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SECTION I
INTRODUCTION

Education Turnkey Systems, Inc. and its subcontractor, Kirschner
Associates, Inc. (KAI) and key University of Maryland and other consyltants
are pleased to submit this report in response to the needs of the Nationa1'
Institute of Education as specified in the Request for Proposa]‘(NIE;R-75-
0022): To develop a Design to Study Individualized Instruction, as part
of a general study of compensatory education activities. The ultimate
purpose of this two- phase effort is to provi&e both Congress and NIE
with policy-relevant information on the effect1veness and effects of
wvell- 1mp1emented individualized math and reading programs as they compare

with similar standard1zed programs.

B

BACKGROUND ’ -

'R
The Education Amendmenis of 1574 provide Por a thorough study of

compensatory education.* Specifically, Clauses (1) through (6) of Sectiop
821 (a) of P.L. 93-380 mandate the National Institute of Education to
conduct a study which wi11 include: (1) an exam1nat1on of the purposes
and the effectiveness of such programs; (2) an ana]ys1s of the means to
identify the children in need of such programs ; (3) an analysis of the ‘

d -

effectiveness of methods and procedures; (4) an examination-of alternative

* methods; (5) the administration, by NIE, of not more than -20 experimental :

programs; and (6) findings ard recommendations.

The Research. Plan, Compensatory Education .Study (16 December 1974,

fd

pp. 3-4) describes the three basic components of the overall study (of whicﬁ

District Survey IT as modified is a part) as

L [y

* See TURNKEY Proposal, June 6, 1975, hereafter referred to as Proposal.

G R ’ .




“Research on Programs for students in need of compensatory
education.... '

"Research on the allocation of funds to support compensatory
-education programs... . '

. "Research on the operation of federal, state, and local agencies
\ which deliver compensatory education programs."

-

-

The large-scale NIE study of compensatory education is unique in

sgvera]'important respects --- specificity, tone, and context. Congress
hagymandated the overall study in unusual specificity: a) policy research .

| directed to specific questions or issues; b) pr{or Congressional review
of the proposed design and plan; c) solicitation of advice from the National
Advisory Council on Educa%ion of Disadvantaged Children in the design
‘ and'OperationaT’bhases; and d) restrictions regarding review of study
findings prior to submission to Congress. Henle, the mechanics and
p}ocedures of this study differ significantly from others conducted in this
field. . .

Imp{icit in-these specified characterist{cs is a unique tone --- the

desire for a comprehensive study of compensatory education more relevant to

Cbngressiona] needs. During the hearings and subcommittee sessions on the

1974 Amgndhents to ESEA, several different approaches and techniques for com-
peﬁsatory educafion regeived chh more interest fhgn in the past, including:

a) ‘educational deficiency as measured by critefion-;eferenced tests as the

' basis—for ai]ocation 6f‘fuhds; b) contingency or incentive funding based upon
“program or student achievement; c) alternative procedures and mechanisms for
adm%niste;ing/ﬁonitoring comgensatory education prograhs; and d) evolution

of national gfandardi of educational.excellence and equity beyond the concept of
.equa1 opportunity. 'Po]icy and'discip]inary research findings emanating from

this study should prpvide'usefu1 informition for the policy formulation process.

~

-
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" grams work best-and why, and confusion (and hence, criticism) as to who should

contractors: this particular research effort must be as sc1ent1f1ca11y flaw- '

The unusual tone of this study can be attributed to several reasons, including

frustrations of key Congressmen due to the lack of a consensus of which pro-

demonstrafe reéﬁ]ts --- local education agency (LEA) program staff or those

onduct1ng eva]uat1ons? An awesome respons1b111ty is presented to NIE and its ‘

less as it is feasible in design and execution, so that any lack of evidence
of success can be attributed to programs or their ighlemeptation, not to the
research effort itself. oo

The context of the overall‘study differs from most others. Supported
by the results'of recent state education agency compensatory education studies
in California, Michigan, and elsewhere, anq other‘information which suggésts L.
that compensatory education can work if it is individua\ized, Congkess‘has '
Efear]y expressed its intent for the development and imp]ementaéion pf indi- ,
vidualized programs of instruction for students. A study of this, assumption
must, therefore, be carefully designed, comprehensive in scope, caﬁt{pgs;in
attribution, and insightful in suggesting feasible ways for furthé;‘jmprbve—m

<)

ment.

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

In the RFP, NIE has specified the overall purpose and character1st1cs
of this study: ‘ ; )

.to compare for compensatory education programs teaching reading
and mathematics, the effectiveness of well- implemented individua-
lized instructional programs with -that of well- implemented stand-
ardized programs. The focus of the study Will be on assessing
the effects of individualization and not on the variety of addi-

, tional dimensions along which programs may vary. It will employ |

i
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in-depth observations of programs to fuTly describe their ‘operating
characteristics, to determine the degree of implementation, and

to describe settings where adequate implementation may be diffi-
cult to achieve. Prografis will be assessed by measures of reading
and mathematics achievement and by their broader effects on class-
room environment." : '

.- ‘ .

Individualization of instruction has been identified for specific atten-
tion because of'thé expansion of the concept in education generally, enthu= ",
giastic support of education reséarchers aﬁd‘practitioners, and igtetést
shown by ééngress. Clause B of Section 821 (a) of P.L. 93-380 mandates NIE _
tolconduct ;an analysis of the ef?ectiveness of meihods‘and bgoéedures for
meeting educational needs of ch%]dren, including thg use of individual writ-
- ten educationa] p]ans'for children."  The House Committeg on Educatidn and
. tébor Repart.fo Accompany HR(69 QZ] ngruar§’1974)'§£ated thé'intent'gf;:" v o
Congress regarding indiViQua{ized—ihskryc@ion very cjghr]!;f\ ;;f;f' " }'

"The Committee Bill amends Title I to include a sense of Congress =
statement that- local school districts are encouraged to develop '

itlividually described plans. for all'children participating in -

P v o - -Title Loorograms. These plans are nof mean -tp be reauired

.7’ under. Title oL but the adoption of this statement is meant to show
v 4 the feeling of Congress that there is a need for more individualized
‘ education aiid a*need for more systematic planning in education to

intlude the involvement, of teachers, parents, and child."

It should also be noted that in the minority dissenting views, no member of

the Committee took exception to the "sense of Congress” as stated_gpove, even
’ %

though other issues, such’ as sex education, textbook cerisorship, parental

involvement, and other sections of ‘the 1974 Amendment, were* debated: "In

light of this apparent unanimity it‘is oBvious that-Congress has a commit-

ment to individualized instruttion and %ants to learn more about its effect- j

iveness and, the.conditions under which .it helps disadvantaged students most.

Some of the more importént policy questions to be addressed which emerge

upon a review of the RFP and the Hearings and Testimony leading to he passage

of the 1974 Amenqments are as follows:

K . .

- Y1-4
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" o How effective are well-implemented individualized programs in raising
achievement in math and reading for disadvantaged.children? The unit
of comparison would be well-implemented standardized or traditional
type compensatory education programs with similar objectives and
similar compensatory education students.

.

o What is the impact and interrelationship among other effects created
in the classroom and school environment that can be attributed to
the effective implementation of -individualized instruction? These
general effects would include‘teacher morale and expectations,
sense of involvement, classroom discipline, student-attitudes, and’
time spent on productive activities, among others. :

¢ To what extent do local education agencies utilizing well-implemedted
individualized programs of instruction meet the specific needs of -
individual stidents? What types of encouragement or what types of
‘barriers need to be removed in order for LEAs to do this job more '
effectively?. As the House Committee Report noted, "The Committee
feels strongly that the local school agency is the appropriate level
to determine the specific needs of educationally deprived children

. and should be primarily responsible for determining appfoaches to

. meet those needs" (page 21).

® To what extent does individualized instruction facilitate or provide
an atmosphere conducive to the furtherence of additional Congressional
intents such as: a) the degree, extent, and types of parental involve-
ment; b) the targeting of compensatory education funds or scheels with
high concentrations of eligible students; ¢) the facilitation of
higher quality evaluations to provide feedback for programs improve-
ment purposes; and d) the facilitation of more effective and higher
quality planning and directly related teacher training at the LEA
and building level?’

Perhaps as important as the issues to be addressed in this study are these

2

which are not to be addressed. For exémp]e, this study will not attempt to
determine the degree to which individualization exists natiogally in compen-
satory education programs nor the type and nature of these programs. Nor is
this study designed to analyze. and rank the various individualized instructional

"packages" and curriculae in terms of their relative cost-effectiveness.

Since this study is part of the overall study of compensatory education
4

. conducted by NIE and is related to District Survey I, a discussion of the

¥g1ationship between the two will assist in focusing upon the specific

issues to be addressed.

-5 10



' RELATIONSHIP T0 DISTRICT SURVEY I

. .
. v ‘
- + -
» - . b . .-
{

District Survey I is designed to be a general survey of compensatory
_education activities in a sample of districts, examining: a) the purposes

of compensatory edocation programs, as stated and perceived at all levels;

,'b)ﬁthe pﬁanning and coordination mechanisms'used to address these purposes;

c) operating characteristics and procedures followed in meeting objectives;

and d) eva]uatioh activities and techniques used. The major questions to.
| : -

be researched, analyzed, and answered inﬁDistrict.Survey I are: - *

1. -What are the purposes of existing compensatory education (comp
ed) programs, as stated and perceived by educat1on agencies,
staff, and parents7 . oo

2. What types of p]ann1ng procedunes and coordinating mechanisms
are used to ensure efficient use of funds and program in- , R
tegration into regular schoo] activities? To what extent have
LEAs developed programs, ‘comsistent with and relevant to stated
goals and objectives? Are 'objectives realistic and programs ¢ °
feasible? - ’

3. Hhat are the 1evels ef funding and the nature of the allocation
- of these funds? What are the -operating characteristics of the.
various types of comp ed programs agsthey reflect instructional
coordination mechanisms, training, nature and extent of staff
participation, and assoc1ated problems?

"4, what is the'nature and extent of evaluation activities pre- '

scribed and used to assess program success, including type -
(i.e., summative or process), criteria and measure, design’ : 2
(e.g., pre/post, post-test only), type of eva]uat1on'(e-g ,
internal, third party), feedback (e.g., extent and use),
and report1ng (e.g. ; ut111ty, timeliness, re]evancy)? How’
succes$ful have various ‘types of programs been in makxng )
modifications in response to LEA and SEA evaluation resu]ts7 )

f A .

_The purpose of this study is to assess the effectiveness of individualized
nstruction as it is currently used in compensatory programs th schools.
"The study is not meant to be a comprehensive survey 1ike District Survey

I, but rather a concentrated examination of selected programs which provide

3




‘inidvidualized c]assroom instructign, The Major fodus will 'be on assessing.

- T ’ ‘
genera] 1mp]1cat1ons of 1nd1v1dua11zed instruction for the classroom

.env1ronment, wh11e D1str1ct Survey- I has a much broader scope.

4

. PN N ) 7 .
However, as explained later, NIE has requested that the design of

this study be coordtnated with'that of District Survey I regarding: ’
a) coord1nated s1te*se1ect1on, ‘and b) "va11dat1on" of data co]]eéft
1nstruments -In order to ensure effect1ve coord{/at1on, as described

in ‘our Erop05§1, d1fferences in definitions of compensatory education

A -

"programs" and "student" (p. I-8), "educational plans" (p. I-7), and

L ' >

“individualiZed -plans of instruction" (p. I-9) will have to .be resolved.

’Moreover, the overall time schedules of the two studies must be,compati®le..

- R 3

tions .in Section 3. . L T e
4 ) & ) .

. d . . .
SUMMARY OF RESEARCH ON INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION -

A.  Status of Individua]jzation of Instruction

In order to assist in refining the overall des1gn a rather extens1ve

review was conducted to determine the status of research on 1nd1v1dua11zed
-~ >
instruction. While this survey and researcb was not as intensive as was

3

(4

desirable due to the relatively short timeline, more than 75 reports and

documents were, reviewed and discussions were conducted with over 50 in- ‘

dividua¥™ who have been 1nt1mate1y 1nvo1ved¢/p the deve1opment a d”1mp1ementa-
e ey

tion of~ 1nd1v1dua11zed 1nstruct1ona1 programs‘across the country Be]ow,

A

we summarize the results and f1nd1ngs off this survey, 1dent1fy1n ‘the
»

o 1mp11cat1ons for the‘oyera11 study desTgn and the,desngn approach ‘we are

-

t

These consjderations are discussed in greater, detail in the task descrip- -




¢l -
A . d
.

- proposing in the subsequent chabter.‘fim those instances where the
findings noted be]ow‘wére\stated in greater detail in our original

broposa], we have so ipdicated with appropriate references.

-~

1. While the philosophical differences. between individua]izéd .

and sfandardized instruction are gemerally easy to describe, the

philosophical differences among individualized programs in math ‘

)

y -
- ) and readiné\EYe significant. : . ?

-
4

0.
Traditional or standardized instruction perceives_ the

s

class. or group as an entity itself. [Each student is hﬁesumed to- -

.

have re1atjvelx equal Tearning needs, abi]ities;‘and responses.
Instruction 1is teaqher—paced and scheduled to meéf thé conveniencé
of the school and the teacher. Students taught by Fraditibna] or
standardized techniques are genera11y given thé same assignment

- regardless of individual capabilities or progress. 'where individual
assignments are made they are usually toAbe completed in a specific
time period. ' @ . ’

On the other hand, the phi]ésophy underlying individua]ized

+ instruction recognizes that each individual Tearns his/hgr own way,
and his/her own pace. Individualized instruction therefore seeks
to motivate the child by fiﬁding areas of interest and prescribing
individual assignments based upon the chi]d's interest aréas. As .
a student-or}ented approach, it requires a diagnosis of individual
students to determine the kind of learning experiences needed and )
then to prescribe programs thaf are mostly bupi]-directed)aﬁh bupi]-

administered within general limitations.

A
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Intensity Learning System), allow for greater student involvement in:

£
In reviewing the various instructional systems and critiques

of many of the same systems conducted by othérs (e.g., DeVault and
EPIE), the phi}osbphica1 foundations underlying the various in- |
dividualized learping systems Wwithin the c0nte§t of the distinction
made abo?e do vary, if not in kind then certainly in degree.

First, the locus o% control and decision-making under]yinq
several individua]jzed learning systems varies con;iderab1y.' Several
Follow Through mode1§ (etg., Far West Regibnal Education Labgra;ory},
several contingency-based mﬁde1s'(elg., Grand Rapids Contract Learning
Proje;t), and, to some extent, "packaged" systems (e.g., High . &

a) seiectihg instructional objectives and/or activities $ﬁc1ud?n§i )
b) S%Pecfing reinforcement activities; c) accepting responsibility »

for ggfing; and d) recording progress. Other systems (e.g., the

University of Oregon Follow Through wodel, New Century), which re-.
! 4 -
! \\

quire iptensive pre-sérvice training, are designed to insure greater

. control by the teacher in activities such as: a) préscribing

(3-8

specific activities and enrichment materials; b) instructional
management, including record keeping; and c) applying motivational
techniques. A

Second, approaches to individualing classroom instruction
also vary. The IGE process represents an illustration of the."top-
down" approach for ingividualizing math and reading prégrams through

-

an extensive p}eparation phase which includes participation in a
gnsive preparation phase

national "network" or "league" creating change in the district

and school environment. The specific individualized instruction

w
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~

program, or the one which is developed by the staff, is of lesser

importance than creating an environment conducive to individualiza-
‘_tion On the other hand, learning systems such as BRL and New

Century utilize a p110t program approach in individual bu11d1ngs

_w1th the focus on 1nd1v1dua11z1ng instruction in spec1f1c c]assrooms
("bottom up" approach) and over t1me “changing other env1ronmenta1
conditions and factors which can faci]itate a more effectivg imp]emeh-‘
tation of the specific program. While ovér time many of the same
prob)éms are confronted and eventua]]y'so]véd, the immediacy of -

resolution varies.

L]

_2‘ Definitions of 1nd1v1dua]1zed 1nstruct1ona1 programs

vary in terms of scope and spec1f1c1ty, ex1st1ng classification

schemes also vary accordin to intended purpose.

ADuring eatly review of the Titerature on individualized
instruction and subséquent discussions with LEA staff and technisal
consultants, it became apparent that no uniform definition of
individualized instruction is accep%ed. Moreover, any definition
to be used in the study would have to be used for the purposes of
the study, identifying those characteristics which would be the
focus of the study. The RFP proposed several characteristics of
individualized programs, including the existence of stated berfqrmance
objectives,vspectgl procedures for djagnosis and prescription,
the use of progress tests, and,most critically, studént progress

in remedial instruction which is based on student performance on

progress tests and allows students to proceed at their own rate.




D :,"One of the first attempts to develop a set of procedﬁres
and c]as!ifihation scheme'was debe]obed by DeVault, et.a].,(]973);
a chart describjng this, Hescriptbr is included in Exhibit I-1.
After field ;eéting, he“indica%ed that the ;nstrument was useful
in déscrfbing programs és they exiét and the degree to-which in-
dividua]izé}iqn in a programfgould be described in éccordance

with standards established by the individual teacher. ‘The instru-

ment i§ limited, however, in comparing various programs in terms
of individualization. Since the éar]y 1970's, EPIE has developed ’
two instruments, one a hybrid versién of the other,ito c]assiff
progfaﬁs along 16 iiems,-providing a range of variables (EpIE, 1972,
see'Ekhib{f 1-2). Subsequently, a variation of this classification
mode] was developed and app]igﬁ to over 25 Téarning systems in
accordance with the characteristics déscribea in thé implementa-

tion guides (f975). Thé former instrument was designed to be

used by practitiongps in assessing tﬁe degree Fp which various types;
of materials could be used for indiviéua]izgd instruction, while

the primary purpose of tﬁe latter was-to describe the character-

istics of over 25 learning systems;

A review of these t]assifications/&escriptors,,as well as

~

others (e.g.,/I1/D/E/A/'s 1GE Implementation kit), indicates that

while it is possible to develop specific descriptors and procedures

7

for classifying program characteristics, such descriptors must

focus upon the specific purpose in mind: hence, while the above

documents are extremely useful, a classification scheme spédificq]]y

designed for the purposes of this study was needed. This.scheme
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Classification and Range of Variables for™

Exhibit I-2

* .

. ) Assessing Individualizeti Instructiopal Materials .
' Construcls and Variables v - ) Psoduct Characteristics
. X - XX o
QL 4 L4 . ’
i A. OBJECTIVES R : .
¢ 1. Selection of Objectives Explicit ~ K Vague Absent
2. Specification of Quicome Goals Fixed : Variable | : /
' 3. Populajion Specific - Fixed Vatiable , .
B. ORGANIZATION ,
4. Structure of Subject Matter Defined Implicit,,Not Discemible ,
» 5. Sequence N ‘Fixed Entry Differentiated Entry
6. Scope C, e i
. .+ * 6.1 Coverage N Fixed Coverage . .Flexible Coverage
. 6.2 Range’ - Narrow Range Broad Range
oL .. 7. Branching Linear Rouie -Muliipie Roule
8. Recyeling s Limited Multiple”
9. Selection of Material v
9.1 Supplementary Materials Limited 4 Many
Do 9.2 Selection of Materials Explicit Open
. 10. Learning Enxiro&ment Expliclt, Implicit
% . LAY
* C. METHODOLOGY - .
10. Learning Environment Closed Open
' 11. Methodology Structured ° Eclectic -
. 12. Time ” Fixed Flexible -
: 13. Pacing . Fixed Variable.
14. Modes ~ . Limited Multiple -
. D. EVALUATION . . : E <o \/
. 15." Evaluation of Learning Norm-Referenced _Criterion-Referenced
 16. Evaluation Approaches Teacher-Centered Pupil-Centered  + Absent
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-

"
ey

2

o



9

,.’.

)

. \
~ . .
,

r -
is described in Section I1I/Tasks 1 and 2 of this Report.

3. Operating characteristies vary cons1derab1y among

1nd1v1dua;\}ed/1earn1ng systems, either by design or for other reasons.

Hh11e this finding is implicit in our earlier observations,

Al
the nature and‘degree of’variation in critical areas is apparent

’

from a review of implementation guides and observations of a number

of operating programs. And as noted below, these differences have

-~

maJor implications for the study design. The primary implication

for th1s study is the need to "capture" thenqua11tat1ve d1fferences
among programs, espec1a11y in terms of 1mp1ementat1on var1ab1es

Five pr1n§1pa1 categor1es encompass these operat1ng characteristics:

R 4\:1 & l

a. D1agnos1s/Prescr1pt1on g

One critical e]ement in the individualization process is that of
diagnesis/prescription. In‘practice; procedures vary. “"Tests™"
that are administered may be subjettive tests, standardized norm-
referenced or criteria-referénced tests, specifically designed
“for the pregram. Analysis and interbretation can Se based upon test
scores or subjective evaluation. Prescription of instructional
approaches and materials may be based upon a pre-programmed procedure
(e.g.,.University of Kansas Follow Through, Project PLAN) which can
be computer-based or can be developed more suhjectively by ,individual
teachers or groups of teachers-(e.g., Grand Rapids Project Target).
In most instances some subJect1ve e]ements based on teacher inter-
pretat1ons are followed.

b. Mastery/Proficiency Levels

A

In the vast majority of individualized programs, mastery or
proficiency levels are prescribed, recommended, and/or developed
in order to'determine how well students have mastered particular
materials prior to branching or cont1nu1ng the prescribed course
of instruction. Mastery tests Or exercises may be either "paper and
pencil" or "performance-based," covering specific learning objectives
or skills such as word attack, decoding, etc. Specified critefia
for mastery may’ include a spec1f1c number of items for a skill or
performance objective (e.g., three out of four items). At:-the lower

. grade levels (i.e., K-1), the number of items per objective will

I-14
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".usually be fewer than at the higher elementary grade Jevel$. In
other instances, the mastery level may require satisfactory
comp]et1on of all items associated with that skill or learning B oL
objective.” In some programs, up to three forms of a particular R
set of items will be deve]oped for each objective, for diagnosis, AR
progress checks, and "post-test" reporting. Many factors «influence - - - °
.the mastery or proficiency levels used. Where minimal performance ) ..
ohjectives are specified by the SEA or district and contingencies o '
such as subsequent funding are based upon the "achievement of _ V
student" (e.g., in the Michigan Chdpter 3 Compensatory=~ Model),- -
the number of items to be successfully completed in detesmining
mastery- will be relatively few. Conversely, when fund1ng con-
t1ngenc1es do not exist and teacher aspirations are higher, su;h
as in the initial year of 1mp1ement1ng a teacher-developed in= B}
dividualized program, the mumber of ob3ect1ves_ig;be"masteréd as
well as the criterion levels will ofteén'be unrgalistically h1gh i
. ‘During the program selection and analysis phase'“f th1s—study, -
‘ these variances will be addressed )

- - e -
’

c. Uegree~o£ Teacher Discretion T g L

-

The degree *to wh1ch the progran is deSTgned to be "teacher proof"
varies among programs.: In certain types of- 1nde1dua412ed programs
(e.g., New Century), the implementation plam s extremely specific
as regards the utilization of materials and i?hcher self-evaluation
instruments. In others (e’g., ProjectPLAN}, teacher training
is Timited to the implementation 0F41t5~spec1f1erprograms At
the-other end of the'cdntinuum are programs (e.q., Grand Rapids
-Project Target) which merely struCture-the nature of “teacher involve-
ment in desigping and implementint-the 1nstructhna1 program.
For example, the "system" might consist of an-extensive teacher
training program.and a taxonomy of.gbjectives keyed to a variety
. of source materials (e.g.y HILS) The teacher is trained to design -
the program, select and categorize materials, develop and/or modify
tests, etc. The variances described- above raise critical issues - .-
in determ1n1ng the degree to which an individualized instructional
. program is well-implemented. For example, in the New Century
program, a baseline for determining deviations from the suggested
implementation plan would be easy to identify. However, in other
programs with very general implementation procedures leaving much
discretion to the teacher, there exists very little baselihe in
determ1n1ng the degree to which the program is actua]]y implemented
in accordance with a plan. This issue is addressed in our sample
design discussion.

d. Content Sequences

Evaluators attempting to compare the effectivenéss of .various
individualized programs have often found that different programs

_ emphasi ze ‘the development of different skills at different levels

. with different degrees of intensity. - In mathefatics, the Gatteno
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s"adaptive approach“ is based on individual Tearning styles, d1rected T
+ by a highly trained teacher. Over a short period of time it would

be difficult if not impossible to compare this program with-.the BRL

math program, for instance, which is structured and sequenced ph9

differently. In- reading, certain systems emphasize the developfient

of specific skills at specific grade levels over a very shqrt but . o-=

intensive period whereas others develop a number of skills almost ) LT

concurrent]y over a longer period of time. Since the content e

and sequencing of instruction vary among programs ¢ cave must be

taken to ensure that these considerations are take into account in

the selection of $ample and instruments, .

. e. C]assroom’Management/Qrganization

Classroom management -and organization of individualized programs
will vary from very structured, inflexible center designs to un-
structured almost indescribable situations such as those in open
classrooms or open schools. The results of the PREP study conducted
by the USOE in the late sixties found general methods and organizational
patterns in the 46 schools surveyed, including: directed activities
in multiple or single learning areas under a regular or unscheduled
time period; and selected activities in multiple or single areas
with time scheduled or unscheduled. Classroom management techniques

_ which have more recently emerged include: computer-managed in-

structional programs where diagnosis and prescription are conducted
outside the district with inmediate feedback to'the teacher and
often the student (e.g., Capital Areas Skill Center reading program,
Project SCORE); and student-managed programs where students keep
their own records of mastery and the teacher merély spotchecks.
In most cases the nature of the classroom management/organization of
the individualized programs is dépendent upon or influenced by:
the suggested design inherent in the individualized program itself;
local facilities and building considerations; and the nature of the
instruction (e.g., high intensity remedial vs. long term develop-
mental). In many instances the organizational and management
characteristics reflect the desire to avoid barriers which otherwise
might impede the effective implementation of individualized instruction.

\

4. The majority of individualized "systems" have under-

gone or are presently undergoing change.

The 1nformat1on gathered by project staff during the design
phase of the study 1nd1cates that most individualized instructional
systems have undergone or are present]y undergoing significant

changes in content, structure, and in certain instances, philosophy.

—
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“

The natﬁre and reasons for these chéngés‘vafy among the cq&egor{gg
' : of projects.” . |
Publishers apbear to be attemptiﬁg to simplify the

| implementation of the Qarious systems. -They are also recognizing

| that teachers, wheré economically feasible, desire a variety of
educational materials. Hence, several (e.g., HILS) have developed
taxonomies of skills keyed to materials other than the ones that |
they"specific111y pub]ish: Moreo§g;:~ﬁﬂgf-mﬁght have been advertised
as a complete and total learning system several years agé has now

_been broken up into different "products™. For example, Wégfinghouse
Learning Corporation will now provide éhe performance objectives,
the test program (SCORE), as well ag the-teaching—]earning units,

. as individual "products" emanating from Prdject PLAN. HILS in- .

cludes not only a taxonomy of objectives and source materials but

3 3 3 ’ 3
also provides services wherchy a district can purchase 2 computer
)

S
-~

printout of the specific oéﬁgctiveﬁ covered by the materials in a

specific classroom. Publishery such as Prescriptive Learning, Inc.,

Education Projects Corporationj and Zweig Associates (Fountain

différentiated products.

Instructional programs have also beécome less programmed ,

in nature, allowing fQr more teacher discretion during implementa-
tion. The reasons for these trends reflect a combination of

) increased sophistication on the part of the client (e.g., more

reading specialists involved in decision-making), general economic

)

constraints facing schools, and greater teacher inyolvement in

decision-making generally at the building level.

.
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A review of materials and discusggons with Follow Th?ough ~—
Model directors and responsible USOE officials indicat%‘E;;t virtually //FJ

all Follow ThroUgQ\%;ograms have recently undergone or are presently

undergoing changes. ! Indeed, one of the difficulities in

designing the SRI Follow Through evaluation was an attempt to

éetermine baseline regarding thé imp]emenfstiOn proceﬁures. The

reasoﬁs.%or these changes include: relevant program feedback, un- ’
- expected availability of funds provided to LEAs, and lack of sponsor

technical assistance and training (e.g., seyér;] Follow Through

deveiopers have gone out of bu%iness): Thé only exception to the

rule appears to be the LRDQ Follow Through model which according

to the Project Director, has not undergone any significant change in

~
the past two years. ‘

The most stable group of individualized projects appear to
be those used in lederally and state validated models wiiich have

EEEh}shbm{tted (or are presently Be{ng sﬁSmitted) to the Dissemination
Review Panel at USOE. The changes which have occurred in these
programs have been based upon program feedback and to some extent

upon general economic conditibns,and districtwide policies. 5tabi1ity
atrsites nominated by publishers as being we11~imp1e%ented appears
to be basica]]f a function of the stability of districtwide policies
and procedures, particulariy in districts which are us%ng many
diff.rent progéams (e.g., Dallas, Dade County). In these districts

. the most\?isruptive elements effecting'prggram stability appear

to be .implementation of court-ordered desegregation plans through

bussiné‘or transfor oﬁ\étaff.

’

. R3 ' 5
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‘The implications of these factorsaon'sample“se]ection and

« 7 .
initial verific%;ion for program stability appears to be significant

indeed, as described in the following Section.

Effects and Effectiveness of Individué]ized Instruction: Preliminary Findings

Below, we briefly.review some of the most relevant research on

individualized instruction, focusing upon: a) the.re]ationship between

school and ciassroom environment and ipdividualized instruction, including
N v

staff, student, and other attitudés; b) the effectiveness of individualized

programs in math and reading; and c) the re]atiogship between program

cost and effectiveness. In our Proposal, we summariied a number of large-

sca]e studies and research efTorts and f1nd1ngs re]ated to compensatory

education in general, §¥he of" wh1ch are relevant to subsequent discussions

-,

in our design. . (see Append1x I.)

-~

1. YMost research on the effects and the effect1veness

of 1nd1v1dua11zed 1nstruct1qn have been conducted by groups or

1nd1v1duafs involved in the deve]qpment or 1mp1ementat1on of the

programs .

)

w1th the exception of a number of doctoral d1ssertat1ons
and 1ndependent evaluations funded by groups such as /I/D/E/A/
Ketper1ng, the majority of research on individualized programs has
been bondueﬁed by .people involved in the development or imp]ementa-
tion of a prograﬁ. Although phe'standards of the researCh have
generally been of high professional quality, very fey (if any)
comparative studies of individualized programs (with the possible

exception of SRI Follow Through Study) have been made. Hence, many'

4
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I of the %indings below have limited generé]izeabi]ity_regardihg p

“individualized instruction",— - - -—-

2. Signficant school environment or climatic chaflges

. appear to be associated with the implementation of individualized

’ * v |

instructional programs . . ’ Ty

- The_relationship between school climate or environment
‘ and 1nd1V1dua1Jzed 1nstruct1on has been the réggarch focus of a 1arge
:number of studies sponsored by J1/DJE/A/ Kettering; however, such’
evaluations have been ]imited to schools participating in the /I/D/E/A{
"IGE Network". In addition to’évaﬂuationsibf the-IGE prograﬁ, the
Wisconsin Résearch and Development Center for Cogn1t1ve Learn1ng
has eva]uated and otherw1se sponsored research on the Wisconsin
Design Reading -Program and other cirriculum developed by the Center
(e.g., DNP and IGM), as well as IGE Other st&dies tangentially
fOfu51n" on this issue ifch: ude the SRI Follew Tbro- h Study, and
studies sponsored by Westinghouse Learning»Corporation (regarding
Project PLAN) by New.Center.1 ’

Summarizing the impdct of;individua]iged in;truqtibn,

particularly the Wisconsin design, Rossmi]]e; ("Research and \j
. Evaluation Related to IGE", Draft, Ju]y 1975) summarized the ;

findings of Gresso which are representative of other stud1es of

1GE:  *

'?hgh implementation IGE schools were s1gn1f1cant1y
more open-climated and familiar-climated than low
“implementation schools. Low 1mp1ementat1on IGE
schools were significantly more closed-climated ‘than )
high implementation choo]s " ) ‘ : ;
\ 4
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IGE schools are cﬁaraéterjzed by:*the schools having & greater

degree of ‘openness, the school$_having more open autonomous climate,

teachers having a greater degree of esprit de‘corﬁs,'brinc?b%is havifg -

gre_f"r trust; pr1nc1pa1s hav1ng greater cons1derat1on .in contrast

to h1gh-1mp1ementat1op IGE schooTs, 1ow—1mp1em<3tat1on schools are

*

characterizeqaby: the schools havinéha more paterna]1st1c, ¢losed

climate; teachers *having a high degree of hihdrance?'principal

~

having a high degree of aloofness. = : Y

Other relevant findings include: a) multi-unit IGE schools’

< 7

are more signi?icant]y achievement, charge; and science oriented;
b) feachers perceive scheol climate being mdre open in IGE schools
vs: non-IGE schools (Ke]]y, et al.); c) that‘se1f-concepl of students
in IGE‘schoé1§ is(sigrificantly higher than the se1fjcoﬁceptrof ‘
‘'students in non-IGE schools (Nelson); d) that the erivironment of SRS

IGE schools was conducive te the deve1opment of favorable student

attitudes towards peers (Edwards). As Rossmiller concludes: !

“In genera], research has shown the climate of muldti-
- unit scheglst be, grgaPiicantly different o
from ‘the cirita té o FHGHEREYEZuMTt schools. In= %
terms of organizational clinate, multi-unit schoo]s )
are mare open; are more change and achievement )
oriented; possess staffs that are instructionally . A
satisfied, more motivated, and perceive greater
levels of productivity; and employ more educationally
progressive practices. " In terms of Tearning climate,

;o multi-unit sc¢hool students have more positive self- \
- concepts, more favorable attitudes towards fellow - .

. pupi]s, and more favorab{e attitudes towards school." > ‘ .

In terins of organizational patterns and decxs1on mak1ng at

« the bu11d1ng level, f1nd1ngs from numerous studies including the

TURNKEY Study of Compensatory Education in Michﬁgaﬁ, indicate that

{ . g
. CI-21 . \
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decentralized decision-making through a participatqry pchess

individualized instructional programs’aré\asso¢igted°w1th; a)

(TURNKEY, Wa1%er; Smith, Gramenz); b) the role of the ‘principal

as a facilitator, monitor, and leader (TURNKEY, Richardsom); c)

a flexible and less rigid organizZational structure allowing for

v

shared decision-making and coordination (P& 1igren, Herrick, and

- TURNKEY) . C

.
v
PR LY

While the variables discussed;above seem to—bé significantly
N

related to the introduction and/or implementation of individualized

*

instructional programs, other studies h3ve made additional findings

of interest to-this study. Kelley, in his study of the relation-

. ship between individualized instruction and school climate, found

that a significantly strongef relationship between climate changes
and the introduction of ind{vidualiéed instruction occurs in rurai
and iéner—cit' LEAs. In addi&ion, he found that c]imaté.changes
increased from the first to the seéond yeér; but in éhe third year
tended to regress to a ;igid, less open climate. whj1e open climates
and f]exib]e’organjzationgl structures characterize we]]-;;gbemented
individua132eﬂ schools, Walter found that thefe exigted'stricter
adherence to %nstructiona] accountability procedures in multi-unit
sEho;}s vs. traditional ones. In addition, while greatér role
differentiation exists, school staff indicated a perception of
closer per§ona1 relations among staff. :

The results of the TURNKEY Michigan study indicates that a
significant relationsnip between individualized instruétjon and '

school climate exists when compared with the school climate of




\ v

traditional or non-individualized programs. Many of these variables
are outlined in the discussion of program variables in Section III
of this report. i ) S

3. Existing research-indicates\that the introduction of

1nd1V1dua11zed instruction has a significant positive impact upon -

student‘growth in math and reading (aTthough the units of compar1sons'

~can, in many instances, be quest}oged.)
~In 1973, USOE's Divisionr;f‘Compensatory Education conducted
a synthesis c¢f six major studies related to compensatory education:
] Strategies of Compensation: A Review of Educational
Projects for the Disadvantaged in the United States

(Organization for Economic Cooperation and Develop-
ment, 1971).

. Compensatory Education: Evaluation in Perspective
(Edmund ¥, Gordon, Information Retrieval Center on
the Disadvantaged, 1970).

. How Effective Is Schooling? A Critical Review and Synthesis .
of Regearch FQrﬁpnc ([-'11\:1 Dcnhv-t to the President’'s

Commission on ‘$School Finance, Rand Corporat1on, 1971). -

) ESEA Tit]e I: A Reana]ysis and Synthesis of Evaulation
¢ Data from Fiscal Year 1965 through 1970 (American
Institutes for Research, 1972).

. Draft, Final Report, Exemplary Projects Studies (Columbia s
University, 1972).

) State Title I Evaluation Reports for FY 1972.
In an attempt to identify common characteristics of effective
programs, USOE identified several charactéristics of individualized

/ -
programs of instruction. As summarized in a NSPRA Report, these

characteristics included:




0" '"C1ear‘6bjectives which must be é]éar]y written and sﬁated
’ in specific measurable terms; instructional techniques and
materials must closely relate to those objectives."
” e ~ "Attention to individual needs which includes a careful
. diagnosis and individual plan for each student.”
e  "Flexibility and grouping which allow staff opportunities

to provide small group instruction and to teach frequently
on a one-to-one basis. USOE notes’ that when group in-

- struction was part of the daily program it tended to be
more effective if students were not confined to the same
group for more than several days without reassessment of

. , the teacher's and students' strengths.: :
. "personnel management which allows key staff personnel to \
work individually with teachers in the classroom. USOE

stresses the need for much coordination and cooperation
among staff and a well designed inservice program."

