

categorized according to its subpublic beneficiary. The total number of

nominations for each attribute is also found in Table 7:

The data in Table 7 show that students were the primary recipients.

of the positive attributes'assoc ated with multiage grouping. In addl-
.

.-

tion, the school staff was also accorded many benefits as a result of

multiage grouping of sttdent4.

The three most frequently nominated positive attributes of multi-
!

age grouping pvvided benefits to students. Each of the positive,attri-*

butes, ,(1) works.with Students of different ages, (2) reduces academic

and social labeling, and (3) promotes social(and emotional growth, ret-

cOived eight out of.,26 possible nominations.

While "promotes social'and emotional growth" was identified as

one of the three Most frequentlyknominated positive attriblites, "in-

hibits social growth" was the most frequently nominated negative attri7

bute. "Inhibits social growth" received four out of eight possible

nominations.

W
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TABLE 7

POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE VALUE ATTRIBUTES

OF MULTIAGE GROUPING OF STUDENTS

155

Number of Times
Positive Attributes Nominated

For the. Student:

Promotes social and emotional growth

Works With students of different ages

Reduces academic and social labeling
. 'iltr. . ,

8

111.

8

Easief to resolve teacher-student personality clashes 4

Develops tolerance and understanding of othd'A 4

Expefiences social reality 3

Comes in contact with a -number of teachers 3

Promotes student modeling 4, , 1

For the School Staff:

/

Accomodates changes

Setter use of time, materials, and teacher expertise
...0

Meet individual needs more effectively

More effective follow-through '

More interesting

Can forth -better instructional groups
4

I

's
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TABLE 7 -- Continued

2

Number of Times
Negative Attributes Nominated

For the Student:
fir

Inhibi s social growth (primary = 3, upper = 1) 4

Childr n prohibited from getting security 1

Promotes academic affd social labeling 1

For the School Staff:

Lack of appropri te materials 1,

Too had to work in a multiage setting 1

Need for parents to know their child's grade level 1

W

r.
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Theie were no allocations of power or resources associated with

multiage grouping of students,

aw
4

One isolated instance of conflict related to the allocation of

values associated with multiage grouping of students was identified:

During the assignment of children to Instruction and Research Units in

School B some of the fourth-grtade students were assigned to an Instruc-

tion and Research Unit with all of the third-grade students; the others

Are assigned to an Instruction and Researchpnit with fifth and six

t grade students. A few of the parents of children assigned to the In-

struction and Research Unit with the third-grade students interpreted

this placement to mean that their childrNwere being held back while the

other fourth-grade students ,were moved ahead. An explanation by a

teacher giving the reasons for the placement and assuringthem that their

childreh were not being held back resolved the issue.

. There are two t ?es of conflict within the school community,

actual and potential. The conflict discussed above was actual confliCt

resulting from differin: values associated with multiage grouping of

students as it related t. th acement of students- in an Instruction;.

and Research Unit, Simil rly, subpublics may have differing value orien-
,

ttions.toward matiage uping that may contain the potential for

conflict.', \ ,

,

Table 6 is a tabulati ii of the va lue orientations of\oridcipais,
',,,,

.
.

\ \
,.. --,,o,

unit ieaders, teachers, aide and parents towaidmul iage grouping and

the bther characteristics of theOuW.unit school and th Instrtctional

Progiaming Model. The:numbers within each sullublic category indicate,

;1LE",(4
40k.
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TABLE 8
,

VALUE ORIENTATIONS OF SELECTED SUBPUBLICS

TOWARD'THE MULTIUNIT SCHOOL

i

Subpublirs
'Multiage

Grouping Nongradedness Teaming

Differentiated
Staffing

Shared

Decision
Making

Principals.
(N=2)

+ a 0 b -
c +0- +0- +0- +0-

1 1 0 '0 1 1 0 2 0 1 1 0 0 2- 0

'','

Unit Leaders
(N=10)

,

7 1 2 2 7 1 5 3 2 3
.

6 1 2 7 1

Teachers
(N=11)

. ..-

7 ,2 2

,

5 5 1 7 1 0 11 0 3 .

.

8 C

Aides
(N=6)

3 2 2 3 1 2

..,

4 0 .,3

,

3 0 0 6

4
(

Parents
(N=12) itt

8 . 1 3 3 6 3 9 2 1 2c 8 2 1 .11 11

Total Multiunit

School

r

26 7 8 12 22 7 /3 1.4 4 9 29

.

3 6 34

+ 0 +. 0 - ,+ 0 - + 0 - + 0

aPositive Value Orientation

,

b Neutral or Not Aware of Characteristic
--.

.

cNegative Value Orientation

,,

4
4

I
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the number of respondents identified as having either a positive, neutral,

or negative value orientation. The value orientations of each subpublic

are given for each of the characteristics.

The data in Table 8 indicate that all of;ihe subpublics were sup-
;

portive of multiage grouping of students. There w re only eight indi-
.

viduals who had a negative value orientation towa d multiage griping

and seven whO were either unaware of the characteristic'or neutral in N

their value orientation.

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 aresult

the data in Table 8 is to be regarded as only suggestive of possible

patterns of subpublic orientations.

Nongradedness

Parental expectations characterized the degree to which nongraded-

ness was o'perationalizedat School A. Parental expectations for School

A required grade level designations in the school's instructional activi-

ties and grade level comparisons in its evaluative processes. These ex-

-
, pectationa carried over into their ilferpretation of nongradedness;

nongradedness being described as Students of different gride levels
.0;

working together in the same group. In response to those expectations

the school's instructional and evaluative activities were permeated with

Nderences to grade levels. Thus nongradedness, as defined in this re-

search, was not implemented in School A.
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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

primary basis for forming the Instruction and Research Units, Grade

level comparisons were given less emphasis when reporting pupil progress,

primarily, through the use of nongraded reporting system developed by a

joint staff-parent committee.

Despite the nongraded practice's a School B and staff support of

nongradedness, most staff members knew /the grade levels of the children

they-teor3e4'w.ith 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. For the student, nong'radedhess

created improved learning conditions, the studg't being more challenged

but less frustrated. For the teacher, nongradedness made it easier to

accommodate different student personalities and instructional needs when

planning for instructional activities.

J Althoup there were no specific disadvantages associated with non-

gradedness, there were conditions identified which inhibited nongraded

practices, They were (1) the long-standing tradition of gradedness,

(2)'the arental demands or grade level comparisont, and (3) local and

state orts rIllulring graded information.

a
Table 6 shows that 12 respondents had a positive value orientation

r"
toward nongradedness while seven had a negative value orientation toward

the characteristic. There were 22 respondents iho were either unaware

of'nongradedness 'dor were neutral in their value orientation.



161

Table 9 shows the specific positive and negative attributes ascribed

to nongradedness. Students were the primary recipients of the benefits

of the positive attributes. "Promotes learning by needs" was primary

benefit for students. 'It received nine out of 12 possible nominations.

Only one positiVe staff benefit was identified,

The school staff was the primary recipient of the negative attri-
'v

butes associated with nongradedness. Support for each of the negative
r

attributes was minimal with each of the five attirubtes receiving only

one nomination.

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 group of people working together,

teaming was described in operational terms. Teaming occurred within the

Instruction and Research Unit'. School A referred to Instruction and Re-
.

search Units as teams as a result of implementing team teaching prioi

to, the implementation of Individually .Guided Education, Eprly dismissal

of students once each week provided time for weekly Instruction and Re-

search Unit meetings.-

In describing the team three functional areas were identified:

planning, teaching, and evaluation. Planning and evaluation activities

formed the basis f51 most of the meeting discussions, While soy

planning activities were related to long-range and short-range curriculum

plans, the weekly and daily planning activities constituted the majority

'of the planning activities, Evaluation was student oriented. Team,

1C3
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TABLE 9

POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE VALUE ATTRIBUTES

OF NONGRADEDNESS

Number of Times
Positive Attributes Nominated

For the Student: .

