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" INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW OF THE EVALUATION = -

'Theuoverall‘goal of the Improving Teaching CompetencieslProgram (ITCP) =

-

’ of the Northwest RegiOnal Educati\~91 Laboratory\(NWREL), as stated An its

Resource AZZaoatwn and Management PZan (RAMP) (Improving Teaching
'¥ . Competencies Program, 1974) 18 "To develop instructional syatems for
tr;:ning achool personnel in process skills which will promote student )
, aelf-und;rstanding, selfhsufficienoy and independence,' The RAMP further (‘

specifies that: ~ ~ | ‘» e o - . K B Lt
] " i’v. . : S o ‘
'These instructional systems _will be competency based -
o . low gost and mass giffusible-for~ pregervice and imservice o
Y {. ; training in: (a)‘gipportive cu ular- ‘materials which - !ﬁ,'
. . - encourage ‘pupils ‘%o be actlve learners; (b) verbal . ‘ .
‘ 4 behaviors that enable students.to derive personally
- ) ' usable meanings for what they learn; (c) analyzing and . - «
’ _improving individual teaching styles and uging problem- :
‘ solving processes; (d) using basic interpersonal?skills, ‘
AN (e). providing for continuous growth of teashers and. = .
- contributing to increased functional capabilities of.
organizations. (p. 6) o _ , <

o

%

. This report focuses on the Prepd%tng Educatzonaz Traznzng Cbnsultants;

°

- Skills Trginers Instructiohal System (PETG—I), one of several instructional
, S
4§zstems developed by the Improving Teaching\Competencies Prpgram in

accordance with.these goals. Based upon-summaﬂive*evaluation data, this—fld'
. . o

_ technical report provides information for the benefit of potentiaﬁ users

- ?

- 'of the system.

¢

Prepdmng E‘ducatwnaz Trammg Consultcmts (PE'TC) is a series of -«

L3

three cumulative and sequential instructional systems currently being

developed by the Improvtng Teaching Competencies Prbgram of the Northwest
IRegional Educational Laboratory. The purpose of)this report islto presenﬁ '
hthe results of a field test -for the first system in the PETC series, » "L
ASkzZZs Trazners (PETC-I? This instructional system is designed‘for mass

distribution and use in the preservice or inservice training of educators.'




( ‘The materialﬁ‘of thia.system irclude training strategies and procedures

»
L4

plus participqnt instrudtiohal materials. ‘ o : L ‘TJT“\‘; o {
T : S o _

The training for PETC—I is divided intq’two segments The ﬁirst

—

_part consists of a 40—hour workshop designaqkto familiérize participants

X,
\.

instfu tional,a;rategies and—~ T
g in group process;skills. The

- . . . o0 ) E " L l o

~ second part consists of a 35-hour practicUm experience inrwhich teams. 6f

participants (called ékills trainers) with guidanCe of aﬂsenior trai er as

neeqad, conduct a workshop in Gfbﬂp Provess SktZZa (GRS) for teachers ;f'

- gu‘.

~ .
.other educational personnel. ‘}he latter individuals are called GPS »
participantsﬂu . . . | T L | .
Lo | L R e
; PURPOSE OF THE TECHNICAL REPORT - . e T
. ‘ - ’

This document reports on the final phase of the proces employed by
'the Improving Teaching Competencies Program in the development of PETC—I
This development was based on - a model which divides the work " flow of an

instructional system inté five phases planning, pilot ~ip@erim, field

test and outcome. Each phase consists of Specified development, evaluation ‘
H
and field relation activities which differ according to. the phase under ~
o VS N
'consideration.‘ A brief description of the model is provided in Appendix A

°_ In the final or outcome phase, development of the instructional

-

Vsystem has Been completed and interest is focused on a summative evaluation'
k *\ . R

’of the system s ability to; produce sphcified short- and long-term outcomes.’

‘
[ A

T Sh rt-term outcomes are participant satisf&ction, skill acquisition,'4;T

t ;warene and immediate performance change, long-term outcomes include

.

1

"retention of knowledge apd information Of interest ds Jthe general impact/( A

3

'of the instructional system on secondary audiences such as students and/oQL

peers For this reasong the terms "impact study ~and"' outc evaluatio m”f

% ' . ™~

' are used, interchangeably throughout this report.,” . ‘:" Lo \;M

- .