) "Structured program approach which stresses sequenfia]
order and activity. Pupils must also receive frequent
and fimediate feedback." g
In 1973, Mayfield conducted a cqmparative study of conventional
and inéividua]ized mathematics progranis,- using the MAT to assess
the growth of 40 éatched pairs of students. While the student )
gains were not statistically significant overall, the individualized
programs demonstrated-slightly higher gains in problem solving and
\ 5Zcomputati6n. Significant gains in self-concept, measured by the
Piers Self-Concept Scale, were found. Lazich's evaluation of *the
Wisconsin design for grades K-3, found sFatistica]]y significant
differences at the third-grade level in word attack skills when
compared to a contrel group. A summary of the effectiveness of the
Wisconsin design and other instructional procedu;es and curricu]a'
developed by the Wiscopsin Research and Development, Center synthesized
the findings of more than fifteen studies. 1In all instances, student
ﬁﬁogressuin cogni tive areas, as measured by “embeaded"'criterion-

. referenced tests built into the prbgram, indicated student growth

particularly in the area of word attack skills. In addition,

\)‘ . 1'24 )
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comparative studies between the Wisconsin design and the Fountain

Valley Teacher Support System and Prescriptive Reading Inventory

indicated that students enrolled in the Wisconsin design program ' ‘

achieved significantly Higher mean ratings, again measured by criterion )

tests. \

In Michigan, over the last three years, rather extensive
evaluations have been conducted of individualized programs imp]gmented o
under the rubric of “performance4contracting”. Based on norm-

" referenced standardized tests, student performance in cognitive
areas in Menominee and Sault Ste. Mar1e proaects, 1nvo1v1ng f1ve to
ten buildings each, averaged 1.5 and 1. 9 months gain per month in
the program over the last three years. Menominee has developed an

individualized mathematics program, while in Sault Ste. Marie, the

reading program has been individualized. Only in the Menonimee site was |

Ip Y]

control grOJp used for com
showed only s]ight]y higher gains in the experimental group (Bryan3 ' |
1974). A review of the 50 projects approved by the D{ssemination ' ‘
Review Panel (DRP) which utilizes "educational” gains as a major

criterion, found that approximately one-third of the projects were

individualized, with the remaindet ranging from only slightly in-

dividualized to re]ativeTy standard programs. In most instances

the unit of comparison was expected groqth, measured by norm-

referencgd standardized tests or normative comparisons by grade

Tevel. While control groups were used. for comparisons in a 1imited

number of the evaluations, in no instance did the documentation

i - reveal that random assignments to treatment and control groups had

I-25
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been used. Indeed; as DRP projépts wére assessed by RMC as
potential PIP sites, many DRP sites were droppod due to various
external “"threats" to the evaluation designs. (TaTlmadge 1975)

4, Attg;pts to relate cost to the effectiveness in

assessing individualized instruction and/or comparing it with

"traditional inétructionﬂ have been minimal and simplistic
“in design,

. The vast majorify of the "cost-effectiveness" studies of

individualized educat1on have been conducted or sponsored by model
developers and publishers, or 1nd1v1dua1 d1str1cts The findings

are usually reported in a simplistic. cost-per-unit-gain, determining

the cost aésociated with specific variables which contribute to
performance. .Typical studies include: a) positive cost-effective-
’

|
neos results in the Cincinnati Pubdic Schools through the use of o |
the New Century program; b) a cpmparative cost-effectiveness analysis. e L
Qf three pres of indivﬁdua]ized program in Dade County oonducted
by its Division of Research and Evaluation; c) a similar cost-
effectiveness‘studyiof five types of reading brograms,in the Dallas
Independent School System conducted by its Division of Research .
and Evaluation; and numerous studies by pub]iéhers such as Random
House, Betti-Kit, McGrow—Hill, SRA, and others.- Aside from their
simplicity, for the most part ghese studies fai]'to capture all
of the relevant resources, but rather focus on out -of-pocket or

operat1ng costs related to the specific program. ' .

In 1973 Boardman and Hudson developed a coét-ana]ysis




model to 1dent1fy cost factors directly assoc1ated with the im-

) p]ementat1on of IGE The instrument for data collection consisted

~

of self-reporting, personal interyiews, and on-site visitations.

H
Similar to many of the evaluations conducted by publishers, this

ﬁodel’attempted to identify the cost associated with imb]eﬁenting
IGE .as é'process‘(as opposed to the instructional programs used in
the IGE process); however, it did not attempt.to‘re1ate total cost
or the cost of specific ac;ivities to any outcome measures.

Several attempts over thg last few ye&ks have been made
to develop Tode]s to assess ihe cost ang\fffectivenesg of compensatory
education programs. Sincg about 1971, the Education Testing Seryice
has been conducting a gtudy of compensatory education.readiné
programs fo identify possible ef}ects‘on‘the development of reading
skills in the elementary grades. Ong phase of'the study includes
a. cnmnvohoncrvo °vnluat1nn o‘ read1nﬂ program ”hg,acte.jstics,and,

attempts to ana]yze the cost-effect1veness of certain var1ab1es

Based on discussions with individuals 1nv01ved in this study,

several relevant issues are worth noting:

. The definition of a program (i.e., similar studies receiving
similar treatment) has created problems during the project's
analysis phase because of the wide.variety of "programs".

° Success criteria and test administration procedures are
being questioned in 1light of the occurrence of "bottoming”
and "topping" affects, creating difficulty %n assessing
actual vs. expected gains. The model used is similar
to the RMC Model developed several years ago and uses
stanhdard pricing. It does not include a "trade-off"
capability which is highly desirable for assessing ‘
individualized instruction. A similar model is now
being designéd for use in the cost-analyses of Follow
Through and the "Sustaining Effects” Study (USOE).

*

-




%- : S1nce 1973 TURNKEY has been conducting a cost-effectiveness

- a

' - study for compensatory educat1on programs for the state of Michigan.

k3

A]though the program did not focus solely on individualized instruc-

-

tional systems,:the results provide useful insights into the variables

associated with effective programs and their respective cost.. As

[

described in a subsequent section, this mede, with limited redesign,
appears to be most appropriate for assessing the relative cest-effective-

ness of individualized and standardized‘programs During the ex-

p]ofatory phase of the study, 45 variables were found to discriminate’

¢
c

_in a statistically significant manner between syccessful and
‘e "unsuccegsfu1 programs. In addition, over 30% of the variation din
student performance, as measured by standardized norm-referenced

¢

testing, was explained by per-pupil.costs of resources devoted to

reading. The study identified a number of s1gn1f1cant var1ab1es

which were associated with 1nd1v1dua1ized programs, These included:

a) amount of teacher time devoted to diagnosis/prescription activities;
b) occurrence’of teacher redesign/development of performance ob- '
jectives; c) diagnosing individual student needs as a major emphasis

in pre-service training; d) amount of teacher time spent in planning
activities; and other instructione1 management vaniables: As described
in Exhibits I-3 and I-4, the cost associated with various,staff
activities, and variables were also determined. The model used in
Michigan, unlike others, attempted to determine the amount oé
~resources, redard]ess of funding source, consumed by an individual

child throughout the year. The average cost in suecessfu1'TitTe 1
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Exhibit I-3

",
v DOLLARS PER STUDENT FOR . )
TWENTY-FIVE HIGH SITES . e ’
HIGH SITES -- 25° FUNCTIONS .
AVERAGES ' . COMP-ED  “$COMP-ED
] COMP-ED  COMP-ED" COMP-ED .  DECISION ~ ADMINI~ RESOURCH
L RESGURCES READING PLANNING TRAINING MAKING STRATION TOTAL
PERSONNEL . ' .. » " ’
District Comp-Ed Director’ $ - $ 17.84 $ 4.36, $ 12.80 78 9.40 $ 44,40
Principal : . R 15.08 |, 7.8b 13.92 . '~ 9.20..  46.00
Conp-Ed Teicher 193.60  53.52 10.84. 30.60 ==,  288.5%
Regular Teacher *. 93.84 92,00 10.60 49.80 - 246.24
Paraprofessional 47.20 3.24 .80 1.00 - 52.24.
Reading Specialist \_~1.16 2,64 " » .68 ©2:24 .84 7.56"
Other Classroom Staff:~ . .24 - - e 2,12 = 2.36
CONSUMABLES e
Comp-Ed Beslks and
AV Soitware 24,40 - ) - - - 24,40
Regular Books and iy ¢ .
AV Software . " 9.88 - - - - 9.88
EQUIPMENT ‘ . .
Comp~Ed AV Equipment 2.76 - -- - - 2.76
Other Comp-Ed Instructional g '
Equipment 4.28 - - - - 4.28
Regular AV Equipment - - - - - -
Other Instruction Equipment 3.72 - -~ -~ -~ 3.72
Comp-Ed Administration ’
Equipment - - - - .16 .16
MISCELLANEOUS
Miscellaneous Comp-Ed :
Training Expenses b . 6.28 - - 6.28
Miscellaneous Comp-Ed
Administrative Expenses - - L - 3.16 3.16
'FUNCTION TOTAL $381.08 $184.32 '$41,36 $112.48 $22,76 $742.00
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DOLLARS PER STUDENT FOR
TWENTY-THREE LOW SITES

. v HIGH SITES -- 25 FUNCTIONS
AVERAGES . o COMP-ED COMP-ED {
' . COMP-ED COMP-ED COMP-ED " DECISION ADMINI- RESOURCE
RESOURCES RFADING PLANNING TRAINING MAXING STRATION TOTAL
PERSONNEL N ' W \ |
District Comp-Ed Director " § .-- ' § 16.83 $ 4,22 $17.48 . 813,52 $ 52.05,
"‘Principal . - 12.09 7.70 19.00 °  13.57 52.36%
ComE—Ed‘Teacher o v 135.96 17.78 2.83 11.78 —~ 168.35
Regular Teacher 85.57 65.48 5.04 34,74 - 190.83
Paraprofessional 70.26. .78 .30 2 - 72.56
Reading Specialisg 6.04 3.13 1.57 2.00 - 12.74
,Other Classroom Staff . .2.83 - .78 - 3.61
—_—
CONSUMABLES .z
Comp-Ed Books and ,
AV Softfjare ~ . . 13.04 -- -- -—;idﬁ - 13.04
.Regular Books and : .
AV Software 9.87 - - - -- 9.87
EQUIPMENT «
. Comp-Ed AV Equipment 1.17 - - - -- 1.17
Other Comp-Ed Imstructional ~
Equipment « 022, - - - -- C0228
Regular AV Equipment ) - - - - - -
Cther Iastructional Equipment 3.00 - - - —~— 3.00
Comp-Ed Administraticn
Equipment ~ - — -- .39 .39
MISCELLANEOUS .
Miscellaneous Comp~Ed '
1raining Expenses - i - 4.09 - -- 4,09
Miscellaneous Comp~Ed
Administrative Expenses - - . = - 2.91 2.91
FUNCTION TOTAL $325.13  $118.92 $25.75 $87.00 $30.39 $587.19
39
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reading programs of-$850 was significantly higher than conventional

wisdom would indicate and suggests serious questioning of thé

$300 critiéa] mass figure suggested in the HEW cost-effectiveness

study of compensatory education (Lynne 1972): During, the cross-
validation study presently underway and scheduled for completion

in November 1975, anafysis will determime the instructional program
characteristics, if any, which are associated with successful programs.
Such.&n analysis should provide greater insights regarding the N
relationship between activities inherent to individué]ized instrué;
tion and program outcomes. In addition, as described’in a sub-
sequent section, the ﬁodel will also provide information on the
trade-of?s associated with various types of instructiopa] programs.
the COST-ED model, modified for application in Michigan, is unique

in its capacity for detérmining trade-offs and conducting sensitiviﬁy

’

analyses. ) )

In summary, very little is knowﬁ about the. effectiveness
and associated costs of faétor§ contributing to the success of
inijidua]ized systems. The concern expressed about the cost of
individualized instruction (e.g., the RBS proposal) and the ex-
treme]yiﬁow advertised costs ofvimplementing.individualized processes

such as IGE (e.g., $10 per pupil) indicate a dire need to address

this issue in the design.

s
7
4

Implementation of Individualized Programs

Existing procedures for assessing degrees of implementation are in-

adequate for the purposes of the study, thus requiring exterisive design/

develgbment effort during the implementation phase. )

I-31,




While specific details regarding the issue of assessing

degrees of implementation are addressed in Section III/Task 3

L]

of this report, based upon an analysis of the SRI Follow Through instru-
ment, the/1/D/E/A/ Implementation Kit, and‘various %jp]gmentatjon instru-
meﬁts (either observétion or survey) used to asséss various 1earhing systems, °
the following findingé in this area appear to be gérmane: a) fﬁat attempﬁs
- to deveYop single instruments which would app]y,generaljy across all
programs, ;uch as the Follow Through instrumenfs (SREgipaye resulted in
findings of questionable validity; b) no existing instrumént ﬁas been
designed to g;sess dégrees of imple ntation, ‘comparing well-implemented
individualized and standardized programs; c) existing observation and
suryey"instrumentsgio assess the degree of imp]ement;tion of specific
learning systems appear to be appropriate for redesign and usé:as a‘da}a

collection instrument; and d) the implications for the analysis plan

are significant indeed in that cross-program comparisons will be limited.

L ,

D. Parental Involvement . NG

Due to its research void and inherent sensitivity, parental involvement

can be treated as a progam variable only in a limited.manner in this study. -
5

It should be addressed in detail in a sepérate study.

In reviewing the minimal existing 1iteraturé on the impact‘of p§rehtg1 -
involvement in compensatory education (Stearns) and based on observations °
and d}scu§sions’with projeqt staff, thg following findings, describéd i&'
greater detail in Appendix 2, have been made: a) there exists a great void

in research on parental involvement and its impact upon student performance

in compensatory education, even through parental involvement is increasingly

Y ' 3
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‘ , ~ . s

becoming a requirement in most comp ed'program$§“B)hthe types of parental
involvement, in terms of compensatory education generally, include advisory
functiéns through Parent Advisory Committees, as employees provid{ng

assistance to teachers in the classroom, as tutors or ;nstructors in at-

home programs or components, and as participants in the establishment of N\
individual objectives; c) the quality of parental involvement in the above
categories varies considerably, requiring the development and use of

instruments whieh will capture qualitative differenceé az{hcontextual

situatiops. Based on the above findings, we are proposing a separate

study, as described in Appendix 3.

.

In this section of our Report, we have .described the background
of individualized tnstructioh in compensatory education programs

. ) and discussed the state of the research art as it rela

-

tes to the

~purpeses of this study.

»
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GENERAL APPROACH/STUDY DESIGN

o

|

|

%

SECTION 11~ - . R
1

|

|

|

|

In this section we discuss the general apprﬁach which we are proposing,
the major design issues and technical approaches taken in eaéH of'thg tasks
outlined in‘the original RFP and our general phi]osopgy which permeates
the proposéd eva]datioﬁ design. Where appropriate, to reduce redundancy,

we reference prior sections both in this report and in our initial

" “Proposal, in-discussing justifications and rationales. .

MAJOR STUDY OBJECTIVES . , A -

Based upon the general objectives specified in the RFP and in 1light

of the findings’Which'arose during the design:phase, we are prbposing the

©

1. To determine the d1fferent1a1 effects and effectiveness of well-
implemented individuaiized vs. well-implemented standardized
. math and reading programs. which provide imnstruction for compensatory
- ‘ . eﬁucation students at the elementary level. More specifically:

|
\
|
' following major study objectives: T ' .
o to evaluate the relative impact on bognitivé growth in math -
and reading;

® to compare the'impact upon student and teacher attitudes and

: student’outcomes in the affective domain; :and .

.. 8 to 1dent1fy the relationships among individualfzation, class-
room environment, and school climate, 1dent1fy1ng and analyzing
poss1b1e reasons for. thesé re]at1onsh1ps . -

2. To determ}ne the relative cost- effect1veness of the process

- ‘ dimensions of individualized 1nstruct1on , -

3, To determine the degrees to whlch potentially we]] 1mp1emented
programs are implemented during the period of observation and
. "+ in turn, the relationship between degrees of implementation and
" program outcomes w1th1n and among programs




SAMPLING PLAN

The sampling design which we are proposing requires data from

qpproximate;y 800 classrooms with equal or proportional representation
in each of the four categories (I, II, III, and IV) illustrated in Exhibit
II-1. Equal or proportional representation within math/reading and by
mainstream/bu]]-out classroom settings will be maintained. An equal

number of classrooms from grades 2 and 3 are specified at each subStrata

of this framework. Potential candidate sites have been identified (or

will have been identified) through Distﬁict Survey I in accordance with

its initial data collection effort and through the efforts of the project
team, the latter %nc]uding selection from documented and va]id§ted well-
{mplemented programs , nominafions o% well-implemented programs from publishers
and/or'model developers, and TURNKEY and other documentation sources.
During the deéign phace, "potential" candidates were verified to be
"1ikely" candidates through telephone conversations and extensive documen-
tation review, to ensdre the feasibility of the sampling plan. During

the implementation phase, further verification of the sampling plan through
questionnaires and on-site visitations will be requ{réd,prior to final

-

selectipn of participants.

VARIABLES -

Based upon a review of ré]evant literature and résearch findings,
including studies conducted by TURNKEY, and,in accordance with our §ampling
plany we have identified three categories of ipdepéndgﬁt variables in
the proposed "p]anned variation" study: a) type of program, accdrding to

"the degree of individualizatipn; b) instructional setting (e.g., mainstream vs.

42
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BAS1C SAMPLING FRAMEWORK
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Exhibit II-1

Specific Performance Objectives
are assigned to each student

Specific Performance Objectives
are not assigned to each student
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pull-out); and c) subject area (i.e., math or reading). In addition to

A

a number of control variables, including: a) étudent achievement in math
and reading; b) classroom environment and climatic variables; énd c)
affective’variab1es relating to students and teachers, including satisfac-
tion. In addition, we have identified a number of imp]eméﬁtation variables

-

which will also be used as program variables to relate to various outcome

variables. S ‘ ] ) o .

s INSTRUMENTATION

The instruments to be utilized in the proposed design include: a) a
lTimited number of existing instruments; b) e§jstng instruments which will
nécessari]y require modif%cation; and c) newly-developed instruments.

In order to'assess studént outcome measures in math and reading,
we are p%oposing to utilize the Stanford Achievement Test (Primary I, II,
and III) at grades 2 and.3. If after program selection it is determ1ned~\\\\
tnat the objectives and contéent of the programs d1ffer significantly, we
propose to use selected items from the SAT as objective-referenced or criterion-
referenced tests to enéure program fairness. A unique set of procedures
based on the work of K]ei; is proposed. .

For interview purposes, we are proposing to modify the instruments
for interviewing staff used in the Michigan study of cgmpensatory éducation
conducted by TURNKEY. For the purboées of measuring student outcomes in
the.affective domain, we are proposing that the revised Piers;Harris
CHi]dren:s Se]f—Concept‘Sca1e (recently va]idatéd inaﬁn inner-city schpo]
for grades 1-3 by the Purdue Education Research éenter under a USOE con-

tract).be used along with the Attitude Towards School to assess student

a




N attitudes towerds school; the 0rganiéationa1 Climate Index will be used
_to measure teachers' assessment of c]assé?dm environment. Individual
instruments following a uniform formef a;e e;Oposed to assess degrees
of implementation in the form of checklists and/or observer verifica-
- tion forms. As an option, we 'have included an instrument which could be
_used for as;essing imp]ementioﬁ”bf the'dimensions of individualization,

if this instrument is found to be feasible during field testing. )

3
~

DATA COl’,LECTION’ : : s o )

consists of ;\\ee types of Hdata collection procedures
¢ Classroom observations, (including verification);

The data collection plan which we prOposed for project 1mp1ementat1on .
: |
¢ Staff interviews (both structured and open-ended);.and ' i

;
) teéting.
Observations of compehéatory education classrooms will oceuf periodica11y |
during the 1976-77 school year in all classrooms. Interviews of principals, ‘ ‘
teaehers, eides, and'other appropriate staff members gi]] be conducted early ‘
in‘the school year and followed-up with parallel verification interviews
in the spring of 1977: Achievement and other tests will be administered
as early as poss}ble durng the 1976-77 school year as a'pre-éest and again
later in the spring as a post-test, as prescribed in the SAf Manual.
The data co]{ection itself will be supervised and conducted by Tocal
personnel and will Pe coordinated by a regional structure of core staff
members. These data collectors will be expek{enced professionals who

will "have familiarity with local policies, procedures, and personnel.

3

495




~

Through the use of local personnel rather than outside data collectors,
the twin problems of data confidentiality and site cooperation e more

L
readily addressed. N

DATA REDUCTION AND ANALYSIS

. : -
Data obtained throughout the 1976-77 school year from pre-test

administration and fram periodic observation of program operation and
characteristics will be reducéd for analysis uponico11ection. Procedures
for the speedy reduction of the post-test results and other late school
year data will be carefully refined during thig school year to ensure that,
once'the data is ob}ained in May 1977, all necessary data will be reduced
and ana]yzed in ti&e to report the study's results in July 1977. Since
TURNKEY experience has indicated the extyeme]y critical nature of these
data reduction tasks, sufficient resources will be allocated to this
activity in our proposed design to ensure their_ timely completion.

Once all data has been obtained, the carefully planned data an;1ysis .
effort will proceed. This effort will address all research questions to
Be covered by the study in a specific sequence. These questions are
hierarchical” in nature for the proposed study, reflecting the ihter-
ac;ion effects nature of our semi-factorial study design. . The techniques
to be'app1ied'in our p;oposed series of control contrast range from

simple comparison of means or frequencies via tests or contingency table

methods to more sophisticated methods such as AMOVA discriminant function

analysis.

N

UNDERLYING PHILOSOPHY OF EVALUATION

Reflected in the above general approach and implicit in our discussion

of how we propose to conduct specific tasks is an underlying philosophy

Al
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about evaluation generally and about federally-sponsored evaluation

studies/experiments in education in parRicuTar, While we are cognizant
of recent literature regarding studies of policy research in education,

one's own experience as a participant and/or outside observer of large-

scale study efforts similar to this one necessarily tends to-influence

one's approach. A b}ief understanding of-this philosophy will pérhéps
put somé of the subsequent discussion in a propoer perspective.

First, we believe that the u]t%mat; purpose of evaluation is to
provide useful and timely information to decision-makers for the purpose
of improving programs, more SO than proving whether or not a program works-.

The "users" of information resulting from this study will be Congress

as they formulate education policy and, ultimately, local education agencies

‘as they have the prime responsibility for ensuring improvement of the

operations of compensatory education programs. Proving that a particu]af

program works is less interasting than determining why and under what
& N

conditions. Moreover, when the perceived purpose of evaluation is to

"improve" than than "prove", the negative connotations sometimes directed.

tOWafd recent federal evaluations can be minimizedl

Second, while we realize thatf sbcial science research in general
and, spec%fica]]y‘researéh related to educatiq;, is high}y challenging, .
we also feel strongly that fhe federal role in evaluation presents
an awesome respong}bi1ity: We apb]aud attempts at the federa]eleve1 to
improve the state of the art in social science research. H?wever, as the
federal government experiments with new evaluation and experimental techniques

one has to realize that education officials at the SEA and LEA levels

are more concerned with "reported results" than the advent of new techniqueé.



»

In the recent past aT]égations have been made that one of the reasons why
\"common1y accepted successful programs" did not fare favorab]y in national
evaluations was due to the inadequacy of the evaluation designs specifically

and the inability of the Government (for inter-governmental, political

and other reasons) to conduct experiments/evaluations effectively. fn

our proposed design we have attempted to strike a balance between proposing
techniques and instrumenés which we feel are technically sound and appropriate _f/ i
(although they may be non-traditional), while at the same timedseeking to
minimize the probability of questionab]e findings due to research f]aw§.

Thirq, we f§81 that large-scale federal evaluations and study dé;igns‘

should. be f?exib]e and -accomodating rather than‘rigid and’paréchial,

taking into account the political, social, and economic milieu in which

education actually occurs in this country. For'example, while true -

and pufe experimental designs may be re]evantffor discip]iﬁéry research,
sthe feasibility of applying such designs in Eo]icy research of this

Nature may create the need to gravitate towards "quasi-experiﬁenfa]"
designs. éimi]ar]y, in data collection one mighf have to opt for instfh-'
ments and procedu#és based upon a trade-off betweeﬁ whaf is technically
-possible and. what can be ;ccoﬁodated by the LEAs and programs being gtudied
‘t6 ensure a modicum of cooperation necessary for the completion af any
study of-Fhis kind. Nq feel ghis is particu]ar]x trye“n this study

where most of the programs studied will have been developed and/or operated
through resources which, for the most part, are Tocally generated and/or’
allow local discretion. | .

Fourth, féderal evaluation techniques and research desighs should be

appropriate and should ensure “fairness". Too often the-criteria used tp‘

- ‘ 11-8




judge the effect1veness of programs at the LEA 1eve1 d1ffer s1qn1f1cant1y

L 4
1n terms of pr1or1ty rankings *from those at the federa] level, TCare should
be taken to ensure that success criteria are generally accepted and where

divergent criteria exists, the design should accomodate a number of them.

Qur proposed design reflects this consideration. Moreover, evaluation

techniques should be program-fair, assessing the progress achieved in

programs in accordance with intended purposes. For this reason, we have

. taken great care and suggest a considerable amount of time to be devoted

»

to ensuring that instruments, particularly implementation instruments,
do in fact assess what is supposed to hapben at the classroom level. While
many tenets of the above philosophy have been-espoused before, we

propose that the implementation contractor use the above principles as

a guide in implementing the proposed design. ¢

P .
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SECTION III
DESIGN ISSUES/TASK APPROACHES

In this séction of our report we outline the specific design issues
and approaches to the first five tasks specif%ed inthe RFP. Note that
the tasks we refer to here are listed as subtasks of the overall study
design task on page 20 of Enclosure I in the RFP. We have adopted the
notation of nine "tasks" rather than nine "subtasks" within an overall
design "task" simply for convenience. This section of our report
concentrates on the five "design" tasks (as opposé;\to "data co]]ectjon,"

_which are discussed in Section V).

4 >
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TASK 1 -~ DEFINE PROGRAM VARIABLES

Design Issues -

‘-

The sampling, control, and additioha] descriptive_variables of
interest to the study must‘Be carefu]iy aﬁd riﬁorods]y determined since
these definitions will affect all other aspects of the study. 'Sampling
procedures, interview and observation schedules, the data analysis plan,
and the conduct of data collection efforts all depend,-for their
framework, upon the definitions of program vériab]es arrived at in this
task. “The ability of NIE and the implementation contractorto assert
that they assessed the effectiveness 6f individualized instruction in
reéding and mathematics programs for compensatory students will depend
in large part upon the quality of these definitions. Ultimately, -
Congressional use of the results will alse depend upon the utility of
these definitions and the quaiﬁi& of the proposed design.

As indicated in .the RFP, a crucial aspect in defining the program
variables will be the identification of operational criteria of what is
an "individualized" program oré;éfstandardized" program. The .TURNKEY

a

team recognizes that the.crite®fa, as listed in the RFP, are basic:

» o individualized programs will have stated or written performance
" objectives prior to implementation of the instructional
strategies relied upon to meet these objectives;
. individualized programs will rely upon diagnostic procedures
for assessing the instructional needs of each individual
student relative to the stated objectives;




|

. ‘ &
. ® individual programs will provide instruction to each individudl
i child that is a prescriptive reflection of the diagnosis of

his needs relative to the stated objectives;

order to assess mastery at regular intervals during the
program; and

. individualized programs will be characterized by individually

paced instruction and performance-based student progress and
instruction tied to the student's regy]ts on progress tests.

-

° individualized programs will rely upon progress tests in ‘
This Tist of characteristits must, however, be operationalized further

for a number of reasons. . - LA

3

At this time a large number (to be increased in 1976 school year
becéuse_of ﬁew Title I guidelines) of compensaFory education programs
operate with a set of stated or written performance objectives, although
a s%zgab]e vari&tion may ex{st among the quiﬁity and appropriateness

_ of these gbjectives. The ;ésu1ts of our recent study of compensatory
educatioh practices,-in Michigan indica}e that 71% of;the compensatory
education teachers ;amp1ed from the most "successful" d%stricts stated:
that they provided reading instruction that was dfirectly related to a
set of written performance objectives. Similar Ceachers for‘the "un- ‘
successful” districts indigated that 63% of their number also prov?ded
instruction related to such objectives. Moréover, where these objectives

A 4

apparently existed, 80% of the.respondents claimed that the o@jectives

were tied to individual student performance rather than group perfor-

mance -- for both sucecessful and unsuccessful programs. In the Michigan )
. study desibn, programs‘were not ée]ected on a'§ca1e of individualized vs.

standardized, but rather on a scale df program success. From this sample’

of Michigan programs, however, it appears that nearly 70% of Michigan

w
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compensatory education programs were operating with such written objectives.
Since ft iskbn1ike1y that those diétricts, whicr rely upon wriﬁten 2
objectives, alt provide compféte]y individualized programs, itiis’apparent
that while the existence of such objectives is necessary, it is certainly

not a sufficient cond1t1on to a]]ow a program to be labelled “1nd1v1dua11zed !

Further, it 1s a]so érue that many teachers rely upon some type of
diagnostic testing, espec1a11y for compensatory programs where Federal
gu1de11nes set forth such a procedure. The tests relied upon for diag- ‘
nostic testing may be specially developed or standard1zed or may even be
subjective judgnents; but, whatever their form, such tests are -- like
written objectives -- so common today that their existence is only a
potential indicator of individualization, not a guarahtee.

" Similar concerns may be raised relative to prescripfion-based
instruction and the use of progress tests” to assess mastery. -However,
progress tests may not be as commonly used as diagnoses/prescription and
may, therefore, be a better measure of individualization than the others
so far discussed.

Even the key e]ementﬁof,individua1—pacing, where instructiqn is tied
to measdred student progress, must be examined critically to assess the
uniqugness of these characteristics to individua]iéeﬁ*instruction. In

. ‘ the Michigan study, teachers in the successful sites were asked what
percent of'their students' reading time was spent in individua]]y—paced‘
activities; their average response was approximately 85%. 'Similar teacher

in the unsuccessful sites responded with an average of about 74%.

Thus, the aspect of individual pacing was fairly conmon’ to all programs

1ni-4 |
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studied, indicating that individual pacing (or teachers' perceptions of

»
¥

individual pacing) is not necessarily synonomous with individualized

instruction or that individualized instruction was not a unique characteristic

of successful programs.
Ultimately, it might be that the key characteristics of an educational

program that would allow that program to be 1qcontrovert1b1y labelled
1nd1v1dua11zed" is the 1nd1v1dua];zat1on of the program s response (in
terms of mater1a1, content, techniques, etc.) to the resu]ts of the progress
checks.\ For instance, if all 1earner§ in a program use ihe same matéria]s
but some, are allowed to use them at a slower pace than otherg, then it

ié qui¥e péssib]e -- even with all of the other accoutremeht; of indivi-
duafization in force -- that this program i only a time-eased version of
our traditional programs. But innorde} for a truly individualized instruc-
tion plan or set of. inctructional events to be c;r?ied out-in respense to
" each individual child's progress test results, then each of the preceding
elements (objectives, diagnosis,-orescription, progress eva]SBtion) nust
be part of the overall program. The potential for self-pacing is inherent
@m the existence of multi- paths for the 1ns’truct1ona1 i to fo‘l‘low.
Thus, a]though the ex1stencg of these multi-paths mig‘t be necessary

and suffic{ent in itself to justify a label of "individualized", ;he
existence of these other aspects is;necessary to Qa}idate any claims of
effect1ve individualization. S \ ‘ ‘A

While this discussion of compensatory educat1on as actua]]y pract1ced

in classrooms was intended to illustrate the d1ff]cu]ty in contrast1ng

~




programs labelled "individualized" witﬁ those labelled "siandardized", =
by defining a "standardﬁzed" program as one thch contains none of the
elements just discussed one would prgbab]y find only-a very few such.
programs within the univérse of Federa]]y—supportgd compgnsatory education

programs.. Given the moderating effects of LEA and SEA regulations and

tr‘a(,ﬁ tions (e.g., over 14 SEAS mandaté V§T‘ jbus types of assessment - T 7 ""\‘;’"
objectives) defining an."individualized" program as one which completely
embodies all of.éhese aspects to a maximum degree wou]d'a1so resﬁ]t |
in the identification of only a very few such programs. Even if such
extreme cases could be found, it is clear that policy research (consider-
ing Congress as .its prime aﬁdiencé) should not be greatly coﬁéerned with
such unrepresentative cases. -
In our Prdposal (p. III-7) we suggested a two-staged activify'to
}operatibnalfy define “ihdﬁWidua1ized and standardized programs during the
design phase. To sumnarize, five questions relating to: sequence, pacing,
use of individual progf@és checks, use of diagnosis and prescription, aqi
documentation of w}itten performance objectives would be asked and scaled
6n a continuum indfcating the degree of individualization (e.g., number
of Is vs, S'S). The second step as originally proposed w9u}d include’
a review of documentation to be gthered during the imp]ementatibn phase of
the contract to validate the’initja] responées. As described previously,
the pﬁoject team collected documentation on’a large number' of projects
and ;onducted a second stage activiﬁy for many sites during the design

»

phase. In addition, a limited number of observations were conducted in -

3
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conjunction with other projects and activities involving members of the

project team. The net results of this "field testing" of- the approach

.

resulted in the final proposed definitional framework which has been
included in our sample design.

The def1n1t1ona1 matr1x will be used to tlass1fy whether a program

meets the following character1st1cs.

"por. Whether specific written (documented) performance
objectives are assigned to individual students.
Objectives would also include stated/commonly known
criterion or proficiency levels indicating mastery
(paper and pencil or performance-based). "Givems" and
"time periods" would be considered desirable but not
necessary. ’

"D/P" Whether initial placement for each student in the program's
materials is based on a diagnostic test and a specific
process is subsequent]y followed for diagnosing student
needs and assigning prescriptive materials or exercises
on a continuing basis. By 1976, all Title I schools -
will be required by regulation to admimister "imtiai”
or "placement" diagnostic tests to all students; hence,
. the-emphasis op continuous diagnosis.

. "ALP" Whether uniquely prescribed individual learner paths
through the relevant program materials, related to
performance on prior activities, are followed by each
'student. Preliminary review of project documentation and
-discussions with LEA staff indicated that in a Timited
number of programs which were always described as being
very "individualized", in all instancas individual
students ‘participated as part of a smaN group for
re]at1ve]y short periods of time in conducting specific
exercises or.drills. Hence, an 1nde1du§i\1earning path
which includes some participation in small\groups or

: specific activities would be allowed. This\dimension

- is, in fact, an é}tension of the prescription\tharacteristic.

student
Qmp]ete

"PACE" Whether or not the amount of time redquired for an
to master a specific performance objectivé or to

a given portion of a program’ is determined individually
for £r by that student and varies from student to student.




Program Variables

The RFP asked the design contractor to identify program.gperating
characteristics of interest, control, and descriptive variables. In our
Proposal we discussed a number of categories of descriptive variables
used by TURNKEY in its study of compensatory education programs in
Michiéén. Specifica1&yjﬁniné g;oups of<§ariabiés Qe}erhypéfﬁes%%éd ;§<W
acting together in their iﬁpact on program effectiveness. Throhgh.the
application of various statistical techniques, 45 variables were fobnd

~to discriminate statistically between successful and unsuccessful programs.
This study is centinuing and, at present time, is in a cross validation
phase with expected résu1ts in November 1975. The specific\variab1es
Which were significant during the exploratory phase of the study are
included below as part of the overall list cf variables qnd specifically
in Appendix 4. In addition, as noted in the prior section of this
~document an extensive review of recent evaluations relating to this
study was conducted from which additional program variables were identiifed.
The results of our efforts during the design phase thus far are Tisted
below in termf of the various types of categories of variables. It
should be noted that implementation vgriab]es are discussed in Task 3.

The»variab]es to be studied by means of the proposed study-desidn

~ fall into three major cgtegories: Independent, Moderator, and Dependent.

Each of these categories is described below and the specific items to be ’

studied within each item listed and the rationale behind the inp]usion L.

of the iggh are also shown. ' - ;
y .
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A. Independent Variables

The variablés included within this category are those program
factors whose impact we wish to investigate directly by incorporating
them into the (stratified) sampling plan for the study. We accomplish

this by means of a specific sampling plan which follows an analytical

structure des1gned to address these var1ab1es explicitiy. There may

be other program factors whose impact we wou]d wish to study,'but only
those're%ﬁected in our samp{ing design can be viewed as independent
variables. The program factors included in this category are 1i¥sted in
Exhibit III-1 along with the suggssted dat; collection method and the
rationale for the inclusion of each item.

-

B. ﬁoderator Variables

The‘yariab]es iﬁé]uded within this category are those program
or student factors whose impact we wish to control by holding their
values constant or to study as covariables with our dependent variables.
The first of these two types of moderator variables isxreferred to as
Constants, and the second as Covariables. Each of these two groups
is'described in further detail below. Although the covariables are not
reflected directly in the sampling p]an, their impact on the dependent
variables ¢an be assessed stat1st1ca11y by 1ncorporat1ng these variables
as_covariates in analyses of covariance.

‘1. Constants
These are program or student characteristics whose impast we

wish to hold constant for all analyses which areé conducted .as part

I1T-9
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INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

EXHIBIT III-1

RATIONALE
(.
. 3
b r—t
a &
-4 b o | B £
[ w — V8]
—t = . =
— CD red — i
... _ __} _SUGGESTED DATA COLLECTION = | 2 |32 | 2 | &
ITem METHOD AEERRAE
Type of program as categorized § Sampling data (see Sampling - X
via definitional matrix (see Plan) verified during on-site X
Task 2) visit to specific classrooms
“™e., Whether a program is plus defined in more detail
very individualized (Group I) | via on-site observations in
individuialized (Group II) specific classrooms. Observa-
standardized (Group III) tions/Survey jtems to include:
very standardized (Group IV) o student record folders to
note time required to
‘complete units or materials;
¢ identification of fraction
of core materials which are
used by some but not by all
studepts;
e the diagnosis/prescription
" process;
L identification of objectives
associated with specific
students including the )
extent to which students
can describe the objective .
- - currently being addressed.
Instructional setting of Sampling data (see Sampling X
specific comp ed" instruction; Plan) verified during on-site
specifically whether the visits to specific study
program opergtes in a main- schools. Data required would
stream or a pull-out fashion. include a description of what
, . portion of the instructional
program is provided in what
setting for the comp ed students
Subject area: specifically Sampling data (see Sampling X
reading and math. Plan). -
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of this design. In reality, these constants may have-an impact
on the dependent variables; but for the reasons detgi1ed in Exhibit
ITI-2, we choosg to view their impact as being beyond the scope
of this study.. These reasons are listed in Exhibit III-2 along

with other information related to each item in this category in

a manner similar to Exhibit ITI-1.