Promotes learning by needs ,

0

Eliminates stigma when students move between groups

Promotes social growth
.

Children are less frustrated

"Just good"
%

.For the School Staff: .

. Better utilization of time and teachers

9

2

1

1

1

1

.

. ,

. Negative Attributes .

For the Student:
\

.

'Creates confusion ..,..t

. ,

For the School Staff:

More, work for the teacher

.. "Just won't work" .,

Your have to grade.for the basic subjects
,

- 4 Too many report require graded information

Lack of materials

For the Parent:

Need to know the student'd grade level

".

2

1

1

1

1

1

1

0

I1

.. ,
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members discussed children in an evaluative sense in the 'N

rocess of

forMing groups and when reporting pupil progress.

Teaching, the third functional area of team activities, occurred

_ as a result of the plans developed during the Instruction and Research

Unit meetings. The general plans that were established at these meetings,

provided the overall parameters of the instructional program. Within

these parameters teachers devised specific instructional activities to

meet the needs of the students.

Many advantages 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,jteaming

provided an opportunity to mature as a result of bwing able to work with

many different' adults.' Flexibility in grouping also made it easier to

form groups that reduced teacher-pUpil clashes.

Aides, most of whom were also parents, identified the same advan-

tages as the non-aide parents but placed a greatet emphasis on the
.0.

student benefits.

The efficient -use of human and Material reso ces was the major

advantage identified by teachers. :reaming resulted-in more sharing of

materials and ideas amongstaff.members. The efficient use of time,

'-'r,materials and teacher talents was als8 associated with khe team's

planning efforts.

f.

Unit leaders associated, operational advanrageg with teaming.

Teaming increased the utilization of human and material resources through

Ns,

1L3 /

4
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coordinated planning efforts. Because teaming also resulted in more than

one teacher working with each student, unit leaders-indicated that this

* lk

prevented one teacher from having the ability to assign an.academic or

social "label" to a student',

The ability to gain staff acceptance as a professional ,equal *as

the major advantage of teaming described by teachers and unit leaders

in the "special" team, a team composed of teaching pecialists. Their

integrated planning and teaching efforts with other Instruction and Re-
.

search Units enabled them to participate fully in all school acti ides,

and decisions. Professional growth was also an advantage of team g,

particularly with the "special" educators. Their intekaction with regular'

education during joint planning and teacher activities permitted the

extension ofheir educational experiences beyond the parameters of their

specialty area.

Disadvantages associated with teaming Iocused upon the loss of,

, .

teacher ndependence, the additional work load, and the danger of inter-

personal conflilt among staff members.

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 teaming or had a

neutral value orientation

Table 10 stews the specific positive and negative value attributes

associate th teaming. The data shod that the school stall is the pri-

.mary recipient o he positive attributes of teaming. The student is

also a recipient of positive attributes associated with teaming,

a

1LT)
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TABLE 10

POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE VALUE ATTRIBUTES

OF TEAMING

\

Positive Attributes
Number of Times

Nominated

For the Student:
4

More_thAn-one teacher evaluating each student

Match student and teache lersonalit±ts

Develops 4 closer pil-teacher relationOip

Develops self-concept

Student works with 4an one teacher

5

4

1

For the chool Staff: ,-

Teac ers work with different types of groups, 6

Gene ates ideas and enthusiasm 4

Prom tes sharing of ideas, materials and teacher
alent 4

Encourages professional dialogue and growth 4

Treats teachers as individuals

Prevent "special teacher" from being too
sp ial/zed

Maintains peak performance

Improves p anning '

Develops fl xibility

Creates fami group

Encourages rapport between teachers and aides

Keeps teachers on task

More people to help

Helps mAinstreamitt

Easier than in a self-contained classroom

3

2

2

2

2

1

1.

1

1



TABLE 10 -- Continued

POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE VALUE ATTAIBUT

OF TEAMING'

.Negative ,Attributes

S Number of Times
Nominated'

For the Student:

Restricts student from having only on teacher

For the School Staff:

's- Warder than self- contained classroomat

Restricts teacher 'freedom
*

'Promotes the formation of cliques and interpersonal

' conflict \ 2

-

Too many meetings '2

3
2

Can't provide adequate feedback to students

Planning time takes time away from students-

1 '

p

-
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The four most frequently nominated, positive attributes for the

school staff are; (1) teachers work -14th different types of groups,

six out of 23 nominations; (2) generates ideas and enthusiasm, four out

of 23 nominations; (3) promotes sharing Of ideas, materials, and teacher

talent, four out of-23 nominations;- and (4) encourages professional

dialogue and growtRifour out of 23 nominations,

The two most frequently nominated positive attributes for students

were: (1) more than one teacher evaluating each student, five out of 23

nominations; and (2) match student and teacher' personalities, four out

of 23 nominations.

Teaming had negative attributes for the school staff. "Harder ,

than the self- contained classroom'was the most frequent negative attri-

bute. This attributereceived three out of the four possible nominations.

An increase in work load and the potential for interpersonal conflict were

the other two negative attributes associated with teaming. Each received

two out of the four possible nominations.
SAM G

Allocations of power were attributed to teaming-in several ways.

The use of an agenda at the Instructional Improvement Committee meeting

was a device frequently mentioned by which the team could influence de-
..<

-9t
.,:,,r,acisiqns at th organizational level. The agenda was developed through

, ..

IN

*...,,i1taff input Any, individual or Instruction and Research Unit could
. , ..

, . Riace specific items on the agenda -,, "The agenda for each meeting, par-,

, ..r ' , -

`,%f 4 a , .44 , .0
ticularlxi,n School B, was distributed prior to the Instructional Imp

.' ,. -.. 1. .
,

.

;A_ r provbment Committee meeting so that the Instruction and Research Unit
? ' .,!.

.".4vis ,, members, the team, could react, The team input was used by :the unit leader

to assisp, in the decision-making process at the schoolwide level.
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Power associated with teaming was also discussed at the classroom

level. Decisions relating to the implementation of the schools instruc-

tional program were a responsibilityof the Instruction and Research Unit.

In addition,'the general pperationS of the InstruCtion and Research Unit

9 were determined by team decisiong. As a result, each indiidual,'being

c

gab

member of the team, could partbeipate directly'in the decision-making

process at the classroom level.

Resource allocations were also identified 'n relationship'to

teaming, n:The use of existing,-scarce economic resource used for instruc-

tion materials and supplies was baged upon decisions made by the team,

both at the school and classroom .levels. The allocation process began

with each Instruction and Research Unit, or a committee representing

each of the Instritction and Research Units, drafting the initial budgkt

requests. The Instructional Improvement,CoMmittee coordinated these re-

quests in order to eliminate the' duplication of materials and'to stay

within budgetary constraints.

A more efficient use of existing, scarce economic usources was

. ;

reported to have resulted from this allocation process. The reque is

developed through team decision making reduced the duplication of materials

$

and supplies t the classroom and the'school levels. The sharing of

instructional maeerials and supplies within and betwfen Instruction and

Research Units increased their availability and usage.

Conflict associated with teaming occurred at School B, Percep-

tions of student needS.and capabilities served to focus'attention upon

the value of teaching teams, In School B the primary Instruction and

3
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I > 4, -

r
,

sReearch tfait was composed of staff members who believed that primary .

students Fere differ,ent from other students- and could'notbe moved about

becauselof their need for security and educational socialization, These

expectations restated in an instructional program.that was subject to

4- . r.`

,criticism by, the other staff members. ,
.
, '1

/
..-, .

The necessity of working as a team was part of Oat conflict.

