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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Backuound
\,

During the late 1960s and early 1970s hopes were very high that

intensive, innovative educational programs would demonstrate a dramatic,

impact on student achievement. While these hopes have moderated in recent

years, there is still the feeling among many individuals, government offi-

cials as well as the general public, that if schools,undergo major change

theywill somehow do much better. As 'a result, many efforts continue to be

sponsored,.at the federal and state levels to encourage such change, either

through the development of new programs or through increased emphasis on

the dissemination/diffusion of .3nnovations by educational "change agents."

The wholesale adoption of educational innovations, however, is an expensive

process, and there is no guarantee that the added costs will necessarily be

justified by improved program effectiveness.

Edus..attrrs and noneducators alike have shown a growing awareness of

the lack .of--and-need for--evidence as to whether or not.innovative educa-

tional practices are indeed better than the more traditional approaches.

In response to this need, the U. S. Office of Education in 1969 awarded a

contract to the American Institutes for Research to develop a,design for a

study of the overall effectiveness of highly intensive, innovative educa-

tional practices on students in grades 1 through 12. The initial design

4,73S developed, implemented on a limited basis, and modified during the

1969-70 school year. Full implementation began during the 1970-71 school

year.

Project Objectives

The specific objectives of Project LONGSTEP (the Longitudinal Study of

Educational Practices) were as follows:

to design a system for studying the educational environments of

students in terms of meaningful dimensions which underlie various

educational approaches or "treatments";

to establish a large-scale data base consisting of treatment

ohiracteristics, student characteristics, and educational outcomes

1
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for a select sampTh of educational programs involving intensive

and highly innovative educational practices;

to determine, as comprehensively as possible over a three-year

period of time, the impact of intensive innovation upon student

performance on standardized achievement tests and on measures uf

educationally relevant attitudes; and

o to attempt to identify the dimensions of educational, components

present in a select sample of highly intensive, innovative pro-

grams that exhibit the greatest impact on student outcomes.

For purposes of this study, "intensive innovation" meant the implementation

et a new program encompassing a significant proportion of students, enta.il-
F t

ing a major alteration of schodl procedures, and involving a highinvest-

ment of resources.

Study Approach

The general emphasis of Project LONGSTEP was on the identification of

changes in stuchnt achievement that occur as a result of intensive educa-

tional innovation. 'Highlights of the methods used to identify and docu-

ment innovations and to assess student achievement are discussed next.

Selection of Schools and Students

During the early stages of the study, a nationwide search was under-

taken to locate educational programs incorporating intensive, innovative

practices. Guidelines for program selection emphasized program scope and

intensity, instructional content, anticipated program continuation, and

willingness to cooperate in a multiyear study.

Through a combination of extensive liLerature search, interviews with

program staff, outside consultant review, and site visiting, schools

located in 14'school districts were selected and agreed to participate.

Of \these 14 districts, 13 participated throughout the entire implementa-

tion phase and provided the data on,which this report is based. Schools

and districts were located in nine states: California, Florida, Kentucky,

Minnesota, PennsylVania, texas, Utah, Washington and Wisconsin. Altogether,
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some 30,000 students, 80 schools, and 1,500 teachers participated in the

study during its three years of implementaLion.

At the time of this study, most of the participating educational

programs were supported largely by local funding. However, many had their

roots in educational research and development activities at least par-

tially funded by the federal government. Most of these innovations had

originally been funded under Title III of the Elementary and Secondary

Education Act (ESEA) of 1965. This title, "Supplementary Educational

Centers and Services," was designed to encourage innovative and exemplary

applications of new educational knowledge. A number were also funded by

ESEA Title I, "Special Programs for Educationally Deprived Children."

Combinations of funding sources were also common. One district had

received support from "The Educational Professions Development ACt" (EPDA)

and ESEA Title:II, "School Library Resources, Textbooks, and Other Instruc-

tional Materials," in addition to support from Titles I and III to fund

their innovative prdgrams. Another district was funded by ESEA Title VIII,

"Dropout Prevention," in combination with Titles I and II. It should be

noted, however, that the source of funding for a program was not a criterion

for participation in this study and no special attempt was made to gather

information on funding sources.