4

2. Covariables
These are program factors or student characterisfics whose

impact we wish to study (as is the case for the independent

/ variébles). However, we have no£ specifically reflected a balanced
and ordered sample of relevant 1e§e]s of each of these b1ogkin9
variables in our sampling plan, a process which was specificé]]y
followed for the independent variables. Thus, the covariables are
qeasuredin a mannér similar to the independent variables, and
thejr iﬁbact may be studied only to the extent that the data
resu]tind from the sampling design proviaes a rgasonab]y represen-
tative dtstribupion of values for the covariables. The program
faﬁtors and student chafacteristics inciuded in this category are

listed in ExHibit III-3 along with the su@gested data collection

method and the rationale for the inclusion of each item.

v

C. Dependent Variables

The variables included within this category are those student

or school characteristics we are using as the measures of effectivenes

in the proposed study design. These measures fall into two major areas
rd

ITI-1
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EXHIBIT TIII-2

. ‘ ) : : ) Page 1 of 2
CONSTANTS
e .
. ‘L \ RATIONALE
5
> —t
= oy
— > -
<T o = =
[&] Ll — Ll
— = -3 -
, [ o O = — Ll
ITEM ) | _SUGGESTED.DATA COLLECTION __J 2 |lo=a 1 2 | &
. METHOD g |ga8 |5 | &

Grade level -- all programs’
studied will be operational at
grades 2 and 3 and classrooms
for each of these levels will
be equally represented. While
grade level comparisons :
between these two levels will
be possible, it is felt that
by studying these contiguous
levels we can best understand
the impact of individualization
-- a concept in which grade
level becomes less meaningful

beyond administrative needs.

A11 students will be -
"compensatory education ‘
fstudents”, i.e., either Title I
or Title I eligible (it is

felt that this wider

definition is needed to iden-
tify sufficient Group III and
IV programs). ’

A11 programs will have been
operational for at least the
two previous years in the

LEA, and at least the previous
year in the subject school
(for stability purposes and

to help ensure "well
implemented" programs).

Subject students as much as
possible be all native

speakers of English at home

(to minimize testing problems).

\
Sampling data (see Sampling
Plan), verified on-site.

Sampling data (see Sampling
Plan), verified on-site.

Sampling data (see Sampling
Plan), verified on-site.

Sampling data (see Sampling
Plan), verified on-site.
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EXHIBIT III-2

Page 2 of 2
CONSTANTS (Continued)
PR — (\
RATIONALE
$
€ =
> =
. ~ =
: 5 - | B
v < ol =
¢ (&) 53] - L
—t = o - = .
N s 189 2 e
ITEM SUGGESTED DATA COLLECTION S lvgl =
METHOD B o |ox! v —
ATl programs will be "well- Sampling data (seé Sampling X X X X
implemented", whether Plan), specifically the
jndividdalized or not (design | implementation/effectiveness
constraint). -question, the stability items

(programs, teachers, students),
the documentation items.
During the study, implementa-
. tion to be addressed via
- R observation of actual
: "definitional matrix category
vs. initially assessed \
category, controls placed on
testing scoring procedures to
reflect actual instructional
content in each program, and
observer judgment of the
degree to which the program
seems well run according to a
list of general guidelines for
well-run programs that would
be developed by the study
contractor.
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- EXHIBIT III-3

COVARIABLES

RATIONALE

: S
b —
-~ b
— <
= ol E | E
ITEM . . SUGGESTED DATA GDLLECTION E 5§ E %
* METHOD QO |mn|a | o
& ww | o= =
[ o Qo [%2] —
Number of years that the Sampling data where possible X
subject student (Ss) have .verified during on-site
been in the program; visits; but mainly through
specifically one or more survey data gathered during
than one. the study year.
Gender of Ss. Survey data gathered during X
’ g study year.'.
Parental involvement in Observation of parental class- X X
program, room activities, if any,
during the study year) mainly
through survey data gathered
during the study year.
Class size. Survey and observation data X X
gathered during the study year. i
Cost of the resources Survey data from TURNKEY's X X |
- consumeg in the program, both cost-effectiveness instru- |
during instruction and in ments (see Dependent ‘
support activities. Variables - Process below).
Pre-test scores {used to form Pre-test score results for X
residualized gain scores). sample Ss.
Presence/absence of relevant Teacher survey; work or student X X
instruction in content area progress test samples;
addressed by test. examination of "existing
performance objectives.
|
.
|
|
\
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outcome variables and other associated variables. Under the area of Lo
outcome variables, measures in both the academic (cognitive growth)
and the affective Ereas‘are included. Under the area of other associated

variables, measures in the area of classroom env@ronment, as well as

a number of factors to be studied post hoc (i.é., factors which are not

ref]gcted in the sampling design) are included.  Each of these areas is
described in further detail below:
1. Academic Variables
Tﬁése are measures which encompass cognitive growth in the’
.basic skills of reading and math, as well as other such school-
baseﬁ measures of student performance‘as attendance and behavior
patterns. Exhibit 111-4 lists these factors.
2. Affective Va}iab1es . ,
These are measures which encompass the affective or
attitudinal domain of student and school characteristics.
Exhibit 11I-5 1ists these fa}c'tors.
3. Classroom Environment Variables
.- These are measures which encompass general items related to
classroom environment ;é well as épecific factors which we wish
_to study after thé'fact.' Exh}bit III-6 1ists tﬁese factors.
* Appendix 4 lists the other factors suggested for study as part
of this category of variables. The items included in Apﬁendix 4

are derﬁved from TURNKEY's éxisting process evaluation instruments,

which have:been applied in numerous, program stydies.throughou; the

ITI-15
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EXHIBIT .III-4

referenced tests administered
for this study, matched in
coverage to the content areas
covered in instruction
(post-test only).

" ACADEMIC YARIABLES -+ © -
- . RATIONALE
- - g’
P —t
= =
( — - - | =
\ - |8 |.8| E|&
ITEM SUGGESTED DATA COLLECTION =R 215
METUNAN " [&] — 2] —d
tre ey = <z no| < o
o L | o =
Q. [mlad w —t
| Residualized achievement gain |}. Scores from standardized test -} X X X
scores (with pre-test co- or sub scores (Berhaps '
variable effects removed). specially defined) from such
tests, matched in coverage to
the content areas covered in
instruction. ’
Mastery of objectives. Stores from criterion- X X




EXHIBIT I111-5

A

procedures. .

coupled with a review
of Tlocal disciplinary

T

RATIONALE
" =
(]
> —
~ . =
— <
- >~ =
ITEM SUGGESTED DATA COLLECTION S g = 5
METHOD. il R 5
Q —_— D [sa] -
e T MU T e Y V] R S RN
o< LJ W = =
[« % [an o [7p] —
Student self-concept: Existing instruments including: X
feel self , Self Concept Ability Scale
school self Piers-Harris Children's Self \
behaving self Concept Scale* -
Student's attitude toward: Existing instruments inc]udiﬁg: X
school work Attitude Toward School*
teacher My Class Inventory
.school in general School Attitude Test: Oral
- Form
School Sentiment Index
Attendance Survey of school records X X X
Disciplinary referrals Survey of school recordst X X

*Instrument which is recommended for use.

'''''

6o

I11-17



EXHIBIT III-6

\ - -
CLASSROOM ENVIRONMENT VARIABLES
RATIONALE
( =
o
> et
% — [
— <L
! > =~
ITEM SUGGESTED DATA COLLECTION S 2l =518
METHOD - 8E =2 | 5
\ (@] — 2D [aa] P |
- J— — —_ . =T (ol and < n
oL [SXRVE] = P-4
o, a o v I -
Staff assessment of class- Existing instruments including: X X,

room environment:
intellectual climate
achievement standards
organize effectiveness
supportiveness
ordgrliness
impulse control

Factors related to classroom
and program process management
data including:
cost effectiveness
staff involvement in
proaram development
program coordination
- in-service training
(See Appendix for a full
1ist of relevant variables.)

Class Activity Questionnaire
Learning Environment Inventory
Minnesota Teacher Attitude
Inventory
Organizational Climate
Descriptive Questionnaire
Organizational Climate Index*
Purdue Teacher Opinionnaire
Social Climate Scale

Existing instruments:
TURMKEY's Process Evaluation
Instruments and
Observation items to be
developed from subareas
of these TURNKEY
Instruments

*Instrument

which is recommended for use.

67

I11-18




country. L1sted 1n Exhibit IIT-6 for illustrative purposes are a
- number of process aspEe%s_foune to be cr1t1ca1 for effect1ve
programs in TURNKEY's worn to date.
* The analysis of the Fé]ationshins between the previously listed

items and the other factors suggested here is recognized as being one that

——couttTESEHE - the tdentification o many—apparently significant and
"impgrtant variables, if only because the number of items listed in
Appendix 4 is quite large and a small percent (sucn as a chance rate of,
5%) of a’very large number is still a large number. Thus, care must Be
exercised in statipg thé 1mg1ication of any results in the area. It is
also recognized that such an analysis, even if identi%ying a truly
sign%ficant number of important variables, wdqu’at:best'oniy form the

1

basis for subsequent Cross- va11dat1on studies that would contro] foxy the
1denL1u1ed-faeLu«s in a wore systematic manneir. However, since TURNKEY
has'a]ready deYe1oped resu]ts from applications of the TURNKEY process
.evaluation instruments in a sizeéb]e number of programs, it would be
possib]e to .use the existing TURNKEY data to predict the results from
the NIE data base Thus, the data éven for this one year of study
(1976-77) could serve to cross va11date the TURNkEY results to date by
evaluating the success.of each of these pred1ct1ons '

Note that:in Exhibit III-6 we have indicated that some of the items
contained in the TURNKEY survey ins truments mentioned there will be developed
into an observation format. The observations obtained”in this format would
bemcollectee along with_ the program 1mp1ementatjon'0bservations (see Task 3)
ane used to verifyrsurvey responses\in these subareas obtained during early
data collection interviews. | - ‘\ \ |
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TASK 2 --DEFINE SAMPLING PROCEDURES

districts, schoo]s, and classrooms to be included in the study fall into
_ four principal subareas:
° the determination of the sampling frame/definitional, matrix;

° the development of samp11ng criteria (i.e., for both degree
of individualization and degree of implementation);

‘ e .the sample selection procedures; and
e fina],samp]é dimensions.
, . . . - S
As was indicated in our Proposal, the s®lection of ‘programs must include
considerations of both degrée of individda]ization and degree of imp]emen-
tation. The f1rst of these cons1derat1ons wou]d be est1mated for any
given- program on a priori basis by a review of existing program documentat1on

. and tentative confqrmat1pn. - The second cons1derat1on requires thorough

na]ys1s of program documentat1on and verification of activities (see

-~

5 0

Task 3). Our study des1gn 1nc1udes provisions for treating programs
Mh1Ch upon closer scrut1ny during proaect/;mp]ementat1on, are found to be

7+ less "well-implemented" than originally estimated.’

*

In this seetion, we describe the recommendations, and rationales for

* each of the four subareas which comprise the ovﬁ?a]l sample selegti:h process.

-

T

The Samp11nggFrame/Def1n1t1ona1 Matrix

_‘ The framework within which both the sampling and analysis 5F0cesses
must fit is determined by three d1mens1ons. grade level, instructional

setting, and type of ﬁhogram (degree of individualization).

: - 111-20 .



A. Grade Lgve]
The proposed sfudy is' to consider programs operated for comp ed
stddents’at grade levels K through 4. We recommend that only grades
2 and 3 be specifically examined within any progcgm studied:‘ We make
tais-recommendation for the following reasons:

° It seefrs unnecessary to study programs at all five grade levels
(e.g., for reasons used in the SRI Follow Through Study); yet
thecintended study must be beneficial at the lower elementary
level. A subset of two of these five grade levels, properly
selected, would suffice for this purpose.

. Any national study which ultimately must entail the use, in
some manner, of standardized norm-référenced achievement tests
should not,rely upon present tests.available at the K-1 Tlevels. ..
At these levels, the tests that do exist are more oriented to
the concept of "readineds" than to that of achievement and

- require extensive 1:1 oral administration time. Thus, given

limitations of using such* tests, the study would then focus
on grades 2-4. o ‘

Since the basic nmotion of an individualized program ¥s antithetical

to the use of grade level labels, any grade level combinations

used should be contiguous (i.e., grades 2 and 3 or grades 3 and

4 rather than grades 2 and 4) in order to reflect the contiguous . -
nature of the instructional development within individualized -

programs. This comstraint is desirable because slower students

in the higher of the two levels might be using the’lower level's

materials and vice versa for faster students in the lower

grade level. Moreover, content and”sequencing vary considerably

in individualized programs. \

o

»

° The combination of grades 2 and 3 is preferred over the combina- .
tion of grades 3 and 4 because the former is felf to be more
representative of the K-4 range overall. Additionally, it may 'S
be that instructional programs at grade 4 are different ¢
‘enough in concept from those at grade 3 to make the 3-4 combina- .
tion less contiguous than the 2-3 combination.

It is also suggested that for the purposes of analysis (see Task 5),

all results for grades 2 and 3 should be combined, both for the individual-
[

ized programs and for the standardized programs. Separate analyses by




’ .o~

ékadé level could always be generated {f a corparison of results by a
category such as the nominal grade level associated with a given program

»

for-administrative purposes is considered desirable.

for sampling purposes, a constraint of having to include about the
same number of nominally second grade classrooms and nominally third grade
classrooms in each sampling cell would be necessary to reflect the grade

level selection and discussion presented here. . ) .

B. Instructional Setting
The unit of éna]}sis suggested for this study is the classroom.
However ‘the special nature of the programs to be stua1ed requires af
careful description of the "classroom" to be stud1ed The concept of

individualjzation suggests that important differences in process and/or

e .
thin a given

educational practice may exisi among different teac
"indi jdualized" program. Thus, many important process differences
may be Tost in an ana]ys1s which studies a unit larger than one t1ed to

the«aqt1v1t1es of a*spec1f1c teacher. It is also Yecognized that d1ffer-
- * w.,

ences may exist among students served by the same teacher in.an
"individualized" classroom in terms of process applied or service

received. However, since programs of general interest to the audience of

v

this study are unlikely %o have been implemented for only an individual

-

student it.seems inappropriate to limit the unit of analysis to an indivi-

- dual student, however incongruoué‘that position might seem in a study of
individualized instruction. Individualization within a classroom is a process

controlled by the teacher, and.it is the interaction of the teacher with the

students in that classroom that should be an objective of analysis.
e
IT1-22 ’ ‘ *
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. Having stated the case for the classroom as the ‘study's un1t of.
analysis, an add1t]ona1 eomp1ex1ty must be addressed: S1nce the study is
to’ inc]ude pregrans of both the mainstream and thejpu11-out types, this
issye must be cons1dered in determ1n1ng the actué] unit of analysis. This

ons1derat1on beg1ns by undérstanding the bas1c nature of the comp ed
headtng or math programs that‘form the ovara]] universe for this study,'
a gniners%'frOm which weTl-impYTemented individJ?Zfzed and well-
imp]emente& standareized nrbgramSnahe to be drawn end compared on the
basis of their:e?fectiveness.) Thq;comp ed student receives the’benefit
_6f_sBecia1 funding provided by Congress (or other legislative bodies at
the state andVo? 1oca1 {eve1) "This specia] funding is reflected in the
comp ed school’ by the presence of specially hired personne] {e.qg., ‘
teachers spﬁﬁda11sts paraprofess1ona1s) and/or spec1a11y purchaled
materha]s or equ1pment

The 1mpact ot these spec1a1 personnel and/or materials is felt
thr0ugh interactions of these staff and/ph materja]s and thelcomp ed
studénts within these schools (not all students within comp ed schools
are comp ed students) during instructional time perigzs. This instruc-
tion might take place within ; portion” of the@}égu]ar classroom with the
special comp ed instructor working with the comp ed students while the

. regular teacher in that room ﬁorks with the_non-comp ed students. Or ft
night take place within this same classroom with the regular teacher
providing all instruction but with the assistance ef supplementary

materia]s'for the comp ed students. Either of these operatignal

L4
structures would be considered a "mainstream" program.

72
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Another means for conducting the comp eé‘instruction would be use of
- a classroom set aside especially as the comp ed learning center. .In this
case, the comp eq students would lea;e their reguiar classroom and receive
-instﬁdctibn from the comp ed personnel in the center. This program would
be of the "pull-out" type.

It is important to note that the mere existence of a center within
a comp ed building does not label the comp ed program in that building
as a pu]i—out type of program. The key issue is whether the comp ed
students receive their comp ed instruction while in the same setting as their
non-comp ed classmates or whether they ‘are ph}sica]]y separated into
different rooms for this inst;uction. If the non-comp ed students use
both é base classroom plus the center for reading and éath instruction,
énd the cémp ed‘students in this class are always in the same room as their

_classmates even though the two groups rece%ve different instructional \
programs in at least one of these settings, this program would be con-
sidered a maingtream_type.

Further, while the programs for this study will be ;1assified and
selected based upon the naturé of the comp ed instructional activities,
Eomp ed students may participate in nén—comp ed instructional activities
as well-as comp ed activities. It might occur, for instaﬁce, that a
highly individualized comp ed program would operate within a "regular"

"setting that is highly standardized. The importance of fhe interactioq
between the regular and comp ed programs may depend heavily upon whéther

the comp ed program is of the‘maigygream or the pull-out variety.
~ M ‘
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It seems neither feasible nor desirable to build into the sampling
strata all the possible inté}actions between the type of instruction in
comp ed program and the type of .ifstruction in the regular program. A1l
such interface considerations (e.g., total hours of regular plus comp ed
instructiop vs. the hours in the comp ed portion of this total) which
cannot be built into the‘sampling design will be considered in the overa]}
study analysis as best tg;y can, though it is recognized that only fhose
process differences ref]ectéd in thé sampling plan can be investigated
in a exhaustive manner. .

However, it is critical to ths study that the instructional programs
studied, which will be initially classified on the bas%s of only the
specific comp ed instruizlzjél activities, be defined for analysis purposes

as all instruction provi to the comp ed student whether by or in the
. “ - .

"am oF by the reguiar staff iu the reyuiar classroun

Thus, the "classroom" to be considered the unit of analysis is a
*

special one. ‘Exhibit 1II-7 }epresents this "classroom" schematically for
‘ mainstream‘frograms. Thisn”classroom" --indicated within the dashed
boxes -- may indeed be one physical room (A) or may even be two rooms*® (B)
so long as the comp ed students are Aot phyéica]]y sepdrated from their
classmates during comp ed instruction. The program which we wish to
investigate £hen would be the reading or-math activities of the comp ed

students proviaeq both by the comﬁ ed program and by the regu]ar(teacher

as parf of the general program.

IT1-25



Exhibit III-7

EXAMPLE, STUDY "CLASSROOMS" FOR MAINSTREAM PROGRAMS

. STUDY "CLASSROOM" A

B e |

I -

: |

| Reqular Instruction :

: I

| Comp Ed Instruction :

I .

I - I

I I

! |

L e -

STUDY "CLASSROOM" B . ‘
T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T - |
I
| Room Y Learning Centex :
l |
| .
I Regular Instruction :
: Regular Instruction . »- !
I All Students :
I . ’ Comp Ed Instruction |
I . I
! !
| !
L - ]
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Exhibit "1II-8 represents the study c]assfoom for pull-out program.
The prbgram which we wish to investigate then would be the reading or
math activities of the comp ed students served by both the comp ed
program and by the regular teacher in the classroom from which the comp
ed student has been pulled. The specific rooms to be encompassed in our
study “"classroom" in this case would depend on the specific students in

L4

the center whose results are to be sampled.

C. Classifications of Programs

As discussed in Task 1, each program studied will be classifiéd

in a dichotomous (Yes/No) manner on each of the following four issues:

"po" Performance Objectives

"D/P"  Continuous Diagnosis/Prescription

) “AIP"  Fxistence of Alternative Learning Paths

. "PACE" Individual Pacing

|

For definitional purposes, the matrix shown in.Exhibit III-9 will form the

basis for program classification. The cells of this matrix have been

numbered from 1 through 16 as shown. The pattern of Yes/No responses to

the four preceeding issues are also shown within each cell with the

responses associated with that cell Tisted from top to bottom in the

cell corresponding to PO on top, D/P next, ALP next, and PACE on the

bottom.

Note that six of the 16 cells have been shaded. These are cells .

which contain two "Yes" plus two "No" responses. These shaded cells have




Exhibit I11I-8

’

EXAMPLE STUDY "CLASSROOM" FOR PUIIrM PROGRAMS
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Exhibit III-9

DEFINITIONAL MATRIX
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-been excluded from the anticipated analysis since no clear pattern of
indj&idua]ization or standardization emerges.. This is the case because
the siudy design team chose to establish no hierarchy of importanéé)among
‘the four key issues reflected in the matrix. It should be clear that the
design reflected in the overall matrix is factorial in nat&ré. Indeed,

if programs for all 16 cells could be 1oéated in a reasonably balanced

_ manner, the factorial design reflected would allow a thorough evaluation
of each of the four key issues (main effects) plus all the relevant inter-
action among these four key issues. If this were true, éhe ana]ysis‘wou1d

be a study of these issues, and programs would not require further

labeling. However, the study design team éonsidgred each of th§ cells

in the definifiona] matrix with great cdre -- reflecting the wide program

experience available within and to the team -- and determined that
logically not all of the 16 cells Qez'equally likely to be found (i.e.,
certain specific patterns of Yes/No responses to the four key issueélhoy1d
not exist too widely in practice). Thus, the full factoridl ﬁpwer of the
matrix was not to be available. Given this prac¥ical 1imi£ation, it was

decided to establish the four study groups described below.

) Group 1 all "Yes" responses; considered to be 4he most
) individualized programs given the structured
+ definition of an individualized program as ' -
N suggested here; includes only cell number 1.
. Group I1 three "Yes" responses plus one "No" response; -

considered to be the next most individualized
group of programs within the suggested definition;
includes cells numbered 2, 3, 5, and 9. - ’

4

)
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° Group III one "Yes" response plus three "No" responses,
considered to be almost ‘totally standardized (or
traditional or non- -individualized) programs
within the suggested definition; includes ce]Ts
numbered 8, 12, 14, and 15. L

e ‘Group IV a]] "No" responses; considered to be the most

standardized programs given the suggested definition,

includes only cell number 16.

+
1

The four groups may be summarized-as follows:

Bl Group 1 very individua]izeo programs
. Group‘II individualized phograms
. Group III standardized programs

° Group IV very standardized programs

The reader is cautioned from viewing this definitional.matrix as’ s
one which somehow maps the distribution of actual comp ed pragtice. |
Such a view might lead one to conc]ude that exc]ud1ng the ghaded port1on
of Exh1b1t I111-9 from the ana]ys1s wou]d exc]ude a-large number of" pro—

grams from potent1a1 cons1derat1on .The stuo;iteam does not believe this
»to be the case based on prev1ous experience as we]] as spec1f1c exper—
ijences gained in identifying candidate ‘sites during this design phase.
However, even 1f it were the case, the RFP expressly states that NIE is
not interested in a study of represéntat1ve 1nd1v1dua11zed pract1ce in
comp ed in the U.S. today. Such a survey -- useful for broad policy
decisions -- is the subject of District Survey I. This study at hand is
tasked to contrast we]] implemented.individualized programs and we]]—

implemented standardized programs and the samp]e selected for study need

not be reflective of the average experience in this regard in the U.S.
. .

] ~

today. Lt

"‘\,"

]




However, if the study implementation contrasts were to discovér a
significant number of potentia]]yyiDXeresting‘progtims falling into all
16 cells of_Exhibit I11-9, the.reliance on the above defined four study
groups cou]d(be reduced in favor of additional reliance on the factorial
power* of the basié matrix. The contrasts to be addressed would shift
from comparisons of effecfiveness between or among‘groups to a considera-
£i§% of the main effects and interaction effects contained with the
matrix obtainéd. Thé TURNKEY §tudy design team does not feel that this
is a likely event; it'is mentioned here oq]y in the jnterest of completeness.

Exhibit I1I-10 summarizes the design framework of the overall

sampling Structure. ’ . _ ' .

Sampling Criteria

In addition to the framework into which a]} selecied programs must
fit, a number of speéific criteria must be met by such programs. These
criteria relate to the following considerations:

° Practicality -- the necessity for selecting programs for
which data collection may be conducted in an efficient
manner with LEA cooperation ensured;

° Design -- the requirement for-programs which meet the
design specifications outlined by NIE and/or inciuded in
the proposed design;

° Stability -- the need for selecting programs which reflect
a settled program which is operating in a stable-mode and
has overcome start-up and disruptive problems;

° Implementation -- the requirement for available programs
of sufficient scepe that meaningful implementation data can
be collected and verified prior to final selection.




. EXHIBIT III-10

. - SPECIFIC DESIGN FRAMEWORK
" A. GRADES‘ 2 and 3 Combined
. NOMINAL COMP ED INSTRUCTIONAL SETTING Mainstream
* SUBJECT AREA: Reading
" UNIT OF ANALYSIS: ] “Classroom"
PROGRAMS STUDIED: . o Groups I, II, III, Iv
B.  GRADES: ‘ O£/~q\\_,*~* i 2 and 3 Combined
. NOMINAL COMP ED INSTRUCTIONAL SETTING: “Pull-Out ¢
SUBJECT AREA: g “. Reading”’ :
UNIT OF ANALYSIS: - -+ "Classroom" ~ X
PROGRAMS STUDIED: . - Gréups I+y. II, III, Iv ° -

2.and 3 Combined .

C. GRADES: ' .
ONAL™SETTING: Mainstream

NOMINAL' COMP ED INS

SUBJECT AREA: . “Math, - )
UNIT OF ARALYSIS: " .. "Classroom" .
PROGRAMS STUDIED: Greups I, II, III, IV N
’ ,7‘ .

D.  GRADES: J . 2 and "3 Combined
NOMINAL COMP ED INSTRU C IONAL SETTING: Puii-out

‘ SUBJECT AREA: Math
UNIT OF ANALYSIS: - P "CTassroom"

PROGRAMS STUDIED: S : S
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Exhibit 11I-11 describes the specific sample selection criteria which
"’will be followed in the samp]ing process. It also specifies the general

rationale(s) for the use of each criterion in the selection and identifies

ty

the relevant items in the two’(district and school level) samp]ing~question-

aires which will be discussed later in this section.-

I

~ Sample Selection Procedures

The procedures by which the final sample will be selected are dictated by

the nature of the universe(s) from which :the districts and schools are to

14

‘be chosen.
According to NIE specifications for the study, the final sample is

to contain programs selected from those included in NIE's D1str1ct Survey

a

«I, as well as those chosen on the basis of thelnvestxgatlon durxng thxs

study In our interim progress report, submxtted to Nlt on 1 Auoust-|9/b:
| vie recommended that this specxfxcatxon be e11m1nated and that the samp]e .
se]ectxon procedures for the two studxes be comp]ete]y d1vorced In the
_RFP and from: conversatlons with NIE staff, it has been stated that a major
purpose o?.th)s sample "overlap" between the two stud1es is to provide
P va]xdatxon (in the form of classroom observations) of the‘data gathered in
;uestxonnaxre form durxng sttrxct Survey I from teachers and adm?nis-/ -
e
trators. A]thodgh spot va]xdat1on of these huestxonnawre responses is . i
- clearly n°cessary, the adv1sab111ty of using (and possibly confound1ng)
the 1arge scale Individualized Instructxon Study as ascheckingmechanism 1s
~open to question. It appears more scientifically sound for a validation )

mechan1sm to be built d1rect1y inte~the design of sttrxct Survey I or .to

- ‘ | 83" Lo
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o Exhibit III-11
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’ RATIONALE
\ Z
-ty - ¥ Ad o
[
5 :
AR
| H <
- . = Z . .
N (D-DISTRICT) g B 5 § 5&
CRITERION (S=SCHOOL) 2 481 & |25
Willingnéss to participate rust be D-13 X X
- indicated at both the LEA and the schoo S-19
level. , .
A school must either be a Title I school | -7 T X X
| or a Title I eligible school. ’
A program rust have been in operation in | D-11(7), .. ’ : X X
the LEA for at least thé 1974-75 and the. 12(7)
1975-78 school years, and in the scheol S~14(7)
since at least the 1975-76 school year.
A proyram iast nave oeen cénti'nuei from p-11(g, 2} : X 'ﬁgx
the 1975-76 school year to the 1976-77 12§, 9)
school vear in the study clasgrooms with- s-14(8, 9) J
out. major changes in operation. as(1, 2, 4)
A progranm rust be in‘gpera{tion in at least| D-11(2, 3) x X X X
10 grade two classrooms and at least 10 12(2, 3) )
grade three classrcoms in the LA and s-14{2, 3) -
at both grade levels in the study schoqls. . *e w
A classroom muét'contain a projection of D-7, 8 X X X
at least 6 comp ed students in the program| S-8, 9 . '
| of interest for mainstresm programs or at | S-15(5) ,
6 comp ed students from any regular . . ’ .
'classroom served by the center for pull- :
out programs. :
. e -, ) E ' — T
No recently implemented "major" student, S~16 X X
redistribution that has affected rore . )
than 15% of the enroliment in potential
study schools (e.g., no busing orders or i
plans, no redistribution of students due ) I . :
to clsoing of other schools with
| declining enrollments) since 1 September .
1974. - . ' \ .
| . 84 . ~
st -/ I1{I-35 ' y
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Exhibit III-11
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B

CRITERION~ .

_QUESTIONNAIRE
" ITEM(S)
. (D-DISTRICT )u
(S-SCHOOLY)?

RATIONALE

PRACTICALITY

IMPLEMENTATION

STABILITY
DATA

REQUIRED -

DESIGN~

No classroom will be included in the
study whose teacher is new to the program
during the 1976-77 school year; more |
specifically, for mainstream programs,

no classroom vhose como ed teacher is new
to that classrocm that year will be
included and for oull-out programs none
of the comp ed teachers serving grades
2-3 comp ed students can be new to the
progran that year.

A school must have a non-migiority
population percentage which falls withim
15% of the'district's overall Title I
school, non-minority population
percentage.

A progra#8 must have adequaﬁc documentation
in the form of curriculum guides,
suggested teacher lesson guides, Or~some-
thing similar and district or school-
level mandates r?garding these guidelines.

At least 80% of the study body in a school
most” speak English as their native

language.

No more than one generic type of comp ed
program in reading and one in math per
school building may be available in a
study bu1ld1ng

Both the district level and school level
program administration must have checked
at least the next to the highest level
implementation/effectiveness resvonse irf
their respective survey questionnaires.

’

II

-

S-15(4)

S-13

D-11{14) .
12(14})
S-14{14)

2

S-12

s-141(1)

D—ll(éi
12(6)
S-14{6)

>
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1

commission a small va1{détion survey as a separate entity. For a number
of reasons, the requirement that 50% of the sample for the Individualized
Ingtruction study be selected from the District Survey I sample may result
in confounding of the regglts of both studiesg

1) Because District Survey I data will be collected

. during the 1975-76 school year and the individualized
instruction study data will be collected during the
1976-77 school year, it will be difficult to determine
if apparentinconsistencies are really discrepancies
or merely reflective of changing program characteristics
(Note: our research indicates many individualized -~
.programs are undergoing continuous¢structura1 change).

2)  Should validation by observation reveal apparent
weaknesses in the District Survey I questionnaire
procedure, no effective remediation process is
available. )

3) In the event that apparent discrepancies are un-
. covered, it is possible that unproductive disagreement
between the two contractors regarding the efficacy of
both questionnaire and validation techniques cduld occur.

4) It is possible that the District Survey I sample does
not include enough sites which are suitable for inglusion in
the Individualized Instruction study, in terms of program
stability, size, or willingness to participate.

5)  The validation vole of the Individualized Instruction
study may require that its data collection instruments
be structured in a manner which is not if the best
interests.of the overall analysis plan.

6) Data availability from District Survey I may cause
severe time constraints to be placed on the sample

selection activities necessary for the Individualized
Instruction study.

For these reasons, which were indicated in our interim report, we recommend

that this sampling restriction be 1ifted from.the study design. e

hasten to note that this ckange would in no way preclude a District Survey I




sitefrom inclusion in the Indiv%dua]iied Instruction study, should it
meet the appropriate se]ect}dn,criteria for both studies, ~

Whether or notsthe sampling ties bBetween the two projects are severed,
the samp]é selection procedures wi]] remain essentially unchanged.” Under

»

both sampling desigﬁs,ka preliminary data collection activity will be
nec;ssary, during the early part of project implementation, before final
selection of programs can actda]]x occur. For aT]lbrograms included in
District Suryey-l, relevant items 9111 be 1nc1uded.in the teacher
questionnaire and,possiblylelsewhere for that study. For other potential ,/
candidateAprograhs, preliminary questionnaires requesting the necessary
information for the final selection of programs will be sent to appropriatgh

school districts. Appendix 5 contains these suggested preliminary sarpling

questionnaires and their cover letter. Based upon the responses to these

* i

. L3 +
2311 be acsesced relative to the

questionna

ires, each po
sample selecfion criteria described earlier in this section, Thé ) -
thirteen selection criteriawili be applied in the 1ndicated.briority order
(as shown in Exhibits 11I-¥3 and I11-14) to each potentié] program Jnt11~
the appropriate number of p ogra&s (including the réhu{red 25% oversémpling)
have been chosen to fill the appropriate cells of the .sampling matrix. - .
In addition, this preliminary sample will include an additional ZS%N
_oversamp]e of programs, which will serve aSUreplacéménts for sg]ected
programs found unsatisfactory upon on-site ver{fjcgtion.

" Exhibit I11-12 depicts, in flow chaff form, the Sequence of gampﬂe

.selection activities. In this paragraph, we'%{pandfhpon‘the activities-’

noted in Exhibit 111-12:. . - ‘ . = -
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SAMPLE SELECTION PROCESS

DISTRICT SURVEY I DATA N ' . QUESTIONNAIRE DATA
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ASSEMBLE DATA ON
POTENTIAL PROGRAMS

“
i

. e ’
ammnlmm B RIS > X e e S

; , DISTRIBUTE DISTRICT
- SORT DATA BY LEA « | SAMPLING QUESTIONNAIRE

OBTAIN DISTRICT E
SURVEY I RESPONSES é

OBTAIN DISTRICT
QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

3

?. | . SORT ALL DATA BY LEA E ‘

" APPLY SELECTION 5
CRITERIA AT DISIRICT %
e i/ »
CONTACT POTENTIL - /
LEAs " . o i
LY -
CONDUCT” BRIEF DATA *+ .
. © VERIFICATION SITE .
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APPLY SELECTION.
CRITERIA AT SCHOOL
LEVEL

ESTABLISH POOL OF
ACCEPTABLE LEAs/
 SCHOOLS/CLASSROOMS

RANDOMLY SELECT
CLASSROOMS TO FILL
MATRIX

IDENTIFY STUDY
CLASSROOMS

Exhibit ITI-12
Page 2 of 2



Exhibit II1-13

« - )

SELECI‘}ON CRITERIA APPLIED AT DISTRICT LEVEL

WILLING TO PARTICIPATE? : No ELIMINATE LEA l B
Yes
PROGRAMEIAS BEEN IN 3
&XISTENCE SINCE AT LEAST No ELIMIN;\ZE l
1974-75 SCHOOL YEAR? PROGRAM®
Yes -

PROGR\M IS TO BE CONTINUED
TO 1976-77 SCHOOL YEAR No

ELIMINATE l

| RELUPTIELY DNOLNED? PROGRAN
N kS
Yes I | 3
<
PROGRAM OPERATES IN AT LL\STI ;
"] 10 GRADE. THO AND 10 GRADL No ELIMINATE
THREE CLASRQOMS? l PROGRAM
Yes | ) '
AR ' |
DOES DOCUMENTATION EXIST | - , |
; ‘ No AELIMINATE . :
FOR THE PROGRAM? Iz PROGRAM }
[} 9 . ’ |
Yes |
HAS AT LEAST THE NEXT. T0. THE — -
|HIGIEST BLEVEL IMPLEMENTATION/ L J07" | — SLIMINATE
EFFECTIVENESS RESPONSE BEEN IS ROGRAM R
CHECKED FOR THE PROGRAM g0
| ' ; N
Continue : I11-41

*An LEA may ‘have more than one program
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SELECTION CRITERIA APPLIED AT SCHOOL LEVEL
WILLING TO PARTICIPATE? : ELIMINATE
; R .| no SCHOOL .
* Yes . i
SCHOOL DISTRICT TITLE I : P
. L . ELIMINATE
N R :
OR TITLE I ELIGIBLE? No SCHio0L
Yes
PROGRAM EXISTED SINCE AT | _ '
LEAST 1975-76 SCHOOL YLAR o ELIMINATE
JN STIOOL? : : : SCHOOL
Yes
PROCRV! TO BE CONTINUED IN'
1976-77 SCHOOL YER . [ ELIMINATE -
RELATIVELY UNCIENGED? 0 SCHOOL
Yes .- .
CLASSROOMS IN PROGRAM AVATIL- I | —— .
ABLE WITH AT BEAST SIX — g = ELLMINATE
COMP ED STUDENTS? l o Tl I ] scrooL
' Yes | . . .
[ ] '
NO MORE THAN 15% OF SCHOOL'S ‘ g ——
. |ENROLIMENT AFFLCTED BY MAJOR K -~ | ELIMINATE
* {STUDENT REDISTRIBUTION SiNCE N T, | scrool,
1 SEPTEMBER 19747 '




| Exhibit III-14
. ) . Page 2 of 2

. -
<

ARE TEAGHERS IN ABOVE CLASS-| - / Lo
ROOMS TO BE INVOLVED IN . No ELIMINATE ‘
PROGRAM NEXT YLAR? SCHOOL
- Yes -
ES SCHOOL FALL WITHIN 155 . —
OF DISTRICT'S OVER\LL TITIEI R ELIMINATE ‘
SCHOOL NON-MINORITY POPULA- | : SCHOOL
TION %2. —
Yes o ) _ . .
T
QOES DOCU.\E:,;:T:\TIOI\: EX1ST . ELIMINATE
| FOR PROGRAMS O SCHOOL
Yes l - s ) .
A AT LEAST 80% OF STUDENT BODY —
SPEAKS ENGLISH AS THETR o ELIMINATE
NATIVE LANGUAGE? ‘ SCHOOL
‘ N
l Yes

i

NO MORE THAN ONE COMP ED l ‘
READING AND ONE COP D MATH I o i ELIMINATE l

PROGRAM IN “SCIOOL? _ SCHOOL
. Yes I ) , T

i I \
HAS AT LEAST THE NEXT TO THE \ -
HIGHEST LEVEL IMPLEMENTATION/ — ELISINATE
EFEECTIVENESS RESPONSE BELMN [ No_ | | SCHOOL,
CHECKED FOR FACH PROGRWM? -

) . ] ‘ .
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Obtain District Survey I Responses -- For all sites included
in District Survey I, appropriate data will be ebtained from SRI;

Sort Data by LEA -- This District Survey I data will be sorted by
LEA; ’

Assemble Data on Potential Programs -- Based upon data accumulated
through literature searches, printed matter, and materials
provided by publishers, agencies, etc., all data on potentia
programs will be assembled; . , . . :
Distribute District Sample Questionnaire (see Appendix 5)

-- The preliminary district-level sampling guestionnaire

will be sent to the superintendents of the appropriate LEAs;

Obtain District Quéstionnaire Data -- Respohseé from the
District sampling questionnaire will be received; ’

Sort A11 Data by LEA -- A1l program data will be sorted by

LEA; 14 « .
Apply Selection Criteria-at District Level -- Tné thirteen samplg
selection criteria will be applied, where appropriate, to the
data on LEAs. LEAs which do not meet these criteria will be
eliminated. Potential schools within each acceptable LEA will

be identified. Exhibit II1-13 illustrates this procedure in
further detail;

Contact Selected LEAs -- The LEAs which are selected
according to the selection criteria will be contacted
to arrange for site visits;

.Conduct Data Verification Site Visits A Each in which a

selected program is located will be visited by a member
of the project team;

Apply Selection Criteria at School Level -- Appropriate
selection criteria will be applied to the school-level data
gathered during the site visit. Exhibit III-14 illustrates
this procedure in further detail;

Establish Pool.of Acceptable LEAs/Schools/Classrooms -- A
pool will be established of all classrooms (by LEA and.
school) which meet .the sample selection criteria; =
Randomly Select Classrooms to Fill Matrix -+ From the poo? of
acceptable classrooms, individual classrdoms will be randomly
selected, one at a time, until each .orking cell of the
sampling framework is oversampled by 25%.