Because'there was little movemtnt of'students and teachers in their in-
,

structional program, the.primary staff regarded teaming as a waste of

time. Iblis time was lost when the team met to develop schedules for the,
A

weekly and daily activities. Time was also'wasted when teachers had to

wait for
i

other teachers to finish their assigned activities, a disadvan-

tage,they associated with working as a team.

Differentiated Staffing_

Differentiated staffing encompassed four roles: principal,

teacher unit leader, and aide. There were no formal job descriptions

delineating speefic role responsibilities. The integration of the
f

differentiated roles was,aided by two oihet components of the multiunit

school: teaming and sharrd decision making, Also_facilitating the

integration of the differentiated staffing Rt,tern was the establishment
1")

of the regularly. scheduled Instructional Improvement Committee and In-

struction and Research Unit meetings. The Instructional Improvement

Committee was held within the school day at a time when all Instructional

pYovement Committee members couldvmeet. Early student dismissal -one

afternoon each week provided time for Instruction and Resee'rch Unit

meetings.

J_
C

,

1
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The principal role was described as that of proViding a'facilita-

tive function, ;,11 the performance of that function the prinCipal Served

as a resource to uhe staff, The parents within -the school community of

School B were the only subpublic to outlin an instructional leadership,

fUnction t.to the principal role. They described the role as one in which

the principal maintained direct 'control over the instructional program by .

being the individual who determined the instructional program and related

curriculum, This may in part h been a function of the administration

style of the previous principal; the curren.t principal had Asumed the

principalship only five weeks prior to this research

The teacher role was described as being responsible for planning

and conductilig instructional activities. The primary change associated
ry

with this.rele focused upon the environment-in which a teacher voiks.

A:e
These changes increased participation in decision making and the oppor-

tunities for professipal interaction. These two changep are also as-

s. ociated with two other characteristics of the multignit school, shared

decision making and teaming.

The unit leader is theinew rolein the differentiated staffing pat-1.

tern. Three functional areas Were used to describe this role: leadership,

coordination, and liaison. The leadershio function was described as pro-
;.*

viding direction to the unit. The coordination function was fulfilled by

synchronizing the activities of theqnstruction and ResearchUnit to

maintain an efficient work operation. The liaison function was fulfilled

through participation in Instructional Improvement Committee. This liai-

son function not only linked the principal With the staff but served to

A 4r,
5.
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r

,

link the Instruction and Research*Units together
*
to provide a schoolwide

.,

focus.

Differences were noted in describing 'the unit leader role,

Parents emphasized 'the coordination. Staff emphasized all three areas.

Unit leaders identified coordination and liaison as components of that

vole but did not desdribe a leadership functiop. Only one parent iden-
,il

.
.I tified teaching as a component of the unit leader role.

_ Tne aide was described 'as fulfilling an instructional and clerical
-

function:\ Identified as a 'key' role in ttle diffefentiated staffing pat-

'

A e

. 1 ,

,

tern, the aide participated in Instruction and Research Unit meetings,

made suggestions to staff members, and performed tasks related to in- 4
structionaljand clerical duties. In both schools aides were used at times

assume the responsibilities of an absent teacher instead of calling a

sub titute. 'These aides were often certified teachers.

Advantages associated with differentiated staffing were identi-

fied as benefits for students and teachers. Student maturity was en-

hanceld because students had an ,opportunity to work with a variety of

different types of 1 divichals, professional and nonpr6feision'al. Bene-

fits for the teacher res ted from an increase in the time they could

spend with students. Only isolated disadvantage. was associated

with the differentiated staffing; eunit leader spent. too much of the

time away tfrom children,

The data found in Table 6 show that nine out of 41 respoddents

had a positive value orientation toward differentiated staffing while

three respondentstad a negative value orientation. Twenty-nine respon-

dents were either unaware of differentiated staffing or had neither a
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'
positive nor a negative value orientation toward the characteristic. .

The specific valuejattributes associated with differentiated

staffing arelound.in Table 11. The student is the primaiy beneficiary

of the positiveiattribute's associated,wiih differentiated staffing.

"ChilOen work with a variety of different people" was the poSitive

atvribute,prbviding.b nefits for students. This attribute received

, .
kx.out. of Mine possi le nominations.

,
. Negative attributes associated With differentiated staffing were

.9..---"'"4 1

. .

directed toward the school staff. "The improper use of aides" was the

primary nebtive attribute; it
-

received three out of three possible nomi) .
'..

.

.

nations. Thoi,e were no nega4fve attributes associated with differentiated
...

. L
staffing directe\ d\toward students.

\\ !

Power was asS'bOated with differentiated staffing through the

descriptioris of th N4r us roles, and responsibilities. The unit leader

was described as a key figure in terms of power. The unit leader was the

only role that allowed- formal access to both the decision7making pro-,

cesses in the Instruction. and Research Unit and in the Instructional

provement Committee. In,addition, the unit leader role, in being ascribed

;

a liaison function, was a-direct linfoin the c'o'mmunications chain between

the staff and Principal and between each of the various Instruction and

Research Units.

0 Each schbol gave the-unit...leader role-S7different degree of formal

power, In School A the unit leader had the ability to' make unilateral

decisions about student placement, unit operations, and thetuse of aides.

In:addition, 411,requests were channeled throug the unit leader. In A

,
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TABLE 11

POSITIVE \AND NEGATIVE VALUE ATTRIBUTES

OF DIFFERENTIATED STAFFING

173 4

, Number of Times,

Postive Attributes .

-
Nominated

For
,

the Student: '

L. Children wdr with a variety of diffeene people'

For the Sdhoo Staff: -
.

Necessa to individualize I .

y
Prbmt s closeness.between staff members

Enables participation in decision making t .

/.
_

2
.

1

1,

.

.

.

(

Negative Attributes .

.

For the Scho61 Staff: .

s

Improper use of aides. .'

-( Creates too much paper work .r l

.

i

--,-,__,/

(
3

1
w

..,

V
,

I

le>

No,

N.
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School B most decisloR, were made through group decision processes. There

was'less emphadis on highlighting the impOT-E.ance of.any one given role

in the .differentiated staffing pattern.

Access to the, system is an important component of power. Within

the differentiated staffing arrangement of the multiunit school the role

of-.the aide was described a means by 'which community members could

gain access to the school. In School B all aides who were interviewed

reported chat they became aides in order to find out what was happening

in the school. While the aide; 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 program to gain access to the school.

There were no resource allocations associated with differentiated

staffing. Actual conflict was not identified in relationship to this

characteristic. The potential for conflict, however', may exist with.

,

.

respect to the various subpublic value orientations toward differentiated

staffing. Table 8 shows that a varying number of principals, unit

leaders, aides, and parents had positive value orientations toward dif-

ferentiated staffing. All teachers had either a neutral value orienta-

tion toward differentiated staffing or were unaware of the characteristic.

Shared Decision f:fgking

The locus of formal decision taking oect#red within the Instruc-

tional Improvement Committee and"the.Instrtictionandearch Unit. Each

of these two organizational compOnents'had specifib,decisional domains

4.;
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and operating procedures. Within this framework the decision'process

enabled the'schook to develop and implement its instructional program.

The Instructional IMprovement Committee was composed of the

.building principal and the unit leader from each of tht Instruction and

Research Units. Meeti.ng times were scheduled during the school day and

held on a regular basis. School A had not set a specific meeting time

but had plans to do 5o., AA ageffda was used to establish meeting topics,

,The agenda items were solicited from unit leaders, staff members, and

the principal. The principal'assumed the responsibility for publishing

the agenda ',and haVing it distributed prior to the meeting. In School B

the Instructional Improvement Committee agenda was distributed prior to,

the Instruction and Research Unit meeting so that unit members could

react to the agenda item, . .enabled the unit leaders to get teachers'

input prior to making any decision at the Instructional Improvement
.

Committee meet

The decision focus, at he Instructional Improvement Committee was
.c .

on schoolwide concTs, This included operationa\and instructional
,. .