X ® .. ] * .'...» ) ‘.,"— .




4 - '.‘ . ) ) P ’ L ' ’ -Q.l_ o . -q'.; . I
o FE ; ‘ - . . : W

\
F Thg purpose o& this technical report, then;. is to present thﬁ N

. AL,
: T B
¢ resulté o? the outcom’evaluation/inpact study. »Althoug the eva],uation .
. - ) ’\ui o ’ r‘ -
_'j' was conducted primar‘ily for -the putrpose of assessing ‘the long-terg \r" RN
g o . ‘ :
I - [
P outcomes pf PETC-’I sg \short-tem Outcomes are also addressed.& The & N
o L o s ‘ A .
.. technical report of the gutcome eva‘luation of the ?I:?TC'—I‘ insgruc‘tionali
tos »'\- 2 N .
sxstem will fulfill the contractuaI agreements of ‘t e Improving Teaching
[ . 7,J .
COmpetencies Program of NWREL with its funding agencys ‘ B e
g - R . i - . . : :. . . -‘ . B
a.* ﬁ /'4 : _.‘__ ,Sl’ :’”.. ‘.,-‘.- . . c. _.-.-> _ .,\l’.'_ ;".:
R ‘PURBGSE ‘OF THE EWH..UATION & e et e, _" I S L,
& FERAEY B R : S TS ST
L *This evaluation submitted the PE’TC-I instructional system‘ to a
serie,s o.f tests where informat’ion was coflected to: determine. e
5 SN : s . . "_.” . ‘
f‘\e ﬁgects of the :{,nstruétional s'ystem on {a) skills L P
o trainer satiqfaction, (b) :theilt pérceptions of the -
_relevance, ‘u#{1ity and need of ‘the training amd’ (c)
Y 5k1fow.ledge outcomes o '_ﬁ T e
BERE 2. 'l'he importanca of PE’TC-I¢rerequisites and different '
' . conditions of training for meeting satisfactiQRm
f}, - perceptions of. relevance, utility and need of the
. training and knowledg{ outcomes . . .
) ___3. The . effects of skills’ trainers with different -
. e e prerequisites ammd conditions of tradning in
¢ S . * producing outcomes of satisfaction, perceptiqms S o
IR . of felevance, utility and need and of knowledge o Lo
L of GPS frainees . AR Cy
-; ’ : : . s
4. % impac:t of’GP training on classroom climates '
) teachers who completed GPS workshops .
r Three quasi-experiment!’.f stu ies were conducted to e{\ ine the major’

o 4
issues cited abov‘e. 'l'he first study -compared’ outcomes of three groups

' ‘of skills tnainers. Subjects were recruited and assigned at random,

L[|

. when possible, T three different treatment conditions sd as to; affo1j/)v
test of (a) the importance of the PETC-I prerequisites and (b) the '

- efficacy of PETC-I training versus an abbreviated treatment. ) _ - v

of

ST 13




b
g Study 2 provided‘a comparison of the effectiveness of three groups oft

- 7; . R . ', - . )

tskil&s trainers in producing og&comes qf satisfaction, perceptions of Lo,
., Lo < ‘o.

sgelevance, utility'and need an of knowledge~in GPS traipees. S ' a

- 8

i
‘

-

BN
3

I. ’

samples), data analyses and results from three independent studies are °

[ . - T
Study 3 investigated the impact of GBS training on. the classroom ’
. % . v

imate of teachers’ participating in GPS- workshops.. This study compared

v three grOups of’ teachers—-teachers trained in GPS teadhers trained in ; .
A

- b N r
Ihterp@rsonal Inf?uence aé@ teacners‘receiving an abbreviated treatment."- ¥
%4% W - S R -l S A Lo ,.
AUDIENCES FOR THE TECHNICAL REPORT PR f.’. ' PR

"‘\

. !
. Several potential-ﬂmdiences have h\en cdnsidered in the planning and
imp,lementation o% Soutcome evaluaticm of the- PETC-I system and in the

preparation of this repdrt. 1;l‘he inﬁormation conEained in this evaluation

¢+

report should be relevant to the concerns of three groups.'
:1. +Personrel in the Improving Teaching Competencies S . §
-+ Program at NWREL who are responsible for possible - PR

revisions or extensions of the systems ' L
. : el

. 2. Educators who may potentially use .the system and T -
' .+ who need valid and reliable informatiou. in order "..\\Qf
: to choose among inservice educatiomal alternatives; - , ;‘gr;d