(‘ o
III-‘A’4



k] t
-

¢ . Identify Study Classrooms -- From those classrooms ‘in each
' cell, those which will be considered as primary study class-
rooms will be identified.

Final Sample Dimensions

s . '

reflected in the numbers presented here:

) The most demanding (from & statistical point of.view) comparison
that the study will be forced to make'would involve a univariate
t test between two independent groups selected from the 16

' cells defined in Exhibit III-1Q0; a significance leyel of .05
with a 2-tailed test has been assumed. "

° Group means from our "classroom" units of analysis will be .
utilized. These means will be based on approximately 6
students for mainstream programs and, approx1mate1y 10
students from pull-out programs. \

] The efte¢t size which 1s considered desirabie to detect, ¢.e.
educationally significant, is 0.5 standard deviation d1fference
between two population means. :

o - A conservative estimate of the intraclass correlation of
achievement scores (i.e., correlation of scores from students
within the same classroom regardless of treatment) is 0.5.°

‘0.-  The level of statistical power (i.e., the probability of
detecting a true difference of 0.5 standard deviation in two
population means) used here is .90. °

- ‘ N :
¢ Based.on these assumptions and the more detailed discussion contaihea
in Appendix 6, Exhibit III-15 d1sp1ays the suggested number of classrooms
required for each of the 16 study ce]]s implied in Exhibit 111-10. The
total number of classrooms included in ‘this d1sp1ay 1sﬂ800, with no allowance

for oversampling. Using.a 25% oversampl{ng rate, a total of 1,000 class-

rooms would be 1nc1uded;in our'ﬁroposed study design.'

-
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EXHIBIT III-15

" NUMBER OF CLASSROOMS -NEEDED IN THE STUDY
SAMPLE, WITH NO OVERSAMPLING* . >

-

. PROGRAM TYPE
GROUP I ~ GROUP II GROUP ITT GROWP IV

.

A. Mainstream Reading " ( . 51 . 5L i - -

B.  Pull-Out Reading Lo T a9 49
- ) e o ' ,

C. Mainstream Math L i 51 51 .51 . - 5]

D.  Pull-Out Math-- 49 49 49 49




" Recalling that study Groups II and IIl each Ithude four cells from
~ within. our definitional matrix while study G}oups I and IV each include
“dnly ohe cell for this matrix, it is aPpahent that not each ihdividua]

?‘ cell in our definitional matrix need be equally represented to‘?ﬁ?????rﬂ .
‘the sempIe dimensions listed here. however, to the extent possible, the
“individual cells within each of }&e multi-celled study.group should be
represented in a relatively balanced manner to facilitate an} edntrésts
to be made which call for data to be disaggregated to. that level of detail
‘(see Task 5, Level 2 Analyses). For the overall seud} design cohstraint,
however, it is only importaht that the numbers listed in Exhibit II1I-15
be adhered to, if the sample size determiniation process.used here is.to
be reIevanﬁ . ‘ ‘
The earlier references to proport10na1 sampI1ng shouId be considered
at this time. lf the implementation contrast should find thal for instance
, overall only 30% of" the programs available for this study are of the pull-
out variety or that only 10% of the available programs can be classified
“as Group IV (neither of these iIIustrations are IeIt to be accurate, however),
the nymber of requ1red sample c]assrooms reerct1ng these dimensions couId
then be adjusted to reerct these reaI1ty I1m1ts _This adJustment couId
w:, . be made by ma1nta1n1ng all those feés1b1e or readily atta1nabIe treatment
categor1es at the IeveI shown in Exhibit III 15 while adjusting downward 3
» the sampIe requ1rement; not-;o read1Iy attainable treatment categor1es such
A that the rat1o of the non- adJusted sample sizes to the adjusted ones

reflects thelratio the numbers of such programs overaII In the first
Sy

of the hypothet1ca1 adJustments Jnd1Cdted by our illustration, the second

s e
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and fourth Tines of Exhibit III-15 would be reduced from 49 to 21 to reflect
the 70/30 ratio indicated in program availability data. In the second
such adjustment, the fourth column of Exhibit iII-]S would be changed from
51; 49, 51, 49 to read 17, 16, 17, 16 to reflect the 30/10 ratio "between
each of the other three columns and the fourth column indicated in the
program availability data. |

No need for reliance on proportional sampling as described above has
been identified to date. The difference in sample s{zg]between the main-
stream and pull-out programs reflected in Exhibit III-15 is so]e]y‘based
on the differential assumptions used for the number of 'students from each
t}pe of classroom setting to be tested for purposes of this sfudy, not on
any aésumptién or data on the basic availability of programs from either‘
of these treatment strata. }

Additionally, it should be recalled that the study design calls for
Aapproximate]y the same number ?f jym?;a11y second grade classrooms as
nominally third grade classrooms reflected in each treatment category.
This means that apout 24-26 classrooms at each of these grade levels would
be included in each program Qrouping. )

As a closing note on the suggeste& sample dimensions , it may be

estimated that the 1,000 classrooms discussed in this section will reflect

the following numbers of programs and LEAs:

¢ 4 Assuming 10 classrooms per program on the average, a total
of approximately 100 programs will be studied.

s . Assumiﬁg 4 programs per LEA, on the average, a total of
approximately 25 LEAs will be involved in the study.

*kk
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.. The nature of'tﬁe samﬁliné plan, especially its ref]ectjon of 6ur

defiﬁitiona] matrix, allows a number‘of issues critical to NIE gng the
prime éudien&e of.the:b}oposed study {i.e., Congress) to Ee addressed in
a highly structured manner. Though a true experiment (wherein all else
is kept anstant‘th1e only one program feature is sydtematically varied

. at-any given tinme and students are assigned toui}eatmentg randoh]y) N
is impossible- to achieve in any real world setting, the qugsi-factor' 1,
structure s&égested Here allows an approximation of at least a portion of
this scheme to obtain. (The re$son for not fuldy utilizing the factorial-
interact ﬁotentia1'of our definitional matrix was stated earlier.) ' ‘
Careful se]ectibn of programs and matching of students in adherence to
the sampling coﬁtrasts listed earlier will suffice as the suggested approx-
imation of random assignment of students, recognizing thdt this apprgximation !
has been a major problem for all large scale field research and evaluation

D

studtes in education.

9%
111-49




!

.

-

TASK 3 - DEVELOP PROCEDURES FOR ASSESSING PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

. . . ?
* Summary of Critical Issues

In our Proposal, we identifiede(and discussed rather‘extensive1y) a

'

‘s . . W ’ .
number of critical jssues regarding the assessment of program implementa-
tjon. In addition, we discussed several S}Oposed approaches to resolving

"these issues during the design phase.

1}

First, the critica]‘issues identified and discussed in our Proposal

inciuded:

e The need conceptually to separate well-impiemented programs
from highly-individualized ones (i.e., a standardized program
could be well-implemented) from highly effective programs,
recognizing that interaction exists between these measures
(i.e., a well-implemented plan may not be a highly individualized
. program, and conversety, a highly-individuaiized program may
not be well-implemented. .

¢ The difficulty inherent in obtaining/developing a baseline 17}
rega™ing the most effective and valid prescribed plan for
implementation, in 1ight of contextual restraints (e.g.,

LEA budget .constraints precluded the purchase of aii suppie-
mental materials designed,for use in an-individualized reading
center), the intentions of publishers (e.g., the desire to
accommodate teacher desires as a trade-off against effective =
implementatian), and other factors.

¢ The need to resolve an apparent conflict between the inclusion
of only well-implemented programs in the study and then
assessing the impact of varying degrees of implementation on
program outcomes (see RFP).

’

In addition, during the design phase, we identified several additional

critical issues, including: a) whether or not a single uniform instru-

ment could be used to determine in a.valid manner the degree’ to which




r i.,ﬁ
’

specific indixjﬁua]ized programs are wéﬁ1-imp1emented; and b) the degree
to which cross-program comparisons relating degree of implementation
to outcomes could be made.

Second, implementation, gn the context of the RFP, was taken to
mean some combination of stability over time (i.e., steady state operations
beyond the transiency of any start-up activities), plus operation in
accordance with the plan as jnitia]]y set out or as modified'prior to
the school &ear under study, 1976-77. This view of implementation lends
itself to a éwo-step process for ensuring that only thbse programs that
are likely to have been well-implemented are selected for-study. Sub-
sequent verification through on-site obserQations and other dﬁta collec-
tion procedurés will determine whether the programé studied are indeed'

well-implemented, and if not, the reasons why.

As described in the Proposal, a number oflsub-steps were discussed

in.attempting to resolve the above issues as thoy relate to initial

identificatian, including review of existing program imp]ementation‘

guides, resulss of studies with similar pﬁrposes (e.g., the SRI

Follow Through study), and initial discussions with LEA staff members

involved in candidate projects. A great deal of,tihe was expended in

attempting to resolve issues surrounding the second step (i.e., determining

the degree to_whicg'pétentia11y weli-implemented programs are indeed

we]]-imp]eménted). in the fo]]éwing pages we discuss. the activities————— """
undertgggquuring this task, the relevant findings and results of our

oo “))é¥¥orts, ana the procedures used in deve]osing instruments used during

the design phase and those for developing additional instruments to be

used during the implementation phase of the study.

160
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Approach Taken/F1nd1ngs

During the design phase, procedures AFE'Tﬁ§t(€TEEEE:::;;;%ﬂ1sts

were developed to identify potential ‘candidates and determine tentatively

whether or not candidate programs were well-implemented. Instruments
were also developed to verify whether or not potentfa] candidates met
minimal criteria for inclusion in the study (see Appendix 5). Lastly,

_instruments and procedures must be fully developed and field tested

- for collecting data (through observation, surveys, and audits) on the
implementation of programs during the school year, 1976-77. Under this
task we discuss the procedures and instruments which have been developed

and used thus far in the design phase as well as the specifjcations

o

and procedures for developing additional instruments during the

implementation phaset,/fi should be noted that the overlap between

this task and the. previous task, sample selection, and with the site
+<

selection procedure described in Appendix 7 is extensive: to eliminate

redundancy, appropriate references have been made for the reader.
{

) J

Identification of Well-Implemented Candidate Programs (F

As‘ described in Appendix 7, upon design centract award the TURNKEY
project staff initiated several procedures to identify potential can-
didates whose progﬁams, individualized or standardized, were well-

1mp1emented S1nce obtaining OMB clearance for a formal survey during

R e

the de§1gn phase was cons1dered infeasible, existing documew}at1on and
knowTedge had to be heavily relied uﬁbn. Minimal criteria for inclusion
included: a) that the program covered grades K-4, math and/or reading;

“and focused on compensatpry, education target groups; b) that documentation

i




wa%_readi]y accessible in the form®of program descriptions, evaluation
reports, validation findings, pane]‘reviewsz or ﬁefsona] observations of
the project team members. A 1ist of potential candidates (see Appendix
8) was gathered from: Right To Reae demonstration program (USOE);
USOE Title I and Title III offices, including programs which were or
are ‘present1y. being reviewed by the Di‘seemination Review Pane ,(BF’ZFS )
of USOE; si}es and potential sites for inclusion in the Program Informa-
tion Package program (USOE); and the TURNKEY documentatio file of al-
most 100 projects in 20 states. In addition, the major publishers
of individualized 1earn1ng systems were contacted and their romination
of the f1ve d1str1cts wh1ch were 1mp1ement1ng their program in the most
effective manner was solicited.

In order to determine whether potential candidates were "likely"
candidates, meeting minimal eriteria, checklists were deve1eped. The
- first, enclosed in Apbpendix 9, was deveToped in August and submitted
to NIE for inclusion in District Survey I as an instrument to assist
in sample selection. This~1nstﬁument was similar in most respects
to a second instrument developed by TURNKEY staff and esed to detérmine
whether potential (non-Survey I) sites met minimal criteria and thus
. qualified as 1ike1& candidates. This instrument went through two re-
visions and was reviewed by }hree LEA consu]tents and gther education
officials, to determine its peektica1ftx and feasibility in light ‘of

’
-

the nature of genera]]y existing documentation. ﬁThis.check1ist is

”

enclosed 1n ADpend1x 10.

A

- Next the check11st was app11ed to potent1a1 candidates by

members of the proaect team. .-In all instances, at Jeast half of the

N LY
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information needed to complete the checklist had to exist in documen-

tation available to project team members. Upon partial or full comple-

tion of the checklist, project team members te]ked with individuals
responsible for or knowledgeable about the respective programs at the
<re§pective sites to complete the checklist and/or t@Verify certain
portionslof it. Upon completion of the eheck1ist procedures the likely

¢

candidates were assigned to the respective samb]e cells, described in
Task 2. In ado}tion, the information enclosed in the identification
checkiist (Appendix 10) was punched on individual Keysort cards as
1ike1y candidates for future consideratjon:

We are aware of some of the limitations of the above procedures

for identifying well-implemented programs. However, in light of the time.

and other constraints mentioned earlier, this procedure was felt to be”

the most feasible. First, we assumed that the publishers of programs

.
YR p 3
who have prescribed sets of implem

[D

entation guides and/or checklist
‘procedures have designed them to insure greater program effectiveness
and/or acceptance by teaching staff. While we feel comfortable with the
sites nominafed by the publishers, we are also aware of the need to
review implementation plans to ensure tha% "suggested" procedures do

increase the probability o?\hiop student performance rather than-
increaoed sales. . l :’
‘Second, Titlé I and Title 111 projects which have.been validated
and, "particularly, those which have been approved by the D1ssem1nat1on
Review Panel, have received rathey extens1ve eva]uat1ons over at 1east
two years and in most instances have been va]wdeted not only by federa1

officials but also by state educat1on off1c1a1s “A rev1ew of va11dat1on

forms and procedures used by USOE and several SEAs indicates a str1ct

L]
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adherence to documented plans and objectives and the degree to which
the programs followed plans and met objectives fo be a relatively good
baseline for assessing implementdtion. As described }ater, however,
it is important to note that verification thfough survey and on-site
observation pripg to final se1ection wi]]_be‘necessary, as described in
Task 2 and below. R ’ 7

IP an attempt to-develop procedures and'iﬁs;rﬁments for assessing
the dedree of program implementation during the s%*udy imp]ementafion phase,
we under%bok the following tasks: “a) a review of "crjtiqﬂ%s" ef a%pro*i-
mately 20 commonly-used math and reading systems which could be or were
predominately implemented in an ihd?vidua]ized mode (EPIE Reports 46 and
65); b) a preliminary analysis of the imp]eqentation guides/manuals

s » J ‘L,
provided by pub]ishers) regarding specific learning systems; c) an

-~

analysis of observation and other checklists used by publishers' con-

L

«sultants and implementation checklists developed by external groups

(e.g., /1/D/E/A/ Kettering.regarding the IGE program); and d) a review

- - of recent studies which have attempted to identify implementation variables

and, assess iﬂe deg;ee to which implementation differed among the various
pﬁograms, particularly the SR] Foﬁ]ow Through study.

In add1t1on progecx members had an opportunity to discuss: the
problens and approaches in assess1ng implementation with: a) three represen-

tatives from /F/.D/E/A/who shared their time, internal checklists, and,

“the unpublished results of their study,utilizing these checklists with

the project mewbers; b) Federal officials and $RI staff involved in '
the Follow Through study, c) numerous Follow Through directors whose

models were assessed on the SRI 1mp1ementat1on scale; d) Federal and other

-

4
‘.
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consultants who provided technical assistance during the' implementation
phases of the Right To Read Rrogram;,e) LEA consultants, including
principals and other staff,.invo1ved in the implementation of Title I,////N
programs; and f) éevaral consu]tants‘responsible for training Title 1
teachers and other staff in the implementation of a variety of in-
dividualized learning systems.

Based upon these activities and reviews, the advantages and disaa—
vantages of two approaches for assessing program implementation during'
the operational phase of the project were considered: a) whether or not
it is practical, feasible, and justifiable to develop one instrument
which could be used to asseéss degrees of implementation acaoss all
programs, standardized and individualized, and across all sites; or

b) whether a unique instrument and set of procedures should be developed

_for each of the.programs in order to assess in a reliable and valid

way the degree to which a specific'program was being implemented across
indivi&ua] classrooms utilizing that program. The implications for data

\

collection and analysis of the ‘two a]ternatiQes are rather significant.
First, if one cou]éfde9e1op a uniform instrumen; for assessing '

implementation across programs and sites, and if such an instrument

would provide reliable and validhdata for use din sample selection,

veaification, and data co11eation during the periodfof observatjon,

then tae data collected.could be used ih the analysis a$ an independent .

variable which could possibly be associated with severdl outcome or

dependent variables across all programs. o ‘ .
Second, if one were to develop unjque jngtrumentsqfo assess implemen-

tation for each program, ihe lack of a common instrument iii;?,erode
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:somewhat the validity of assess1ng degree of implementatiomn across ’
-pr;grams However, 1nformat10h gathered through surveys, program audit
check11sts, and observat1on, based upon prescribed implementation guides,
wou]d probabTy be more re11ab1e and valid with respect to the degree ’
g'tO wh1ch 2 specific program was being 1mp1emented according to a pre-
determined plan. While the’ instrument in the former alternative would
rave to be global in nature, the procedures develeped under this alterna-
tive would be less obtrusive (i.e., through the review of documented
evidence such as student.progress check records); observations could
be reduced; thereby avoiding anxieties on the part of teaching staff, and
woy]d'probably be less time-consuming than the observatioms which
_occurred during the SRI study. ' '

Both of these a]ternatéves have several i;herenf prbb]ems. First,
sinee'the final program se1eetion‘wi11 not occur until the spring of
1976, no'beneréi instruments for the selected programs could be done
with certainty. (However, as a surrogate, one could select programs
from potential candidates and assess their respective implementation
procedures.) Second, discussions with Follow Through staff at the

respective Follow Through model deve]opmenﬁ sites indicate jthat, with the

exception of the LRDC model, most programs are undergoing/ revision at

the present time. Hence, revisions of the instruments yould probably

have to be made during the implementation phase of thfs study. Third,

dependence solely upon implementation guides suppligd by publishers \
.

rather than reliance upon actual implementation plans as modified by

LEA staff is rather tenuous. Based upon project/team knowledge and

experience in a large number of LEAs where in ividualized learning




F

¢

are presently being used, the adaptation process has frequently, resulted

in major changes in procedures. For exéhp]e, in Grand Rapids, token

economies are used extensively in programs where they are not necessarily

¢

suggested or prescribed. In Dallas, instructional programs have been

modified to accommodate the district-wide criteria-referenced testing system.

In short, vhile pdb]isher implementation guides. provide a starting point,
verification Qi]] require discussions with LEA staff, at which time ihe
possibility of revision of instruments. must be assessed. In order to
select either of the above alternatives or some suitable combination,"
project staff members spent an extensive amount of time reviewihg
existing instruments and studies and conducting discussions with the q
individuals noted above in Appendix 8. From these dis;ussions the fo]fod-ﬁ

ing fipdings and observations appear to be relevant.

[

1

Findings

1. Existing instruments used to assess degrees of igglemgntatioh

are inadequate in terms of comprehensiveness, appropriateness, and

degree of reliability, and validity, and adapt®ility for the purposes

of this-study.

The specific instruments and procedures.reQiewed for potential
application adaptation included: the /1/D/E/A/ 1GE imp&eméntation kit: the
SRI Follow Through instruments; and 10 individual implementation guides
and checklists recommended or used by publishers'’ codSu]fants and/or
LEA staff in assessing the degree of imp]ementation of their.individualized

learning systems.
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IGE Implementation Kit

5

Over the last few years, /I/D/E/A/ Kettering staff ass1gned
to monitor the jmplementation of IGE throughout the country hive
developed an imp]emen;ation guide or kit which specifies 35 out-

comes that become the central focus of continuing in-service and

implementation. The instrument is rather comprehensive in assess-

[ 2

iﬁg prbcess obje;ﬁives which should 6ccur during the planning
and'iﬁp1ementatiop of IGE programs over a period of time. Based
6n discussions with /1/D/E/A/ officials and a review of‘eva1uations
sponsored by /I/D/E/A/, it wou]d appear that the items are appropriate
for the IGE program. It shou]d'be noted that IGE is generally
a' large network, consisting of a "league" of schools which agree .
to certain conditions prior to adoption and implementing IGE. Also,
the IGE process focuses upon rathex global processes related to
schoo? crganizatidn, involvemant nF parents and the commun1tv.
and staff developnent in a var1ety of individualized act1v1t1es
The implementation checklist does not focus upon the 1mp1ementat1orl
procedures of a specific program: yather, in many cases, an
individua]ized~instruction program such as IPI, with its pre-
scribed procedures, will be implemented in an IGE schoql. In
certain instances, conf]ihts exist Between the IGE processes and those
isuggested in structured indjvidqg]ized packages. The IGE implemen-
«ation kit provides for a nuﬁber of procgsses which appepr -to be
-appropriate for assessing implementation in this study. \However,
'for the most part, the instrument is limited to surveys rather

-

than observation, does not focus specifically upon the gjassroom .
. »
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fimp]ementation procedures, ang,;s structured around the IGE approach.

SRI Fof]ow fhrough Instruments ¢

s The recent SRI.follow Through study represenfs the most

Y

intensive attempt to assess program implementation that has ever

. been conducted, although "differences in implementation".was only

one pf thé concerns addressed. The'5urvey and gbservation instrumgnts,
deJeToped\{broﬁgh a r%gorous*pfbééss,iwere designed to answer a
nnumber of other quéstiqng ip addition to program 1mp1emeng§tioﬁ.
Once these v&riablgs, including the imp]ementafion.vafiab]gs, were
.developed, an attempt was madé.to identify (through gonsu]tation'
with the model developers) the specifiqlimp]ementqtion variables ‘
which appeared to be critical éo effective implementation of the
.respéctive Foﬁ]ow’Through models. The unit of comparison was based~
_upon the implementation procedures used in a "standard classroom."
Hence, rather than.dotermining how well each Fo]low\Through mndel
site impfemented the Follow Through model program'in accordance
with a pre—determined plan, the study attempted to d;termine vhat
differences, if any, existed between imp]eméntation procedures of
Follow Through when compared to a standard classroom program.
In addition to extensive classroom observation, a teacher survey
instrument_WAS‘a1so used with Follow Through participants. Re-
su]tigb data, however, was found to Be inadequate for ana]ysis:
purposes.
I As noted earlier, the Follow Through instruments (mostly

observational) were not comprehensive enough, although some attempts

to gatHer additional information were made. For exampTe, parental
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involvement, as part of the Follow Through requirements, was

~ observed only if parents performed services as a participant in

classroom activities. IN cases wheré "at-home"” ipstruction was

b T
<

provided in a number of-the Follow"Through mode]si obéervatjonsa -
were not conducfed. éerhaps most importantly, while attemﬁts

were made, data was not ;vailabie to determine whether differences .

in project(preparation acfivities prior'tb the {ﬁplementation

Qf the progréhs occurred {(e.g., p]anninge tr§ining). In the Mjchigip
Cost-Effectiveness study, TURNKEY found that a number-qﬁ variables

such as the decision—méking povier ovér selection of materials .
delegated to teachers,' the nature of teacher training (e.g.: in

dia§nosis and devgloping performance objectives), the extent
ofdtraining pri;r to program implementation, and other planning -
activities discriminated Eignificantly between successful aﬁd .

. ™

WCCiss
\

ms.  Any instruments designed to.udctermine the “
degre ofiimplementation must a]so'take into account the pre-implenen-
tatfon activities which have occurred, the qualitative nature of

these activities, and to the extent possible, the relative impact

on effégtive implementation.
E&en through the procedures used in develobing the Follow

Through?instruments were extremely rigorous and were determined

to be reliable through extensive training and inter-rater re{iability‘

checks, a serious question has been raised by a number of individuals

involved in developing and providing technical assistance to Follow

Through sites about the validity .of these instruments. In addition,

some of the uhexpected findings (e.q., the negative correlation
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between praise ‘and student performance) also raise ‘questions

regarding the validity of data collected through observations. One

—

Follow Through model developer indicated that several errors of
om1ss1on occurred -in the sense tha£ the number of 1mp1ementat1on
variables provided to him for selection and pr10r1t1zat1on (e.qg., _
critica] vs. important) did not.ref1ect certain‘actfvjties which

were uniquely critieal ﬁo‘the mbde1. k_other instantes the
variab]gs'from which the selection had been made did not adequately .

, describe the specific manner in which the ;ctivity was to héve heen
conducted. In.at least five instances, LEA or model development
directors who were involved in the SRI Study did not want to be
considered as a candidate site for this study dué to their "bad
experiences" with the Follow Through study. In light 8f the great
care taken by SRf, the extent that the.Fo11ow Through iéztrument

Ia
t

i ol ~ 4 n Vi AR, (3 4 s 4 b .
was lacking in validity {i.e., it did not assess what was suppesed

to have occurred) accentuates the difficulty of developing a single

instrument that can be applied uniform1y across programs which

have different implementation plans.

- Selected Specific Implementation Guides/Checklists

At this writing the project team has reviewed ten pre-implemen- '

tation guides (e.g., teacher guides, supervisor guides, and ad-

ministrator guides) which are included either in a pre-ser!jce
4 ‘ ' |

training program or as part of the overall information package

for an individualized learning system. The specific projects whose

guides have been analyzed in a preliminary manner include:

vl “
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a) Project TEEM, University of Arizona Follow Through Mbde]; b)

New Century (formerly Appleton, Century, Croft) Math and Reading
System; c) the %i?e prOgraﬁ imbﬁemgntation components of the five
Progna@ InfOrﬁatiog'Packageg (PIPs) presently being field tested
by USOE;‘d) High Intensity Learning S;stem (CohenARanaom House
System); and'e) SRA Individualizéd Math System.

" Feasibility Testing of Instrument Design

Based upon a review of these program guides, the project team developed -

x

a list of general categories of imb]ementation variables. ‘In addi tion,
thg variogs typés 5? data co]]ecsion instrumepts fé%sib]e,fph col]ectﬁhg
data on the spgcif{c cétég&ﬁ%es of imp]ehentafion variables was also °
identified. These variables are presented ‘in Exhibit II1+15 which also
identifies the-t}pe fé.g., interview} and‘purpose (verify vs. initial
collection) of data cd&]ection instruments which could be used.

upon 1dent1fication of these variabies ?g designed a preiiminary
observation instrumept,.f011owing a format similar t6 that gsed by SRI "
in the Follow Through study and by'Med1ey in devising tﬁé PROSE and OSCAR
instrumeﬁts. Ba§ica11y thi; instrument identified "who" (e.g., teabhe},
student, teacheﬁi-"how” (e.g;, verbal, wﬁitten.instructions, etc.);
and “moderatOﬁs" (e.q., praise, dispraise, neufra]ity) as indicated in
Exhibit I1I-16. The answers to such questions were desfgned to asséss '
events and to describe observed.interactions and classroom activities.
We were concerned,*ho@ever, that such am instrument would lack approprfafe

validity and discrimination qualities. We, therefore, conducted a

-

number of simulations and limited classroom observations to determine
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111-63 v




Exhibit II1-15

i e s . ) , Page 1 of 2
TYPES OF
‘ . |INSTRUMENTS
) . ‘ ) ) WHICH COULD BE .
I : USED
Z
: o
_ | = [E |2
CATEGORILS OF ACTIVITIES/EVENTS | z| 8|5
I.  PROJECT PREPARATION _ , ‘ .
A. Project Plannin ” .. ' - ’ o
K I AT
1) Parent® Involvenent . (_/ . ) X . X o
* 2) Program Goals . PR T ’ X . X .
3) Program Désign: o
a) Select CommerciajProgram X X
b) Developmental ] X X
c) Combination of a) and b) X X
4) Establish Responsibility/Authority =~ X X .
4 L]
5) Identify/Select/Procure Resources A
a) Staff . ) oo X X
b) Facilities . ' X X-
¢) Special Equilamen;/..\latcrials X X
B. Staff Training ' |
1) Development of Training Program S « | X : X
2) Involvement of Students/Staf{/ I;arents X
3) Logistics - ' e ' -
a) Scheduling . : ) 1 X X
b) Time Allowed - - X X
) c) Redources Needed ° . X X
4) Nature of Training Sessions . X X
I1. PROJECI' ORERATIONS
A. Diagnosis/Testing ‘ e T o X X |x°
B. Prescribing/Assigning - L X | X [x
, C. Instructional, Planning o o S
1) Role of Individual or Group Instruction within the '
System - .- 1 13 X X {X
: _ ) 111-64°




e N " Exhibit III-15
2 -

L Page 2 of 2

- T B TYPES OF -
. ! INSTRUMENTS
S . . WHICH COULD BE
D : USED
R .ot i ) : L ’ i %
Y « . | o] . < \_—p—-(
» = (22
AR R
CATEGORILS OF ACT I\’.ITIL‘S/E\TNTS ) o] alg.
.- =IZ{ 0O |C
..K S 4
1. PROJECT OPE RATIONS (cOng 'd) . ﬂ "
€. Instructional Plannlng (Coﬁﬁ*ﬂ) ' .
g e : e AU @ '
2) Media™ef Instructional, plapning N X | X
. e o “ . - s :
D:  Instructiondl Management CoL -
- , i ]
‘1) Student Records/Information Retrieval » | X | X
2) Information Sources Used for Instructional Decisions| X X I1X
3) Nature/Frequericy of Decisions X X | X
E. Classroom Management '
- *
. 13, Usa=*of Resources . X ! X | X~
& - . ' \ .., : ’
2) bngani:ation of Learning Environment X.IX
3) Student Movement in Learning Environment XX
' F. éfudent Motivation ' X X
< I11, PROJTCT E\’\I U’\PIO\' :
A }nvolvenent of Studonts/Staff/Parentq in Evaluation® | X X
B. Types of Evaluation Recommended for PrOJect X X
~C. Data Collectloq.’ . . 1 X X
* D. Anglysis X X
o E Report}ng s X X
F. Use of Evaluation. X X {X
L) @‘
* 1) Feedback into the System X X [X
2) Other . L1 x |x
o2 Y \ /I
” 114 . '
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T
A
\Y
S
G
L
P
R
C

<

Tegcﬂer .

Aide

Volunteer “5

Student .+ |

Smail Group !

- Large Group
Principal ‘
Reading Specialist

/R Computer Readout

o

P .

Observation Design |

" WHAT (ACTIVITY) .

~

O -

HOW

“ A/
Q(P

D Diagnosing :
Assigning/Prescribing

Questionning
Answering
Listening -
Observing
Recording

.

V Verbal
W Written ..

+ D Drama=™

P Pagenhtry (Physical
non-language)

\:

MODERATORS

P Positive
N Negative
0 Neutral

Exhibit II1-16

TO WHOM

T
A
V
S
G
L
P
R

<

Teacher

Aide

Volunteer

Student

Small Group

Large Group
Principal

Reading Specialist

C/R Computer Readout

s




\ .
.
AR Lo
.

e

. .
[N * . R 6
: .

whether or not the recorded responses wouﬂd adequate]y assess the
qua]wtat1ve nature of “degree of 1mp]ementat1on," record1ng in narrat1ve'
) form enther the - actua] pract1ce observed 1n the 11m1ted c1assroom5 or
"suggested procedures descr1bed in 1mp1ementat1on gu1des Exh1b1t IIY—

17 describes the result of these “f1e]d test” act1v1t1es

N - -
W

Suggested and Optional Procedures, e 2 o

In 11ght of the 11m1tat1ons of the above approach we have refined

the second a1ternat1ve -- the use or a speC1f1c 12§Lrumentsfaad 1mp1ementa-'

t1on cr1ter1a for assess1ng each 1earning system used -rsand des1gned

e Kl . !

some pre11m1nary 1nstruments t0vﬂ11ustrate'the approach " In addition,.

’

we deue]oped an opt1ona1 procedure and 1nstrument the feasﬁb1]1ty of

which will have to be tested during the 1mp1ementat1on phase, to assess

among programs the degrees of 1mp1ementat10n only aiong the dimensions

of individualization specified in the. samp11ng deslgn>(e g/ the 16-cell
e and the

e
it

[4+]

1’:7 =
matrix). A majo nce Botweey the suggested nrocedu:
- - T -

optional pracedure is the degree of 1nvo]vement of the program deve]oper

-~ e |

in determining the *instrument wh1ch is to eva1ute degree of implementation

v

along with spec1f1c dimensions. fw1th the'suggested procedure, the

developer has the major respons1b111ty for def1n1ng the questions and

J

observations within categor1es spec1f1ed by the contractor If the
I 2
g opt1ona1 procedure is used, the deve]oper is more limited in determining
questions and observat1ons,‘butrst111 must defmne the range of acceptable

answers and verification procedures{yh1ch could be unique to his pyogram --

a procedure s1m11ar to that used by SRI in’ the Follow Through study.

-~

o
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QUASI FIELD TEST OF OBSERVATION INSTRUMENTV ',; C ) e,
( | SR
The .following is an example of the problems which occurred when trying ‘to use
a uniform observation checklist on five different existing learning systems o
‘which were in operation in potential target sites. Thé five.programs = = "' .'., .
consldered have all met the eligibility criteria discussed.in Task 2. The§e o S
programs are 115ted)below according to the follow1ng notatlonb el T e T
* . . o PV{,“«’—“ 4
ALPHA  An Alpha II program in Grand Raplds, Mlchlgan ' T
LU A Learning Unlimited Program in Grand Rapids, Mlchlgan
PLAN A “estanhouse PLAN program in Grand Rapids, Michigan
~ GINN - A Ginn 360 program in Grand Rapids, Michigan -
M.C. A Middle Cities program in Lansing, Alchlgan

’ -

An ‘area of the activities/events listed)in ExhibitI11-16 hthh were basic to
all 1nd1v;dua11bed programs was selectexl. ~ .

I1. Project Operation
-A. Diagnosis/Testing .

The activities were recorded on an observation foim.

Activity 1: Student Tahes Diaghousis Test

PROGRAM WHO WHAT TO WHOM HOW MODERATION

ALPHA T D S W 0

Ly T, D S W 0 .
PLAN T D S W : 0. 7
GINN T D* S W 0

M.C. T D S . W 0

Activi;y_}e’>Resu1ts of Diagnostic Test are Recorded

* ‘PROGRAM WHO . WHAT TO WHOM HOW MODERATION
ALPHA A R S W 0
LU. A R S W 0
PLAN A R S w 0
GINN T R S W 0
M.C. A R S W 0

117
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» A O T S © Exhibit I11-17
e , Lo, ‘ ’ . Page 2 of 7
Lo Cor o T " ;
"f" . Acgiv{ty-S@. SﬁudéntiRecéIveétPre§cription Based on Diagnostic Test
4 S . " . ) vy S ’ - : ’ . ) coe ‘ N
L% L PROGRM s WHO . WHAT . .UTO WHOM HOW.  MODERATION N
o ABEAY . T, - AR 5. W’ Nu
oL ¢ /P _A/P S ¥ Nu

PLAN c/p A/P s Wy Nu

CUGIWN o, T AP S v Nu

. MC, T A/P S W Nu

:.

-Using this type of observatlon format, little dlfference was noted betueen the
' various progranms.

A

e £

r .
. 'Y ) » . d

.- ’ - ) N — '

By interacting with site staff and prowlam developers’gﬁﬁ reviewing 1mplcmentat10n
gundes, it.was detemnined that major differences did, in fact, occur in this

" simple diagnostic-prescription step. These differences would be important to

. note between programs, but more critical they must be noted by those responsible
for ensuring that effective implementation of a i;ogram has occurred.