Sample Descripcion

The 13 districts participating in Project LONGSTEP provided variability

along various dimens'ions, as illustrated by a number of school and community

characteristics noted during the 1970-71 school year. The communities

served by the school districts ranged from 2,500 to over 600,000 in popula-

tion and varied from rural to urban-metropolitan in setting. Their diver-

sity in socioeconomic level is notable, as evidenced by the percentage of

students in the participating schools receiving free or reduced-price

lunches. This number ranged from less than 1 percent to nearly 30 percent.

The reported instructional cost per pupil in the participating school

districts varied from a low of $540 to a high of $1,050. Another indicator

of the diversity in the sample was the percentage of minority group students

in the participating sch ls; this ranged from less than 1 percent to over

30 percent.

3
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The educatioaal innovations encompassed by Project LONGSTEP were those

th-,t were of particular concern during the late 1960s and early 1970s--

most are still of concern today. These innovations included team teaching,

multimedia emphasis, unique school design, use of paraprofessionals,

variations in scheduling, and teacher-developed materials, as well as

independert study, student selection of materials, and a number of other

practices typically associated with individualized instruction. An over-

view of the major educational features present in our sample at the time

programs were ,Ielected, as well as the distribution of such features

across districts, is presented in Table 1.

Caution should be exercised in drawing conclusions from this table,

however, since the same label may have encompassed significantly different

activity elements from one school district to another. By the same token,

different labels were often applied to very similar a'ctivities. Further,

it should be stressed that the educational activities listed in the table

were often given these designations by the school systems. They did not

necessarily reflect the underlying educational processes that were the

primary concern of this study. Nevertheless, Table 1 does provide a

gross indication of the wide variation that existed in the Project LONGSTEP

sample.

Data Collection Instruments and Schedule

The data collection instruments used in this study provided informa-

tion on student cognitive performance, student characteristics, educational

experiences, and teacher characteristics. Student cognitive achievement

was measured by either of two commercially developed instruments, the

Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills (CTBS) and the California Short Form

Test of Mental Maturity (CTMM), 1963 revision. The CTBS was used for

spring testing in grades 2-12 and the CTMM for testing in grade 1. Student

and teacher background characteristics and attitudes were assessed by

questionnaires developed specifically for Project LONGSTEP.

In order to investigate the relationships between educational prac-

tices -and educational outcomes in a very diverse group of schools and pro-

grams, a system was needed for describing and quantifying the educational
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TABLE I

Overview of Major Educational Features Occurring in One or More
Schools of the Districts Participating in Project LONGSTEP

Major Educational Features
I

School Districts
1 2 3 A 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

Small-group activities XXXX X X X X X

Team teaching X X X X X XXXX
Multimedia effiphasis X XXXXXXXXX
Ungraded curriculum X X X X X X X

1

Large-group instruction X X XXXXX
Independent study X XXXX X X X X

Unique school design X :X X X

Di'.ferentiated staffing. X X

Volunteer aides XXXXXXXXXX
IPI reading/math

Project PLAN

Individualized instruction
(other than PLAN or IPI)

. X > X X X X X X

Student selection of materials X X X X X X X

Modular scheduling XXXX
Teacher sensitivity training

Intensive guidance and
counseling

Home visitation X
1..

Traditional/conventional
classrooms

XXXXXXXXX
Teacherdeveloped curriculum
materials

X X X XXXXXX

5
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experiences.that each student had during a school year. It became evident

early in the development of this system that, although there are a limited

number of labels used by school districts to describe their educational

activities, in practice there is .a wide disparity among educational

approaches sharing the same descriptive label. For example, "modular

scheduling" is a commonly-used term for what are in fact variour, configura-

tions of class schedules. At the same time, programs bearing different

labels often turn out to be very much alike. Thus, one district's program

-of "individualized instruction" could be much the same as another district's

"nongraded" program. Therefore, an Educational Experience Analysis Guide

was developed so that complex educational experiences could be described

and quantified with respect to specific observable characteristics (rather

than on the basis of variously defined local labels). AIR staff used this

guide to document the basic educational attributes of the school programs

in which participating studenVs were enrolled. Information on educational

experiences was gathered from interviews with principals and teachers, from

claSsroom observations, and from existing school documentation.

The guide made it possible to locate the educational experiences of

participating students on a.,continuum ranging from traditional to innova-

tive. Use of the guide also ensured that all students in a school who

were receiving essentially the same basic educational experiences would be

identified as belonging to the same "educational experience group" and be

distinguished from students receiving different educational experiences,

even though both groups of students may have been participating in the

same school "program."