.1.
items. ,In g'Cool. A, where regular Instructional Improvement Committee

meetings were not held, the instructional programs were determined at the

Instruction and Research Unit level, This, accading to School A staff

members, wds the reason that the school's instructional program did nbt

have a schoolwide focus,

Some of"the decisions that were the responsibility of the Instruc

TO

tional Improvement Committee were delegated to ad hoe committees. Ad

hoc staff committees were usually formed if the task was foct(vd upon
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:internal school matters--e,g., to 'order instructional supplies and materials

itfor the coming school year; 'Ad hoc staff-parent committees were formed

when the foes had implications beyond the internal operations of the

school= -e,g to develop the school's conference and reporting system.

The Instruction and Research Unit meeting involved teachers, ides

and a unit leader. The meeting, held at least once each week during a

time wften students were dismissed early, usually-worked from an agenda
,/i

. -----
. that was developed by the unit leader, Staff membersconld request that

. -
,-----

e

items placed on the agenda. The focus'of the decisions made at this

. level were related to the Dperations oh the unit as they applied to the

implementation of instructional activities< This included_scheduling of

students and staff, grouping of children, st
[

operational mechanics, e.g.) lunch schedules
I

Decisions ware made by a majority vot

udent evinetion, and general

and recess times.

e. In some Instruction and

Research Units aides pagticipated in the decision process but did npt

have voting power. In other units the aides did not,participate at all

unless requested.
i

.

The,overall parameters of the decision process were'bound by local
L

and s.tate laws and guidelines. There was .4so an implicit veto power
.

maintained by the prin ipalon all decisions
\
made either by the Instruc-

.

,
til4 and Research Unit or at the Instructional Improvement Committee. No

referqnces were made-a to;the actual exercise of that veto power,

Staff members c uld not,descriee any specific advantages to shared

decision making other than a general "It feels good to make decisions

about things ,that aff ty n 'No. tefersnces were made to any

'"\)\
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disadvantages of shared decision making, 'Parents were unaware of any of

the decision processes in'the school, IL

Values associated with sharea'decision making are found in Table

6; The'd4ta found in Table. 6 show that six out of-41'resporrdepes had a

positive value orientatIon'toward shared decision making,wliile only one

respondent had a negative value orientation. Thirty-four respondents

were either unawaref shared decision making or had a neutral Value

orientation toward the characteristic, 0

The specific value attributes associated with shred decision

making are found in Table 12. .Five out of the six possible respondents

with a positive value orientation identified "Makes decisions that af2--

fect you" as a positive attribute of shared decision making. "Involved

in too many decisions" was the only negative,altribute associated with

shared decision making and received onlvone,nominAlon: ae

Allocations of power associated with shared decision making were

identified in relatio
4

ip to the specific deCision domains of the In-

structional Im rovemerr ComEittee and the Instruction and Research Unit.

In each

rtctly

viduals were responsible for making decisions that di-

d their immediate work environment. Connotations of power

relative to decision making were usually associated with teaming and not

with shared decision making,

Table 8 indicates that the only schol staff members who had a

positive value orientation toward shared decision making were teachers
..- \

. and unit leaders. ,Table 8 also shows that only one'parentcad a positive
,.,

..../ . c"<77-",

value orientation toward shared decision making. The remaining eleven'

e1/4.9 s-

4;
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TABLE 12

POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE VALUEATTRIIIUTES

OF 2IARED DECISION MAKING
-

.... .
.

. .

,

Positive-Attributes
.

L.
. Npmbez of Times

Nominated

-14
.

,For the School Staff:
4c,

Makes, decisions that affect you /

Encourages close staff felationships.and
interaction

I
. -

-

5 _

,

.

0

9

Negative Attributes . ' .

.

. .

. .

.

.

.

Far, the School Staf: ,

. Involved in too many decisions

. ,

,- -%--

1

.

.

2

4-'
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', parents were
.

either unaware of the characteristic or had a neutral veue
..'

4
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orientation.

There were no allocations of resources associated with shated de-
. 4

,ci,sion, making. There were no references to any conflict associated with
.

shaned decision making.

4

.

The Ins.tructional Programing Model,

The InstructionarPrograffing Model' is seven-step prOcess

used to'plan, implement, and evaluate inst uctional Cp ograms for children:.

This 'process takes into account each student's beginning,level of perfor-
..,

.\,

tmance, rate of progress, style.Of-learning; and other 1 rning charac-

teristics appropriate for the school's instructional program. It consists
'OA

/

Hof four distinguishing characteristics: instructional prOgraming, con-
.

tinuous progress, criterion-referenced assessment and, preassessmept. 1

Instructional Programing

The instructional programing process began In both school's with

r

the establishment of school wide continuums based upon district curriculum
._ .

.. ,' *-
guides. In School B the'Instructional Improvement Committee established-

an ad hoc staff cdmmittee composed of staff members. from each Instruction

and Research Unit td organize them into a sequential arrangement inorder

-to establish_ nstructional continuity between the units. In School A it

was,a decision` of each Instruction and Research Unit-to pick and choose

the appropriate objectives Upon which to base<s-instructional program.

Peassessment followed the establishment of objectives. In School
. .

A achievement and ability tests were used and in School B criterion-'

s
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referenced tests were employed. Both school's also used past performance,

and teacher judgment in the preassessment process. The preassessment

results, were used to assist in determining student objectives and itstruc-

done]. groups.

".c Instruction followed the grouping prpcess, each teacher being as-

signed a group of children. Instruction was followed by postassessment.'

The ampl%piot of the postassessment,signaled a recycling of the process

,

by setting new objectives and forming appropriate groups.

Improves studeilt grouping, promotes team planning; and minimizes -

the labeling of groups as fast, average, and slow were advantages iden-
, .

of iced with instructional programing,, The advantages associated with .

instructional prograMing are related to the outcomg of the process and-

not with the process itself.

LikeNiise, the disadvattaggs were also related t.p the

the
A
instructional_programing prpcess. With the exception

-- \

testing (this will be discussed ipra latex section) the dis

mes of

too much.:

es

were instructionally oriented; There was too much independent woxli, not

enough individual attention, and ,the movement prevented, ildren from

getting to know each other.

The data in Table-6'show that five out of 41 respondents had-a

positive value orientation toward-instructional programing and fair

respondents had a negative value orientation, Thlirty-two out of the

forty -one' respondents were either unaware of instructional programing or

had neithena,negative nor a positive-value orientation,

1
The specific value.attribtites associated with instructional pro- '

graining are found in Table 13. The data in Table 13 show that the school

s**
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TABLE 13

+4*

.POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE VALUE' ATTRIBUTES

OF 'INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMING

181'

6

.
,

.
. Number of Times

Postive Attributes - Nominated'

For the School Staff: .
. .

Easier to form new instructional groups

Encouiagas better planning of instruction

Possible to integrate special education students
-

Brings people together
.

.

. .

3

2

1

1

Negative Attributes
.

.

.
.

.
.

For the Student:

Causes too much movement between classes and
, teachers

'Too much independent work and not enough individual
attention

Difficult for children to make friends '

,

For the School Staff:

Tests are misleading
.

A

1

1

1

4 ./

.

.

i

4+

e-F
fr.: A-. a
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staff was the primary recipient of the positive attributes associated

with instructional programing/ The two most frequently nominated attri-
,

utes were "Easier to form new,instructional groups" and "Encourages
4

better planning of insiruction." These attributes received three and
2

two nominations respectively,

The most frequently nominated negative attribute was,"Tests are

misleading." This attribute' received two out of the four possible

nominations and was\the only negative attribpte directed toward the

school staff. Students were the recipients of three negative attributes
i

each receiving one nomination,.

There were no- allocations 0.power or resources associated with

instructional programing.
r

There were no conflicts identified with instructional programing.