The following series of diagrams ‘depict significdnt dlffelences in the observed
8

programs which were not identified by a simple cross program observation

checklist. )

-

A = Assigned Material
v = Test which is not used for Diagnosis (changing thé students™
assignment) but only to ensure.he is accurately responding

SBOLS . to the material

FOR ' -

EXANMPLE T = Test which measures an ObJCCthC but does not change
assginment~ . (. ‘e

D = Test which changes an assignment (i.e., Diagnosis for
Prescription) , ‘

5
4




o ‘ 4 E Exhibit 1I1-17

Page 3 of 7

¢

ALPHA Block approximates a 2-week work assigmment ‘ /V
Objective - . Objective 2 Objective 3 Objective:4
no , =
FO—>IHD
L f R )
A .
I
) - . . v a A'_
Small objective units - inter-modual branching pbssible.
’ [ . -
4 Y
PLAN _TLU approximates a .2 week assignment
— — "Objective : S

A A A A A A@
| ' L

N [N ‘,‘i
No small objective units. Branching to D test only if student 'feels' he wants
the ''challenge'. Ve . _

.
!
, ;

i

.8

Ly Module a:fgpmximates a 2 week .assigmment

a ( . A ’ .
T ) ‘ L
A A A = A
- A - .
Small check tests - not uscd for branching. due to "spin’off." learning.
\ N
| ~ NV
R , ¢
119
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"Exhibit III-17
Page 4 of 7

BOOK 2 weeks 1 year

o/ v, o

Inst /ction " Instruction . Instruction

o

Reading assignment does /not change after skill tests - only Tecommended

instructiop by teacher/Lr assignment of supplementary ditto's. Assignment
Book not consistant w%,h skills tested.

No sequence of tests required. Primarily evaluation with "available" cross

referenced materials. All dnstruction noted accomplished by paraprofessionals,
outside of regular class enviropment. ‘

The major differences between programs can be specified oily when the frequency
of the diagnostic testing is determined and-the consequences of the testing. In
one system (LU) daily tests are used to ensure that the student is responding

to the system. Withugood classroom control some site personncl feel they could
be omitted and the system could be considered well-implemented. In-a second
system (ALPfI\) daily tests are.used for branching and are critical to the
system. 1ese tests could no% ommitted in a well-implemented center.

o

120 E
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Exhibit III-17
Page 5 of 7

In a third systenm, PLAN no daily testing_cxists for either diagnosis or student
control. All testing is diagnostic, but occurs after major (1-2 week) time
intervals. In still a fourth system, GINN, tests may occur daily or weekly but
"will not moldify the recading assigmjpent and may be given at such times when a
teacher is planning new instructiomal skill groups. s :

In each system, testing is observable in the classroom. The consequences of
the testing require not only that the observer interview the. teacher, but also,
that the observer be aware of the program developers purpose and intent for use
of each of these instruments..

firr] : . ' o
Based on these differences, an interview fbnn as attempted. An additional
roblem soon became evident. With an interview form, project differences

could be determined. But, were these d1ffe1enccs cr1t1cal for the implementation
- of a specific project?

o
v
* The following list of questions are a selection of thosc that quickly demonstrated
differences betwecen potential programs. Ten of these questions are listed ligfe “ °
for purposes of demonstration. In these questions the word 'module' is symonomous
with Block .(ALPHA), TILU (PLAN), MODULE (LU), Reading Assignment (GINN),
_ teacher assignm¢nt for an objective (M.C.).' .
UESTIONS WHICH DIDLKIMlmALrU BETWEEN PROGRAMS OF VARIOUS
ATEGORIES:

) o . RATING OF "TOTALLY
I ) IMPLEMENTED" CENTER

INTERVIEW QUESTTON o m@@155g§a@az‘

-

1. Does student take a test which will allow for a _ .
Branching decision on a daily basis? Yes No No No Yes

2. Within a "module', can a student indicate \ S
objective mastery? ) Yes'. No No Ygs Yes

* 3. Within a "module" can a student work on only .- N
those skills necessary to complete that module? Yes No No No Yes

4. Docs a-student usually work in more than one
instructional modeule in a given-area at a R
given time? - Yes Yes No No Yes

5. Does system allow teachers to determine if &
student is functioning in the system and P
accomplishing as$ignments successfully? Yes Yes No No No

>

r
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“Exhibit 1I1-1
Page 6 of 7

/ ' 4
v

QUESTIONS: WHICH DISCRIMINATED BETWEEN PROGRAMS OF VARIOUS '
CATEGORIES: . (Cont'd)

' : s *." RATING OF "'TOTALLY
: : E IMPLEMENTED" CENTER

INTERVIEW QUESTIOEiJ‘ ) . ALPHA LU PLAN GINN M.C.

6. Does system allow daily indication of student
.work effort? “ Yes No No No No

7. Does system provide systématic review of student

performance to administration? i ' No Yes Yes No Yes
8: Doecs system provide syétematic rev;éw of student *

performance to parent? - 7, " No Yes "Yes No No
9. Does system stress-teacher p?@géngaiion of skill? Yes No No Yes ‘No‘}
iO. Does systent stressuusqvbf iﬁcentivés iﬁ/ ’ ; ':

Yes Yes No No No

3

classroom?

If we use thicse 10 items with equal weighting for cach (yes=1 no=0) to
evaluate the degree of implementation in project sites, the fcllow:ng infonmmation -~

is obtained:

ACTUAL SAMPLE RKTING OF CENTER ON TEN INTERVIEW ITEMS:

N : |
ITEM ALPHA LU \ PLAN GINN M.C. . |
. \
1 1 0 0 0 1
2 1 0 0 1 1
3 ¢ 1 0 0 0 1
-4 1 1 0 0 1
5 1 1 0 0 . 0 *
6 1 0 0 0 0
7 0 1 1 0 0
8 0 1 1 0 0
9 0 0 0 0/ 0
10 0 0 0 0- 0
Percent of , -
Implementation  60% 40% 205 © . 10% 40%

It becomes obvious with this cxample, that the implementation in an actual project
sitc can not be determined by a standard implementation interview foim.




Exhihit II1I-17
Page 7 of 7

]

The"degree of implementation must be determined by comparing the "‘theoretical"
for each: program to the "actual' for each program site. If this is done with
this particular series of project observations, a totally different profile for
implementation is obtained. )

I3 . ’ -
TOTALLY IMPLEMENTED PROGRWMS: ACTUAL SITE OBSERVATIONS ON PROJECT:
V = Variable is relevant (Redlevant variables only)
- = Variable‘'is not relevant 1 = actually occurs 0 =doesn't occur
ALPHA LU+« PLAN GINN M.C. ALPHA LU PLAN GINN M.C.
’ 1 \Y - - - \Y 1 1 - - - 1
*2 \ - - v v 2 1 - - 1
o3 v - - - \ .3 1 - - - 1
4 \Y \ - - \Y 4. 1 1 : - 1
v 05 v .V - - - 5 1 1 - v - -
-6 ! ¥ - - - - 6 1 - - - -
7 - \ \Y - 7 - 1 1 - 0
g - V. \A - - 8 - 1 1 - -
9 Vv - -- \Y - 9 0 - - 0 -
. 10° -V \Y - - - 10 o0 0 - - -
’ . C ' T 6/8 a/5  2/2 1/2  4/5
T . ‘ 75% 80% 100% 50% 805

A 3

In completing this analysis, we selected those questions which did discriminate
betwcen sites. In a tetal interview form, these questions would not make the
dramatic difference that they did with this example. However, the difference
would be great- endugh to invalidate any attempt to use degree of implementation -
as a variable which might influence program outcome. )
To ensure that critical variables to show up ip the fipnal analysis, program
developers will assign weiglits to all activities and processes in observation

» that they specify as a part of the implementation procedure. . .

-

v
o

»




A. Suggested Procedure

}hg same general categories of implementation activities (Exhibit
111-15) which would be common to virtually all 1earnfﬁg systems would
bé used to determine the degree of, implementation of both individu;%i;eq
and standardized‘pyégrams. \ .

The‘Eroééss which would be used upom final selection of the can-
didate sites would resemble that used(in the SRI Follow-Through study;
with the exceﬁtion that responsibility for inc%ud{ng and/or expanding
specific activities and criteri; for assessing these activities will be
shared with the'mode1 developers or publishers. Based upon a review of
existing implementation procedures and observation instruments used |
for monitoring implementation, specific activities would be listed for
each category and tentatively weighted as "écitica1", "important",
or "not important". Those specific activitiés, procedﬁres, and assess-
ment criteria will consi‘:gte the ﬁatg requirements fo; instruments to
be used to verify the extent to which a potential candidate is well-
implemented, prior tolfinal selection and iqc]usion in the study. These
data requireménts for instruments will be included as an addendum to
the que;tionnaire to be sent togphe apﬁropriate LEA officials, as de;cribed

in Appendix’5. Additional telephone and on-site follow-up.will be

required to complete the verification process regarding the critical

activities and événts relevant to the operation of the program during

1976.
In Appendix 11, we have identified anumber of critical events

and activities fer a sample potential candidate site. Using the general




-

~

categories in Exhibit IIi-]S,.the candidate site staff and ponsujtants
will have listed and weighted the specific items and cfiteri; which will
be used fbr evaluating implementation in their ;ite. 'Ih,this examp]e,
the data requiremenfs'and assessmeqt criteria‘ref1ect the %diosyndracies
of implementation procedurés inherent in this particuiar program.
| To develop the specific requireméntsifor‘implementation %t wif]
- ‘become necessary to not qn]y involve the publishér or model deVe]oper .
but also the most know]edgeab1é'indivﬁdua](sQ at the sites ta determine
the'specific ways in which the programs "should be" imp]ehe&ted. The .
sspecific items which must be-agreed upon wit Jinclude: (a) ah‘exp1icit
description of classroom procedures (e;g.,.diagnosis; prescription)
and a]ternatiQes which are acceptable for we]]iimp1emented prograﬂ%;
(b) a relative weighting assignéd to each of the items or observations;
(¢) specific criteria indicating the accompRishment --or lack thereof --
with respect to each of the activities or pr&cedures (e.g., percentage
of materials which are observed to be available and gccessib]e); and
(d) the identification of source documentation wherever possible.
] The manner by which.mutual agreement will be sought will differ
to somé extent from site to site and from program to prﬁgram)\§¥pending
‘upon‘ihe complexity of the implementation procedure and,exisﬁing documen-
tation.  However, %or the szt’part, it is'anticipated that the projec%
st§ff will specify the.categories (as shpwn in-Exhibit I1I-15) aﬁd con-
tribute to the basic design -characteristics of the instrument. Finaliza-
tion of the instrument will require discussion and'joint'abreeMent between
the project staff and the 5rcgram'deve]oper at the potential site. Siﬁce

it is the desire of both the project staff and the program developer to

’




inc]hde well-implemented pfograms; disagreement on,fhe instrument should -
be minima]s ‘ (

Once the data requirements have 'been specified with respect to the
procedures and assessment ériteria for each of the programs, a determina—\ g
tion will be made regarding‘the specific t&pe of data cé]]ection,in- '
strument to be used. We antjcipate that the types of instruments will
include: interviews with building and district staff, audit checklists,
and observations. The purpose of inc]&ding.items in interview forms, as =
well as audit check]ists; will be to go]]ect initial Aata and to verify
this \data through review ofrevidence; The major purpose of observation
will be to verify the existence of specific activities. In addition
to re]ativé]y structured interviews, opportunities for unstructuréd
interviewing will also be ava{lable as a follow-up to observation. For

example, observers will be trained to identify critical activities and

events. Upon the occurrence of such activities {e.g., the teacher
pre;cribed a specific learning activity for an individual student),{
the obgerver (at the completion of the class period) would ask the teacher
why she/he assigned that learning ‘activity to that child. The observer
.+ will not only record the teacher's response, put also identify the specific
instructions in-tﬁe teacher‘guiAe). ‘
While thewgenera1 procedures for integration during the overall

-data collection and analysis activities are desgribed in Task 5, the

implications for data analysis, utilizing this/approach, are important.

First, the above prdcedures will ensure religble and valid data regarding
the degree to which a potentially we]]-imp]emented program is actually

being implemented. Through scaling progedures and the use of mutually

126
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ag;eed upon weights, one will be able to report upon.fhe Hegreé'tq which : ’
discrepancies occur in impgortant implementation categories. Within a
particular program it is snticipateg that analysis will proviée useful“
insights regard?ng the degree to which implementation occurs in specific
classrooms. Second, to a much lesser extent, ome will be able to

1dent1fy the degree’to wh1ch d1screpanc1es occur between programs in

general category areas and assess the rmpact of the variables as independent
program vanfab]es upoh dependent or ohtcome variables. However, it is
expected that some ;udgmenta] decisions will be needed in assigning

values to the expected d1fferences in cr1t1ca1 var1ab1es Third, this
approach would allew éne to capture more‘relevant information on the
qualtative nature of {mp1eméntation astivities as they vary within the

program and w1th1n the classrooms. Discussions with publishers and model

deve]opers a]ways tend to "emphas1ze the qualitative nature of implementa-

°

tion activitics as being critical. Moreover, t“is_approac” would alseo :
provide the opportunity for identifying not on]y the existence of barriers
which “impede effect1ve 1mp1ementat1on but also the justifications provided
by respondents. While phe gollection of anecdotal data in this area may

be difficult to quantify, the col)ection of such information has assisted
enoréous]y in past projects involving projEct team members (ex the

USOE Project in the Use onIncgntives) and explained cther finfings which

emerged from hard data analysis.. . -

B. Optional Procedure o :
As requested in the RFP and subsequently by the NIE Project Officer, e

we have dévloped an optional procédure and instrument for assessing

.
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implementation across programs only with respect to those dimensions;

'of«individua]izétion on which fbe programs are designed to differ. The

_feasibility of'using this 1nstnument will be tested early dur1ng the .,

1mp]ementat1on)phase. If”f@%s1bTe, it cou]d*bé integrated into the
"suggested" procedure prey10u§1y described and would have the advantage
of a]]ow%ng for cross-progrém comparisons. y

The primary purpose of this set of procedures and instruments would

be to assess programs during their operational phases. Hence, altl categories

described #n Exhibit I1I-15 under Program Operations wou]gabe col lapsed

-and grouped into the four dimensions of individualization: (1) perforﬁance

.objectives; (E) continual diagnosis and prescription; (3) student pacing;

and (4) a}ternativé paths of instruction. Even though these dimensions

“are considered as discrete compohqnts in Task 2, it should be noted that

.9),. l
op°r¢t1ona1 activities in these four areas overlap to some extent.

Moreover, s1nce predetermined sets of 1mplementat1on variables will
have been def1ned (as in the SRI Follow Through Study), the need for greater
interaction with LEA staff, and possib]y:deve1opers/pgb]ishqrs, wi]1(
be even’mére critical in obtaining accurate {nformation and assigniné:f
weights to specific_variables (Discussion with SRI staff indicate the
time-consuming ﬁature of these'intergctions.) The suggested procedures
and steps to be followed by the imp]emenjapion contractor are similar
in some éesggctg to the suggested procedure described above.

First, after initial selection, an on-site visit will be required
to verify spécific dimensions of the program at the site and to

.

determine the relative importance of variables under each of the dimensions.

‘which are appropriate for that program. It is probable that the implemen- *

.

”
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tation contractor will have to meet with a number of LEA staff . involved

in déye]opihg Ehe_progﬁém and/or training teachers for its imp]eménta1

3o

-

tion.
*Sécond, during the on-site Vvisit, an instrument such as that :

guggested in Appéndix 12, will be reviewed with the appropriate LEA .

P

'd
o staff, who will: {a) identify those variables which are not .applicable .
(N/A) to the program; and where applicable (b) indicate the acteptable

K range of response (or' observation); and (c) assign.a weight to implementa- ~

- W Y

tion variables. In order to reduce respondent biases, it is 1mportant .'
that the initial responses be completed for all 1tems prior to having
Jkhowledge that weights will be assigned. Also, in describing the purpose
of the study, it should be made clear that the major, focus is upon
the outcomes of well- 1mp1emented programs, thereby 1mp1y1ng the ad-
vantage of narrow1ng the acceptable range as c]ose]y as possible to
# £he prescribed implementation plan.
Third, lere\possib]e; the implementation contractor's staff,
while on site, will adiminister the instrument in a limited number of
sites, in several ;1assrooms, to determine its feasibility. It is
anticipated that two or three staff members invoTvcd in the refinement
of .the instrument; or one similar to that.in Appendix 12, will
conduct these obseﬁvations, insuring some degree of interrater reli-
abitity. ' _ t
If the above procedure and instrument are feasible and provide
accurate and reliable data, then, upon Esy{ew by the implementation

contractor and NIE, a decision will Be made as to whether or W0t to




usé thisbinstrument in lieu of portions of the instrument described

under the suggested procedure above. The major advantage of this option

is, of cosrse, that cross-program comparisons regarding degrees of implemen-
tation could be made; possib]y relating them to outcome measures. It
should be noted however, that 1mp]ementat1on will be assessed on]y
a]ong those dimensions of 1nd1v1dua]1zat1on by wh1ch the programs are
des1gned to d1ffer In add1t1on, aside fromﬂdnformat1on regard1ng
planning, teacher tra1n1ng, and project start-up, the d1fferences ’ o 7
rregard1ng implementation between 1nd1v1dua11zed and standardized programs

will be s1gn1f1cant since the d1mens1ons to be assessed are those re- e

»
.
PR

f]ected 1n 1nd1v1dua112ed programs. V@ ' ) ' L, ol
N We have 1nc1uded the above optional procedure and 1nstrument. )
in direct response\to/a request from.the NIE Project Offncer We are
still, however, very concerned regarding its feas1b§]1ty and ut111ty ' Lo
This feeling has been buttressed more recent]y in d1scuss1ons with ‘
additional Directors of Follow Through models which were included in

the SRI study, and other knowledgeable consultants, including J//;/

Dr. Richard Rossmiller at the Wisconsin Research and Development Center

for Cognitive Learning. .8

.
. . . .
N
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TASK 4 -- DEFINE OUTCOME BEHAVIORS

- -

Given the multifaceted charactér of educational goals, three general

'
categories of criterion variéb]es will be incorporéted within the design of
this study. The first?\hcademic achievément in reading and mathematics,
requires no special justification since it is a generally agreed upon
priority-in compen§at6ry education. In addition, while achievement in both
areas is étrong]y re]ated: reading scores at, the 2ndﬁ$nd 3rd grade level
tend to be‘ind}cative of achievement in all the content areas at the junior
and senior h}gh level. This fdinf has been supported by the research 6f<
Bond and Dykstra (1967) aﬁd'Neuﬁé; (197%).‘ The two other areas to be con-
i;de?ed.ﬁn.the design are: (a) sfudent and teacher attitudes toward the
.school environment; and (b) student self-concept. Averch, et al., (1971)
hive criticized the measurement- of Timited schoo{ outcome variables within

'l.' .
educational research stating that:

“educational outcomes are almost ekc]usive]y measured“ﬁﬁ(
cognitive achievement. But the educational system hds many. _
functions™and many outputs. Cognitive achievement, in
paritcular that part measured by standardized tests, is
only one aspect of student learning (p. 153)."

" Both of these affective areas are seen by manyyas.having important
educational value because, as some edhcators.be1ieve, development of student
affect is an important end in itself (e.g., Holt, 1964) and has serious
implications for student success in future academic endeavors (Bloom, 1964).
Such affective characteristics of both students and teachers may help to
modify learning outcomes by directly affecting the amount of time available
for effective learning acquisition and by affecting student motivation
towangs learning. These contentions are supported by the extensive research
efforts in this area (e.g., Brookover, Thomas and Patterson, 1964; and

Dryer and Haupt, 1966). Thus, in order to evaluate educational programs
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and- their effectiveness for promoting student }éarning, the design

.

must'tocus not only, on students achievement but also on the qua]ﬁt1es
of the educational environment that are though 1ikely to promote such
achievement. This approach provides the opportun1ty far identifying
potential factors which may help to explain differential abhievement across
proghamsz ] |

In assessing outcome variables, on1y those instruments which provide
an obJect1ve ahd va11d means for assessment and scoring will be cons1dered
for use. Th1s reduces the need to use obsehvat1ona1 procedures as & means
of assessing outcomes. The major arguments against observational systems
and procedures to measure, outcomes is that they suffer from nany metholo-
logical flaws, including: (a) reliability problems due to lack of interrater
agreement and instability of the behavior being observed, and (b) difficulities
n aéEuﬁate]y observing the actual behaviors of interest dge to the ob-
trusWe effefts which chservers have on *he XPqQV idual and/or the cnviron-
ment being observed, and somet1maa*due to the actual nature of the variables
of interest. Herbert and Attridgé, as referenced in the RBS proposal,
point out that the work which has thus far'oeen done in the identification.
and solution of the methodological problems of observation is inadequate

to ensure accuracy of the findings,

A Rationale for the Use of Standardized Achievement.Tests for %
Asse551ng,Academ1c Skills s

If one were to think of individualized and standardized programs as

differing only with respect to instructional procedures with exactly the
: [4
same objectives, the task of comparing the effectiveness of the two

instructional approaches would be relatively easy; build tests tailor-made
' )
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to the programs' common objectivég, apminister them,:and cbmpare tpe results

across programs. However, the very nature of indiQ?duquzed progrAms'

delimits the effectiveness of using a sindle tailor-made test since the.

objectives gfﬁspecific programs often differ or, at tﬁe very'1east; may

be prioritized or séquence& differently across grade levels. Thus, no singfe‘

tailor-made tes£ can possible be equally fair (or equally co;Erehensivef :

or complete) for all programs. - ] m' K ': .
Rather than using many specific tailor-made tests which proHib{f

'; compar1son, it will be more appropriate, to use a s1ngJe more gengral,

ach1evement measure such as one of the $tandard1zed norm-referenced in- . .

.struments. These instruments are nyt des’ngned 40 measure a narrow set of

specific objectives that might.be £

nd to exist for Qny,given program, //“

but are designed, according.to publishers of such tests,fto assess achieve- g
ment in a fairly diverse'area. Cont}ary’to the writings of some uniformed

critics of such general tests, thev do have some content validity as they are -

(in many cases) designed to measure a broad "national curriculum". This

-

. "national curriculum" is identified by—carefu11y surveying and assessing

curriculum experts (as to what the curricula should contain), the diverse set of

curricula found in various educational systems, and curriculum textbooks

’

and other materials thch are receiving wide use in educationa? instituﬁions.
There is no prior reéson to believe that such.tggts more closely mgkch the
reading and mathematics objéctives in "standardi}ed" programs than'they‘do
théSobjectivés in "individualized" programs. However, it js true, of

course, that such tests will have*differential content vaTi?ity for

various specific prograﬁ%. The argument being made here is'that there

" shouldnot be a bias for (or against) individualized vs. standardized

programs in general. . -




.
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Another argument used against standardized instruments for program
comparisons is that since §tandardized tests are designed to differentiate
ahong individuals, they are nogiéffective in differentiéting ameng
progF%ms. Such an argument seems to assu&e thét the inﬁividua]'s score

is the unit of analysis and that with%n-group variability atténuateg the

probability of obtaining significant between-group variability. However,

this argument is not relevant if the unit of analysis is the classroom or

some larger group.

Selection of an Instrument for Assessing Achievement in Arithmetic

The process of selecting a math achievement test involved two general
steps: (a) the initial identification of potential instruments to be given
further consideration; and (b) the final selection of the instrument te

bé uded.

In step (a), the following criteria Were uséd in the instrument
/ 7

identification process: N

o The inctrument.has general acceptance and wide use throughout
the natiqn;

e Strong evidence of content validity for currently used instruc-
tional programs in math;

o The avai]abiﬁity of at least two parallel forms of the instrument;

e

o The appropriateness of the instrument for use with second
and third grade children;

"o The time required for test administration is no more than
45 minutes per subsection;

o The procedures which are used in scoring the instrument are
highly objective and efficient.

I11-94 p
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On the basis of these criteria, the f011owiqg instruments wete

identified for further congideration:

’ ¢ Metropolitan Achievement Test - ‘ |
” o Bobbs-Merrill Arithmetic Achigvement Test - .‘

o Comprehensive Test of Basic Ski]lé - Arithmetic
o Jowa Test of Basic Skills - Arithmetic
o SRA Achievement Test - Arithmetic o ’ _ 4
. Hg;;;Zord Achievement Test - Arithmetic |
Thgse initially identified instruments were then given a more in-

depth assessment, using information gleaned from tésts and manuals, dis-

and journal articles. In this assessﬁént, the following factors were given

major considénation in the final selection process:

-

¢ The existence of a sufficient range of achievement over L
which the instrument effectively discriminates to minimize
the pessibility of ceiling and/or floor effects; }

o Adequacy of the instruments' general layout, required
reading level and item tormats Tor use with second and
° . third grade children; .

o Adequacy of.interval consistency among items within each
subsection of the test (where a KR-20 coefficient of .80
is the minimum criterion); :

o Evidence that various forms of thé;?FEt{ument are parallel ,
(including: a minimum alternate fovm re]ﬂgii]ity of .85,
comparable item difficulities between forms,.cemparable

. numbers of items related to specific objectives between

forms); .
L) g >

o The technical ‘excellence in the procedures used in the

generation of national norms;

-

o Evidence that the instrument is culturally fair;
o Evidence that the time for conducting the logistics of

scoring and related activities could be minimized
(i.e., less than 5 days ).
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After a critical review of the above instruments with respect o the thesde
criteria, it was concluded that the 1973 Stanford Aehievement Test (SAT) -
Arithmetic should be used for both pre- and post assessment of ach1evement
in ar1thmet1c The specific levels, forms, and test sections of the SAT

to be administered to 2nd and 3rd grade students on ‘pre-testing and'post-

testing are presented in Exhib%t I1I-18.

.1t should be notéd that in the final review process, the SAT was
not only found to be acceptable with respect to all of the criteria 1isted
aboVe, but also compared tavorab]y with the other instruments under con-
sideration. The one exception to these findings dealt with a]ternate form
reJiabi]ity for which no information was available. However, other
evidence was present which’supports the contention that the a]ternate'fonns
‘are in fact parallel. . ' |

Some of the outstanding features of the SAT which prdvide'a strong

argument for its use include:

(a) The content of the SAT is compatible with the changes in
. curricylum and instruction which have taken place over
- the last decade Jhis outstanding asset is partially due
to the recency of the development of the latest version of
the SAT (i.e., 1973).

(b) The SAT provides a rather comp]ete coverage of the major
instructional objectives found in the diverse math curricula
used today This is partially made poss1b1e through the
narrowing of the grade range which each level of the SAT
addresses, thus wev1ng it possible to incorporate greater

v breadth and depth for test obJect1ves

* (c) The SAT prov1des "scaled*scores” obta1ned through the use
of Thurstone's absolute scaling.procedure. This has resulted
in the deveTopment of a system of 1nterbattery standard scores
which permit the translation of raw scores at each level
to absolute scores with comparability across test levéls
and forms within each $ection of the test. Scaled scores -
have the unique.adyag@age of providing approximately equal

- : 136 :
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LEVELS, FORMS, AND TEST SECTIONS OF SAT - ARITHMETIC

TO BE ADMINISTERED

Exhibit I11-18

3

Level "and Form

SECOND GRADERS

Test Sections

Level and Form

Test Sections

* THIRD GRADERS G R ‘
|

PRE-TESTING

Primary I
Form A

"POST-TESTING
. Prima¥y II -

Math Concepts
Math Computation
Math Application

Math-Concepts

Primary II
Form A

Primary III

Math Concepts
Math Computation
Math Application

Math Concepts

Math Copputation .Form B Math Computation
Math Application . Math Application
S
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units on a continuous scale. Thus, these.scales are of : 1
vast importance in measuring achievement gains over ex- ' :
tended periods or for use in groups of students which

show- extensive variability in achievement. The combined

effect of points (b) and (c) is that a greater number of

the test items are at an appropriate level for assessing

students at a given grade without the loss of comparability

of scores,

(d) The national standardization of the SAT is outstanding for
this kind -of instrument. The standardization sample of
275,000 students was selected to represent the national
popu]at1on in terms of geographic region, size of city,
socioeconomic status, ethnic background, and school owner-
ship (i.e., public vs. non- pub11c? as we]] as other factors.

.In addition to the highly representative national norms
generated in the standardization process, there are also
inner-city norms available which may be more representative
of the kind of population with which this study is involved.:
Thus, both'sets of norms may be used for making appropr1ate
normative comparisons for each of the well-implemented in-
structional approaches. *

(e) The SAT provides an index of instructional objectives which
identifies and describes the behavior assessed by each item.
Through the use of this system, it is possible to obtain
more meaningful comparisons between local curriculum ob-
jectives and the behavioral objectives called for in the
.items. For this study, such a capability is important since
it will provide a means of assuring comparable content
validity for standardized and individualized approaches. -
This will be accomplished by identifying those objectives ‘ |
which are compat1b1e with specific curriculum objectives; ) ‘

then by comparing the average number of objectives which -

.match this test for both the standardized and 1nd1v1dua11zed
programs. If they are not s1gn1f1cant1y d1fferent, it i
reasonable to assume the test is program fair.' If a

program bias were found to exist for some of the objectives,
than a separate analysis would be carried out on those
objectives yh1ch are common, across the two instructional
approaches.’ (See data discussion of Additional Procedures.)

k.

(f) The items incorporated in the SAT were carefully constructed
so as to be relatively free of bias with respect to race,
~ religion, sex, and ethnic background, while at the same
time reflecting the cultural diversity of children in the

e U, N x ‘
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Selection of an Instrument for Assessing Achievement in Reading

The procedure followed in selecting a reading achievement test was

»

the same as that used in arithmetic in that the same two-step approach

was taken, with comparable criteria used for initial identification and

final selection of instruments. Through this process, the following

instruments vere identified for further consideration:
\

o California Achievement Test - Reading
o Comprehensive fest of Basic Skills - Reading
¢ Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test . B
° Metropo]itaq'AchieVement Test - Reading |
¢ Stanford Achievement Test - Reéding
A critical review of\the aboveqiEiFruments with respect to the
criteria specified earlier resulted in no single instrument providiné clear

superiority over all others. For this reason, the SAT was selected for

cemed to be of comparable gquality to the best of the

3
)
[0
e
(3]
pa—d
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ct
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use s
other instruments in this group with respect to the criteria used, (b)

it has the same additional advantages'that were mentioned for SAT-Arith-
metic, and (c) by using the samelinstrument for arithmetic and reading,
there are some additiofal advantages which ‘accrue, including com-

parability of normative standaras, and a simplication of the administraiibn
and scoring process. The specific levels, forms, and test sections of

the SAT to be administered to 2nd and 3rd grade &tudents on pre-testing )
a&d post-testing are presented in Exhibit III-19. In addition, by using

the SAT for assessing‘growth in boph'areas, we anticipa£e greater é?fjcienpy

v

and priority in scoring, a critical consideration in this study.

; |
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One of the major testing concerns dur1ng de]]berat1ons among members
of the project team focused upon the issue of program fa1rness, namely,
whether or not the variance in content and sequencing among programs would

be so great as to, preclude the use of an existing standardized norm-referenced

test as the sole measure for cognitive outcomes. While this, issue cannot
’ . ’ ‘, s I
" be resolved until the specific programs to. be studied have been se]ected,

and even though the SAT appears to have w1de enough coverdge to ensure :ﬂ e T
content validity, we felt 1t/a/propr1ate to descrfbe the alternatives’which

the project team cons1dered in arriving at a recommended add1t1ona1 E
approach. It should be noted that the procedures ‘outTined be]ow and the

)
recommended approach are very s1m11ar to that suggested ina study effort .

’
’ . -

.conducted by Dr. Stephen Klein (1972) - K

In our review of EPIE and other cr1t1ques of 1nd1v1dua]1zed programs,

as well as analyses of aooroor1ate mater1a1s 1nr1uded 1n 1n<frurf1nna1 X

~

'packages sent by publishers, we found some variance among programs in the

number of performance objectives and‘proficiency ]eve]s for mastery, tne

degree of oJer]ap of oojectives and skills to ba taught, and the sequencing

of content and\objectives. "In addition to these differences based on project.
experience, .it was also agreed that the relative importance pf’objectfves

varied and that the amount of timeAto,achieve specific objectives would vary *‘*//
among various types of students 1nvo1ved. In a similar manner, Klein has
(categoriZed the‘major factors any program‘comparison technique should take

°©

into account as follows: - .
; \ ) U

® success in mastering objectives; ) :

o relative importance of objectives and their overlap; L

e time spent in achieving objectives;
J
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Exhibit I1I-19

LEVELS, FORMS, AND TEST SECTIONS OF SAT - READING
. TO BE *ADMINISTERED o

SECOND GRADERS THIRD GRADERS ~ * 7

.Level and Form

Level and Form

Test Sections

.

Test Sections

PRE-TESTING

Y Primary II

Primary I Vocabulary Vocabulary

Form A Reading Form A Reading
“Comprehension I. ) _ Comprehension I
Reading Reading

POST-TESTING * ~

Priﬁary 1

Comprehension 11
Word Study Skills

Vocatulary

Comprehension I1I
Word Study Skills

- Vocabulary "’

Primary III
‘Form B Reading Form B Reading
. Comprehension I Comprehension
' * Reading ‘ Word Study Skills
Comprehension II° ‘
Word Study Skills .
\V}
. .
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) number and kinds of studnets involved; and

> R }\ -
e cost and resources. . ‘ [:4
) )

. . -
¢

Prior to reviewing Klein's work in this area, we considered various al-

“

terngtiwes as described bglow. .
Eirst, in addition to administering a standardized norm-referenced

test, one could a’%o administer one of several criterion-referenced test

banks (e.g., Zweig, Féuntain Va1iey). We reviewed the following critgrion

testing programs: 10X, Fountain Ya11ey, Preécriptive Learning, National

Assessmeﬁt Tests, and criterion testing prog;ams embedded“in the content

of various programs. A critique of criterion tdsting proérams recently |

conducted by the Center for the Stﬁdy of Evaluation (Kosecoff, unpublished)

was also very useful. Our general consensus after this review was that

administration of any criterion test along with a standardized norm-referenced

test would probably result in test "overkill" and tessen the dégree of

LEA cooperétion; that none of‘the above tests -would be suitable in their-

existing form and(would-require some redesign (i.e., selection of items);

and that the cost of administering and scoring sath‘tests given the ~

reporting date tonstraint‘wﬁulq be probib%tive.

i?-‘ Second,iﬁe considered the alternative of either desTyning or

devé]oping'a cimple crfteripn testing program fot the purposes of this

péojéct. This.a]ternéfjvgfhéuld entail additional cost and would be

© \

extremely time consuhing ip addition to tﬁe above limitations or dis-

£

advantages. In addition, we considered the alternative of utilizing
the Cohen/Random HouSe HILS computer-based criterion testing program.

2.4 )

Essegtiaﬁly, this procedure Qoﬁ]d entail determining the specific materials
used in the various programs and then requestind a computer prinébut on the
.‘ : s ‘ ’ ' ;
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scores and/or performance objectives covered in the programs. This alterna-
tive would require administration of criterion tests and/or program audits
of individual studen% mastery records and verification of teacher accuracy
and reliability in scoring.

A third alternative considered was the.administration of two or three
nationa]]y normed standardized te§t§ assigned randomly to students in thel
program/classroom; converting test items to?stated performance objectives
and/or skill areas; determining which performance objecéives were common
.across prograns @é well as those unigue to specific programs; and then asses- )
ing programs in. terms of the number of "“common" objectivesxand unique ob-
Jjectives mastered. The major advantages of this approach would be a lack
of need for additional testing as in the case éf the.administration of
criterion tests, and lower administration, scoring, and logistical costs.

The process of converting test items to performance objectives has
been in the ub1i 1001s and eisewiere. Based on a re-
view of the Kalamazoo testing system (e.g., a conversion of the Metropolitan
Achievement Test -- MAT) and discussions with representatives of Harcourt,

Brace, and Jovanovich (publishers of the MAT); it was determined that such -

an approach was feasible althdugh the number of items per objective would

vary considerably. In addition, the conversion process wéu]d be extréme]y
ftime consuming,~ although less so than develpping a new criteribn testing
program. The p}ocedure for matching test items (now” converted to performance
object{ves) to specific objectiyes in the program could either be done
through reviews with individual teachers (e.qg., as {n the case of Kalamazoo)
or through a reviéw of existing materials, relying upon project staff and/

or computer prescriptions from the HILS system mentioned earlier. Such a
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materials review wbuld be extreme]y time consuming. Dependence upon teachers
could result in unreliable responses (e.g., a teacher might hesitate to
staté she taught a specific performance objective if she felt students
did not achieve that objective). Review by a panel of "experts" would
probably be more desirable for that, reason.
A review of Klein's publication subsequent to the considerations

of alternatives Sy projegt team members indicated close similarity in .
identifying advantages and disadvantages. For example, wh%]e Klein indicated
that standardized tests are developed without any intentional bias for one
/;rogram <over another and would, hopefully, not favor the content of one
program over anotheF, he did argue that a standardized norm-referenced tést
may inadvertently favor one program over ano@her in terms of emphasis of

objectives measured; such tests might no#Tover all relevant objectives

or even all those which overlap and would not consider the difference in the

not ‘allow for the handling of differences in test difficulties, nunber of
objectives covered, relative importance of objectives, or timé spent to
méster objectives for cross-program comparisons. Assessing the techniques
of developing criterion tests for objectives common across all programs,
Klein noted that the major .advantage here would be a program-free test
measuring growth only on common objectives; however, it would not focus
upon objectives unique to each program; it would be highly dependent Jbon a
larger degree of overlap between program objectives, and if overlap is
slight, then only a small aspect of each program would be considered.
Moreover, this approach would not relate the importance of objectives

across programs.

144,
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The concept of "program fair" testing (Porham, 5969) would measure
programs on both comwon objectives and idiosyncratic objectives of each program
being compared. While taking into account the most critical of the?six
factors described earlier, as K{;in notes, this procedure has no provision
for syétematica]]y handling differences in the relative importance of

objectives, and the number of objectives the program is attempting to

hd LY
4

achiéve. g

<

The conceptual framework for analyzing alternative approaches as

*

well as general findings described by K]eiﬁ and those arrived at independentiy
by members of the TURNKEY(project team are very similar i;deed.
As Klein notes, "In addition, they (program~f}ee and programn fai}
testing concepts) both leave unanswered many questions which must be

addressed, if we are going to perform realistic comparisons: of d%fferent
programs. For example, what are we to do if the objectives 6f the programs
being compared do not cverlap to a high degres, or if they.share no

common objective? What if we are faced with a more complex situation such
as when one program has a total of 25 pupils, takes all year, and has 10
objectives; while a second program has 500 pupils for a semester and

has only five objectives, and only two of these overlap the objectives

of the first program?" (p. 9)

<In fhe event that a preliminary review of the programs selected fpri

study ir%vcates the existence of these considerations, the app]ication

of this procedure becomes an even more important aspect of the study. The.
proposed’approach outlined below reflects a synthesis of the procedures
recommended by Klein and those independently derived by the project

team. It should be emphasized that the major purpose of this set of
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procedures is to determine the relative effectiveness of the various

[

programs and not to measure the absolute amount of success of a specific

program. ‘
1. Select test

Rather than selecting and/or developing criterion test systems
for administration, we propose to convert the specific test items
in the standard norm-referenced test (i.e., SAT) previgusly
selected for administration to performance objectives. The

SAT will report scores on-individual students as a criterion

test does; moreover, it provides normative data’(e.g., difficulty
levels) on each item. To ensure broader coverage, it might

be necessary to select an additional test with similar properties
(e.g., the MAT), randomly assigning each test to students in

each classroom.