- ‘these educators may include the teachers and

- . administrators who.'desire to become workshop
E participants, curriculum specialists or those who
‘_Mwwprovide_training opportunities for Qeachers P
e .Q....,....,,.. g e et ea,

3. 'Members of the Eakional Institute of Education (NIE)
o who monitor the progress and assess the quality of
v - ) output from the Improving Teaching Competencies Program
\ . R ,

Rl}PORT"FORHAT.-(\(\ o Y el L,
' This report includes five’ chapters. In Chapter One the PETC-I

)

instructional system is described including its history, ‘ctives/d

components. Specific evaluation activities (designs, instrumentation,-

described and discussed in Chapters Two, Three and Four. Chapter Five

. BT - .
presents a‘ summary of the evaluation and a brief discuséion of the results.

“ | 14



ST s &L CHAPTER ONEL - .

: The first sectien provides an overview of the PETU series ile .the sec __L

. BN Lo . . R . N . ) C ) .
S e, P ) e . . . s : BT T T v (

-'. . \ . . / . . ,,: B ] .>

. ) g
.'ﬂ’la DESCRIPTION OF THE PETC-I INSTRUCTIONAL SYSTEM o y

. o . SR . ~ e Y 4

;/;’,, //?2 - f Foo B :;; ‘~1_,;“ S

This chapter proviﬂes a description of-. the PETC-I instructional syst'l'

section describes the strategies add materI!ts. Objectives of the system

. .
’

and its developmental history are included in the final sections.
<] a0

.
I

ovmtv/ EW OF THE PE’T&' smE}f DR ._.-.' S

One oiwthe-basic goals of the;;Lproving Teaching Competen';es Program iyﬁ

rd

'is to improve the organizational effectived‘bs of educatio 'Jorganizations. S

4

This goal is accomplished by providing educators with prac vcal knowledge : ‘3”

and sﬁills drawn from the literature and research of h:; n relations,;’
group dynamics, organizational developmeﬂ;,d:d‘planne .changer . . _
The fol@)wing two-fold strategy 1is used. f ;:;v" _'., - E'
-7 ‘Provide praqervice and inservice trgining. programs ‘;
. % for all educators in the knowledge, "skills and N

”tvalues of basic. group processes- such as, inter- S
o personal communication, problem*selging and- inter-' '
. - ersonal influence )
11"

. 2. Train a small proportion of educators to provide

’ : ~§raining imgroup process skills (PETC-I),
L ‘consultation\in a temporary relationship (PETC—II7
o T and long-term rganizational consultation {PETC-III)

;_ I;e first.stratfgy is- exp.'

ed tb provide individuals and tntact
. / .
‘groups with particular group proceSs knowledge, skills and'values,°wHile .

g the second strategy is'expected to provide suppoft for.the implemenfgtion _

ﬂof'the systems. Whether these lea nings can’ be put to effective use in

. &

schools and whether they will’lead to improved organizational’functioningi;,
depends on (a) the. effectiveness of the knowledge, skills and: values in

» ! . . - 1 . Lt .. . . ..
. - . " } o R - . . . ) \/“\(



ag&aining the desired ends and (b) the degree of existing support for :

T ' . ,\_ T S
. . 8 LT e

» . . T o \ S . a5
: The PET€ systems are base&\pn the'rationale7thét'educators-mithi'

o o

the§h‘hbilities can help schools con&inue tb grow in organiZatlonal St

§\\\ effectiveness by facilitating development of a climate supporting .3

- . . ) : :
o applicaeion of the process skills. Educators trained in the EETC systems
i $ Ceo *n- .
. are’ eancted to‘use their abilitié; to help others increas

“f_ houghignly

" a small portion of educators will be’ trained in’ these systems,.theSe

N ¥ compcﬁencies in cafrying out their educational programs

o
persons will improvq the functional capabilities of - groups and organiza—

t tions and will influenCe the ways administf&;gss, teachers, students

. and parents set‘goals, clarify communication, reach out to use relevant
. s ,
resources, systematically solve problems and make dgcisions, sssess

‘

- -
: progressiioward goals and cope with interdependence and*conflict. o 1‘
. . R
The developers of the PETG’systems propose that levels of trainer- *
ship be conceived as a hierarchical pyramid Qhown*in Diagram I, in |

, whicb trainers at. the top know and’ can do more than those at the bottom.

z

_-éjﬁspe moves up in the hierarchy, both the breadth and the depth of»‘
e , . NI

trainer competencies increase.