Table 14 shows that there were differing subpublic value orientations

toward instructional,programing, The negative value orientations toward-
,.

instructional programing were confined to a parental'subpublic, all of

whoio .had children in School A. ,Positive value orientations.were identi-

fied by two parients, 'two teachers, and one unit leader. eThirty-two of

the 41 respondents were either unaware of instructional programing or

had a neutral value orientation., These differing value orientations or

lack' of knowledge could be the basis for potential conflict,

Continuous Progress

Continubus progress was defined at School B as the placement of

students in an instructional group based on instructional needs. Progress

through the various curricula, was based on students' needs irrespective

4

414 "I
,!r t, 4

«or
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TABLE. 14

VALUE ORIENTATIONS OF SELECTED SUBPUBLICS

TOWARD THE INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMING MODEL

. .

,

Ins tructional

Programing

Continuous
Progress

Criterion-

Referenced
Assessmerrt Preassessment

Principals
(N=2)

.

+a 0b -c + 0 - + '0 - + 0 -

0 2 0 0" 2. 0
n?
0 2 0 1

,

1 0

Unit Leaders
(N=10) ,

. .

' 1 10 0 3 .7 0 1 9 O. 1 9 0

Teachers
(N =11) .

1_-..
.

,

2 9 0 _2 9 0 2 8 1

.

...

:4

.

6 1

.

Aides 0 6 0 0 5 1 0 5 1.,

\
0 5

Parents
(N=12) ) l k i it .

.2
6 4 - -1 10 1 0 12 0 1 9 2.

,

Total Instructional
Programing Model

5

,t

2
,32 ..

,
6 33 2

e
3 36 7

t

30 4

+ 0 _ k_ + 0 -- + 0 - + 0 -
aPositive Value Orientation

bNeutral or Not Aware of Characteristic

c
Negative. Value Orientation

7

2C 3
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. < years in school. :4The establishment of schoolwide objectives provided

the basis .for continuous progress,

Continuous progress in $chool.A was not implemented, The few
o

interpretation's that could be jsdlated identified continuous progress, as

the placement of students into group's by grade level or ability. The

individuals who could relate to continuous progress said it was the Sane

as nongradedness. ,1-
'

Advantages associated with continuous progress were identified by

teachers. Continuous'progress reduced the "pass/flunk" connotation of

student growth. rn addition, the'continuity, associated with continuolk

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 value Orientation. 'Thirty-three respondents

were either unaware of continuous progress or had a neutral value orien-
t,

tation toward the characteristic.

The data in Table 15 show the specific value attributes associated
.

with continuous progress. The two most frequently nominated attributes.

provided benefits for students. "Eliminates-the fear of flunking" and

"students grouped by instructional needs" each received two nominations.

The negative attributes were directed toward students. The tlio

negative value attribute "creates confusion" and "pushes students through

instructional materials without appropriate instruction, ", each received

1

one nomination.

There were no allocations of power and resources associated with

S
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TABLE 15

POSITIVE AND KEGATIVE,YALUE ATTRIBUTES

OF CONTINUOUS PROGRESS

185

, .

. Number of Times
Pos iv Attributes Nominated

For the St ent: .
.

Elimin t s the fear of "flunIng"

Students can bevg-rouped by instructional needs
,

tChallenges the.snts .

Posslble to integrate special education studehts

\ ..

For..the School Staff:
a

Brings the Instruction and Research Units together

.

2

2

1.

1

1

..

.

N

Negative Attriltes
c,

f

.,

, .

For eh Student:'
..

Creates confusion
.

L Pushes student through instructio materials .

witnout appropriate ilistegt on
. --

.

.
..

1

1

.

-t.s

,

.

.

1.:

5

V
it-
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continuous progress. Conflict associated with continuous progress was
.
also not identified.

Criterion-referenced Assessment'

Criterion-referenced assessment was described in both schools as

setting a standard aga

defined in each school

inst which to.determine,student-progress. Although

the use of criterion-referenced practices was

limited to School B. Criterion-referenced assessment in School 'B was
de,

used to assist staff in the overall assessment activities. Each Instruc-

tion and Research Unit was responsible for'settiglthe specific criterion

levels. Criterion-referenced assessment was used in bolk pre- and

postassessment activities.
,

.T.
Criterion-referenced assessment was also used record-keA.,eping..

School B used the results of crithiOnLreferenced assessment asa means

of)keeping track of student, progress. The results were, also used.to

assist teachers in reporting pupil progress. The practices_associated
CP

with,criterion-referenced assessment, in School B also related to its

identified advantages, keeping track of student progress and identifying

student n eds.

-or

.Resistance to the use of criterion-referenced assessment in School

A'Was associated with the staff's perception of community norms. These

norms required student progress to be measured in grade level terms. In

accommodatirgt these expectations grade level s '4 were used throug

out the instructional-program, Disadvantiges'associatedowith criterion-

referenced assessment were limited to School A. these focused upon the

test's inability to measure student potential and to Make giade level ,

ti

1

3.
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Data in Table 6 indicate,that three out of the passible 41respon-

dents were identified as having a-positive value orientation award cri-

erion-referenced .assessment and that two respondents were identified as

having anegative traln4 orientation toward the characteristic. There

.r
wefe 36 respondents who were eitherunaware of criterion-referehcgd as-

sessment Or had' a.neutral value orientation.

The data in) Table 16Nshow that the school staff was identified as

the recipient of theme positive attributes associated with criterion-.

4

referenced assessment. "Identification of student needs" was.the most

frequently nominated positive attitude.'

d

The negative attributes were:directed toward the school staff and

the Parent. For the school staff, "Test scores can't measure student'

potential" was a negative attribute associated with criterion-referenced

assessment; For the parent, "Can't make grade lev41 comparison < was a

negative attribute. Each df the negative attributes received. one

nomination4

There were no locations of power and resources associated with

criterion-referenced assessment. There were also no reported conflicts

associated with this characteristic.

PreassesSmept

Proassessment was desciibed Ss the use of a test to determine

where a student s d be grouped for instructional purposes, The selec-

tion of specific reassessment devices was determined by the Instruction

and Research Unit. A variety of devices were used These included com-

A

,c
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TABLE 16 47

POSITIVE NEGATIVE VALUE ATTRIBUTES

OF CRITEION-REFERENCED ASSESSMEA

:

Positive Attributes

Number of Times
Nominated

. ,

For the School Staff-: ,

,

Identifies individual student needs 2

Assists in reporting'progress to parents 1

Keeps tract of pupil progress 1

.
,_
\

Negative 4kttri/butes ,
.

.... .

,
.

For the Scholia Staff:
v.

Test scpfes can't meaapre studgnt potential 1 .

.

a

For the Parent: , .
...

.

Can't make grade level comparisons 1
\A

(1,

rr

e

AND

R
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merical and teacher -made tests as well as assessment devices available

from distrit curriculum offices.,

The. use of preassessment varied with the particular Instruction

and Research Unit, In m ost cafes, in both School A and School B, prep

assessment was subject to sound professional judgment. :The preassessment

served to provide' assistance to the grouping processes related to student

placement. In no' instance was the placement of judents based solely on

the preassessment results.

The, one advantage a ssociated with preassessment was that it resulted

in a more accurate grouping of students. It prevented duplication of in-/

structional activities or a student from being assigned to a group that

')

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 felt that their children were overtested', Parents could

not identify specific reasons other than their "children were being
(

,

\tested too much."

).,,

Data in Table 6 show that seVen'out of 41 possible respondents were

identified as hawing a positive value orientation toward preassessment

While 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,

The data in Table 17 show the specific positive and negative value

attributes associated withlireassessment. The two most frequently nomi-
A.

nated positive value attributes of preassessment_provideg benefits for
\

the school staff,SIdentifies student needs" and "results ,in accurate
I A 0

grouping" were the two positive-value attributes and each received three
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TABLE .17

POSITIVE .AND NEGATIVE VALUE ATTRIBUTES

4

OF PREASSESSMENT

- Number of Times
.