2. Determine relative importance of "objectives"

By using SAT, the process by which the test was developed will
ensure some general agreement Upon the relative importance of the
skills being assessed. However, to ensure greater acceptance,

of the approach taken and arrive at a higher degree of congruency,
we proposed to have a person extremely knowledgeable about the
content of each of the selected programs (e.g., the LEA
curriculum staff) assign weights on a scale of 0 to 5 to each
ebjective in ascending orger of inpor tance, or assign a toial

of 100 points to all objectives, with limits on the maximumn
number of points to be assigned to any objective. As an al-
ternative to using firm and LEA representations, a panel of
disingerested, objective experts could be assembled f%ee Klein?
p. 11}. 1

3. Determine the degree of success achieved by the program

As Klein correctly notes, several problems exist in measuring
success if different objective or norm-referenced tests are
used: (a) the need to convert scores to a common scale since
the number of items and methods of assessment will vary; (b)

. difficulty levels vary among objectives and instruments,

. as do "equal intervals" among items; (c) variance in instrument,
reliability, and validity. By using the SAT, however, the
seriousness of these problems diminishes considerably,
especially in light of the fact that normative data on item
difficulty can be determined.

- . ~ 146
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The proposed steps for determining program "success" under this

option would be to: . .
o Determine the number of students master1ng ‘each objective on the
SAT who did not exhibit "mastery" (i. e. ; "get 1t right") on the
pre-test.
e Calculate the percentage of students who had not prev1ou51y
mastered any g1ven item mastering the em on the post-test.

e Multiply this percentage for each objectiv the assigned
(weighted) relative importance. X
¢ Multiply this product by a "difficulty factor" .for that
objective obtained by subtracting the ‘proportion of appropriate ‘
students (i.e., second grade, ninth*month, etc.) in the:
. national norm sample who responded correctly to that 1tem
from the number 1.0. .

-

e, ) o Sum up these products over a71 objectibes covered by the test™ .-
o Exhibit II1-20 illustrates this procedure for a siﬁp]ified app1{catjonf
l?; . (% v

To summarize, the advantages of this program- fair approach are:

¢ A reliance on standardized norm-refernced test which would .
. capitalize on the curriculum studies -used in the development
of such tests., the national norm both, for large subtests and
tor individual 1tem§ the judgments made-by- panels of national .
experts on the rahge and scope of the items/cbjectives to b
include, as well as on all other test aspects sych as re11'h111ty,
validity, scoring ease, etc.;

) e A r;f]ect1on of the 1oca1 importance assigned to the teech1ng

) of particular items in a way that for all’ other aspects ,being
équal rewards the program which pursues. more ob3ect1ves than
one which pursues less. ° g

w's

e. A reflection of the d1ff1cu1ty of the ob3ect1ves pursued by AR .
T any g1ven program. . T * o ny
The above appro ch differs from that proposed by Klein in severa] ‘ "5t’
respects for reasons ique to this study. F1rst, given his formu]a -- ) -

»
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Exhibit I1I-20
Page 1 of 3

SIMPLE EXAMPLE APPLICATION OF THE ADDITIONAL PROGRAM COMPARISON SYSTEM
o 3 o
PROGRAMS: I and 11

TEST: One yhich has 4sitems; each item taken to be an objective
.STUDENTS: Ten students sampled for each program
RESULTS: PROGRAM I
i -~
] . Objective (Item) Number
Student 1" 2 3 4
A X * *
B * X *
C * X
D X * X *
E * X *
F * * *
TG X X
H * * X
I * * *
J * X * .
*(Key: X indicates "mastery" shown on pre-test; * indicates "mastery
of item on post-test not previously mastered; blank indicates
no mastery shown)
PROGRAM 11
Objective (Item) Number
Student ] 2 3 4
A ‘ * *
B * * * *
C X *
D * * * *
E * .k
F * * * *
G ? * * *
H S *
I * *
J X *
(Key: X indicates "mastery" shown on pre-test; * indicates "mastery"
of item in post-test not previously mastered; blank indicates
no mastery shown).
\
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Exhibit 111-20"

. ' ‘ Page 2 of 3
SUMMARY OF RESULTS: ‘
Program I~ \ . Program II

Objective Number Objective Number

1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
Number students not showing
‘previous "mastery" . 7 7 7 9 - 9 10 9 10
Number now showing "mastery" 6 6 3 4 .' 3 7 7 8
Ratio of latter to former .86 .86 .43 .44 .33 .70 .78 .80
Average Percent "Mastery" in "

all Objectives .65 .65 -

Based on summary, above programs are equa]]y'"effective".
AN

However, considering our other factors: R

Relative Importance of Items in Each Program (in"both cases the 'sum of
the weightings over all objectives equals 1.0)

Program I~ Progran 11

’ Objective Number ’ Qbjective Number
1 2 3 4 ] 2 3 5

Relative Importance .25 .25 .25 .25 .10 +20 .20- .50

Relative Difficulty of Each Item Relative to Nationdl Norm

S Probdrtion of National -
Objective Number - Sample Showing "Mastery" "Difficulty Factor"

1- 100 \ .90
2 .50 .50
3 .50 " 50 0
4 .90 " 10
/ . 145, |
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; R : "~ Exhibit I1I-20
, e Page 3 of 3

-Calculation of Program-Fair Effectiveness Results

Program I . Program II -
Objective Number . Objective Number
. 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4.
A Y . —
Percentage of students who had not ;
previously mastered the item . .
mastering the item on post-test .86 .86 .43 .44 .33 ,70. .78 .80 co
Relative Importance . .25 .25 .25 .25 .10 .20 .20-4.50 v
Difficulty Factor .90 .30 .50 .10 .90 .50 .50 J/“T‘ﬁ
Product of above 3 values 19 .11 .05 .01 .03 .07 .08 .04
' Sumfﬁiér all objectives on 13 1
program fair effectiveness )
measufes ) < .36 ‘ .22

Jhus, on a program-fair basis, Program I appears to be the more effective program.

14

“t._..m .

R —

“

160
111-110




“a
(%]

\é ¢ ( : _ v .'*.— . N\, o .'*'\-q
) . * " S) \(N) - . (s) ; = E’ - J‘. - . B ' ’ ’ ‘

mo o mea
Where S indicates’sucCess on the objectives in terms of‘toﬂa] weighted . -y

scores, N 1nd1cates the nwnber of pup11s in the, program,.T 1nd1cates amount

of pupil t1me in the program, C 1nd1cates total program cost, and E E

indicates program effectiveness -- we propose'to de1ete "C/N" (program

‘cost per pupi1) for compar1son purposes here Rather, the cost'factor will

K

s

. out in a number of different configurations: v

EETO
CTTOLUTT

re1at1ve" program outcomes and treated “in more detail than it is .

“ «

‘ treated by Klein (who acknow]edges the somewhat superficial treatment of

th1s factor in his formu]a) and with a d1fferent.pr1or1ty focus (e.g.,
.comparTng "ma1nstream” vs. “pull-out"). Second, T {(time in program) has also
been deTeted sjnce:'(a)‘differences in student time in the‘program will

be relatively similar due to the sample design; (b) where time differences

occur, they will be reflected in the separate cost-effectiveness analysis

)
“since fost resources consumed by a student are time-related. These factor

“deletions make c]ear the implication that program effect1veness s

synonymous vrith success on the we1ghted objectives.

\

¢ It should be noted that the procedure outlined here could be carried

\

) Compar1sons of the number and we1ght1ngs assigned to objectives
* by.program; -

0 Compar)sons of- programs without we1ght1ngs across objectives
(approx1mat1ng the standard scoring routine except for con-
sideration of item difficulty). '

!

Selegtion of an Instrument for Assessing Students' Self-Concept

~As 1in the earlier ment1oned se]ect1on procedures, a two st?p process

_vas used for. se]ect1ng a Tinal_instrument. Ihe_cr1ter]q,thathwere_used in

v
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.

in identifying potential instruments for inclusion were:

¢ Age appropriateness of the instrument for use with 2nd and 3rd
grade students {including: nature of instructions and test®
presentation; level of item vocabulary, and time require-
ments for test administration - maximum limit of 30 minutes
was used);

¢ The protedures which are used in scoring the instrument are
¢ g high]gvp objective; .

¢ The existence of one or more subscales related to "school
self- concept "

. The 1nstrunents wh1ch were 1dent1f1ed for further cons1derat1on on the

basis of the criteria were:
o Self-Concept of Ability Scale (SCAS)

o The Piers-Harris Children's Self- -Concept Scale {(CSGS)
(revised version for grades -3 for USOE Longitudinal
Survey, 1973)

The major reason that a larger set of instruments were not identified was

A}

that most instruments whieh assess self-concept are not age appropriate

for 2nd and 3rd grade students. ) -
A more indepth c&hparison of these two indtruments was then'madé,

giving major consideration to, the following factors:

_* - —  — - el — [ _ —

) ® Construct va11d1ty of the 1nstrument g1v1ng special con-
. sideration to such things as correlational and factor ...
' analvtic findings that are compatibie with theories of ' \
self-concept (Wylie, 1961); :

¢ Evidence of .corretation with academic ach1evement

¢  Evidence of internal consistency among 1tems on each sca]e,

¢ Evidence of (short term) test score stability;

~

o Evidence of high correlation w1th other 1nstruments which
assess self-concept:

o The comparisum conducted between the SCAS and the CSCS resu]ted in
- ' the CsCs be1ng found to be far super1or The CSCS was also found to be

acceptab]e with- respect to all of ‘the féctors given raJor cons1derat1on,

‘ERIC - I11-112 g




and thus, will be incorporated in the study for asgess4 se]f—conoept.

(It should be noted- that the Purdue Education Research Center recommended

a
e > ¢

the use of this instrqment in their proposal for this studytbased upon the °
validation resd]tsvfrom its field testing in the Indianapolis PubJig.
Schools.) - However, in order for this instrument to be approprifte for use
with 2nd grade students, the item must be read by an examiner: Thus, an
orel presentation will be used for both 2nd aﬁb 3rd grade stuoents with F)
the scores obtained on all factors {on the revised form) fee11ng se]
schoo] self, and behaving se]f being cons1dered separate]y

Because the Piers-Harris CSCS instrument, particularly the revised
form for grades 1-3, might not be wide]y'knoﬁo, a brief descriotion,of the,
deveTopment process and assessment of correlation with other variables is

appropriate, as excerpted from McDaniel, et. al. (1973). A

"Development of Instrument fov Grades <1-3 -

« ~
L4
Fnr- the purposes of measguri ng gelf-concent of 1t arade childwven,

I o
a shortened form of the Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale
was developed. To select items tor the short form, data from two
earlier studies conducted at Purdue: were used. In the first study,
the full Piers-Harris scale was administered to 413 3rd graders
—attending predominately black ghetto schools in Indianapolis. In
the second study, .the Pigrs-Harris was administered to 119 Znd grade
white suburban students. 1tem analyses were computed for each sub-
. scale reported by Stanwyck (1972) and for those subscales reported by™
Piers-Harris (1959). Items initially chosen for the shortened scale
" were those which correlated at Jeast .30 with the total and appro-
priate subscale totals for the two studies. These items were inspected
for appropriatehess of vocabulary for Ist grade children. An attempt
also was made to ba)ance the number of items representing each of the
) Jfactors.” The final form contained 40 items which could be" grouped
< 1nto three of the factors reported by Stanwyck feeling self, 16
% items; school self, 14 itéms; and behaving seif, 10 jtems. .

" Answer sheets with Yes- No response positions were prepared “for primary
grade children. Small pictures (e.g., a dog, fish, bcot) were used as
. place markers for, the jtems.

S VY . 153 , 4 "
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This test was-administered to 168 1st grade pupils in Indianapolis.
 Out of"this sample, 25 answer sheets were discarded because of a

larger number. of omissions or obVP6D§\1rregu1ar1t1es in responding.

The following analysis, therefore, is based on the responses of 143 :
pupils. (The item analysis is summarized in Exhibit III-21.) -

Item-subscail\;gﬁpe1ations are considered more important than item-
total score correlations in view of the effort to obtain independent
scales.

Four of the 16 items .on subscale 1 fall below the criterion of .30
correlation with the subscale score. One item in-each of the other
subseales failed to meet this criterion. The wording of each of
these items, together with thirteen items identified by examiners
as containing troublesome vocabulary, were revised before inclusion
in the final form . . . The results reported in this section are
for the wording used in the Ind1anapol1s testing. The reliability
of the subscales appears to be toa low to warrant analysis of -indi-
vidual scores. (p. 48) However, they are of sdfficient magn1tude
for use in group comparisons.

PO

Correlations with Other Variables (Grade 1)

The total self-concept score for 1st Yrade pupils was significantly

' correlated with achievement scores and some measures of independence
and affiliative behavior. It was not correlated with-selected
measures obtained from peer ratings or parent questionnaires. (Exhibit
[11-20 presents the correlations between self-concept tota] score

and cn'lnr‘trvl -nn-;ﬁk'lrxs \

¥

The total se]f—concept scale. score was correlated (r = .23, p .01)
with reading achievement and (r = .42, p .01) with math achievement .

as meassred by the Stanford Achievement Test. A significant correla-
tion was found between the self-concept score and the independence
subscale (r =-.45, p .05) and the social subscale (r = .59, p. .01)
of the Pup11 Informat1on Booklet (M cDan1e1, et al, 1973). Vo significant
corretations were found between self-cqncept and the subscales of

the Peer Ratings. Self-concept was not correlated with the Maturity
%emand)Subsca]e Qf the Parent:Questionnaire (McD3niel, et al, 1973)

p., 48 . ’

It-is felt by the TURNFEY study team that s1gn1f1cant correlation between
the total self- concept sca]e and reading/math ach1evement is in no way a
drawback to the use of the instrument as intended in the study design. The
oo o

existence of these significant correlation provides evidence of construect
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Exhibit III-21

I tem-Subscale and Item-Total Correlations (Grade 1)*

Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale Adapted for Primary Grades

Item - Subscale Correlations

I11-115

Item I I1 IT1 Total
. Feeling School Behaving Score
1 .30 .33
2’ .32 .29
3 .34 .29
4 .34 .18
5 .45 .23
6 .32 .24
7 .41 .22
8 .44 21
9 .29 h .22
10 .53 .37
1M .54 .40
12 .43 .29
13 42 A7
14 .55 .32
15 .27 .37
16 a4 .27
17 .55 .36
18 - 2. 18 ;07
19 .36 .33
20 .47 . .36
21 .63 41
22 . .51 .46
23 y .47 ‘ .26
24 .54 .35
25 .45 32
26 .32 .29
27 . .37 > .26
28 » .45 ' .32
29 .39 .32
30 .4 .22
31 . .27 .16
32 29 A7
33 30 v .29
34 .52 .39
35 .43 .32
36 ) 42 .29
37 .37 .28
' 38 .33 .28
39. .43 31
40 .47 52 -
N = 143
Means 7.64 8.81 6.40 22.85
SD - 2.72 2.67 2.32 5.64
'KR=20 .48 .67 .53 .73
*Reproduced from McDaniel, et al., 1973, p. 49.
N [ o
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\(rz = .05; 5% explained variation) and the. amount of variation in math

~
-
-

validity for %he self-concept instrument, at least regarding student
performancekin schoo]f Howevef,psince the amount of variation in reading
achievément scores explained by variationé in the total self-concept sga]e
achievewéni s%ores exp]aingd‘by variations in the same scale (r2 ='.1é;’
18% 3%63ained vériatibn) are both relatively Tow, it is,nbt‘reasonab]e-‘
toxconclude that achievement tests are already measuring whateyer the
total self-concept scale is measuring,- Thus, the correlations shown in

Exhibit I11-22 are considered appropriate.

Selection of an Instrument for Assessing Student's Attitude Toward
School

Again using comparable criteria for initial selection as was used

- -

for the student self-concept instrument, the following instruments were

identiified:
0 Attitude Toward School (ATS)

o My Class Tnventory (MCI)

&«

0 School Attitude Test: Oral Form (SAT:OF)

o School Sentiment Index (SSI)

These instruments were. compared with respect to their desirability -
for use giving major.consideratioq to factors comparable to those used-

previously for final affective instrument selection. This comparison

v

resulted in the selection of the ATS for use in this study because. it

was found to be acceptable with respect to all major factors with the

4

exception”of high correlation with other instruments which assess students'
attitude toward school" for which no evidence was available. In addition,

the ATS was found to be superior to the other instruments considered.

Scores obtained on 511 subscales: 4ttitude toward school work, attitude

toward teachers, and attitude toward school in geﬁera], will be considered

a : ’

as separate variables. .
15v - . .
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Exhibit 111-22

_Correlations between Self-Concept and Selected Variables (Grade 1)**x

Scale ‘ N Correlation
Reading Achievement 138 L23%*
Mathematics Achievement 137 L4 2x*

Peer Rating Scale

Individual Action ‘ 138 .04
Affective Relationships 138 . 13
Pupil Information Booklet s
Independence 16 45%
Socijal ‘ ' 16 5g**

Parent Questionnaire

Matdrity Demand | - 63 -.06

x p .00 {one tail test)
** p .01 (one tail test)
**%x Reproduced from McDaniel, et al, 1973, p. 50

-
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The item analysis for the Iadianapolis data revealed no item-
subscale correlations below .30, with the vast majority being -
above .40. The alpha estimates of reliability for this testing

were .75 for attitude toward schoolwork, .79 for attitude toward
teachers, and .81 for attitude toward in general. The
reliability for the total scale was /91. (The percént of students
choosing each response for-Form V can be found in Exhibit III-23.

The item-subscale and item-total correlations arg presented in

Exhibit 111-24.) ‘

These *data suggest that Form V/of the attitude toward school  «
measure is sufficiently well developed for use in subsequent
studies. There is, however, & substantial intercorrelation
among the ’subscales (schoolwork and teachers, .61; schooiwork and
school in geﬁera], .76 and teacher and school in general, .69).

The high correlations suggest that the present instrument i

essentially unidimensional in nature and may be measuring a

single generalized orientation to the school environment. Whether

this is an artifact of the instrument or reflects the actual nature }
of school attitudes, cannot be determined at this time. Despite the |
apparent high overlap between the subscales of this instrument,

there is some evidence from the correlations which follow (Exhibit

111-25) that the subscales represent a degree of orthogonality.

Correlations with Other Variables (Grade 4) - ,

Tt.would scem logical that a child's attitude toward school would

be related to several other variables. First, his general ap1lity )

and achievercnt scores should be important, assuming that school i
attitude is not likely to be high if school is too difficult for

the student, or if he is not doing weil in the work required. Second, |
if a child's self-concept is markedly low or high, one might expect e
some generalization and projection of these perceptions onto the ’
outer envirorment. Finally, it would seem that the parental aspira-

tions for tbe child*and the parental acceptance of the child would

have a bearing on the way the child relates to both the schoolwork

and the schoo[ teacher. . j)

Low but positive correlations were found between attitude toward
school and 1.Q. measured here by Raven's Coloured Progressive Matrices

. . (Exhibit II1-25). . . Orthogonality of the subscale is suggested
by noting that the correlation between the Raven's and attitude toward
schoolwork is higher than the correlations between the Raven's and the
other two subsca}es of the attitude tests.

The highest correlations were found between attitude toward school and
measures of achievement. These ranged from .28 ‘to .43 and all were
significant beyond the .001 level. Here again, correlations between
the subscale attitude toward schoolwork and achievement were higher
than those for the other subscales. These correlations are among

the highest found in the 1iterature.

1506 '
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’ Exhibit III-23

Percent of Students Choosing Each Response (Grade 4)*

Atéi tude Toward Schbol

Number A B ¢ D E
1 31 b 15 - 16 - 32
i 2 17 7 8 19 49
3 14 b 19 11 .49
4 28 5 7 12 48
S5 15 3. 12 13 54
b 30 7 22 7 . 32
7 24 g 22 [ )11 28
8 22 9 14 19 - 36
9 14 7 14 . 13 51
0 12 8 16 18 46
1 13 b 33 8 38
2 31 b 8 9 42
3 27 13 18 14 28
4 36 n 10 13 29
I5 24 9 N 14 41
16 20 8 10 14 47
17 28 9 15 14 33
18 53 . 8 5 7 25
19 13 5 8 20 54
20 17 3 8 15 56
21 25 5 22 9 38
22 44 8. 8 -+ 9 32
23 11 6 16 26 41
‘24 18 b 13 13 48
%5 2, 6 12 1 4
26 52 17 9 .6 15
27 23 7 23 12 34
28 9 5 b 19 60
29 26 b 14 13 39
30 14 9 22 16 38
31 22 8 21 16 33
32 27 9 17 14 30
33 24 17 14 12 33
34 26 8 14 11 40
35 10 3 13 21 52
36 27 12 14 7 39
37 ¢ 32 8 18 13 28
38 40 9 12 8 29
r 39 7 4 9 12 66
40 29 7 28 4 29
41 21 11 9 6 53
42 21 7 12 13 47
43 23 8 13 13 42
- 44 33 .10 14 7 - - 33
45 12 2 12 T3 59

wuced from McDaniel, et al, 1973, p. 38
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, Y - ExhiBit 111-24
Item-Subscale and Item-Total Correlations (Grade 4)*

Attitude Towdrd School

School in
Item Numbér Schoolwork Teatcher General Total
1. . .50 .53
2 .47 .4
. 3 .60 i 54
4 g .49 .45
5 .53 ' .45
" 6- e e BO L L B3 -
7 .53 .44
8 .51 .47
-9 .51 » - .45
10 .34 .30
N _ .37 .28
12 .57 .53
13 .52 . .62 .58
14 . . J45 .
15 .65 . .61 _
16 .66 .62
17 .38 . .28
18 53 .52
19 ) .59 . - - .58
20 o .67 : .59
21 ‘ ' . .45 . .39
2? ' e . .48 Y
23 ’ .36 .42
24 NV © 3]
25 - .53 .54
R Crmcamem s g —— A
27 .63 4 .63
28 - .46 . : A1
T =29 .47 “ .46
30 © .43 . .29
31 . .61 . .52
3?2 .42 .32
33 . .58 .52
34 , .54 b6 7.
35 .49 .42
36 .57 . .48
37 ~ .55 .54
! 38 ' .59 .55
39 y .41 ' .42
40 .40 .38
41 . .51 - . ) y .42
42 . . ’ .45 4
43 .30 : 24
44 < .39 ‘ 35
SRR 1 .51 36
N=179
fean 49.2 ‘ 48.5 54.8 152.5
Sb 10.7 11.4 13.8 31.9
Alpha Coefficient .75 , 79 .81 91

O *Reproduced from McDaniel, et al., 1973, p. 39
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Exhibit III-25

=
‘ Correlations Between Attitude Toward School
' and Selected Variables (Grade 4)]

‘ Bt School in

Variable : N Schoolwork Teachgrs " General Total
Raven's Total Score 169+ .24* 15 15 . 20%

. .
Reading Achievement 179 »40** CL8hx* .34 %% L40**
Math Achievement 179 .43 L 28%* L32%* . 38%%
Self-Concept 175+ .39%% - L 24%* 29%% T L34
Parental Aspiration for Child 58 , -.32 S 20k 32 -.37%
_Parental Acceptance of Child 86 .24 24 - .28 27
. * Significant at .01 level
**Significant at .001 level
‘ ]reproduced %rom McDaniel,. et al., 1973, p. 40. ¢
|
&,;
\
S
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Below, a description of the development process and correlation with

“

other variables, excerpted from McDaniel, et al (1973) is presented.

Devehbpment of Instrument .

_In the development of the instrument to measure attitude toward school,
v five successive forms of a questionnaire were designed and tested. Fach
form was tried in a school setting in order to (1) test the items, (2)

establish administrative procedures, (3) check statistical and analytic

methods and (4) provide ideas and approaches available only through
direct testing. . -

Thtee preliminary editions led to' Form IV, a 45-item instrument with sub-
scales for attitude toward school in general, attitude toward schoolwork
and attitude toward teacher. Tests and retests of Form IV were adminis-
tered during February and March of 1973 to students attending a parochial
school in New Orleans, Louisana. Twenty-six students were in the

Gth grade, 29 in the 5 grace, and 23 in the 6th grade. -

Teachers in grades 4-6 were asked to rate their students on attitude
toward school. The 5th and 6th grade teachers rated their pupils on
a scale from 1-100.° The 4th arade teacher ranked her pupils to indi-
. cate the inost positive to least positive attitude toward school. The 4
~, correlations between the total score on Form IV and teacher ratings
were .69 for grade 4, .60 for grade 5, and .66 for grade 6.

Fopr-day test-retest correlations for Form JV are nresented beloy:
-
7,

... ..+ ——_Grades - - = -
T S 4 5 . 6
Schoolwork . - .74 .86 .76
Teachers .56 74 68
" School in General . .83 .93 .76
Total .86 .91 .80

The correlations between teacher rating and total score on Form IV
are quite high when compared with other studies in which teacher
ratings were compared to other criteria . . . Scores on Form 1V
apparently measure attitudes which can be observed by teachers.
The high test-retest correlations suggest score stability over a
short period of time for the total score. .

Form V, the final form, represents a further effort to improve
subscale reliability and internal consistency. Thirty-nine of
the 45 items used on Form V had Shown substantial item-subscale
correlations in the previous pilot studies. Six new items wére
* developed. . : : -7

The three subscales of Form V are attitude toward schoolwork,
14 items; attitude toward teachers, 14 items; and attsiude

toward school in general, 17 items. Fform V was administered
to 180 students in seven 4th grade classes in Indianapolis.
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It is interesting to note the apparent relationship between*attitud§§§ A
toward school and self-concept. Tnese correlations ranged from . 24

to .39 and all vere significant at'the (0] level. This 1is consistent

with references asserting a relationship between self perceptions and
attitudes toward the school environment. . . . |

A?titude toward school*and parental aspiration for child were nega-
tively related. Correlations ranged from -.37 to -.32. TItems con-
cerning achievement were used on the. Parent Questionnairé. These

~ 1tems refer to the degrée of concern the parents have for the success

of their children. The negative correlations between parental achkievement
motivation and attitude toward school may be related to Erhlich's observation
that high enthusiasm for elementary schtol seems to be associated with Yow
socioeconomic status. Perhaps parents with a . high level of concern tend

to expect too much of their children which could result in the child's lower
attitude toward school. This is an area relatively untouched by research

and one that needs further investigation. -

Positive correlations were found between attitude toward school and parental
acceptance of child. This could be somewhat anticipated. Although rone

of these correlations were significant at the .01 Tevel, all were significant
at the .05 level. , -~ ‘

Correlations were found tetween attitude toward school (Form V) and sevéral
other educational and psychological variables designated for the Tongitudinai
study. (These nre presented in fxhihit 111-25,) ,

. N o B S

Selection of an_Instrument for Measuring Teacher's Assessment of
Classroom Environment o

For this area, the set of criteria used in the initial identification

phase were as follows: ‘

-

¢ The procedures which are used in scoring the instrument are highly
objective; .

e Appropriateness for use in the assessment of grade school ciass-
rooms ; .

© Acceptable internal concsistency among items within each scale
to be used where a KR-20 coefficient of .50 is the minimum
criterion. '

» . - e i e

The instruments which were identified for further consideration on the
basis of the above criteria were: '/
o Class Activities Questionnaire (CAQ)
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e Learning Environment Inventory (LEI) ’ : (\\\M . .
o Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory (MTAI)

o Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire (0LDQ)

Y

¢ Organizatignal Climate Jndex (OCI) IR -
/ -

¢ Purdue Teacher Opinionaire (PTO) L .

e Social Climate Scale (SCS) . ' ) ' g

A more indepth comparison of these inspfuments was then_made, g}Ving,
7 major consideration to the following factors: - s

¢ Construct validity of the “instrument giviné special consideration to
such things as correlational and factor analytic findings that

are compatible with theory incorporating classroom environment
as a construct; ‘ . e

b
PR

o Evidence of correlatién with academic achievement ;

¢ Availability of elementary school norms. oo -

’

A critical review of the above instruments resulted in the_selection of

the OCI for use in this study. The'one particular impressive- characteristic

. of this instrument was the strong positive evidence available regarding,

its construct validity and its demonstrated "power' in assessing individualized

programs. For'exahp1e, Ke]]y,'et al. (1973), in their study'of teachérs“

perceptions of school climate resuit%nb from the implementation of IGE *
and other studies sponsored by /TI/D/E/A/ Kettering, found the.bCI %nstru— '

" ment to be fairly consistent in reporting the following findinbé for innerw:

o
.

city schools:

Increased implementation of the IGE model in inner-city schools should:
(1) lead to an improvement in the Intellectual Climate by increasing -
teacher  interest in-intellectual activities, social action, and
improvement of personal and interpersonal effectiveness; (2) lead

to teacher behaviers which reflected hard work.and preseverance ex—
"—o—— - - pressed in an increased committment of the needs of the sghool;

(3) Tead to increased sharing of help and expertise; (4) result

in greater respect for each other's integrity and yet foster a
willingnéss.to help one another; (5) help to develop Jimproved ’ .
organization and procedural thoroughfess in the planning and - -

~ o~

[4 B [y R .
» .y ! . - ’
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conducting.of duties aimed at accomp11sh1ng¢the purposes
of the school; and (6) create: greater openness and f]ex1b111ty
insthe day-to-day operation of the building. . . .

v

Scores obtained on all factors cgmpr151ng OCI -- 1nte]]ectua] climate,

ach1evement standards, pract1ca]1ty, support1veness, order11ness, and
1mpulse control -- w1]1 be considered as separate variables. F1na1]y,
" schodl climates’ 1so]ated through combined factor analyses of the 0CI

and the Stern Activities Index were found to differentiate between

grade levels and to be related to other meag&res such as teacher turn-.

-

over,

The above validating information does_suggest that the OCI is
capable of distinguishing between institutional environments in ways
that might be expected given other 1nformat1on on the-organ1zat1ons

stud1ed

et o
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TASK 5 -- DEVELOP ANALYSIS PLAN °

—

Throughout the previous. four tasks the design aspects of the proposed

study have heen developed. In Task 1 we described the variables to be
studied and how the data fdr each would be obt'.ained.~ In’Task 2 ve

/

describéd the sampling ﬁ]an, and in doing so we presented a number of’

critical analysis issues including:

0 The Unit of Analysis -- a "c]assnoom",':ee Exh1b1ts III 7
and III 8.

The Basic Design Framework -- centered in the four dimensions
of our definition. of individualization, mainstream vs. pull-
out, and reading vs. math, see Exhjbit II11-9. : .
Why the Proposed Study is to be. Centered on Grades 2 and 3 --
the continuous nature of this grouping being consistent with
the concept of individualization, the.availability of

appropriate instruments at these grade levels, and the:
somewhat similar nature of programs at these two grade levels.

In th{s task we wifl first discuss:some of the general issués related
to our ané]ysié ﬁﬂan, issues that are{relateg to the aspects of the désign
listed above. ‘e will then discuss the specific fesearch questions to be‘
2' addressed by thé>proposed study. And f%na]]y, we will degcribe'additiOna1
'ana1yses that will be- conducted beyond thé basic statistical comparisons
odiscussed ‘to that point -- including cost-effectiveness analysis simiTar
to the work done by TURHKE§ in the development of the M{chigan Cost-
Effectiveness Model for Compensatory:Eduéation Prograﬁs“

Be%qre discussing the specific research guestions to be addressed," '

a number of design features should be discussed further. The first of

_these. features to be explored beyond the discussion presenﬁéd under

"




Q »
N -

previous tasks is the grade'2 and,3 focls of the proposed study. It
. , .
“was mentioned in Task 2 dtscussion that if the grades studied wére not

.+ contiguous, comparisons between individualized.and standardized programs

1

at the same grade levels might ‘be biased aga1nst standardived programs

because of ° d1fferentes in mater1a1 ava11ab111ty, rather, than true differ-

"3ences 1n the effectiveness of one 1nstruct10na] approach vS. the other.

From an ana]yt1ca] point of view, it 1s also suggested that for the

)

purposes of ana]ys1s all resu]ts shou1d be d1scussed and stud1ed in terms

of grades 2 and 3 cowb1ned both for the 1nd1v1dua117ed programs as well

4

s

as for the standardazedAeﬂes-vBy~plac+ng—an»emphasas_on_tbe céubined

s

'results at these two cont1guous levels, this bias problem is m1n1m1zed
Separate ana]yses by grade level - cou]d a]ways be generated if a corpar1son -
of results b) a catcgory such &3 the nominal grade level assocxaced \1+h

a glven program for adm1n1strat1ve purposes is considered des1rab1e‘ The
desire to use qombined results for these grade levels in our ana]yses can

be readily accommodpted'w%thin our sampling plan as already indicated by

placing a constraint on 'the overall plan of having to inc]udeifbout-the same

“‘number of nominally second grade classrooms and nominally third grade

’

classrooms in each_sappiing cell. .
The next design feature to be addressed,hére:is the naturé of the
basic design framework discussed previausly in Task,[ andrjn more detail
jn Task 2. To the casual reader it da& séem that thc.DefinjtionaJ Matrir
(see Exhibit II1-9) relied updplin this basjc'frameuork differs in cppcept_
and‘approach from the steps out]ined.iq ourhorig%nai Proppsa1 fpr,deve1op1ng

67
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an opérationa; definition of an individualized @r q standard%zed progran.

,iékgur Proposal wé suggested that we assign ratings to thg charaﬁteris@ics
that would ﬁaké up our definition and sum uptthese ratings to obtain some

. sca]ea.value that woufd reflect degree of individua]izatioﬁ‘ We stated
then, and believe now, that such a scale is coptinuous in nature and that
the\obvieus }ntent of the.study requested by NIE to be designed ir this
effort was to contrast programs from oppos{%? ends of that spectrum in
order to assess the effectiveness of individua]gzation. The definitional

. D

matrix relied upon here is' identical in concept to this anticipated

T . - —

ggqling approach ;though different iq appearance. If one assigns a value

of +1 to eath "yes" associated with one of the yey issues reflected in that

4 - .
"matrix and 0 with each "no", the scaled total ratings for the four study

5

groups would be as follows:

. o Total Scaled Rating

e Group I -- "yes" tq all four dssues.............. 4 ©
' ° Group Ii -- "yes" to any three issues......... 3
, o Group III -- "ﬁo"}to any three issues...,..... \...1
¢~ Group IV -- "no" to all four issues...ff ......... 0

Thus, the four study groups may be viewedggs falling a]bng a continuum of
individuyalization and the omiésjon ofaprograms with total sca]éd,ratings
of 2 is consistent:with our or%éina] concept of NIE's desire to contrast
’programs from opposite endé of thak.contihuum._ The matrix display tech-
nique was chosen'because it illustrates the factorial nature of our approach

- better than a rafing scaje would, and it is felt that this factorial

] ?
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- {(or quasi-factorial) nature in thé compréssion of the ngra11A16-ce11
matrix to the four study gréups, allows much to be done.in terms of
powerfu] analytical techniques. ’ . ‘
A point made earlier in the dmscuss1on of this definitional
" matrix in Task 2 warranté re-emphasis here. The TURNK study team’has ) -
concluded that based on the'bést info;mation at‘h;nd~and‘know1edgeab1;
estimates of anticipated information 1n‘this regard, the shaded area '
of the definitional matrix would be excluded fromiﬁhe analysis.: This

decision is obviously in accord with the discussion of the above para-

-

graph. However, in the interest of“thorqﬁbhness it was pqinted out in Lt
Task 2 that it may be thaé filling in all cells of the deéinitiona] ﬁétrix :
ié feasible -- a fact that might become appérentto'the imp]ementation'
contréctor as further candidate sites are identified. If this ic the case,

in spite of any injtia]ldgsire to observe programs only, from the ends of .~
the individualization continuum rather than from the middle ground, froé .
a factoriai design point of view it may be desirable to study such programs

in order to more fui]y investigate Higher level interactions amoﬁg the

four key issues refated iﬁ the definitional matrix. This deviation from

-

the ana]ys1s plan suggested here 13 an.option that depends entirely on

the ava11ab111ty of sufficient data for such middte ground programs -=
the probability of which is assumed to be low by the TURNKEY study team

~at this time.