During the 1970-71 school year, this documentation methodology led to

the identification of 141 educational experience groups; during the 1971-72

and 1972-73 school years, respectively, 167 and 228 groups T...ere isolated.

These groups represented all the different kinds of basic educational expe-

riences provided by the schools for students participating in Project

LONGSTEP. An illustration of'the diversity of our sample is shown by the

characteristics of the five school district: that contained language arts

groups for the third grade during the 1972-73 school year. Figure 1

shows the average scores for these five districts on ten key educational
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Variable

Socioeconomic
Status

UtilizatiOn of
Objectives

Individualization in
Decision Making

Teacher or Locally
Developed Materials

Conventional
or Low

Individualization of
Instructional Pace

.

Scheduling
Characteristics

Use of Performance
Agreements

Classroom Group
Organiiation

Teaching Unit
Composition

Completeness of
Instructional Package

Utilization of
Student Evaluation

NuMber of
Minutes per Day

MidPoint Innovative
or High

Figure 1. Profiles for language arts groups for the five districts/
sites containing third grade students during the 1972-73
school year.
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indices .(derived from items on the Educational Experience Analysis Guide),

plus student socioeconomic status, and the number of-minutes per day of
0

class ttme spent on language arts activities.
r--

One rinal data collection guide, a classroom observation instrument,

was developed to document classroom characteristics such as physical envi-

ronment,study arrangements, and access to resources, as well.as teacher

and student activities such as degree of grouping, focus of activities,

and use of aaterials. T-1

In order to collect all th4 necessary data on students, teachers and

educational experiences, AIR.staff members typically visited each site

'three times during a school year. Site visits generally ranged from five

to eight days in length. Doc,mentation of educational experiences was

usually accomplished during the initial visit each year.

Overview of the Data Base

Project LONGSTEP represents a pioneering effort in educational evaluh-

tion. It is perhaps the first large-scale, Longitudinal study to associate

the educational attributes underlying school Programs and the characteris-

tics of teachers with only those individual students who were directly

exposed to their influence. The vast amount of data collected is also

notable--other studies May have gathered info,rmation on more students, but

for sheer quantity and comPlex4y of data, this study is Unique. When all

the'tests and questionnaires administered to students and teachers and all

the Educatibnal Experience Analysis Guide data collected on languaL0 arts,'

mathematics, social studies and science treatments over a three-year

period are considered, some 3,500 individual items of data could be

associated with a single student. When the scales or indices derived from

all instruments are also considered, the total number of variables could

increase to approximately 4,000 per student.

Because of the potential of such a large and detailed data base, a

series of generalized data flles and codebooks are being produced for the

U.S. Office of Education so that these data can be made avairable to

other researchers.



,

Scope-of This.Report
....,.

The present report did not attempt an exhaustive analysis of all the
. .

data collected during the three implementation years of the stud. y. Rather,

the analysis focused on the e x tent to which intensive innovation was associ-,

ated with substantial Iiifference Nin student outcomes.

Because of time and cost constraints, the analyses conducted for this
.

report involved only three groups of students: those who started out as

first graders in 1970-71, those who started out as. fourth graders in 1970-

71 and those who started out as sixth graders in 1970-71. These grade

levels were selected for initial analysis primarily because their data
-

would permit the examination.of educational growth occurrinvoftring the

primary years (grades 1 to 3), the elementary_years (grades 4 to 6), and

the transition years from elementary to middle or junior high school

(grades 6 to 8). A future report will provide the findings for the remain-
. .

ing students.

The analytic scope of this report was,also limited to the relation-

ship between innovation in language aw.or mathematics and achievement in

reading, language an4.arithmetic. An analysis of the generalized impact

of innovation throughout the entire school environment (reflecting educa-

tional experiences in social studies and science as well as language arts

and mathematics) will be presented in a future report.

The measures 51-iat were related to posttest achievement included each

student'g socipecoeomic.stdlus (SES) and pretest score; the. educational

attributes to which each student was exposed,including the overall amount

of innovation and individualization in the school program; the amount of

class time allocated by that program to language arts or mathematics.in-
,

struction; and the qualifications Of each student's teachers. Amount of

innovation was measured by an index called Level of .Innovation. ThiS

scale was equal to the sum of the following scales derived frjm.the

Educational Experience Analysis Guide: Individualiz4tiou in Decision Making,

Individualization of Instructional Pace, Ugg of Performance Agreements,

Utilization of Student Evaluation, Utilization of Objectives, Teacher or

Locally DeVeloped Mterials, Scheduling Characteristics, ClaSsroom Group

9
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Organization, Teaching Unit Composition, and Completeness ot Istructional

Package. Our measure of program emphasis On individualized -istruction,

Degree of Individualization, was defined as the sum of only the first four

of these scales.