The pyrami 1 distribution of trainership levels “and.. relationships

makes simpler vels feasible for less skilled trainerJ: ‘This breaks a

r

long standiﬁg bottleneck in prgcess training in which costly experts arg

A

needed for even simple process ledrning experiences. Pressures fq; this :
" /
breakthrough come both from positive need for process learning and from

't he negative backlash of‘experiences created by inadequately trained

A1

-traimners.: This breakthrough has become possible through being explicit

about ‘the processgé and trainer competencies and by the creation of ‘

support materials.

6' -. .-T ., . - .--~ ) - p Lo . ".
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aPino, R. and R. Emory. .Preparwng Educatzonaz Tbaznzng CbnsuZtants"
Skills.Training (PETC-I).. Portland, Oregon: NOrthwest _Regional ¢
Educational Laboratory, 1976. p-. 131. _ v .
\ In Diagram II a second inverted triangle ‘i’ shown to represent the

things that -a trainer at each level of the pyramid knows and can do.
. Trainees who complete the PETC series belong.in the category of
[Field Specific Training Consultants. Other NWREL énstructional systems,
such as Ihterpersanaz Cbmmunzcatzons (IPC) *and Research UtzZzzzng ProbZem'9’
.+ Solving (RUPS) belong to the category of Process Specific Skills Train;rs.
PETC-I is the first in the 'series ‘of the three PETC systems, and is

trainee (skills trainer) is expected.to be able to work with small groups'

to assist in improving pchess_skills such as goal setting, problem .
solving, communicating, influencing and decision making. The ‘intended

relationships among the PETC systems are shownuin Diagram III.

v
' )
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mzscaxnxon OF PETC—I smm:ncms e,ND MATERIALS | SRR \ BT
The PETC-I system is a \two—week workshop that is~ organized, into two .

(g parts.f The first part:” of the program consists of a one-week training '

. program during which&he PE’TC&I trainees (Bkills trainers) study the S B

' .basic concep of the ,instruct%onal system a.nd group process skills
K ’ . i .
f training. These workshOps are conducted by, senior trainers who meet &

\,

S e P
L criteria specified by the development team These criteria and the _,\ SR
. ) "
. criteria for se],ection of skills t’}.‘ainers, ‘are listed in Appendix B. The
first section of the warkshop is de\signed to accommodste between 12 and

: 24 skills trainers.- The number of skil.ls tx’ainers musc-be a: multiple

of thr e 80 that trios can be formed The secOnd part of the wor‘&shop

"'fisa

ractitum for the skills ttainers in 3hich they me‘; r_ A .; P

-
Y
. with a gr0up of - 12 to 24 people. The secqnd training week

to as. the Group Process Sk-z,ZZs (GPS) worksho , and the second set of
; b}

. participants are lled GPS erainees. P S t ainees learn group processg K
. skills from the trio of@skills trﬁnem, - \ I : “ N f I .'._'._-f‘,-

. ' Coe o ‘ . o Y
TR Skills t‘rainers are. educat:or& Who wish to acqui‘re skills for training'f-'.

| others in grdup process skills.,’ To be eligible for PE.’Z’C-I training:,,they,j 3
o musﬁ: complete two' other NWREL progrem.s Reseqrch ll:zhzmg Probzan ,s'oZv-mg_

! .
(RUP | and Intgz_'parsonal Comunwatwns ('IPC) . Participation 1n

| ';PET -I is voluntaryr~ y

GPS trﬂine“mﬂ?}' be classroom teachers, aides, support staff, parenté,

central office staff \principals, Vice-,fprincipals and others in ‘the:
.~educational setting who wish to imProve their group ‘and interpersonal
ék}.lls. There are no prerequisites. N R '

. . _ . S \{

L 4

1ll?UZ’S - Regearch Utztzzmg Problem SaZznng, 1972. Available from. ,
' - Commercial Educational Distributing Services, P.O. Box 3711, EortIand,
Oregon 97208. - . .