-
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Research Questions to be Addressed
" For edse of reference the basic design framework deScribed earlier in

detail in Task g is présented again here as Exhibit II1I-21. The ihdivigua]
cells are identified by the'numbers 1 to 16; the four study-groups of programs
are identified as humbers‘l to IV. Exhjbit I11-22 repeats the specific four
sampling frames -- Gr repe11t1ons of the basic framework iterated over the
other sampling d1mens1ons [(mainstream vs. pu]]-out and read1ng vs. math)
‘bes1des 1nd1v1dua11Zat1on/standard1zat1on |

Th1s design framework a11ows a number of: research quest1ons “to be

~

adgressed. ‘The dJscqss1oh beYow presents these ‘questions within a hierar-
chial structure o} 4 leyels. The Leyé] 1 issues are those most basic to
the-proposed'sthdy:’vtﬂze1s 2, 3, and 4 include issues that are important

* to address in the stuqy, but the critica]'Vatue of the issues addressed
(and ability of the proposed design to proytde powserful results regardihgt'

these issues) decreases at each step along this hierarchy.
The questions presented below are to be answered by means of a ser1es
of contrasts’ The—spec1f1c data to be contrasted in order to answer
each specific 1ssue cou]d be any, if not all, of the dependent variables =
presented -in an earlier settioh, excluding the "other" variables discussed
_at that time. Included in these possibilities is the additional brocedure

14

for measuring program-fair success discussed in detail in Task 4. In each
case the results that are compared Qi]] be the combined results for that
dependent variable from all second and third grade classrooms included in

that specific sampling cell. Thus, the entire set of contrasts'presented

.
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EXHIBIT I11-22

SPECIFIC DESIGN FRAMEWORK

A, GRADES: 2 and 3 Combined
NOMINAL COMP ED INSTRUCTIONAL SETTING: Mainstream
SUBJECT AREA: Reading
UNIT OF ANALYSIS: *“Classroom"
PROGRANMS STUDIED: - Groups 1 (n=51), II (51),
: IIT (51), and IV (51)
: B.  GRADES: ) 2 and 3 Combined
NOMINAL COMP ED INSTRUCTIONAL SETTING: Pul1-0Out
’ "SUBJECT AREA: Reading
. UNIT OF ANALYSIS: . "Classroom"
PROGRAMS STUDIED: Groups I (n=49), II (49),
. 111 (49), and IV (49)
C.  GRADES: , 2 and 3 Combired’
NOMINAL COMP ED INSTRUCTIONAL SETTING: Mainstream
_SUBJECT AREA:_ Math
UNIT OF ANALYSIS: “Classroom"
PROGRAMS STUDIED: Groups -I (n=51), II (51),
. 11T (51), and IV (51)
D.  GRADES: : 2 and 3 Combined
NOMINAL COMP ED INSTRUCTIONAL SETTING: Pull-Qut .
. SUBJECT AREA: Math
. - UNIT OF ANALYSIS: ! , “Classroom”

PROGRAMS STUDIED: . Groups I (n=49), II (49),
i 111 (49), and IV (49)
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below hay be repeated for each of the dependent variables for which adequate
resu]t% are obtained and which are considered relevant to the questions
being‘%tudied. Howeve}, given the mu]ti—facetéﬁ né%ure of the outcome measures
and in%truments described eariier in Task 4, a listing of:these ﬁeasures }ﬁ
the ord%r of their anticipated importance for the contrasts outlined here

is appr%pr%ate._ This priority listing ig‘as fo]]ow§:

|

1.! Total scores, achievement “tests

+

0 Reading ! ’ <

: e Math
o ’ " ': « .
NG 2.° "Program-fair" measures of effectiveness based

on achievement scores ..

¢  Reading

J11-133
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¢ Math ‘
‘3. Total scale scores, effegiive,instrumenté. .
° Piers-éérris B
e ATS
. e ocl : T '
4. - Sub-scale scorgg,:achievement teéts
0 Reading . ;
oL ] Math ]
5. Sub-scale scores, effective instruments
o  Piers-Harrig | o ’
e ATS !
e 0OCI ‘
' \
e
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The specific means or statistical techniquesused to assess each contrast
presented below would range from simple comparison of means or frequencies
via t-test or contingency table methods,where appropriate, to more sophisticated
approaches such as A@OVA or discriminant function analysis. Where specific
cells or groups of cells from the defiﬁﬁtional matrix are contrasted,
tecyﬁiques %or unequal sampleée size Freatment wil] be applied as n%gded.

Level 1 Analysis is presented ds Exhibit I111-23. Levef,2 Kna]ysis is
presented as Exhibit III-24. Level 3 Analysis is presented as Exhibit III-25.
Level 4 Analysis is presented as Exhibit III-26. The approximate number of
classrooms involved in each contrast are also shown. Note that where these 5
contrasts involve individual cells in the 16-cell Definitional Matrix

other than cells 1 and 16, the number of classrooms indicated is strictly

an approxipetion based on an assumption of a uniform distribution of classrooms
within study groups IIJand ITT in this matrix. This assumption may be

faulty é% en the preceding discussion on this issue, but as a means for
i]]uétrating the scope of the contrasts, it is félt that the assumption is

acceptable i/ this case.

-Additional Analysis

'Beyond the detailed 1lists of contrasts desc?ibé:»in Exhibits 1I1-23
through I11~26, a number of potentially critical analyses will.be addressed
under the heading of Level 4 Anaiysis. By far the most critical -- and
for now\identifab1e -- of these additional analyses is the opportunity to
cross validate the results of TURNKEY's efforts in conp ed cost effective-

ness analyses conducted elsewhere, specifically in Michigan. This possibility

+ .
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EXHIBIT III-23

7

‘ ~ LEVEL 1 ANALYSIS

What is the impact of individua]iiatiqn on comp ed program effectiveness?

’

Relevant Contrasts:

1.4 Group I (A, B, C, and D combined, n=200) vs.
Group IV (A, B, C, and D combined, n = 200)
2. (Group I (A, B, C, and D combined) plus
(A11 programs Group 11 (A B C, and D combined, n=400) vs
studied) (Group III (A;ﬂ& C and D combined) plus
o Group IV (A, B, , and D combined, n=400)
3. Group IT+(A, B, C, and D combined, n=200) vs
Group II1 (A, B, C, and D combined, n=200)

4. broup I (A and B combined, n=100} vs..Group Iv
(A and B combined, n=100) ,
5. (Group I (A and B combined) p]us Group 11

(Eﬁ?d;ng Programs. . (A and B combined), n=200) VS. {Group III-(A
Y and B combined) plus Group IV {A and B+ -
= combined), n=200).

6.« Group II«(A and B, combined, n 100) . \Group III
(A and B combined, n=100)

’

7. GuOdp I {C and D combined, n=100) vs. Group 1V
((C and D(cowb1ned, n= 100))
. 8. (Group I (C and D combined p]us Group 41 .
(Maf“)Pr°9rdm5 (C and D Combined, n=200)vs. (Group I11 (C and .
onty D combined) plus Group IV (c and D combined, n=200)
Group IT (C and D combined, n=}00) vs. Group IIT
(C and D combined, n=100) | .

el

f‘} g
- { ¢ ”
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EXHIBIT III-24
Page 1 of 3

LEVEL 2 ANALYSIS

1. What is the impact of each of the specific processes included
in the study's definition of individualization on comp ed
program effectiveness?

) Performance Objectives?

(A11 programs
stydied)

Relevant Contrasts (recalling the 16 cells in the definitional
matrix and.the specific cells included in each of the four
study groups of programs):

Cell 1 (A, B, C, and D combined, n=200) vs.
Cell 3 (A, B, C, and D comb1ned, n=50)

2. Cell 16 (A B C AND D combined, n=200) vs
Cell 14 (A, B, C, and D combined; n=50)
3. Cell 1 (A and B combined, n=100) vs. Cell 3
~+ (Reading (A and B combined, n=25)

- Programs 4. Cell 16 (A and B combined, n=100) vs. Cell 14
only) - (A and B combined, n=25) 4
(Math 5. Cell 1 (C and D combined, n=100) vs. Cell 3
Proqrans (C and D combined, n=25) .

]g) 6. Cell 16 (C and D combined, n=200) vs. Cell 14
only (C and D combined, n=25)
. /
9 Continuous Diagnosis/Prescription?

(A11 programs
studied)

(Reading
" Programs
only)

(Math
Programs
B only)

1:
2.

Relevant Contrésts:

Cell 1 (A, B, C, and D combined, n=200) vs.
Cell 2 (A, B, C, and D combined, n=50)

Cell 16 (A, B, C, and D combined, n=200) bs.
Ce11'15c(A, B, C, and D combined, n=50)

Cell 1 (A and B combined, n=100) vs. Cell 2

(A and B combined, n=25) ’ ,
Cel1'16 (A and B combined, n=100) vs..Cell 15
(A and B combined, n=25)

Cell 1 (C and D comb1ned n=100) vs. Cell 2
(C and D combined) . .
Cell 16 (C and D comb1ned n= 100) vs. Cell 15
(C and D combined, n=25)
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N - EXHIBIT III-24
Page 2 of 3

» Alternate Learner Paths?

. Relevant Contrasts: .
1. Cell 1 (A, B, C, and D combined, n=200) vs.

(A11 programs Cell 9 (A, B."C. and D combined, n=50)

studied) 2. Cell 16 (A, B, C, and D combined, n=200) vs.
Cell 8 (A, B, C, and D combined, n=50)
3. Cell 1 (A and B combined, n=200) vs.
(Reading Cell 9 (A and B combined, n=25)
Programs 4. Cell 16 (A and B combined, n=200) vs.
only) Cell 8 (A and B combined, n = 25)
(Math 5. Cell 1 (C and D combined, n=100) vs.
Proarams Cell 9 (C and D combined, n=25)
on]g) 6. Cell 16 (C and D combined, n = 100) vs.
only} Cell 8 (C and D combined, n=25)
° Pacing?

Relevant Contrasts:

; 1. Cell (A, B, C, and D combined, n=200) vs.
(A1 programs Cell 5 (A, B, C, agd D combined, n=50)
) 2. Cell 16 (A, B, C, and D combined, n=200) vs.
Cell 12 (A, B, C, and D combinéd, n=50)
. 3. Cell 1 (A and B combined, n=100) vs.'
(ﬁﬁiglggs Cell 5 (A and B combined, n=25)
only) 4. Cell 16 (A and B combined, n=100) vs.
y Cell 12 (A and B combined, n=25) . 2
(Math 5. Cell 1 (C and D combined, n=100) vs.
Programs Cell 5 (C and D combined, n=25)
only) 6. Cell 16 (C and D combined, n=100) vs.
y Cell 12 (C and D combined, n=25)

-II1. .What is the impact of having all but ope of these processes
present (no matter which one‘is lacking) on comp ed program
effectiveness?

~ Relevant Contrasts:

(A11 Programs 1. Group I (A, B, C, and D combineéd, n=200) vs.
studiedg Group 1I (A, B, C, and D combined, n=200)

.

-
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(Reading Pro- 2. Group I (A and B combf%ed, n=100) vs. ' .

grams only) Group IT (A and B combined, n=100)
(Math Pro- _ 37 ‘Grbup I (C and D combined, n=100). ys. . ‘~
grams‘gnly) Group II (C and D combined, n=100) -

IIT. What is the impact of lacking all but one of these processes
(no matter which three are lacking) on comp ed program
effectiveness? .

Relevant Contrasts:

‘ ~

(A11 Programs 1. Group III (A, B, C, and D combined, n#200) vs. .

studied) Group IV (A, B, C, and D combined, n=200)
(Reading Pro- 2. Group III (A and B cOﬁbined, n=100) vs. ) 3
grams only) Group 1V (A and B combined, n=100) - . i
(Math Pro- 3. Group III (C and D combined, n=100) vs. :
grams.only) Group IV (C and D combined, n=100) _ .
' ‘ 4
s

o
~3
0§
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EXHIBIT I11-25

LEVEL 3 ANALYSIS -

e

Mhat is the impact of classroom settingv(maihstrgam vs. pull-out)

on comp ed program effectiveness?

Relevant Contrasts:

(Reading and 1.- Gtoup I (A and C combined, n=102) vs. .
math combined) Group I (B and D combined, n=98)
*(Reading... 2. - Group I (A, n=51) vs
only) . Group I (B, n=49)
(Math 3, Group I (C,-n=51) vs
only) Group I (D, n=49) .
(Reading and- 4. Group IT (A and C combined, n=102) vs.
math combined) Group I1 (B and’ D combined, n=98)
(Reading . 5. Group II (A, n=51) vs
on{y) Group II (B, n=49)
(Math ) 6. Group II (C, n=51) vs
only) Group IT (D, n=43) .. . >
Y (Reading and . 7. Group IIT (A and € combined, n=102) ve,
math combjned) Group III (B and D combined, n=98)
(Reading 8. Group II1°(A, n=51) .vs .
, only) Group II1I (B, n=49)
(Math 9. Group'III (C, n=51) vs
- only) - Group III (d, m»49)
{Reading-and 10.  Group IV (A aﬁd'C combiqu, n=102) vs.
math combined) Group IV (p and D combined, n=98)
) (Reading J 11. Group IV (A, n=51)'vs.
only) : ‘Group 1V (B, n=49) i
(Math 12. Group IV (C, n=51) vs.
only) Group IV (0, n=49)
Al ‘/ .
<
%‘
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C S 3 EXHIBIT I11-26

LEVEL 4 ANALYSIS

what is the 1mpact of other program factors beyond the processes
" . ¢ and settings treated in Level 2 or Level 3 analyses on comp ed
_program effect}veness7

<
Level 4 ana]yses are to be of a general exploratory nature
'using data gaghered on either the coygriab]es or the "other"
variables discussed in tﬁe initial section. Potent1a1 relation-
ships between observed data for these var1ab1es and program effect1ve-
ness will be 1nvest1gated using the appropriate available techn1ques .
Specific subsamples of very successful Group I or IIﬂprograms and
very unsuccessful such programs could be'selected and qpntraéts
then be drawn on the values of the variab]ésﬁgeing explered'Qetween
these two groups. Simi1ef samples could be drawn from thecproé}ams ~
" in Groups III aed Iv. {n ehis viay, the epecific c!asﬁroom or prograom
- .. management charafter1st1cs or student factors that seem to be .
associated w%\r success in each of the types of programs cou]d be
identified. It is recogn1zed that such an exp]pratory analysis would
at best'on]y specify a list 9f factors to be conso]ieatsd in 'sub=
sequent research, ~But if this list is geheratéd by'the'pEOposed study,
the effect would be well worth even this 1nter1m accomp11shment

”

This particular eption wilk be exp1a1ned in more deta11 in this section.

.
L .
» ' N
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was d1scusse¢ br1efly in Task 1 where it was mentioned that, a]though such

an approach would be basically exp]oratory in nature and results wou]d demand
cross validation elsewhere if it were approached in a strictly exp]qratory
manner, by viewing the cost-effectiveness results to date, derived from

application of the same TURNKEY instruments suggested for use here, this

A )
-

‘particular analysis could actaally serve as a cross-va11dat1on effort

.4\

of these existing results. TURNKEY's work on the M1ch1gan Cost- Effect1ve- '

. ness Model will have a series of results available for consideration in

such a cross-validation effqtt well before the imp]ementation.of the Stndy
proposed here, thus facilitating the finalization of this speci?iC°substudy
onceAthe implenentation contractor begins work on this study. :

The effectiveﬁess portion of this sﬁbena]ysis would likely take the
form of examining the re]atﬁonship between program sutcess and .the various
pnogram characteristics that svolve from the current TURNKEY work in .
Michigan to determine whether these same relationships obtained on the sample

of programs examined in this study. Perhaps even the path models developed

-in the current TURNKEY work could be examined fer cross-validation purposes

within the NIE shmp]e taking this effectiveness component beyond the Tevel

2
of more s1mp1e contrasts -

The cost port1on of this subanalysis wou]d involve an application of
TURNKEY s widely used cost analysis methods, based of the COST EDTM Mode]
Exh1b1t 111-27 displays the basic calculation stream involved in th]S
ana]ytjcal method; Exhibit II1I1-28 is.an examp]e of the specific program

cost results obtained from a comp ed program sipi]arntb those to be studied

here; and Exhibit 11I-29 is a further example of the cost analysis results

181 .
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N . - - N . EXHIBIT 111-28 ~

1 ¥
!

_DOLLARS PER COMP-ED STUDENT ANNUALLY

— =
_________ FUNCTIONS ]
SITE 1116
— !
. ol = § g Percent
oo Oz | oz oo o0 of
HZIYEIYE R EYES Resour Total
------------------------------------- £2 152 22 ES2EES Total | Cost
RESOURCES S¥| 82|82 8838
PERSONNEL r » ! '
District Comp-Ed Director 1 -- 11) -- 12 12 35 6.3
Principal 1 -- 23 34 2 64 1.4
Comp-td Teacher 1 921 21 4 4| -- 121* | 21.6
Regular Teacher . 631 151} -- 71 -- 221 39.5
Paraprofessional, ( 82 1 -- - - - . gox* | 14.7
Reading Specialist -- - -- -- - - _——
Other CTassroom Staff -- -- |- - - -- P
CONSUMABLES® . 5
Comp-Ed Books and .‘ .
AV Software : 27 1 -- -- - -}, 27%% 4.8
Regular Books and : . ]
AV Software J -6 -- -- -- -- 6 . 1.1
EQUIPMENT o ,
Comp-Ed Av Egquipment b - - -- - l- - ———-
Other Comp-Ed Instructioral . .
Equipment ) -- -- -- -- - e ———-
Regular AV Equipment - -- - - -- P .
//’ther Instructional Equipment . 1] -- -l o-- - ‘1 0.2 -
Comp-Ed Administration : e
Equipment . -- -- -- - -- _— . ————
MISCELLANEOUS o
Miscellaneous Comp-Ed
Training Expenses -- - - - - S -- [--;:
Miscellaneous Comp-Ed ‘
Administrative Expenses -- SO - 2 2%k 0.4
FUNCTION TOTAL } 271 | 206- 9N 57 16 559 = | 100.0
PERCENT OF TOTAL COST 48.5{ 36.9) 1.6 | 10.2} 2.9 100.1
. L - ~

* A1l or part of these totals provided from Comp-Ed Budget
**AT1 of these totals provided-f:gm,ﬁomp-Ed Budget

« 1835
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available from the app]ication of these techniques -- in'this case the CO%T-
ED report known as the Economlc Factor Ranking. Th1s Rank1ng 11st§¢the cost
factors wh1ch are part of the cost structure of any given program in the 1

* order of their impact on overall program cost, with those items rrn?ed'at
the top ot the page having the greatest impact and those near the bottom, |
the Teast. Such reports as shown in Exhibit }11-28 and Exhibit II1I-29
uou1d be available for each program/c]dSeroom studied allowing theée
cost results to be contrasted along with the outcome resu]ts to be ‘ -°
analyzed as descr1oed above. Ffurther, such cost resu]ts cou]d even be
considered together with the program-fair scheme for prodram tomparisons
deecribeo in Task 4.

'
A major consideration to be addressed in the cost portion of this

4

‘ subana]ys1s is the issue of standard pricing or local pr1c1ng In question
here is whether to adjust priges for varidus educatlonal resources (e.g.,
/ teacher salary) to a common standard for the nation or for some other

i regional unit larger than the LEA. A teacher with a M.A. degree and six
years of experiencez for instance, will receive a.vast1y oifferent salary
if he worked in a large urban center in the Northeast than if he worked in
a small rural district in Texasi Differences in the cost of 1iving, the
impact of’1oca1 labor supply/demand conditions, and the power of local teachers
organizations are just a few of many reasons for. such differences.~ In a
study such as that proposed here that is national in scope, one could argue
4for the use of etandard pricing so that,differences in costs accurately - //

hY

reflect differences in the amounts of resources consumed rather than N //

»

simply differences in prices. ) ) o : 7”




-

On the 6then hand, Tocal price/sé1ary structures undoubtedly influence
the actual mix of 'resources found in any given program. The trade-offs
among educational resources at two different sites using ostensibly
‘the same program w{11 vary depenQing upon the relative priece of these
resources; where aides -are relatively less co§t1y with respect to
certified teachers, moré'aides will be used and where the opposite is true’
regarding relative prices the opbqsiie mab well be true regarding the re-
liance on-ajdes. Given this interaction of the lgggl_pnice structure with
theﬁﬁctuq1 configuration of the program as operated 16ca11y ang,the resource
mix nature of individualized instruction in general, a strsnger argument

—

could be made for the use of local or actual ‘prices in the cost ana]ysis:
COST-ED can be used in either a local price msde or a standard price

mode so that, whichever argﬁment is found to be most pursuasive,COST-ED analysis

can readily accomrodate either option. A third option -- that of computing

both Tocal and standard pri;e-basgd costs is’a1§o readijy accommbdatedigy

COST-ED. Other resource/ﬁost mojels current]y.in use (e.g., the Haggert

Mode],‘the RMC Model) can be exercised more .easily in the standard price

mode %ﬂiffin the 10éa1 price mode. ‘
Beyond its flexibility regarding the js;ue of standard p}icing,

COST-ED Tends itself to the cost portion of this subanalysis for a number 7

of other reasons:

A
)

%

e It is flexible and adaptable to any type of instructional .
y

program (e.g,, reading, math), classroom setting (e.g.,
ma‘instream, bul]-out),'and program organizatiomal level

(e.g., classroom, sqﬁoo], distt;ct-wide)

N ' .
186 .
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It directly reflects the impact of the length of the
program {i.e., number of hours of jnstruction per student)
on the cost of the program.

It prouides opportunities for conducting trade-off
‘ana]yses of var1ous conf1gurat1ons of a spéecific

program ‘-
It is useful to ana}ysts in asspciating costs to

program features found to be related to program

3

success. -
It is a‘potentfélTy useful ihcentive for LEA cooperétion, S
since the model can provide useful data to local managers

through sensit1v1ty analyses. Such ana]yses can he]p in

)

1dent1 ing a]ternat1ve ways to cut costs 1f the manager
1 g

4

"is faced with budget cutbacks or 1n a]]ocat1ng add1t1onaT funds

) 2 [y

‘1f the opposite is true.

H
H
{
v
!
;

Treatment of ImpTementation Results

It is suggested that imp]ementation data be used in a number of ways.
‘F1rst of'all thosé c1assrooms not cons1dered we]] implemented thqugh
few§are expected to fa]] through the sample se]edt1on process descr1bed *
ear11er)-w111 be dropped Trom the contrasts that are included in Leve]s 1,
2, and’ 3. _ Fhis agtion w111 undoubted]y result an unequal. n contrasts 1n

..

most 1f not all cases; appropriate techn1ques to ‘reflect *hese unequa]

n s1tuat1ons will be app11ed as needed. : ' -

[

187%
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Second, the impact of implementation considerations on program effec-

tiveness could be assessed by eonsidering the differences in effectiveness
‘ . .

and deoree,of implementation among cla$srooms within any given program.

This analysis would be faci]itated'by the existence of a uniform instrument

i —
used for all classrooms part of the same program. Among programs, however,

this relationship would be more difficult to assess to the extent that the

?mp]ementatiow checklists and other assessment instruments vary from program

’

to program. .To the extent that such among-program degrees of,imp1ementa- A }

tion assessments can be'made, this factor will also be analyzed. Al1l

’

classrooms studjed will be part of the analysis cqnducted for this particular

» 4 -

issue. . . _ . \

Data Reduction‘

Data obtained” throuohout the 1976-77 crhoo] year from pre-test adminis-
trat1on and from periodic observation of program operat1on and character-

istics will be reduced for analysis upon collection. Spec1f1ca11y, data s

o<

obtained from pre- test, initial 1nterv1ews, and the initial observat1on cyc]es

»

at all ;}}es w111 be processed in a manner that will allow the data reduc—

t1on and ana1ysjs procedures to be evaluated early during the study year,

N —_

Procedures for the speedy reduction of the post test resu]ts and other late

¢
"school year data w111 be carefully ref1ned dur1ng this school year to ensure  «

that once the data are obtained im May 1977 all necessary data are reduced
and ready for ana]ys1s in order to report the study s results in July 1977.

S1nce TURNKEY exper1ence has indicated the extreme]y cr1t1ca1 nature of these

data reduct1on tasks in’ the past, suff1c1ent resources will be allocated .

¢ - AR “ ’

» 7
y 5 . 4 N . N V. s
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to this activity in our proposed design to ensure their timely completion.
Once all data has been obtained,-the carefully p]anned data ana]ysis

effort will proceed. The pract1ca1 details of this cr1t1ca1 element of this

study are addressed further in Sect1on IV of th1s report. Append1x 13

g

A includes examples of the data co]]ect1on/cod1ng/reducp1on forms modified from
. + .

forms used by TURNKEY elsewhere. -+

¢

.

et

Imp]icgtion§ and Limitations of the Approach

1 The nature of the sampling plan, especially its reflection of our.
Definiiioﬁg1 Matrix, allow a number of issues cf{t{cal to NIE and the prime
.audieﬁce of the proposed study (e g., Congress) to be addressed in a h1ghly
structured manner. Though a true experiment where1n all else was keptq‘
congtant'and only dng program feature was systematically varied at any
given time and students were assigned to treatmerits randomiy is impossible
to achieve in ahy real world setting, the quasivfactbriai structure
suggested here al]owsan approx1mat1on of at least’a portion of this scheme
_ltq obtain. (The reason for not fu11y utilizing the factorial-ing®raction
-potential_of our Definitional Matr1x was d1scyssed-1n deta11 earlier.)
_Carefu] selection of Qrograms and matching of stgaénts in ‘adherence to the
sampling constraints}1iéteq eqr]ier will have to suf%gce‘as the suggestea
approximation of random assignment o% students, recognizing that this
approiihatjon'ha§ been q'major problem for all large-scale field reseérch,
and evaluation studies inueducation; E : \

The analyses and contrasts. delineated abové should provide adequate

answers «for NIE to meet its ob]igaiion to Congress and for Congress to

[
‘.
°

1
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-
effectively tackle the task of writing the new comp ed 1egislatiop jh\1977.
Other contrasts are é]earjy available as well given the proposed design
framework. For instance, the issue of whéther the processes included in -
our defipition of individualization have different effeéts'in maihstream

v vs. pull-out programs could clearly be investigaged by combining the'Togicg]

B framework of Level 3 with that of Level 2. Only the contrasts condidered
most basic havé been specif%ca]]x 1istkd here, all other possibilities
remain for thé research team.xo‘consider throughout the implementation
phase. . - .

; .

v
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SECTION IV
LOGISTICAL ISSUES/TASK APPROACHES

In Section IIT, we'have specified the theoretical aﬁﬁ”;;:f;iica1

o framework within‘which the imbiémentation of the ﬁndividua]ized instruc-
tion study will be conductjy In this section, we describe the opera-
tional aspects of the study and its interaction with the part1c1pat1ng
progréms. Spec1f1ca1]y, we address the dﬁta collection procedures to
be used (Task 6), technfques for enlisting site Fooperation:(Task 7),
imp]eméntation project staff (Task .8), and the overall project schedule

(Task 9).
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TASK 6 -- DEVELOP DATA COLLECTION PLAN

In Tasks 1 throygh 4, discussed in Sect1on IT of this report, we
have performed the first preliminary data collection step -- the identi-
fication of the study's ‘data (and hence data collection) requirements.
As inaigated in our Proposd], these needs fal] ihtd three principé] ,
céte99r1gs: o , . . _

¢ - Program and. School, Character1st1cs -~ management and opera-
tional factors.

) Program Implementatipn Information -- 1eve1 -of- 1mp1ementat1on
data on the degree to which the study programs are operat1ng
as 1ntended :

;* ' Program Effectiveness Measures -- program 6utcomelmeasures
of student performance and attitudes

Also in the First four:tasks, we discussed the detailed factors involved
in the'devéidpment of the specific instruments to be used Lo gather thé
needed data. In Section Iil/Task 5, we speci%ied the procedures 10 De
used tofana]&zé'the‘data, once it has been collected. In this task, we
outlined the data cp11ectibn plan -~ the 1ogﬁsticél'procedures which
bridge the gap between the data collection instruments and the analysis
plan.

The data ‘collection plan for this study of individualized instruc-
tion has five major tomponents:

"1) *Selection of- Field Staff

2) .Training of Field Staff

"3)  Data Collection Procedures

) 4) Field Cooperation:

. " 5) ° Data Confidentiality:

Iv-2
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The first two of these components relate specifically to the staffing

of the project and will consequent]y be discussed in Task 8, the de-

velopment of a staffing plan. The fourth component, gaining the coopera;

a

tion of school district personnel at each site, will be discussed as an

individual topic in-Task 7. In this task we will, therefore, discuss

only the data collection techniques to be used and the procedures to be

followed in ensuring data confidentality.

)

Data 'Collection Procedures

'

As indicated in Section 111/Tasks 1-4, data co]]estidn activities

will consist of three general instruments/techniques: .

° staff interviews
0 testing and affective measurement
(] classroom observation

The data collection procedures will reflect the nature of the d

a 1Y A
, ata collec-

tion instruments/techniques to be used. After preliminary subtasks, in

which the instruments are finalized, other preparation activities con-

ducted, and the instruments/techniques field tested, interviews of school"

district staff members will be conducted pre- and post- tests of students

will be.administered, and classroom observat1ons will be performed Each -

- of these specific subtasks will be described in turn. It should be noted

A vl

that it is possible to specify the procedures to be used although some

of - the JiAstruments themselves may not be finalized. Some of the proce-

dures described herein will be of a general nature, to be fina]ized when

the first data co11ect1on subtask, the finalization of all data co]]ect1on

instruments is conducted as indicated jn Section 111/Task 3.
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Finalization of Data Collection Instrumerits
2 . .

Since timing is’ a critical factor in the performance of this study,

it is important that the iﬁstrhments to be qud in the collection of dé;h
be finé]jzed as earTy as poésibie so that the necessary and time-consuming'
OMéFcfeérancéiprocedyreé may  be gomp]eted without delaying fhe project:

For all iﬁtenFs and bucpoées,:jt is possible to divide the recommended
_iﬁstrUmehEs (;Ee Sectionillﬁ/Tasks~1-4) into two caté@oriegz those'thch
may be fina]ﬁzed‘béfbre'site selection with very little work on the part
of the impigmehtation contractor, and those which are site-deﬁendent and

‘which must consequently await final site selection.

ﬁjzost of-the instruments fall into the first of these categories.

Achﬁevemeﬁt tests and specific affective measures (discussed in Section
IiI/Task 4) are all to”bé‘used;in their existing forms and, therefore,

will requi}e'ao hodifiéaiion/(some modification in traditionai scofihg

and analyses procedures may be needed, but these would not affect the

form or édmfhistratipn of-;h§§e existing instruments). The interview
ggideﬁ fpﬁ‘ﬁnterviews of principals, teachers, aides, and other staff mem-
:bérs have béén gpecified.to some degree of detail 4n Sect}pn III/Tasks\1—4
) ‘(én'éxample of ‘a f%na]ized interview instrument is' shown in Appendix 13)
'and wj]]‘geéuire 9n1y‘min1mum modification by the implementation contractor
The mpdjfiéatibn of‘thesefinstruments should take no more than eight weeks
hftér jmp]emenfation'contract award and will, therefore, be ready gbr sub-

| missiop to OMB for épbrovq] and field testing in selected school districts

during April 1976.°

ox
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the suggested data collection instruments and submit them to OMB prior

to the selection of the implementation contractor. We believe, however,
‘ /
that it is desirable for the implementation contractor to have some input

into the instruments to be used. This delay until Spring 1976 for OMB -

submission will not delay the project in any way since it does not fall

.

on the'study'é\Fritica1 path. A1l instruments will be ready far use when

schoo]lbegins in September 1976.

Field Test of Data Collection Instruments

During the Spring of 1976, the data collection®instruments and pro-

. cedures, will be field tested in two school districts.

These field tests will be limited to those instruments which have

been modified or developed for this study. The studenttoutcome instru-

nents, the achievement and affective measures need not be inciuaed in the

field test for two reasons: 1) the administration of achievement and

affective tests to students at field test sites might unduly burden the

classroom staff, and; 2) each of the suggested student outcome instru-

ments has already been field tested and validated many times before.

Specifically to be included in the field test are the interview

instruments for principals,” teachers, aides, and-other staff members, and-

the classroom observation instruments. The field test of the classroom

observation instruments implicitly denotés a field test of the procedures

by which the‘classroom observation instfument/implementation checklist

is determined for each program (see Section II11/Task 3),
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It is suggested that one individualized and one standardized pro:

gram be selected in eagh of the two field test districts. One of the

'districts should have two reading programs, while the other should have

two mathematics programs. Within each of these programs, the recommended

field test will include interviews with the school principal, at Teast

. . 'd
*two teachers (including at least one regular classroom teacher who serves

compensatory education students plus at least one specially hired com-
penéator education teacher), and at least one aide (if applicable), as
well ag/é; the district-level Federal program dinector. Also within each
of the two programs at each field test site, at least three classroom ob-
servations will be .conducted. ‘

‘ Sites for the field tests should be drawn fram the Tist of programs
suggested for inclusion in the study. This will énsure that the field
test sites not only have an individualized instruction program, but that
enough information will be available for the development of classroom
observation instruments/implementation checklists for each program. For
purposes of economy and usefulness, the two field test sites shﬁu]d be
relatively close to the implementation contractor's major office and should
differ 'somewhat in the génera] nature of their population.

The logistics of the field test indicate that plans for its conduct

‘ should be undertaken imhediately after implementation contract award. A

member of the iriplementation contractor's project team should be designated
as Field Test Director. This Field Test Director will be responsible for

contacting each of the field test sites and arranging for their cooperation

°
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in the field test. This field tesf director will serve as continuing 1ﬁaisop
between the field test sites and.the implementation contractor, and méy even
administer the field tests of specific instruments personally. .

It is expected that three principal benefits will em§?§é from the
field test. The first is the obvious benefit 0% being able to provddé
operationa] support for the OMB documentation package: The second, less
obvious, benefit is the insight gained into the procedures associated with
the administration of many of the data collection instruments. I;xis_pos~
sible to capitalize on this insight by making the Field Test Director an’
integral part of th& project group which plans and conducts fhe training
sessions for'data ci%]ectors. A third, and even less obvious, benefif of
the field test should be an understanding'of the incentives which might be
needed to ensure the willing participation and cooperation of district,

scnool, and ciassroom stafr.

Preparation, for Data Collection

An often overlooked but extremely important aspect of any mgjor qata
collection effort is the laying of groundwork for-proper commﬁnicafion and
coordination throughout the project. The purpose og\this subtask is to
keep appropriate groups and individué]s abreast of the project and to en-
sure that sche&u]ing of prgjeét activities is performed as expeditiously
as possible. ' ‘ . v

It is recommended that before specific comtact is made with project
sites, the implementation contractor contact ghe Committee on Evaluation

and Informatiod Systems (CEIS) of the Council of Chief State School Officers
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(CCSSO). Not only will this initial contact satisfy protocol, but it
'is quite po§sib1e that SEA staff may be able to suggest additional well-
implemented individualized programs to be considefed as project sites.

The first contact with each of the districts after their selection as
project sites should be by te]ephoﬁe ﬁsing the LEA official designated in
the sampling questionnaire as the appropriate contact. In most areas,

“this contact person will be the district's Director of Federal Programs.
This initial site contact should take place immediately upon the selec-
tion of each site for iné]usion in the final sample, during April and May

1976. The purpose of this initial telephone contact is:

o - to inform that district of its selection and confirm its
participation desire;

(] to formalize the communication channel between the district
designee and the Data Collection Manager of the implementa-
tion contracter;

0 to specify the schools and classrooms wﬁich have been chosen
as study units;

° to offer’ to assist in explaining the project to/local groups
(e.g., parents), through on-site presentation; °

- ] to negotiate the specific incgntive arrangements to be used
to facilitate staff cooperation (see Task 7); and

] to solicit d1str1ct input into the selettion of on- s1te data
collection staff.

It is believed that by enlisting-the district's designee as a partner in

the data collection éffort, the implementation contractor Qi]] minimize

the probability of major disruptions during thé course* of the project.
After contacting the district-level designee, the implementation

contractor should make initial contacts with the principals of the schools

200
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in which data is to be collected. This contact might best be made in ////F
two steps: first, an initial telephone coﬁtact by the imp]ementafﬁon(
ponfractor's Data-Collection Mgnager (see Task 8), informing the principal
of his school s selection and introducing the local data collector; and,"
second, a brief visit to t@e scﬁpo]'by the local data collector, enabliné
him/her to become familiar with the school, to establish open comauriica-

tion with the principal, and to tentatively schedule time for the conduct

_of initial staff interviews and the administration of pretests for achieve-

ment and affective instruments. . ' “

o

: - .
It is expected that a second preliminary school visit will be made

by the local data collector during the district's teacher orientation week

(genera]]y the last week in August). This visit will enable the local data
collector to introduce him/herself to the .teachers whose c]asses'are in- |
volved in the stuqy, to explain the overall nature of the study, to re-
spond to ahy concerns theﬁiﬁéﬁers'may'have about classroom disruptfons,“
and to confirm the schedule for interviews and test administration. This
visit may 1nvo]v§ meeting with teachers eitﬁer individually or as a group,
depending on the preference of the local data collector, the principal,

and the teachers theﬁse]ves.

Although it has not been Tisted here as a specific preparatory ac-
tivity, budgetary prOvis{on'shou1d bF made for at feast one additional
(beyond the sampling visits) visit by a member of the implementation con-
tractor's core project team.‘ Experience tells us that such a visit can
do much to facilitate the 1{aisbn between the local data collector and

201 J
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" site personne]. A]thougg.such a visit may not be'necessary in all cases,
. ¥

it w111 frequent]y serve as healthy reinformcement for the initial train-
ing session attended by the 1oca1 data co]]ectors.

As a final preparatory step, arrangements for computer faciiities
w1]1 be made The importance of the time factor makes it imperative that
orapid data’turnaround be avai]abTe. For this reason,the DHEW computer will
not be used. A primary and backup'faciiity wiiT‘be established to provide

insurance against last*minute logistical problems.

~
-

L

Conduct of,‘taff Intervieus
The first data co]]ection'activity to take place. is the intervieuing
of sch001 and classroom staff. "These interviews should, if possible, be
conducted during the first four weeks 6% the 1976-77, school year, Indeed,
it may be possible to conduct some or all of these-interviews in conjunc-
tion with tne introductory school visits just described. It is important
that these interViews be used not only to gather data, but a]so to estab-
1ish a cordial relationship with teachers, which will faciiitate the later
administration of tests and conduct of C1assroom observations. _

In order to reflect any changes in attitudes or perceptions on the
parts of school personnel, the same or para]]e]\interviews will also be
conducted at the end of the 1976-77 schoo] year.

A]though‘the specific procedures to be followed in interviewing
school personne1 will be differént at each site, some basic precepts,
gained from years of such interview experien€e, may be stated. When-

-

ever possible, times for interviews should be scheduled at least two days

[ 4

20
Iv-11




(and preferably a week in advance). A]though pr%nciba]s genera]]y have

the f]ex1b111ty to be available whert needed for 1nterv1ews, they are fre-

" quently 1nterrupted by day-to-day schoo] problems; it is genera]ly advis-

able to allow extra time (at least 60 minuites) for such principa] inter-
views. Teachers are generally avai1eb1e to be interviewed during their
free period if it is scheduled in advance. The teacher's lounge or an
empty classroom is frequently the most suitable place for such interviews.
Sgﬁce aides have less free (or p]aneing) time than teachers, it is gen-
erally more difficult to interview them. If properly scheduled, however,
it is possible for the teacher to arrange the aide's time in such a way
as to permit an 1nterv1ew dufing the regular school day.

In terms of the time required of the Tocal data collector for staff

'interviews; the following estimates have been made:

-

) Approximately 40 classrooms in each district will be included
in the study sample.

¥

Approx1mate]y 10 principals, 60 teachers, and 20 aides w111 be
interviewed.in each LEA. r

About five jinterviews can be conducted each day (allowing
for difficulties in scheduling interviewees):

The series of interviews will be conducted once at the be-
ginning and once at the end of 1976-77 school year.