Although Project LONGSTEP collected data for three coqsecutive school

years, two pretest/posttest analyses (Year 1 versus Year 2 and Year 2 versus

Year 3) were viewed as the most poWerful approaH-1 for the initial analysis

of these data. Because of the multilL,?1 nature of the study's data base,

project staff concluded that overly complex analytic models should not be

utilized until the data and the relationships among the basic variables

were more clearly understood.

In order to determine whether intensive innovation was related to

substantial gains in achievement in Project LONGSTEP's diverse sample of

schools, the stusly assumed that if innovation does have a dramatic impact

on achievement, then:

variation with respect to intensity of innovation, even within

a sample of generally innov:Aive schools, should be positively

correlated with achievenent;

such impact'should be a general trend across different classrooms,

schools and school districts and should be consistently present in

consecutive school years;

the achievement gainS demonstrated by Project LONGSTEP's generally

innovative sample of schools should noticeably exceed the gains

shown by national norms; and

cm' such impact should be large enough to be demonstrated by a number

of different methods, including those involving the kinds of statis-

tical adjustments normally required in analyzing nonexperimental

data.

Because Project LONGSTEP collected data from students in ongoing

school programs, it was deemed essential that the study's key hypotheses be

evaluated from a number of slishtly different methodological perspectives

so as to minimize the possibility that findings would be highly method-

or assumption-dependenk. Conclusions could then be hnsed on converging

13



lines of evideVce. For this reason, the analyses implemented for this

report were"by design, as intensive as possible within project time and

cost constraints.

Findings in Review

So that they might be summarized in a concise and meaningful way, the
_-

Project LONGSTEP findings have been organized into four sections. Each

section is headed by the overall, basic question to which the findings

pertain.

Were Students of Different Socioeconomic Status and Pre..est Levels Exposed

to Different Kinds of Treatments?

In a number of grads, lower SES and lower pretest students were mem-

bers of schools and instructional.programs that spent more time on language

arts and mathematics activities. There also was a very slight tendency

across n11 analyses for lower SES students to be exposed to less innovative

and less individualized programs of instruction. Even the most notable of

these trends, however, was extremely small relative to the magnitude of the

differences in socioeconomic status among the groups studied. The general

finding that student SES and pretest background were not both highly and L4ys-

tematically related to the characteristics of educational approaches means

that it is not likely that such factors biased (in a constant manner across

all analyses) the overall results of Project LONGSTEP concerning the impact

of intensity of innovation.

To What Extent Is Achievement Relatedto Pretest and Socioeconomic Status?

Both initial achievement level (i.e., pretest) and student socioeconmic

status (SES) are usually substantially related to posttest achievement in

school effects studies. fhe results. of Project LONGSTEP are no exception.

It is notable, however, that:

pretest was a vastly better predictor of posttest achievement than

was SES;

the predictive value of SES was reduced almost to zero after the

predictive overlap with pretest was taken into account; and,

11
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the relationship between pretest and posttest was.still very large

even after student differences with respect to SES and after group

differences with respect to mean pretest level were taken into

account.

While not the major purpose of the study, these findings have implications

for both educators and researchers. Based on a diverse sample of schools,

such findings suggest that when pretest is known, it is not necessari to

use socioeconomic status as a predictor of individual student posttest

achievement. They also imply that SES cannot be expected to serve as a

reasonably accurate substitute measure of initial achievement (i.e.,

pretest) level.

Did Intensive Educational Innovation Result in Substantial Growth in

Achievement?

Project LONGSTEP findings with respect to the impact of educational

innovation can be organized into two general categories. The first group

of findings evaluated the overall amount of educational growth demonstrated

by each of the samples analyzed and compared this growth with that of the

CTBS norm sample. The second group of findings related varintion in in-

tensity of innovation to variation in achievement growth.