2IPC’ Interpersonal Cammmw ‘Loné, 1972.
¥%gl, Sterling Forest, Tuxe New’ York 109.

R
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Mﬁterials/sﬁpplied in the PETC-I instructional system includ

leader's manuals (Part . Skills Traznzng and Part II Graup Proce 8

Sktlla), two sets of participant materials (Parts I and II) and a

. . K
3 '

collection of skill exercises and-theory papers. In addition, senior '

names tags, three—ring binders, newsprint aads, felt-tip Jens, paper,

[
>

crayons and masking tape. ' .““ .
~Leader' s Manual _Part I .' f.iv
o ,
The manual or senior trainers who conduct the first week—of PETC-I
o

trainihg is 140 ages n 1ength Iu includes guidel es for setting up
’f‘

outlines the design and schedﬁle o'

- N W .
. objectives, outcomesg target partic'pant population and @he role ‘of

o -

.o
l

session-by-session. For each session there are’ comments on the purpo '..
. i ' 1 @ ‘; “1_,

time required, the rationale foﬁ,the session 9 activitiesy expected

.participant outcomes, trainér preparatiog needed and the ipstructionaI’

strategy. The strategy describes a séquen iaI set of activities for

each session, the . tfﬁe and materials needed for each activitx and

Al 6"

specific directions to the trainer. Senior trainers a1so recEive copies

¥ e ~
‘

of partfcipant materials for each session and the collection of exercises

o |
f‘ and thedrympé'éxs from which the partiqdpant activities~and materials
. BE _

l W

for Sessions 8-9 and 12-17 are drawn Each kind of material appears on }

TR
different color of paper and all are packaged to fit into a three—ring

% : S 3 e
. : .ﬂ

binder. - ' SR » R . . -

Leader 's Manual, Part 3 %g\“ L ‘J,‘;,

_ The skills trainer s manual for conducting the GPS workshops is 87

pages in® 1ength. It includes session summaries, instructiona1~strategies

RTINS 11 B
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and participant materials similar to those in the leader 8 manéal,‘part I. .

« f o
The skills trainer also receives thg\collection of exerci;es and theory

e -
paders;~from which to draw participant activities and additional materials :

T for’ Sesdions 8-l8. The -fat ialsmare color-cpded ans packagé\d to fit a ‘
jl three-ring-binder. 1:“ - o o vi: "4:'. : i-;\""r'i‘L- '_ -
. Participant Materials, Part I 4{, o b -‘ B N
7 L The pa2::Eipant manual for the-first part of PETC-I is 10‘ pages ii‘
length.fiThe materials include brief theory papers intrdduct ry materials

r cises, instructitns, worksheets, rating'forms and other self- : ‘I”A

B i e P

’.4.copies of the collection of exercises and theory papers.u These become

< . e s .
A )

, component of their leader 8 manual used Q_

. I f“

PartII.

. - \_ k a,“
4. o .

- '!articipant Materi%%!%Tgart 1T -c7f-;;;'
U bare

ticipant materials for the GRS workshop{are:64 pages.i

‘

'-for Paﬂ: 1. | 'f’_f’.“"" _’ “ S ﬁ__\ o

Collecbion of Exercises and Th ry Papersl _4 .; , . .."wal

9

The collection of’ exerd es and theorzypapers is 334 pages in length.

It consists of 30 exercises wE;ch deal with different aspects of group, ) /“

‘,’ processes and skills needed to benefit gtoup process. ,Exercfhesﬁaover ‘

ﬁ*such issues and skills as pro lem solving, the helping relationship, fyf /

leadership'styles, communication skills-giving/receiving feedback and '1“ -

%

- two-way/one-way communication, consensus decision making and group roles. ;-

%There are l6 theory papers which accompany some of the exercises as aids

~ to skills trainers u;aerstanding of a particular eoncept of group process

- 1 . - . )
- The materials are color-coded to facilitate distinguishing between =

‘instructional strategies, participant materials (exercise handouts) and '

ftheory papers; Thex are packaged to fit into a th:ee-ring binder ll



v.