The net result of these estimates indicates that between 35 and 40 days
will be spent-by the local data collector fﬁterviewing school staff. Ex-
perience a]solindicates that an additional 15 days will be needed to code
the resulting data and convert into a form suitable' for input into the

analysis plan. In order to reinforce the training sessjons, it is p]anhed

-




that the.cognizant Regiona! Coordinator will provide on-site assjstance *
to the local data collector in the condhct of early interviews:. This
type of monitoring Will also serve to enhance the cross-site reliability
6f interviews.

,) N L
Administration of Tests . S

The second data co]]ec?ion activity is the administration of the
achievement and affective test instruments specified in Seéction I11/Task 4.
In order that the results of the study maintain credibility, it is critical
that the test results avoid contamination by inadequate testing procedures.
Since all testing instruments are already developed, test administration
gujdes'a1so exist for all of them. These test édministration guides will

be discussed between the local data co]]ector and each teacher (This dis-

3

/ cussion may take place duripg -the interviow.), and .the appropriate schedule
for test administration will be developed. In'order to avoid variations in’
the time between pre- and post-tests, it is desirable that corresponding
tests be administered at approximately the sqme‘time -- all within a oné-
to-three-day period -- following the suggested time periods in the manuals

which are found on the "norming"” test schedule.

-e
2

It is estimated that approximately ten working days will be }gquiréd
of the local.data collector for the scheduling and administration of the
pre-test, with a like time require for the post-test. In order.to co duct
the testing in the manner described, thé'Regiona] Coordinators will agsist-
the local data collectors End the teachers during the pre- and post-t: t

phases o% data collection.

+
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Conduct of C]assroom'Obse%vation ] . .

Frequent observations of all study classroom will he condueted eurihd
the months of September 1976 through April 1977. (These classroom obser- \
vations will be conducted on an irregular basws but schedu1ed approx1mate1y
two days prior to the visit.) - :

The principal purpose of the c]assroom‘bbservat%ons is to assess the
degree to wh1ch the programs are . 1mp1e@ented accord1ng to the1r p]an and
‘ to verify certain time schedules provided by teachers dur]ng these 1nter-
. views. The specific instxuments to-be used in recorqtng the c]assroom ob-
seryations will, in part, be uniquely determined forfeach progham,.Based.
upon the specific goals, objectives, and proteduresiidentiﬁied‘for the
program. 5 These instruments have been discussed in iection IT1I/Task 3. -

In terms ef local data collector time required'%or classroom. obser-
Qatiens, we have made the following approximations:

)} A1l observations will be for an entire/period.

) There will be about 40 classrooms in each district "
participating in the study. :

o . A1l classrooms wil] be observed four times from . ‘
' September 1976 to April 1977. 2 -

¢ No observation of a classroom will occur within
30 days of the prev1ous observation of that
classroom.

. An attempt will be made to conduct the first class-

room observation as early as possible after the pro-
gram stabilizes -- genera]]y around the th1rd week
in September.

’ It is possible to conduct approximately four, full--
period classroom observations per day.

205
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These approx1mat1ons 1nd1cate that about 40 days dur1ng the proJect will

be’ Spent by each 1oca1 _data coﬂ]ector in. c]assroomvobservat1on Exper1-

ence also, 1pd1cates that an add1t?ona1 ten days w111 be needed fOr coding
( .u , v

and other, administrative tasks - d1rect1y assdc1ated wlth the c1assr90m ob-

servat1ons. Again to ensure observat1on re11ab311ty and to re1nforce the -

-~

tra1n1ng sess1ons, the Regaona] Coord1nators w1T1 teah wtth the 1o&a1 data

LA

co]Tectors dur1ng the f1rst r0und of- observatxons at'each s1te ' R

’ . : Y " 'Y
. ~ ’

. .
. ? - . ' . 5
N ¢ . L P . y Lt

Data Conf1dent1a11ty D

-

Conf1dent1a11ty of educat1ona1 data .- parf1cu1ar1y student -related

data -; 1s a. subJect wh?ch has gotten 3 gneat dea] of attent1on during the

. '.past year In order to addreSs th1s 1ssue We feel that an on:site cod1ng

] s -

system s the bdst 1nsurance aga1nst imprbper use of data TG v

At each sfte the local data co]lectpr w11] dnrﬁng the fwrst week

of the 1976 77 sch ol year deVe]op a keyed document wh1ch will ass1gn a

unique code numbe’ of each schoo] pr1nc1pa1 teacher, a1de, and student
¥

1nvo1ved in the study. Th1s key code conta1nnng the un1que-1dent1f1ers

for all study part1c1pants will be kept in a secured area in the local data
co11ectof's 6ffice. Only one ddditional copy of the key code . will be made.
This copy w111 be sent in a cTear]y 1abe1ed sea]ed enve]ope to the Project
D1rector. The'ProJect D1rector will na1ntaln the key codes from each site
(unopened) in a secured area, as aaprecaution against inadvertant destruc-
- tion of an on-site key code. Immediately upon termination of the project,

both copies of all key coded will be destroyed.

“

.~
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A]1 data co]]ected on-site w111 be coded w1th the unique identifier( )

»

of the study partic1pants invoived No data forwarded tq the progect core

L)

staff wn]] contain names of indiViduais . 0n1y coded‘identifiers

Administrative Procedutes.” ' E ¥ Cel o

E 1

In addition to the spec1fic data co]iection instruments identified
in Section III/Tasks 1- 4, other administrative reporting procedures w111

.. be'needed and will be the responSibiiity of the 1oca] data co]]ector

4
\J

There will be three administrative reports which w11] be maintained

[}

. -Time A]iocation Log ~ . ‘
. Expense Report eo S S A
. Daily ActiVity Log S . . 1 , o

o’ - ,
The Time A]]ocation Log, ,shown in Exhibit IV-1, .is Y management con-

trol. mechanism by which on-site prOJect act1v1ty can be’ mpnitored It a1so Lo
serves as a time sheet inout into the imoiementation rontractor S f1n8nc1a]:

system for the 1oca1 data co]]ector Each of the actiVities which the | l _f'
1oca1 data collector Will be expected to perform is enumerated (a]ong w1th N

y -

miscellaneous categories designed to inc1ude coding and other reiated

activities) The g_pense Report will be the standard expense form for the ‘ 'xi

impiementation contractor, inciuding the nature and amount of each reim-

‘

bursable expenditure The Daily ActiVity Log, shown in Exh1b1t Iv- 2, al- .
1ows the 1ocai data collector to maintain a record of his/her 1ndiv1dua1
data co]]ection contacts This log will be maintained in coded form (i. e.,
all schools and staff members w111 be identified on]y by their coded iden-
tifiers). Each of these administrative reports will be completed and sent
to the local data coi]ector's assigned Regional Coordinator (see Task 8)°

on a bi-weekly basis.

. - 207
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~DAILY ACTIVITY LOG

Exhibit IV-2

. .
name.— :
L2 - ‘ ' o :'/ ‘(' ‘ date .
district —— o : ‘ ’
1 TYPE OF ACTIVITY: Interview Testing Observation
. !, X N . . . » " . * .
wLodation:: . ¢ 3. .
o v (Schoo') R : ~ (staff)
‘ Commeits: . ..\ Lk . '
PN * —
, 4
' '% TYPE OF ACTIVITY:' . InteﬁView\ %esting .e Observation ©
Location: 7 ' ‘ ]
{School) ' (staff)
Comments : ' . ' ) . . o
v g e - - : ‘ ,
., 3 TYPE OF ACTIVITY: lntgrview . Testing, Observation
. Location:’ . s ' . .
. (School) . * - (staff)
", Comments: . ]
A‘fh "IYPE OF ACTIVITY: . Interviey Testing .. Observation
. +Location: . ) g D ﬁ .
St (School) ) (Staff)
. Comments: - , - T . . :
5 TYPE OF ACTIVITY: " Interview: . Testing Observation
L. ' . Llocation: ' \ .
: (School) | . (Staff) o .
CommentsT ' ] ' . .
.6 TYPE OF‘ACTIVfTY: " Interview Testing ' Obéervation
tocation: '
-~ (School) (Staff)

I3

Comments:

All School and'Staff enteries are to be denoted by numerical identifiers

only. o200 :
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TASK 7 -- PROVIDE LOGISTICAL PLAN FOR PROGRAM COCPERATION

»
»

In this,tgsk, we discuss several problems associated with obtaining
cooﬁeragion from study partitipants and 6utline a set of procedures and
inEthiQes qesigned to en;ure this site Cooperation. These perceptions
are based upon.the experience of project team members who have w0rkéd with~

‘Whore than‘200 LEAS during the Tlast five years and.upon related experiences
in several similar large-scale Federally sponsored studies. In describing

- s;ggeste& procedures, frequent .reference will be médeaf8°othef‘tasks, in

which the procedures are deéﬁribed in detai1:

¢

General Impediments to Cooperation

%
Many of the LEAs and publishers contacted during the design phase have

N N ' o . C
¢ ‘been scmewhat concerned about site participatipn.in the propesed study. -

. 4,
Several LEAs reflected upon "had axperiences" in previous na!ﬁoua? sihﬁie;; g
some expressed concern over the role of NIE in evaluating programs which
* are in large part locally-developed and locally funded; sEi11‘others;wereb‘
somewhat "concerned about outsiders coming into their distr}ct. Seyera]

. firms and pubiishers\a1so expressed the following types of concerns:

¢ - Why is there a need to evaluate our program again? Inde-
pendent evaluations have already proven its success
, ) Will the contractor involvedyur consultants or Area/Regional
- - manager, before going on-site, in order to "understand" the
program thoroughly?; -
® May we review instruments used to assess program success prior

7 to final selection to ensure that the contractor is measuring
- what the program is designed to accomplish?




R

‘While the reasons for the concerns may or may not be 9§1id, these varying.

Pérceptions must be taken into account. RE ":7};2
A second concern relates to the potential disruptive nature of.t@é:: -

study, esbecia]]y if a large amount of observation is to\be conducted: |

The requirements to be placed upon the general aom1n1strat1ve staff and

principals (especially related to any ‘data collection from parents) apj -

—

pear to be of primary concern. o =T .

A last general concern appears to stem from new legi§1ation;;guide- ’

11nes, and Judicial dec1s1ons‘re1ated to conf1dent1a11ty of data In any

- . -
b

new area where uncertainty of* 1nterpretat1on ex1sts and 1nd1V1duals may

+

be held persona]1y liable, anx1et1es will SUrface Severa] LEAs sa1d they

-

_would not participate unless it were made 1mp055151e to‘ﬁdent1fy“1nd1v1dua1

[ I

respondees; others, wanted the1r legal adv1sors,ig,nevrew\\?y district data

prior to public release. zThe 1mp1ementa&ggg%gontnactor must address these
issues and\ﬁsgonstrate strict adherence to "contractor guidelines" now

being prepared by HEW. ' o

Specific Concerns
"Based upon our discussions wﬁth'LEﬂJstaff members and consultants
(including a research-orientéd Principal] of a Title I school, a Federal
_~program director in‘a middle-size city and program deve]oﬁment specialists
in an inner-city district) during the site identification/initial selec-

tion, a number of concerns related to either individualized or standardized

programs were highlighted.




*q‘]r’ -

Individualized ("I") programs are more likely to be accustomed to

outside visitors and evé]uation, especially if they have beeﬁ-se}egged
for review by the USOE DRP or PIP programs. On the other hand, too.‘
great a study requirement on an already over-burdened school staff could
erode cooperation. Conversely, standardized ("S") program staffs might
Be very anxious and uncooperative, especially if they perceive their role
as that of a control or comparison schooi. "I" program staff are likely
to be more inquisitive (e.g., "How does our program compare to other sim-
ilar programs in the study?") and to seek constructive criticism. Care
. mu§£ be taken ta minimize the influence éf outsiders and unintended ef-

_ fects generated during the per1od of observation.

Since testing is genera]ly more of an integral component of "I" pro-

’“ﬁ" _grams, concern over add1t1ona1 testing may be lower. The 1mp1ementat1on

contractor must be able to-demonstrate a clear need to administer the ad-
dltlonal 1nstruments, or the LEA staff may perce1ve the testing as being
mere]y d1srupt1ve. ‘Staff in "S" programs are likely to be more suspicious
of test{ng beyond minimal LEA requirements and more concerned about the
improper use of test scores. To ensure LEA cooperation, the administraFionr
of any édditiona] fests must be clearly justified to LEA staff; Ehe use of
resulting data must be limited fo the study.

Procedures for Enlisting Cooperation

< Duripg the design phase, several measures were taken to increase the
probébiﬁ{fy of cooperation and good working relationships with those LEAs

finally selected for'participation.‘ Data requests were limited to only

213 .
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those necessary to meet the purposes of initial site selection. Although

'\ time-consuming, a review of existing documentation of projects was used

to complete the checklists. Thus, when telephone contacts were made,

the quest1ons asked were limited to ver1f1cat1on of existing data or a
small number of direct inquiries, thereby reducing the length of conversa-
tions As an example, the final check11st comp]etzon for the three pro-
grams 1no0ne district took eight m1nutes, while review of documentation
‘took nearly a half day. A1l LEA contacts Were\open, frank, and unofficial.
Several, LEA statf.members wanted to geteapproval from their Board of Ed-
ucation *prior td releasing any informatipnf We emphasized the tentative
nature of their potential participation, indicating the steps ‘which are
beinb fo1towed, including a formal information request from NIE or the
implementation contractor next year. We suggest that the sampling varia-
bles and general conditions for participation be determined as quickly as
possib]e by NIE and that survey instruments similar to tnose in Appendix 5
be c]eaer by OMB and sent to- potential s1tes as soon as possible. One {
person at NIt or the implementation contractor shou]d be available by tele-
phone {8 ansver quest1ons£regard1ng the data request and possible district
partttipationf Since many of the candidate programs “are at sites partici-

pating in other federal efforts, this coordination at the Federal Tevel will

)

.also tend to minimize confusion. & '
The primary means of en]ist?hg the_support’ and cooperation of LEA -

staff is through careful selectioh of local dat;£%011ectors who will repre-

sent the primary Ttaison between ghe district and the project. The

-~ -
v,
4
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specific procedures and qualifications of local data Eo]]ectors who will
represent the pr%ncipa] liaison between the district ahd the projebt.' The
specific procedures and qualifications of these¢ field staff will be dis-
cussed in Task 81 It will suffice in this task to indicate that among the
.qualifications forrthg lTocal data collectors will be thé ability to work
closely and cordially with LEA staff at the district, school, and clags-
room level. It is strongly felt that the use of local d?ta collectors,
familiar with the policies and traditions othbe district as well as, in

4 , 4 v - ¢
many cases, its personnel, is a major step in avoiding the "outside eval-

¥
uator” stigma frequently associated with sucH }ield studies.

-At least two types of incentives for coppeéation may be provided to
LEA personnel. The first type‘of incentive is informational in nature:
the provision of informational feedback to tﬁé QEA on the performance of.
their programs. Two major concerns must be_gxercised when considering
such an incentive. fhe first is that‘NIE‘is the’primary consumer of the
st;dy'skresu1ts and. that any ancillary use of stddy data or results must
meet with NIE's full app%ova].- The second concern.is that any.ea?1y feed-
back of\data or results may have a confounding effect on the study by in-
fluencing the subsequent b?havior of study partici%ants. It is our recom-
mendation that, with NIE approval, project results {ﬁ-draft form be pro-
vidéd to the participating LEA staff as soon as possible after the post-

test is administé;ed.

The second type of ‘incentive is monetary in nature. It would prb—

vide a nominal sum to barticipants in gratitude for their cooperation. A




v
»

number of alternative means of providing this incentive present themsé]ves._
One technique,‘frequent1y used, is simply paying teachers a small sum (ber~,'
haps $10) for submitting to an interview. Although this does distribu%e
funds to teacherg, it is unlikely that, on an individual Basis, this smalil
sum would provide any great incenfivé for proqut cooperdtion. Another
means of providing incentives for staff cooperation, and one which we
recommend, is to provide the incentive on a program-wide basis, distri-
Quﬁing a total o% perhaps $250 per program to be a]]oggted equally among ’
the participating school bui]diﬁgs. This would provide the funds ag.an
addition to the regu]grlrésources available to the studgnts participa}ing '

in this. Care nust be exercised, when distributing this money, not to dis-

rupt‘thq LEA's normal financial system. .Close coordination with the super-

- intendent's district-le\el designee'will be observed. A second concern

is that the introduction of such dollar incentives might influence-the
conduct of instruction by introducing additional resources into the class-
room. Although this is un]ikefy, the possibility may be,addreséed by not

distributing the incentive funds until after the study is comp]éte.

.
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" TASK 8 -- DEVELOP STAFFING PLAN —___

In this task, we specify the staffing plan which wi]l be required to

conduct the implementation of the study bf 1nd1v1dua1rfed instruction in

I

the manner descr1bed in this report Our Miscussion of this task can be

broken down into five principal subareay:

Projecf Organization

Projecq Person Loading

Selection of Field Staff

Training of Field Staff : | o
Data Collector's Manual - . 2

'S

As indicated in our discussion of Task~6,'the31ast,three of these subareas

might also be considered part of the data‘cb]lettion pian.

Project Organization

Exhibit'lvq3 depicts a suggested orqanieaﬁion chartafor the success-
ful implementation of'the stndx. Thie acfivity—oriented structure ref1eéts
the three major tasks to be performed in the study's implementation phase
(i.e., Sampl1ng, Data Collection, and Ana]ys1s) as second level managemenb'

The nature of the pos1t1on and the necessary qua11f1cat1ons of each

member of the core staff will be d1scussed 1n the fo110w1ng paragraphs

K]
4
- —

Executive Supervision
As with any large-scale project, it is desirable to have top level

" oversight from someone at a high level within the management of the con-

e
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tractor. The role of the person providing this Executive Supervision would

v

be:

Y

. tg make official commitments on the part of the implementa-
tion contractor,

Y 3

° to serve as Tiaison between the contractor and the NIE Con-
y tract Officer in contractual matters, l

¢ .

° to commit the appropriate staff of the implementation cof:
tractor to the study, and Y

° to serve in an advisory capacity on technical matters to the
Project Director. . :

Executive Supervision of. the study would nave 1ittle 6r\gg’)technica]
involvement and would participate at a.re]ative]& Tow level of effort (perhaps
three days per month). * The person filling the Executive Supervisiondrole

would have such a title as Projecf Administrator, Partner-in-Charge, Vice-
2 .

President, or even Presiderit within the implementation contractor's manage-

ment organization. .
N _ - »

Project Director

The Project Director wi]]lbe the person directly responsible f;;\?hg
technical performance of the study. The principal functions of the Project .
Director will be:

P to serve as the major point of contact between the NIE'Proj-
: ect Officer and the implementation contractor's project team,

° to allocate the personnel and material resources 6f the proj-
ect team.to best serve the successful implementation of the
study, . .

o to provide technical leadership in the design, development,
and conduct of project tasks, .

[

N

° to monitor the day-to—day'progréss of the study, and




- ¢  to serve as principal investigator/author of the final eval-
uation report.

The Projeqt Director should be experienced in both compensatory edu-

cation and_ the eva]uation‘g{ education programs. Even more imporfant he/she

hould be exper1eﬁced in the management of similar ]arge sca]e evaluation:
. g studies. In the interests of project quality and cred1b111ty in the aca- ‘
- demic community, it wou]d be desirable if the Project Director held a doc- i
:%ﬁx \ toral degree or'i{ve years experience in directing similar large-scale te;h-
~ nical studies. The Project Director should devote at least 75% of his/her }
: ‘time to the project for the duration of the study. z
- :

Sénior Technical Advisory Panel

e

In a project suchuaé this study of individualized instruction, it is
extremely desirab]e-for the Project Director to have at his disposal a number
of we]]-kpown experts in the varﬂlus disciplines associated with the study,
as well as others whose interests are closely assotiated with the study.
These advisors w&u]d'assist the ﬁroject team by~providing special expertise
when needed and general project review and criticism.

This advisory panel would have spedial expertise in such areas as in-

dividualized learning, compensary education, tests, measurement, and eval-

uation.. Its mémbers could also include persons chosen for their insight
A -

into the po]itica]ﬂaﬁ well as technical aspects of the project. A suggested

size for this panei would be approximately ten people who would devote their

efforts to specific tasks designated by the Project Director.




Sampfing Manager

The f1rst task in the 1mp1ementat1on phase of+the study (see’ Task 9)

"

is the selection of the final sample from among ‘a nominated group based

upon ex1s€1ng program documentation and sampling data gathered during the
early stages of the implementation phase. ‘The sampTing Manager should have
experience in sampling theory and teehniques,:a§ weT] as in"design and anal-
ysislof projects involving LEA's. The Sampling Manager shdu]d hold at least
a masten{s degree in education, evaluation, quantitive methods, or some

related discipline. The Sampling Maneeer will have heavy inve]vement during
the early stages of the project with very little work after the sites have |
been chosen. The nature of‘the functions of the Sampling Manager and the

—

Analysis Manager make it possible for one person to *fill both roles.

Data Co]]ecfion Manager )

The Data Collection Manager will have responsibility for the conduct
of the second and third tasks (see Task 9) of the implementation phase of
‘the study, 23c1uding the selection and training of field staff and the man-

T aaement of tﬁe overall data collection effort. The Data Collection Manager

should be experienced in survey research and data coi]ection procedures and
in the logistical aspect; of interacting with LEAs. ﬁhe Data Collection ' . |
Manager shouid hold at 1east‘§ master's degree iﬁ education, survey researeh,
or some related field. The:bata Collection Manager will essentially devote

full time to the project for its duration.




Analysis Manager

The Analysis Manager will be responsible for the fourth task of the
implementation phase, data analysis. The Ana]ysis Manager should be ex-
perienced in the evaluation of education programs in general and in the

testing and measurement of educational achievement and attitudes in partic-

ular. The Analysis Manager should hold at least a master's degree in one

of those disciplines. The involvement of the Anaiysis Manager will be

fairly uniform during the course of the project, with particularly heavy
involvement during the finalization of data collection instruments and the
reduction and analysis of actual data. As indicated, the Analysis Manager

might, if qualified, also fill the role of SampTing Manager.

Field Test Director

, .
The field test of data cotlection instruments is to be-conducted

e ek A i v

during the Spring of 1976. One member of the project team, w1th exper1ence

in the various data collection aspects of public education, should be desig--

nated as director of that field test. He/she'wqu]d then have responsibility

for-all activ“‘i"“”cies invo]\red in the field test and for-ensuring that field

test resu]ts are fed back to the apprdpr1ate members of the project team,

&"‘

“as well as coord1nat1ng the field test resu]ts w1th the ‘OMB documentatwon

pachage. The Field Test Director w111 have heavy progect involvement during

the first four months of the imp]ementation project The position becomes

1noperat1ve when the field test is comp1eted and .the results reported The ,

Field Test Director may also be qua11f1ed to fill the ro]e of one of the

Regional Coordinators. -4 ,.t

R

|
o
|
|
|
i
|
|




Training Director - ’

NI . A crucial facet of the data collection eftoﬁx is the training of

v

field staff. Local data collectors will be trained in two formal training

sessions which must be properly planned and executed. One member of the

. ' project team with" expert1se in this .area shou]d be spec1f1ed as Training .
Director. ‘The Tra1n1ng D1rector will devote most @f h1s effort dur1ng the
Summer of 1976. ° . ' . ) \‘ T
. Regibna] éoordinators o -
L/

In ofder to efﬁ§4t1ve1y mon1tor the large magn1tude of data which is

expected to flow from the s1tes and to ensure that the highest poss1b1e ‘der

gree of data re11ab111ty is ach1eved in the data collection efforts, three

Reg1ona] Coord1natovs shou]d be assigned from the 1mp1ementat1on contractor s
‘ bl
staff. These Regional Coord1nators will work C10$o]/ with Fhn local

.

[
.

data co]]ectors in the1r reg1ons They may also team with the 1oca1vdata col-
lectors for the actua] col]ect1on’of some data. Each Reg1ona1 Coordtnator

. Q111 have respons1h1]1ty for mon1t0r1ng and ass1st1ng approx1mate1y e1ght

. s1tes The exact ass1gnment of sites and programs will, of course await

f1na1 s1te se]ect1on These Regional Coord1nators will devote essentially

o ) full t1me to the progect dur1ng the data co]]ect1on per1od (i.e., the 1976-77

\

schoo] year).

LProject Person Loiding -

-

S Based upon our assessment of the project requirements, the suggested
; scope of, the analysis, and the ‘gstimated size of the sample, we have made ‘. .
o G - L - y " N . * |
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+

year- for.an‘average site.

.

‘a task-by- task éstimate of the 1eve1 of effort requ1red by each project - K

team member.

1oad1ng estimates.

J Selection of Field Staff

"

A oritical component of the overall project staffing is the-selec-

1ectors.

L

~community t1es and acqua1ntances in the schoo]

-

Bxhibit 1V-4, fo]]ow1ng this page ref]ects th\Se bersen-

&

L//i_‘,tion of properly experienced and qualified field staff as local data col-

-

As discussed in Task 7, we believe the use of professiona]s with

districts chosen as- study

s1tes will greatly enhance the level of cooperat1on received from site per- s |

sonne]

acqua1nted with the schoo]s and 1ts personne]

 with compensatory educat1on programs and should pe aware of the political

.

and administr :_a_‘l"!\_/o 1mn1~1tat}

ol ons of -ed

A4S Anm A
uubUC

S1nce ft is not’ poss1b1e at, th1s time to

mates 6f time requirements based upon approx1mate1y 40 c]assrooms per site

1

‘It is important, however that these field staff be more than mere]y

They shou]d have familiarity

in 1
aua

-

tions btn as (his one,

spec1fy with certa1nty the

. nhupgber of study units (c]assrooms) 1nc1uded at each swte we hate made est1-

‘Based upon the data collection: activities noted in txh1b1t IV-4, this esti-

mate 1nc1udes the following f1e]d staff requ1rements during 1976- 77 school

v

s, 224
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. . . »



o ) R Exhibit Iv-4
. - ESTIMATED PROJECT PERSON LOADING .

i

person days
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“}-TASK 1: SELECT FINAL SAMPLE

‘ 1.1 Administer. Questionnaire 2 -~ 4 7 5° 5 40 --
‘ 1.2 Conduct Verification Visits 1 - 9 20+ 5 - a0 o -- '
= 1.3 Select Sample. 4 20 16 20 5 -1 10 - ‘

. TASK 2: SELECT AND TRAIN DATA .
. i ' COLLECTORS

2.1 Interview-tocal Candidates -- - 4 -- 5 5 40 --
2.2 Seleet Data Collectors 2 -- 4 -- 100 §-5 10 --
} 2.3 Develop Trainifig Materials 6 20 | 40 -- 30 }.20 } 180 -~
I - 2.4 Conduct Training Session-I d §--- 3110 5 10 5 20 125
L 2.5 Conduct Training-Session II 1 -- 10 5 10- 5 20 --
TASK 3: CONDUCT DATA COLLECTION
3.1 Finalize Instruments 6 -- 20 | '-- 20 20 85 -
3.2 Prepare for Data Coliection 2 b --- 8 -- 1.35 5 60 875
3.3 Conduct Interviews 1§ -- 20 -- 35 10 § 320 § 1375
3.4 Conduct Testing - 2 -- 20 - 30 10 | 180 500
3.5 Conduct Observations 3 -- 70 -- 70 10 § 400 § 1250
TASK 4: CONDUCT DATA ANALYSIS ‘
4.1 Reduce Data -- -- 151 -- 15 25 60 --
4.2 Obtain Scored Test Results 1 -- 5 -- 5 5 20 --
4.3 Check Data for Consistency 1 -- 10 -- 5 10 §140.}] --
4.4 Congyct Specific Analyses 8 20 15 -- 5 20 1180 --
~ | TASK 5: PREPARE FINAL REPORT
5.1 Prepare Draft Final Report 6 -- 10 10 10 10 30 --
5.2 Prepare Final Report 3 20 25 10 20 |, 10 20 --

.

total 50 80 {310 95 §330 ]220 {1865 }4250

. percent of time*§ 143 | - | 62| 264 | 922 | 612 ] - | -

total project person days ] 7200 °

* Based on total project duration of 360 work days

‘tk . * If & qualified person is available, the roles of Sampling Manager and Analysis
Manager may be filled by the same person.
*** Including Regional Coordinators
g 9.‘ natt 295
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o Person-Days

Interviewing . 40 .
Interviewing-MisE. . - 15
- Testing ‘ 10 i}
Testing-Misc. - 10 ‘ .
Observation ' - 40 o, -
Observation-Misc. ° 10 . T
‘ Training " 10 . T .

Administrative " 35

Ll

" . : 170 TOTAL

These estimates represent average time requirements for the local data tg]-

lector at each site to condutt each of the three primar} data .collection éc; N
tivitigs (i.e., Interviewing, Testing, and Observation), plus miscellaneous
tihq.for-each activity to a\%ﬁw for coding, consistency chegkjﬁg;‘éng other -
similar duties related to the specific activi}iesf Aéditiona] provisfons“‘
are made for time to aftend the two training conferences, as well as time
allocated-to general administrative and coordination activitiZs.

Using these estimates as a guide it appears reasonable, to assume that

one person, almost full time, during the 1976-77 school year will suffice for

%

4

each site. Modifig;tions in this estimate must, of course, be made at the

time the precise sample of programs and sites is finally selected. In light

of the general oversupply of feachegg)in the United States, it is highly

. . . i
likely that qualified local data colléctors can be identified and enlisted . |
for approximately a regular teabher's contract ‘period and salary.

A number of channels exist for the recruitment of qualified field staff.

The primary source, of course,’wou1d be the personnel office of the local

220
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school district. In general, these personnel offices have far more appli-

-’

catibns than available openings. Districts may élso be willing éo give a

year's leavé of absence to a particularly qualified staff member wishing

to participate in the study. Ano%her possible source of field staff would .-

be the educétion departments of local colleges and universities, which could
.“ identify currenf graduatés and other local people active in the educatioﬁa]

\}gﬂ community. A third source of informatiop on potential field staff candidateg

would be professional contacts of membews of the implementation contractor's

«  project.team.

% -,

Procedurally, candidates for field staff positions should be identifiedh

as soon as possible -- even_before final site selection is made. Resumes of

~

potential.candidates shoﬁ]d be solicited from all sources as the final sample

sé]gction process is continuing. The verification site visits to be made

prior to final selection represent a good opportunity for the implementation

~

contractor to interview-tandidates. Immediately upon completion of the selec-
tion of sites, (by July 1976) commitments’ should be made and contracts

.negotiated. « ..

Training of Field Staff

In order for the study to have an effective data collection arm, the
training of field data co]féct?if is crucial. A great deal of time will be
spent by the project team (the Training Director, in particular) in develop-
ing'a high-quality presentation of two training devices, agendgs for the‘ﬂz;\

training sessions and a Data Collector's Manual. These two training devices




L ] . ) . J - ¢
will be parallel in nature; the first serving as initial lesson and the

second as a continuing guide throughout the project.

Each'bf these two training tools will be divided into four basic

bl .
- subsections: . L -
(] General information -~ in which the purpose of the study is e
ovtlined and the role of the local data collector is specified,
L “ .
. Protocol -- in which political considerations are described
R M and appropriate procedures detailed,
. " Administrative -- in which the basic reporting, record-

keeping, confidentiality, and ecommunication aspects of the
project are described, with particular emphasis on the
© written requirements and administrative logs (see Task 6),
®  Data collection -- in which esch of the specific data col-
- . lection ‘instruments is described and the procedures for ‘its
use detailed.
Appendix 14 of this report is a dréft of a suggestediData Collector's
Manua1: In Appendix 1A, some specific procedures are described and, where _ -
the particular instruments are not cdﬁp]eféiy defined,fgeneral procedures
are outlined. In addition fo the information contained in the Data Collec-
tor's Manual, the training sessions will contain proJ%sibn for a great deal
of practice in’using each type of, instrument. This practice, uhaer simuiated
“classroom and interview situations, :s essential if inter-rater reliability
is to be high.
‘ In order to meet the tight time constraints imposed by the project
schedule and to ensure. the highest possible degree of data reliability, the
.training of local data collectors will be conducted in two five-day training

sessions during August-1976. The first session will accentuate general, pro-

tocol, and administrative aspects, as well as interview and testing instru- 3




~ —

ments and procedures; the second will concentrate heavily on classroom
observation procedures. The locations for the two training sessions will

be determined once the‘specific study sites are selected. They will be

-

chosen for their central location or for other economic factors. ~°
The tfaining recgived(by local data collectors will be reinforced by
the Data Collector's Manual and by close interaction between the local data

collectors and their designated Regional Coordinator. As indicated in our .

discussion of Task 6, the Regional Coordinators will assist the local data

collectors by teaming with them on some of their initial interviews'and

. .

observations.

P > r *




TASK 9 -- DEVELOP IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE

-

In this task, we identify the specific tasks associated with the im-
Y

plementation phase of the individualized instruction study and describe the

N

proposed schedule by which the study may be completed before the Congres-
sional deadline of July 1977. ‘

v

.

Task Descriptions

Task 1: Select Final Saﬁﬁ]e -- This task ;ncompasses 4:;se subtasks

._which relate to the’se1ection of the districts, schools, and classrooms to
be*included in the study.

1.1  Administer Sampling Questionnéires -~ Assuming

that the sampling questionnaires for district
and school-level personnel (see Appendix 5)

will be submitted to OMB for clearance prior ~——— ——

to implementation contract award, they will
be sent to the-appropriate LEA personnel in
. accordance with the procedures described in
/ Task 2.

1.2 Conduct Verification Visits -- For those sites
at which additional or verified information is
requiréd. On-site visits will be made to com-
plete and verify the data requirements for all
candidate programs.

1.3 Select Sample -- Based upon all available infor-
. mation,_including existing program documentation,
S District Survey I data, sampling questionnaire
responses, -and si'te visit data, the final sample
of study partiof§pants will be selected as indi-
N ’ cated in the Task 2 discussion.

Task 2: Select and Train Data Collectors -- This task includes all
activities associated with the recruitment, se]e&tion, and training of the

., field staff which will perform the on-site data collection duties.
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2.1 Interview Local Candidates -- During verification
visits (Subtask 1.3), potential candidates for
position as local data collector will bé*solicited
and interviewed.

2.2 Select Data Collectors -- When the final selection
of sites has occurred (Subtask 1.4), the local data
collectors for each selected site will ge chosen.

2.3 iDeve]op Training Materials -- The materials and ..
techniques to be used in the training of local e
data collectors will be developed. -

2.4 Conduct Training Session I -- The first training
session, including a general overview of the
project, interview instruments and techniques, and
testing procedures, will be conducted.

- 2.5 Conduet Training Session IL -- The second training
. session, on classroom observation instruments and
. . procedures will be conducted.

Task 3: Conduct Data Coltection -- This task reflects the three

L)

basic data collection activities of the study and the correspsnding prelim-
inary activities.

3.1 Finalize Data Collection Instruments -- The
' specific instruments that will be used to ‘col-
. lTect data (including interview, testing, and"
classroom observation instruments) will be
finalized and, along with their corresponding
documentation packages, submitted-to OMB for
clearance. Thik subtask also includ s the

field test of the instruments. \

. - A \J\,f\\ )

3.2 Prepare for Data Collection -- Contacts and
schedules for the conduct of data collection \
activities are made. b

3.3 -Conduct Interviews -- Interviews with LEA will

be conducted at the beginning of the school

- year and again toward the end of the school
year.
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3.4 Conduct Testing -- During the early autumn of
1976, studént pre-tests in both achievement s
. B and affective areas will be administered. Cor-
. ’ responding post-tests will be adménistered dur-
.ing April 1977. In both pre and post-tests,”
particular care will be exercised to ensure ef-
fective coordination of such administrative mat-
ters as ensuring the appropriate space and
developing a quick response coding plan.

3.5 Conduct Observations -- Classroom observations ]
will be conducted throughout the period bet-
ween September 1976 and April 1977- : 1
Task 4: Conduct Data Analysis -- This task includes the reduction, i
) \; preparation, and analysis of data. It should be noted that, in order to 1
|

' . . . Cee L \
facilitate the timely analysis of data, data reduction, verification, and

analysis will be conducted on a continuing basis during the 1976-77.school ’

year. ) . ‘

.- »~ . 4.1 Reduce Data -- The raw data will be converted
into a fprmat suitable for analysis.

4.2 Obtain Scored Test Results -- Pre- and post-
test scores will be obtained from the scorers.

4.3 Check Data for Consistency -- The reduced data
must be checked for internal consistency prior
to analysis.

4.4 Conduct Specific Analyses -- The analysis ac-
-~ tivities outlined in the analysis plan (Section
I11/Task 5), will be conducted.

P
a

Task 5: Prepare Final Report -- This task reflects the preparation

T of a final report to NIE.

5.1 Prepare Draft Findl Report -- The final report
. will be prepared in draft form. -

5.2 PrepareﬁFina1 Report -- Based upon NIE reconmen-

dations, the draft final report will be revised
into the final version.
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Project Schedule

Exhibit IV.-5 displays, in the form of a GANTT cLart, the schedu]e
. by which the pfejedt tasks will be cond&cted. Exhibit IV-6 expands the .
schedulé into the form of a PERT network. -The final chart, Exhibit IV-7, |
_describes the specific products and reports to be submitted during the %

implementation phase of the study.

v

233

s » ’ V42 .




EXHIBIT IV-5
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Exhibit IV-6
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¢ Training Conference Agendae
¢ Data Collector's Manual

3. Interim Report . 10 November 1570y

¢ Project Status Report
e Interview Summary -
1

EXHIBIT V-7 “
LIST OF DELIVERABLE PRODUCTS
Item Date

1. Final Data Collection Instruments 1 June 1976 .

¢ Interview Instruments -

¢ Observation Instruments
. ¢ Achievement Tests )

¢ Affective Instruments : .

¢ Complete OMB Documentation J
2. Training Materials 1 August 1976 |

]

" o Testing Symmary -

-

3. Draft FinallReport . 20 June 1977
¢ Project Summary ‘
¢ Analysis Findings
¢ Recommendations o

5. £inal Report . 31 JU]X.1977

Monthly Progress Reporis, in lettér form, will be submitted throughout
2

the project period.