Positive Attributes - t' Nominated

. .

1

For the Student;

Eliminates a student from being placed into a group
in which he or she already knows what is beini

. taught '.!',:

For the School Staff:
,

. -----. '

Identifies student needs
.

.

Results'in accurate gr ping

Helps new teachers ."--

t

2

3

3

1

.

.

.

Negative At butAs

.

OF
ent: -

.For the S
.

.

Too many tests
1,4

,

.

For the School Staff:

Tests are too specific

Tests are invalid

3

1

'1

'

0
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out of seven possible nominations, The placement of students into proper -

7
f.roltips prolided gthe focus for the one positive attribute olTding bene-

_

itavfor students..
2

From .the four_ respondents identified as.having a negative value

orientation toward preasseshnt, "Too many tests" was the most frequently

nominated negative value attribute; it received three nominations.

-There were neither any Allocations of power and resources nor any

conflicts identified4tha were ess ciated with preassessment.

SUMM4FX /
In this chapter the data were analyzed by answering the exploratory

,

vi\ I

.,,.... ,,,., questions used in this studyL.Erach of.'thetharacteristics,of the, multi-

- ' *,,
unit,school and the Instructional. Programing Model wa s described in terms
\--,,

/ .

j11%

definitions and operational cha ecteristics. Advantages and dis-

adVante s associated with each of the characeeristics IteAe identified.

o

7

. _ I

The Sate-do of values, economic resources, and power assocrated with

Ithe tharacteristics ere described. Finally, conflicts resulting from

the allocations of power, resources, anNvalueg as they related to the--

implementation of the characte istics4of the multiunit school and the

Instructional programing Model were deScribed. In the succeeding chapter

\a summary of this study, its contiuSiOns, and implications.,are presented.

tES

ti

ey r
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS

This section' presents brief summary of the study and its conclu-

sions. This is followed hY k,discussion of the irplications resulting

4

from_the results Of this study.

Summary
Jr

_,..

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

1

characteristics of the multiunit school and the Instructional Programing

Model as they related to home - school community r4Lons. The multiunit

school is an organizational and administrative arrangement of staff and

students that facilitates instructional programing for the individual-
,

student as well as other relat Individually Guided Education practices.

It consists of five underlying characteristics: multiage grouping of

students, nongradedness, teag4ng, differentiated staffing,, apd shared

decision making. The Instructional Programing Model is a cyclic seven
,

step process used to plan, implement, and evaluate instructional programs

for children. It has four underlying characteristiA: instructional

progr ing, continuous progress, criterion-referenced assessment and

, preastessment.:

Home-school-,community relations was defined as the resolution of

actual or potential conflict among various subpublics which may be as-

.<
sociated

1

with poney decisions or administrative practices which.deter-

mine: (1) the use of scarce economic resources,, (2) the value choices to

193
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be, made regarding' the educational program, and (3).the locps 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 ctacteristics,
.identified in Objective 1 by identifying and describing each i
in terms of the allocation of (1) scarce economic resources,.
(2) educational values; and (3) power.

.

This case study was e4loratory in design. The two school sites
..-

,
/

.selected for this research were drawn from the eight schools participating .

, J,
in the outgoing research effort by the Home - School Community.', Relations

Project of the Wisconsin Research and Development Center fo Cognitive

,..0

Learning. Minimum criteria were set that school rep esented an

example of an operational program of Individually Guided Education. Re-

peated entry to the field in each school site was also desired. In the

judgment of the project staff,g-the_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

researchteams from tire 1p-Me=chool-Community Relations Project. This

researcher was a member of the project staff. Interviewees were selected

on a nomination, positional, and random basis. Subpuglicg interviewed

weee school .staff members, central office administrators, school board

A
members, stueerks, parents, and 'On-parent community members.

.

The.second phase interviews were conducted by this researcher in

the tWo school sites-selected for this research. Approximately twenty

interviews were conduCted at each school site. Interviewees were selected

r
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on random, nominational, and positional bases. An open-ended interview

schedule was developed to obtain substantive data regarding the opera,

,

ticnalization of the multiunit school and the Instructional Programing

Model. Interviews, each lasting approximately forty-five minutes, were

held with principals, unit leaders, teachers, aides, and parents.

data 1,:etrieval'system was devised to )ode and retrieve the data

.

gathered during the interviews. The data retrieval system consisted of

coded and notched ke ort car ds. The key-sort cards were used to record

and code the intervieww 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 rougl draft of each case study was taken to each of the

/

. -school sites to be read by the princ ?pal and one other individual 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 study was written

The data-were analyzed by answering five exploratory questions.

.
These questions were used to describe the multiunit school and the In-

_ structional Programing Model in operational terms. Advantages and As-
/

advantages associatoki with each of the characteristics were also idepti-
,

fied. Allocations of economic resources, educational values, and power

'associated with each of the characteristics were determ ined. Conflict

created by allocations of power, economic resources, and educational

values associated utith the characteristics of the Cmultiunischool and

the Instructional Programing Model4terg discussed.

../"4%
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Conclusions

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 Insttuctional ProgramingModel, Several general

conclusions will close. this section of,the chapter:

It is appropriate. at this point to offer a word of caution concer-

ning the tabulated data in this study. Within the exploratory design

used in this study only a limited number of respondents were selected from

; each of the school sites. The conclusions drawn, from the tabulated data

in this study are to be iegarded as only suggestive of, possible relation-

ships that can provide the basis for further research.

s

Mdltiage Grouping of Students

Multiage _grouping was found 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 groups of students that repre-

sentedsented different grade or age levels. At the instructional level, multi-

age grouping was not an objective but a by-product of, the process used to

form the instructional groups. Thus, at the instructional level multiage

4111k

grouping became dependent upon the process used to form the instructional

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 groups, It also appears that multiage

grouping at the organizational level does not ensure multiage grouping at
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instructional lever:,

Multiage grouping of students was ja characteriStic of the multiunit

school that had primary benefit for students. It created an atmosphere

in which students could grow socially and emotionally, experience a variety

of different learning environments, and work with a varying number of dif-

ferent types4of people. The school staff was also a benefici,arl of many

of the b cfits of multiage grouping. These benefits focused upon instruc-

nal improvement through the effective use of time, materials, and

/ teacher talent.

The data suggest that the ability of multiage grouping to provide

an environment that "promo es social and emotional growth" is an attri-

bute'of multiage grouping that has the potential for conflict, particularly

in relationship to pr -imary -age children. This attribute of multiage

6kuuping was one of the three Lost frequently nominated positive attri-

butes of multiage grouping. It was also the most frequently nominated

vegative attribute of multiage grouping.

Nongradedness

Nongradedness was inconsistently defined and had few benefits. In

School A the perceived community norms demanded grade level comparisons

of students.. This precluded the implementation of nongraded practices.

In School B a variety of nongraded practices 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-community relations

41

)
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t
used in this research; change, to be implemented successfully, must be

translated into visible and tangible benefits interpreNble.by the various

subpublics within the school community.
L

Teaming

Teaming was implemented in both of the schools: Benefits of

teaming for students and teachers were described by all subpublics.

Parents perceiNd an Improvement in teacher competency. Teaming was also

a means by which students could work with many staff members. Aides,

most of whom were-also parerits, Perceived many of the same benfits as

_othe'r parents but placed more emphasis upon the instructional benefits.

It could have been anticipated:that student benefits mould be emphasized

more by aides since they are directly involved with the instructional

program and can idenLify specific advantages resulting from the team's

efforts.

/Teachers and unit leaders perceivedan increase in the effective
.

use of time, materials, and teacher talent. This was created through

the increased dttloguellibetween the staff members and the sharing of

I

materials and ideas.