Growth in achievement and norm comparisons. Comparisons among average

pretest performance, average posttest performance, and national norms

shbwed that:

the greatest gains in reading, language and arithmetic achievement

occurred in the earlier grades;

the magnitude of yearly gains in achievement tended 'to decrease

with each higher grade;

for all grades, achievement gains seemed to be slightly larger in

arithitic than in language arts (reading and language);

although gains were not dramatic, achievement growth during third

grade was somewhat greater than that in the norm sample; and

15
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Project LONGSTEP students, on the average, did not do conspicuously

better on posttest (relative to national norms) than they did on

pretest.

In summary, the expectation that substantial yearly gains in student

achievement would occur for a sample of intensive, innovative educational

programs is not supported by these findings.

Growth in achievement and innovative eulphasis. The most acceptable

approach to analyzinF, data obtained by nonexTerimental/associatiohal

studies (like Project LONGSTEP) is to use a aumper of diff'rent analysir:

methods and look for consistent results across methods., Therefore,

Project LONGSTEP analyzed:

overall differences in achievement k,cowth among educational

approaches;

an educational growth model in which achievement was related to

innovative emphasis, pretest, socioeconomic status (3ES), and

teaching qualifications;

a posttest achievement score statistically adjusted for pretest

and SES differences;

groups of students-with similar educational experiences who, on

the average, performed either much better of much worse than was

expeeted from their pretest and SES; and

consistently overachieving and underachieving students.

The major findings based on these methods are reported next with respect to

reading and arithmetic achievement. No separate discussion is presented

ror languag achievement since these findings closely par-alleled those for

reading. A ater section contains a more general summary of project find-

ings.

that:

Readin hievement. The analyses of reading achievement indicated

meaningfd but not dramatic differences in educational growth did

exist among different educational experience groups, especially

those involving students in the early elementary grades;

13
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differences among educational experience groups decreased with

each higher grade;

in spite of group differences in achievement, no consistent over-

all relationship existed between inu,vative intensity (as indexed

by the studY's measure of gene,:d innorativeness, Level of Innova-

_tion) and posttest reading perfo:-.1ance, r between individualiza-

tion emphasis (as indexed by Devee of individualization) and post-

teSt reading performance;

in the only series of analyses in which growth in reading achieve-

ment was related to overall innovation and individualization to a

substantial degree (during the third gre), the impact of Level

of Innovation (or Degree of Individualion) was negative--that

is, the greatest educational growth occurred in programs with a

more moderate emphasis on innovation;

the study's measure of teacher experience, Teaching Qualifications,

was not related to posttest performance to any meaningful degree in

our analyses; and

the analysis of unusually effective reading groups provided no

clear evidence that Level of Innovation or Degree of Individuali-

zation was consistently related to achievement. This was also

true of the analysis of students who demonstrated significant

overachievement or underachievement during two consecutive school

years. In fact, the consistent overachievers actually tended to

be members of programs with a lower Level of Innovation or Degree

of Individualization.

An additional finding regarding the study's measure of amount of

schooling, number of minutes per day of class time .on language arts, is

noteworthy. Students who exhibited unusually large gains in reading

achievement during two consecutive school years were exposed to much more

language arts instruction as second graders than were students with a

notable lack of growth (i.e., 113 minutes per day compared with 85 minutes).

The consistent overacnievers, as third graders, were exposed to about 20

minutes of ins:ruction per day less than during the previous school year,

.14
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and yet they again demonstrated larger than expected gains in achievement.

These results suggest that increased exposure to language arts during the

second grade may significantly improve the chances of some students to

demonstrate substantial gains in reading achievement, even in later grades.

. Arithmetic/Mathematics achievement. Meaningful differences among

educational experience groups existed with respect'to arithmetic posttest

achievement,-e-S-pecially at the lower grade levels. In fact, differences

among these groups decreased with each higher grade. Other analyses showed

that:

Level of Innovation or Degree of Individualization was negatively,

rather than positively, related to growth in arithmetic achieve

ment. This appeared to be the most notable result in the samples

as a whole. Therefore, the hypothesis that greater overall empha

sis on innovation or individualization is positively and consis

tently related to student achievement in arithmetic was clearly

not supported.

Neither Level of Innovation nor Degree of Individualization demon-

strated a dramatic or consistently positive effect on student

arithmetic achievement in (1) the analyses of unusunlly effective

educational experience groups and (2) the analyses of students who

demonstrated significant overachievement or underachievement for

two consecutive school years. In fact, relative to underachieving

students, the students who were identified as overachievers, on

the average, were members of programs with a more moderate empha

sis on innovation or individualization.