'In'-addition,' 'eéch workshop requires J “suppl'y of e:rercise' "handouts ‘to:
»

" cover -those . exercises selected by tr?a.i/ners “for their participants.
~0rientatio Kit \J D _@ . - L ._"."_
Jhis’ kit, no lenger commercially available, delineates the different

.. f e

responsibilities of the host and senior trainer, gives a list of . necessary

@

materials and a partial list of supplies and presengs a sequential

'preparation checklist for t:he hfst to fo‘llow in arranging for a local

’/BETC-I workshop. Two inform.ation lyers (orientation brochures) have'

“ v N 4

walso qbeen developed to allow potential' participants in either part of

,PE’TC—I to know what. they can expec?'to gain from participation and the

:x.:these flyers is’ included in the ori'atlt&tion kit’

4' ) y . . R ?’ . -
. . P - . o

- ,'\

. .-sample of ea:‘:h

‘GOALS AND 0 ECTIVES ‘OF PETC-I R |

'Ihe general. goa "PETL' I is to teach skills trainer participants o

-s‘mall groups.- To this end, skills trai er graduates\of 1:he PETC-I system '.' |
. 3 ' . i
. are expected to meet the cognitive ‘and performance objectives listed

__beLow. o T :"".‘ - 2 w0 } e
._Spitive Objgcti.ves o ) ". . _ i e
Jollowing the PETC-I workshop, skills trainers -should. . ‘ :
L. Understand the roles of a ski s trainer (manager, 1, ’
.. facilitator, diagnoser,mdesign. r and trainer) e . .
NJndérstand-dimensions essenti for group growth " P
3. Understand. skills needed by \e ‘ rs of’ producti\;e .. . Qf

MR A .groups’ . - : L S L
4. Understand the guideldines for seleEting, sequencing,
" .mod}fying and conducting skills training exercises .



o

- Perfarmance Objectives’

Following theafETUqI workshop, skills trainers are expected to be .
' ._v ..'i_.-m : re. . . N . . .
. able ‘to: ' -. _ - . - ) : .,' _ . (
1. -&ssess issues and problems and d agnose skill needs
of individuals and groups

-

. 2. Identif ‘the skill .needed t influence or reduce

;_i . “those p oblems ~ e
. :'.~ ~ 3, _Develop and implement a plan to impyove the group s
. oo - processes - Y | |
Many of‘the knowledge outcomes expected from skills trainers are also-» _-
' expected for GPS trainees. R S '.,7' - e ’ ‘;’ if%,‘ .

., &

. In addition to providing knowledge and skills for . the PETCLI .dr_.

-I

'.GRS trainees, the PETGHI system includes ‘some impl citn : ctations |

abnﬁt the impact of the traintes on : their work environments._ For '

example, because PETCaI and GRS trainees are expected to be able to o

facilitate communication, decision making and other group process skills, ‘
r the groups with which t ey work shonId develop more open and effective L

K

’climates. Trainees._ 3 hool administrators should promote these
‘qualities among their sch;.:ﬁ. Ttie N Tr=-nees who teach should R

w€ir ‘classrooms.

-

. DEVELOPMENTAL HISTORY . '- A
In the mid-l960 s, the National Training Laboratory developed a.

vtraining program~to provide educationaP consultants with group process
e*_ 'skills.‘ This<skills training was coupled with techniques and materials

from human relations training and organizational developﬁént and involved

a four-week training workshop. This program, funded by the- Research

- b

Training Branch of the U S. Office of Education'and the Fund for Advance- '

.'ment of Education of the Ford Foundation, was rst conducted during the

“

summer of l966 in Bethel, Maine, and continued a number of years on a o

“"selﬁ-sustaining ‘pasis. - o | L o i~ o 13




R ""The NTL.training program was griginally'designed'toﬁimproVEx dGcation
e : = . d te-lmproveieducation

,by providing linkage agen s\for local dfgtricts. Havelgck';

teview of

) the liéerature concerning ow‘.edge util,ization models appropr._
educational innovation (196 ) further dlarified the role of linkage *:ﬁ
'agegﬁs. Havelock concluded that subh a role is erit ally needed in

K"

:edncation and his.proposal that role holders need./a. knowledge base’
'closely patallels content of  the Natikihl Traip

Ang Laboratory s program

1

The NTL program failed to meet a n t;%nal*need for training in two ‘ X
4 . l\ o

ways. First the training design was exploratory from year to year as
the staff changed and focused on their cdlrent social science interests.u”
The second limitation concerned the fact tkat highli skilled trainers N

'were needed to conduct this type of training,\bd they could not be

’

found ‘or. Erained rapidly enough. .f :w‘ . : .__

\

'\ ‘ .