Disadvantages associated with teaming were minimal in comparison

to its benefits. Unlike- the minimal benefits of nongradedness, and its

partial Implementation, teaming provided many benefits andmas a stan-

dard operational practice. These findings further suggest that the

changes asAciated with the multiunit school must be translated into

visible and tangible benefits if they are to be succesfully implemented.

Teaming also contained a reallocation of power. In the conven-

r
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11111

\e St

tional age-graded self-contai
I
ed claisruom most instructional decisions

werewere made by the individual eachers. Teaming reallocated those deti-

sions to the team., finis te 'location is suggestive as a basis for con-

flict. A negative value at ribute of teaming was identified as the loss

of the traditional decisio making prerogatives of the individual teacher.

.While there were no. additional monies required to implement

teaming, there was a reallocation of the existing resources used for in

structional materials an /supplies. Like the reallocation of power, the'

reallocation of resource moved tiom.the individual classroom to the team.
- -

The reallocation of res uraes appeared to provide a benefit for the

school staff since thi new allocation pattern was identified as a posi-

tive value attribute f teaming.

Differentiated Staffing

Other than ' students with access to a variety of dif-

ferent individuals "f, the were few advantages associated with differen-

tiated staffing. enefitvassociated with differentiated staffing were

usually interpreted though another of the characteristics of the multi-

unit school, teaming.

With the /ifferentiated staffing pattern implemented in bah schools,

it appeared that/ the unit leader role was a -role to which power was

ascribed. This was the only role that had formal access to both the./n-

structional Improvement Committee and the Instruction and Research Unit,

the two formal decisionmaking components of the multiunit school organi-

zation. In addition, the unit leader role, having a liaison function, was
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an identified link in the communication networks b

,

en the principal .

and the staff and between the various other Instructionsand Research

While there were no conflicts associated with thisparticular

role it could be speculated that the potential of conflict exists in

this role if the power shifts dramatically from another role, the princi-

pal, to the unit leader role.

Conceptually, the power ascribed to-the _xo eiof the unit leader

was the same in both lof the school sites; operationally, it was different.

In. School A the unit leader was able to make unilateral decisions con-
..

cerning the organizaiOn and operation of the Instruction and Research

Unit..Such decisions were legitimirized by those affected by the deci-

sions. In School B decisions were made through group decision-making

processes, the unit leader having influence 'in the decisioni but not
of.

the unilateral power ascribed to the unit leader role in School A.

Accese to the decision ptOcess is important in the exercise of

power is defined in this study. The aide role was identified as a posi-

tion that providdd access for communi members that may otherWise be

P
unable to gain admittance to the school nd its decision-making processes.

The ability to gain the access is further highlighted by the aides parti-

cipation in the decision process. While voting power was withheld, from

the aides that did,participate, they were able to provide input into the

decision procPss. In addition, they,would be able to gain insigA into

the decisiod processes as well as an insight into the key influentials

4

within the school itself,

2" 1



201

Shared Decision Making

Shared decision making was implemented through theallocatio'n

specific decision domains to the Instructional Improvement Committee1nd

the Instruction and Research Unit, The benefits derived from shared

decision making, however,"were interpreted through another characte stic

4
of the multiunit school, teaming, This would suggest that the imple et-

,

tation of shared decision making might\best be implemented in associa ion

with teaming.

The Instructional Programing Model

The data relative ,to the four characteristics of the Instructional

Programing Model were insufficient to generate any substantive conclu-

sions. With the exception of the schools fdllowing of the basic steps

of the Instruct:Lotal Programing Model, the remaining three characte 'sties,

continuous progress, criterion-referenced assessment, and preassess: t,

were operationalized to a minimal degree. In the case of School A, con-.

tinuous progress and c iterion*-referenc d assessment were near absent

from the operations of the Instructioft,and Research Unit.

A determination of the valued attributes associated with the

characteristics of the Instructional Programing Model were impeded by

a lack of a sufficient number of respondents that, had either a positive

or a negative value orie ion toward each of the characteristics.

There were no allocations of power or resources associated with the ti

characteristics. Conflict associated with the characteristics was also ,

not reported.

22:3

.4*



General Conclusions

Two general conclusions summarize the findings related to this .

study. First, the successful. implementationand operationalization of
sT

the characteristics of the multiunit schoq.and the Instructional. Pro-

.4

graming Model are related to the degree by which they can be translated.

into visible and tangible benefits easily interpreted by the various sub-

publics in the school community. In this study,it was found that the 1.

two characteristics of the multiunit school, multiage grouping of students

and teaming, had,been translated into visible and tangible benefits.
no'

"N....,Consequently, the implPmPntation of these two characteristics were more

successful than those. characteristics, that were not capable of'being

translated into visible and tangible benefits.

The Instructional Programing M9del i4ustrates the effect of the

inability to translate its four underlying characteristics into visible

and tangible benefits. There were many different interpretations of the

characteristic and how., if at all,'it was operationalized. As a result,

with the exception of each school generally following the basic steps in

the rtructional Programing Model, each of the remainingethrevtchSrat-

teristics were implemented in a variety of ways to a varying degree.

Second, actual or potential conflict is more likely to result

from differing education Values associated with the characteristic's of the

multiunit school and the Instructional Programing Model than either. their

allocation of.power or resources. While there was only a minimal amount

of conflict associated with the characteristics, differingeducational )

values were identified as the source of conflict that did occur. The

different values also held the potential for 'conflict if issues arose in

eta,Sf.J
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the community.

Implications

The purpose of this research was to examine the interpretations of ,

two components of Individually Guided Education, the multiunit school and'

the Instiuctional Programing Model, as they related to a third component,

home-school-community relations.. FirMings and conclusions are suggestive

of several implications.

An averriding series of implications focus upon the need for eX-

panded and improved training programs related to the implementation and

refinement of Individually Guided Education and its related practices'.

.first, the training should include activities that interrelate the various

,,./characteristics'of the multiunit school, such ES teaming, shared decision

. -

making, and differentiated staffing, in order that-the workshop partici-

pants can acquire the skills necessary to "put them all together" into

an effective multiunit school.

Second, during all training workshops those characteristics of,the

multiunit school and the Instructional Programing Model that are.not

visible and tangible to the participants must .e made visible and tangible

to them so that they can subsequently operationalize the characteristis

in their own schools. The acquisition of knowledge related to each of

,,tie characteristics and the ability to operationalize them,would enable

participants to translate the benefits of the chatacteristicS to qtuddnts,

parehts, and teachers.

Third, particular emphasis should be placed upon knowledge of the

Instructional Programing Model and skills and processes related to its

A 2""
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operationalization. This is patticularly important because it is seen as

the central focus of Individually Guided, Education; in fact, higher edu-

cational achievement is the majorpurpose of Individually Guided Educa-

tion. In addition, the Instructional Programing Model forms the central

focus of home-school-community relations programs.

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

in terms of educational*values, ,power,.and economic resources. These

o skills become increasingly important during the orientation of staff, stu-

dents, parents, and community.

Fifth, training should emphasize the' relationship between home-
,#

.

school-community relations and the Instructional Programing Mode],. The

Instructional Programing Model forms the hub around which home-school-
4'

community relations I. uilt. The instructional program and its other

related activities. rovide the focalpoint of interaction between and

.

among the various subpubl ics in the school community. The first three

steps of the Instructional Programing Mddel call for interaction between

the. home and the school in order to gain aninsight into the home setting,

community norms and expectations, and student background in order for the

parents and the'school staff toeffectively,develop an appropriate in-

stryctional program for children. A lack of-understanding of the Instruc-
.

tional Programing Model would imply a reduced need for that interaction%

This would have a profound impact upon the current model'of home-school-'

community relations and ultimately, student achievement.