1 5



Overview of achievement and innovative emphasis. In Summary, no

evidence could-be found that either of the major treatment variables--

Level of Innovation and Degree of Individualization--was substantially

and positively correlated with posttest performance. Further, preliminary

analyses showed that, on the average, these findings applied equally well

to students at different SES or pretest levels.

Meaningful differences in the teachn,r qualifications of groups per-

forming at a higher or lower level than predicted were infrequent. When7

ever they did occur, however, better teaching qualifications (as indicated

by such items as education, teaching experience, certification and type of

appointment) were associated with better student performance. And finally,

younger students (i.e., those in grades 2 an, 3) who achieved substantially

more than expected during two consecutive yez.rs were exposed to a notably

greater amount of class time per day on language arts than were the con-

sistent rwierachievers during the second grade. Even though they spent

considerably less class time per day on language arts in grade 3, the

overachievers again demonstrated dramatic gains.

Can Schools. Have a Substantial Impact on Educational Achievement?

show that substantial educational growth was not uniquely

associ . innovative emphasis. Even small amounts of growth were not

positively cc;nsistently related to our measures of innovation, Level of

Innovation and Degree of Individualization. should not be concluded,

however, that substantial growth was absent in.the schools and students

participating in Project LONGSTEP. On the contrary, as discussed previously,

a number of educational experience groups were identified whose students,

on the average, did much better than was predicted from their pretest and

SES level. For example, as indicated in Figure 2, the average achievement

gains of sixth grade students in the most effective reading treatment groups

differed dramatically from those exhibited by students in the groups that

did much worse than was predicted from their pretest score and their socio-

economic status. The students in the poorer performing reading groups

shown in Figure 2 had average pretest scores ranging between the 56th and

74th percentiles; their average posttest scores dropped slightly, ranging

between the 41st and 66th percentiles. In contrast, the sixth grade
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Figure 2. Educational experience groups where students achieved

more or less than was expected from their pretest and

SES level (Spring 1973 Reading Analysis).
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students in the high performing reading groups, who had average pretest

scores ranging between the 48th and 69th percentiles, improved noticeably,

with average posttest scores ranging between the 63rd and 79th percentiles.

Other examples of dramatic gains in achievement were shown in the

analyses identifying individual student who, for two consecutive years,

demonstrated posttest achievement differing greatly from that expected on

the basis of their pretest and SES scores.

The analyses of unusually effective groups and the analyses of stu-

dents with unusual growth patterns both provide evidence that large gains

in cognitive achievement were occurring in Project LONGSTEP. Thus, even

though.the overall project findings showed that dramatic school effects

were not associated with intensity of innovation, the findings noted here

suggest that substantial achievemeni: gains, over and above these expected

on the basis of pretest and SES, do occur in public schools. It should

also be remembered that the overall analyses showed that small but meaning-

ful posttest differences existed among our educational experience groups,

although they were not uniquely associated with the project's measures of

innovative intensity.

These findings certainly are not surprising to teachers, principals,

parents or even researchers who have personally witnessed impressive growth

in cognitive skills. They are, however, somewhat more "newsworthy" in terms

of educational evaluation results. Taken together, then, these findings

must lead us to conclude that:

different educational approaches do produce meaningful and

important differences in achievement (especially in the early

elementary grades) ; and

although substantial gains in achievement were not demonstrated

by a majority of Project LONGSTEP programs/schools and students,

unquestionably dramatic iMProvements in'reading, language and

arithmetic skills were found in some schools.

Future research and evaluation efforts should be directed at identifying

the determinants of such significant educational gains.
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5 Overall Conclusions and Possible Implications

The single most important and.well-documented finding of Project

LONGSTEP was the lack of either substantial or consistent association be-

tween student achievement and overall Level of Innovation across grades.

In fact, relative to the sample of schools participating in the project,

students enrolled in programs with a more moderate emphasis on innovation

and individualization showe6 the greatest improvement. This finding

should perhaps not be viewed as surprising or regrettable. Why should

change, or innovation, automatically mean improvement? On the contrary, it

is realistic to expect--and the Project.LONGSTEP data supported this expec-

tation--that some changes will be improvements, some changes will be detri-

mental, and some changes will not matter at all.