: m d-evelopment.,e'f PE’TC-I begaf in December, 1968 The following L
e \ .

’ o

is a summary of major field trials and>aévistonq to date

December l968 thrgugb -Jurig  1970. The development of a prototype
. ~ - "
‘ of the instructional system an‘a its pilot ‘sting were completed. Pilot

,trials were conducted in Seattle, Washington and Portland Oregon. ’

. July 1970 through April 1971. Field tridls of a revised versfon

’ e

“uwere conducted by developers at Menucha, Oregon and Spokane, washington,'_;
with 34 and. lO participants respectively. Developer observations and .

experiences at the trial sites plus participant reactions obtained from '

s’
-

K postsession questionnaines provided data which led to further revisions.
. , - ' . - ¢
o May 1971 through August l972 The revised version of the instructiona
4 s E XN

system was used by senior trainers other'than the developers. The *

o«

followigg is a list of workshops which were held*"v," . : R




” ¢ L T ’ ‘-. B [‘p_,’ . .'— . ‘.‘ - B " ,. . .- . ' . "‘. ...“
3 . ) hd . o / ’ \a » ( E ., . N ., . ) ‘ / :
- ' AN N ™ -y  XNo.of. No. of No.of ¢

e e .\ ' Senior’ -. . 7Skills - GPS GZ;S//
. Place '~ . ‘' - Date Trainer(s) - Trainers Groups Trainees .
e “’ . . .': \ : C ) “ . ] o -
- Brookings, S.D. _ 'll'/7;\.\.‘ ghran o602 13%;24 ST
Billings, hbnf 2/72 © 'S. el, B. Ward 12 3 V36 .
Seattle, Washington 4/72 ' B. McGlone C. Harper 15 4 57 - .
Corvallis, Ore. . . - s/72. W._‘Hill o 2s sy 26 ¢ -
‘Minneapolis, Ming. °° 6/;2_ ¢ 'B. Ward, B. Mi11s -+30 e  11- . 199 °.
_ - ~l’_.i < : S, . C cer T
\\ - The materials and instructional strategies whi'ch comprise PE’TC-I underwenx .

. . K . -
' Vth$ used during the following fieldn test workshops° E i _';L
. : { SOl . . No. of No. of No: of ™

) N E R .St Skills ‘¥ GPH €PS =
b Place .. ¥ Date % Trainers ‘ Groups Trainees
\ . . I ~. i . .

Mission Viejo, Ca.” - 6/73 %B./%:d M. Rief‘f o .10_ . 3 32 g*"ﬁ.;*
. Minneapolis, -Mimmn.  7/73 M. Hendrickson = 12 .. 4.0 43 -

- Minneapolis, Midn. . . . 7#/73 R. Sco'bie e 16 T3 - T390
Portland, Oregon ... 8/73 . - A. Spanjer - 12 ok 63 L
Seattle, Wash. - 10/73 © B. McGlone, A: Kolb-" 9 . - 3. .+ rger
Cheney, Wash. Lo 11/73 D.. Gaudette, P. Georgq 13“1

| o /_-‘ ~'..

o also considered th training to be worthwhile. Furthermoy, part cipants .

'y
showed significant positive qhangés :Ln atti'tude towards thems?lves ag

leanners and towsrd anticipated use of the learnings.. Although degree }_4

of mastery of concepts and skills varied trainees were considered to’

have pe ormed satisfactorily 4n five of the seven focal areas T-hé'gu_g‘ ; \ ‘
) - ' ,4 3 . . . ) “:1‘

‘technical uality of the ’instructional system was perceived s quite

P

high by both trainees and trainers




. fﬂstudy, (b) the evaluation questions which{zpidz? the study, (c ~he

_ m.

.,m, _'

',27 | EVALUATION ACTIVITIES AND RESULTS OF STUDY.1 -

PURPOSES OF}STugx'l" “

. ‘
. perceptions that Q@fCLI is relevant, useful and needed and (b) their

. TR A
DESIN . .