2f3
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Finally, the training program should emphasize that the acceptance

of Individually Guided Education implies a commitment to the Instructional

Programing Model, Specifically, this,).mplication means that practitioners

of Individually Guided Education can not pick and choose only those COM--

ponents that seem to be attractive for one reason or the other. The very

nature of Individually Guided Education is such that it is' a eomplex and

comprehensive system of education and instruction that may require sub-

stantial changes from conventional policies and practices characteristic

of the age graded, self-contained elementary classroom. The primary reason

for Individually Guided Education is to improve student learning and a

commitment to the Instructional Programing Model is critical in achieving

this goal.

The findings and conclusions of this study are also suggestive of

additional research. First, Individually Guided Education, the multiunit ,

school in particular, requires the interaction of many different-indi-

viduals within the school setting. Unlike the conventional age-graded,

self-contained classroom where professional interaction is more incidental

or informal than necessary, conflict resulting from personality and value

differences are accentuated in the multiunit school where continual pro-

fessional interaction is mandatory. Are there-personality and value

orientations that would either accentuate or inhibit individuals from

being succesful in an Individually Guided Education Environment?

Second, the focus of Individually Guided Education is upon student

achievement, The Instructional Programing Model was developed to'enable

the school staff to plan, impleMent, and evaluate instructional programs.

The multiunit school was designed to facilitate instructional programing

el or "fl
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for the individual student. Are there characteristics of the multiunit
^

school and the Instructional Programing.Model which enhance student

achievement? Likewise, are there characteristics of the multiunit school

and the Instructional Programing Model that have resulted from edUcation's

attempt to inculcate educational "jargoneeze" into prOgrams that have no

direct affect upon-instructional improvement?

Finally, there is a need to replicate this study with a larger

sample and to examine some of the other components of Individually Guided

Education. In particu -r, there is a need to include a wider range of

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 important of all therEk is a need for a better understanding

of, "What does IndividuallyAGuided Ed ation mean to children?

.0
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School

fntervie%o,r

Interview Beg. End

Total rim,:

Address

. .

Phone

Backgroul.d Information:

Children Number __I. ; Length of residence ; How long teaching (admin.)

# of Children in (name) School

Names of inildren

1. INTROMJION
.

A. C.no interviewer is

E. Where inter%lewer CO.IPS from
' ? C. That does Interviewer do

'14. Why particular school selected
L. Why respoadent selected
F. Nature of projct
G. W1,at h.ppens to the information

1. Anonyalti of informatiorl

2. Result einsemination
H. Does respoldent nave any questions'

Present card with five questions.

Could you tell me a little bit, about the school
ant its count (Probe: Before ICC; 1.!ds; staff;

community, etc.) (Probe: School/community history; "

Student body characteristics; Organizational history;
When got into Id;'Before 1GE, what kind of school;
Staff characteristics; Soeio-econorlic characteristia
o comvnity

'4
III. 'Cciu,ld,you tell r.e abot.t any of the programs or acti-

viles which iLvoive the home, the school, or the
com=unity? (Probe: Analytical Code; Open house;
Planning; Report cards)

IV. 414did ICE iet started ot school? (Probe: Are
toeise other programs or activities associated with
ICE implementation coat we naven't already talked
abouc? Pioba: Analytical Code)

V. Can you think of arty other things that have helped
or hindered school7communIty relationships? (Probe:

Issues, Problerls, Concerns, Crises; Secdnd Analy-
tical Code)

1

2w

Analvticar'Code

IGE/non-IGE
2. COsis or planner
3. initiation t

4. leplementation
a. How 4c was organized'

b. Wboig\resoonalle,
c. Who coord4natPs?
d. How does it operate?

5. Involvement
a. Professional Staff
b. "Non" professional

6. Results
a. Does it do what it is

supposed to do?

b. Suggested Improvements

1. Favorable/Unfavorable
Chileparent/schoolicommu-
nity orientation

3. Individual/Croups
4. Resolvabl/Unresoivable

'Why?

With whom? Da:!pe/Names

.Places

5. Past /present/future.
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Nauru School

MULTIAGE GROUPING OF STUDENTS

How are children assigned to units?

Learn with older/younger children?

Teaching several grade-levels of children.

NONGRADEDNESS

PRV ID
-ACE

N-GRADE

D-slAFT,

Attitudes changed because of no grade label. S-DEC

DIFFERENTIATED STAFFING TEAM .

Relationships between positions, 6
C-PROG

Reasons for assuming role.

Operational changes because of new-roles.
INST FROG

Working with non-certificated personnel. CRIT

TEAMING FREASMT

Working/sharing with colleagues.

Who is responsible for ,teaching each child?

What does team do?

`SHARED DECISION MAKING

Who determines what happens at school?

pie in decisional process. Kind, Content, Role(formal-informal)

LIC Program determination IR Unit - Program implementation

CONTINUOUS PROGRESS

Describe the curricular sequence of program.

-,How does a child progress through the instructional program?

Continuity of instructional between units.

INSTRVCTIONAL 2ROGRAMMING

How is the instrudtional program de'veloped?

How do teachers plan for the specific instruc onal activities for the children?

CRITERIA REFERENCED TESTING

What is the standard used to determine student progress, achievement; etc?

PREASSESSMENT

How is student placement in an instructional group determined?

What information is gathered during the preassessment phase and what use is made of it?

How do you feel about being tested on information that has not been taught?

S.
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Date

Respondent_

Address

ti Cla'ssifiration: PR UL T A PA S Other.

seterrIon POsITIONAL Title 0

RANDOM How and by whom

NOMINATED By whom

Schpol:

In ervi'ewer:.W: Klenke

221

Basis

SELECTED MA,T,FDGEABLES By whom* Basis

Respondent Background: School Staff

District Tenure

School Tenure

r

Other Experience

Respondent Background: Parents and other non-school staff

N.ames of Children'"

- Names of children at this school and the unit to which they are assigned

At school before ICE

Residence History

At school when IGE implemented_ At school after ICE

ICE TIMELINE

Jan '72 Parents request ICE 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 May '74 ( ) resigns
Aug '72 Staff inservice _

Sep '72 School opens late
Oct '72 Parent/Unit meetings
Nov '72 Report Card Flack
Dec '72 Boundary Committee

H-S-C RELATIONS ACTIVITIES

Parent Volunteers Principal Coffees
Parent Advisory Board PTO

Conferen es
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I. INTRODUCTION

A. Who interviewer is
5,_Where interviewer is from
C. Thrust of previous research

v

E. Purpose of this lollow-up research
1. Purpose; To Look at and describe ICE
2. How_ respondent selected
3. Information is anonymous but not

conCidentls1

4. Dissemination of results
F. Complete/Verify background data
G. Any Questions? .

. 1---- .

II. The school PRIOR TO IGE (Has been IGE since it was opened in 1972) Purpose of
this rtion of interview is to get a feel for what the interviewee's expectatiohs
were for ( ).

It

-4-
L.

k

-f`

It

. /
Respondent School

N.
. Date

...

.

I

*

. 1.

t
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CURR.Nf OPERATION OF THE MUS-e and the IPM: Krpose
of the Unit and the IIC and how the individual interprets

ca
PROBES: Organization of unit and TIC. Assignment of chi

determines the curriculum and ins"truction activi
utilized and how are they utiiized.

' 223

is*to describe the operation
that operation.

Idren to units. How and who
ties. What resources are

, ANALYTICAL CODE

1. Power

*Hierarchical/
positional relation.

*Decision types c

*Decisional sequence

*Decisional input

*Represents
describe.

24 Values

change/

No.

*kesults in improvement
Why

\*Results in hindrance
Why

*Change: Gives, deprives.
discriminates.

3. Resources

*Source

*Form

*Location/authority,
to distribute

*How distributed

*Basis for utilization

4. Issues generate by
characteristi

*Initiation

*Involvement

*Resolution

Respondent

A

School Date