From the standpoint of time spent per day on language arts activities,

it appeared that consistently overachieving students in Project LONGSTEP

typically were members of programs that allocated more time to such instruc-

tion in the second grade. These findings suggest that increasing the

amount of class time per day, especially in the first and second grade, may

be a worthwhile strategy for improving student performance in language

arts.

Our various analyses also suggest that the impact of the educational

practices studied was inversely related to grade level. Specifically, it

appeared that differences among educational experience groups, independent

of the effects of student SES level, initial achievement level, and Teacher

Age, SES Background and Teaching Qualifications, were greatest for second

and third graders, less for fifth and sixth graders, and almost nonexistent

for seventh and eighth graders. These findings tend to support the view

that the greatest potential payoff from the investment of future educa-

tional research and instructional development funds may come from increased

attention to improving education in the early elementary grades. 1 is

suggested that further effort be expended to gain a better understanding of

the educational practices that shoW the greatest benefit at these early

grades. The results of such research could then serge as the basis for

designing educational strategies that could have a relatively greater

overall impact on.American education.

19

2 2



It is less obvious why one particular aspect of much recent innovb.-

tion, that is, lucreased individualization of education, has not been

shown to be clearly and consistently effective in Project LONGSTEP. Some

possible explanations, for this finding will be discussed, but it should be

emphasized that these are purely speculative. One possibility is that not

all modes of "individualization" operate effectively and that our index,

Degree of Individualization, failed to tap some crucial differences be-

tween individual ed programs that are effective and those that are not.

The program cha teristics measured by this index included four scales:

Individualization in Decision Making (covering decisions on topic selec-

tion, materials selection, and sequencing decisions); Individualization of

Instructional Pace; Use of Performance Agreements; and Utilization of

,Student Evaluation (coveting .;..he extent to which'tests are used for evalu-

ating student needs, and whether or not such evaluation serves as a basis

for modifying a student'. instructional program).

The extent to which the level of performance is left to the student

could be a crucial factor. For example, it may be that tailoring the edu-

catlunal process or teaching strategy to an individual student's needs or

learning style can be very effective but that allowing the student a great

deal of latitude in establishing the level or standard of attainment during

a school year can have a negative impact on performance (as measured by

standardized achievement tests) for all but the highly motivated. The ex-

.
tent to which teachers monitored, encouraged, prodded, etc., their.stu-

dents may well be crucial but this was not tapped by our data collection

instruments. Anecdotal experiences gained over the years of association

with schools participating in Project LONGSTEP suggest that some students

tend to.lose momentum unless the teacher provides the kind of individual

attention that is unlikely except when a sufficient number of qualified

assistants are available.

The fact that our Degree of Individualization index failed to dis-

criminate between successful and unsuccessful educational approaches also

suggests the possibility that we may have overlooked some elements of

individualization that occur in conventional classrooms. It could be that

individualization is one of the practices that distinguishes good teachers
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from poor ones, even in traditional educational environments where there

is no "experimental" or "innovative" program claiming to be individualized.

Perhaps the good teacher individualizes inf'ormally and so instinctively

that he or she is pot even aware of it in these terms. The good teacher

does not treat all children as interchangeable cogs; but rather as the

individuals they are. This kind of informal individualization would not

be rioted as a feature of an educational program in Project LONGSTEP--but

it may nevertheless be very effective.

On the other hand, it is-also posible that large overall, educational

effects were not demonstrated in Project LONGSTEP (or have not been found

in many educational evaluation efforts) because such effects have been

attenuated by inappropriate matches between educational approaches and

student needs. The undoubtedly dramatic growth in achievement demonstrated

by a number of students participating in Project LONGSTEP certainly sug-

gests that some near-optimal match of student and educational approach

may ,,t seen one of the reasons for the gains of these students.

"1:A final summary, the Project LONGSTEP findings should not be viewed

as a st.,3eping criticism of the concepts of innovation or individualization.

However, they should serve as a reminder to educators--as well as to par-

ents and legislators--that educational innovation per se will not neces-

sarily produce dramatic effects on student achievement. Educational quality

is not synonymous with innovation or individualization. Individualization

of instruction- may represent a valuable approach for the improvement of

American education, but the findings here suggest that individualization as

a program strategy should not be viewed as the final or complete answer.

In this case, more (innovation) is not necessarily better (education).
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