- S B ’ . y o . - A
% ., ¢ CHAPTER.TWO g
. : W } _) Q . : ‘\ . . ,B... A
o e s ; S
d e .. . '. ' Lo
. . . 5

1N - ) B R .
\\.n“.‘. . - "", ’ .l\ . . ' el ! Q

_‘\

- ol

are described and disc Ssed.‘ Topics include'- (a) the purpose of the '

Wl e .

L €

BN
e

.‘_1
O o

-;Thissstudiﬁiested the effecgs of PETU-I instructional system on

~

- Skills trainers in terms\of (a) their satisfaction with and their fnfi“l .

¥

)

4know1edge‘ The stugy wasﬁdesigned to compare these effects among thtee f’

o groups with dffferent prerequisites.l The three groups ggre formed to fv-‘

‘e _»’ g A ~~'."-

. . -. ] ) Co ., . i R o O
) . : . . v C \ . - N T, o .
PR oo . : < - e P

In this chapter t:j)evaluation activities and the fésults of Study 1

test the importance of the PETC-I prerequisites and of ‘the efficacy of*‘fw:'

\,

4=LPETC-I tj:jﬁing ggrsus an abbreviated treatment.' '.:‘g N J'ﬁﬁ“jf
EVALUAIION QUESTIONS . A

. . S
. 9 RV
d»_ . o

. Ry
§ T

A W

-

Two evaluation questions guide£<::aiuation'activities-and data -

analysis in Study 1.

' ‘
v

- i. "“How do the three forms of atment compare L J-gl‘~—

R £ ¥ producing satisfaction ? d pergeptions of

s o relevance, utility: and need in RETC—I'skills trainers?

g

2. " hree forms of treatment compare in

'wledge 'outcomes in PETC-I skills trainers?
) !ﬁ ‘

/7

A three-comparison group, posttest only design was used. CroupiA$: '

’}

was’ to include peopIe who had previously taken both IFC and RUPS but who-

C L wE
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"- received only an abbreviated PETC-I treatment to familiarize them with

v L ¢

the PETU—I system. The abbreviated treatment“consisted of a one—day

L g

orientation session conducted by the deveﬂopers of PETC-I / Inst Yional o

/O‘)

L -
activities consisted of (a) an overview andﬂdiscussion of PETCeI (b) an

-

explanation on how to select, sequence and conduct skill exercises used

4

_in GPS workshops and (c) time’fp{ the trios of ski\ls trainers to make<

initial plans and to discuss these plans with the developers. Group B-

in the full PETC—IAworkshop.; Group C was to. include those who had taken ‘

l

. both. IP? and RUPS and who received a full week of PE'TC-I trafning.

The posttest only design was used for two. reasons: “(a) legitimate T
differences between subjects in Groups A and B would be expegted to. -;
occur prior to treatment-because of differences in training-background,
and (b) pretésts would likely be reactive for subjects in Group C as ,g;

' shey would increase their exposure to the system
Fs ) . M - v
: FIELD SITES AND SUBJECTS . ‘ o . f'

The original evalation design called for using mailed invitations_
to recruit subjects for five workshops tHioughout the United States.\-It‘~
was anticipated that at’ least 30 subjects would volunteer for each Q E

: e .
workshop Volunteers were to be placed into two siject pools on the -

_ was to include pegple who had not taken IPC or. RURS but who participated .
e

'

’ basis of qualifications. Pool'One would include'those who had compIeted
. —

both prereqa&rités, IPC and: RURS,.and Pool Two would include those who

ﬁ*
'did not have the prerequisites. From these pools, subjects were to be
randomly assigned to Groups A, B and C._ Six subjects for Group-A and

six subjects for Group C were to be randomly assigned from Pool One.

Six subjectsxfor Group B were to be randomly selected from Poql Two. '1.-

-

S .. C (/‘/-‘;‘ -€ 7 a : .. . . . .}.yi@é.:-_" oo
18 U , - ;:3 . : o S o .

)
e T D

e
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Constraints in the field caused some deviation from this‘design._

-
> -

| First, instead of five sites, Only two could be secured,in‘time to condupt

[

the tests. Second “a lack of response to mailed invitationsiresulted in

v,

fewer participants than the original d&sign had called for. Because it

N A:'. was not possible to recruit enough subjects that had both prerequisites of

U S S . .

IPC and RURS subjects were selected for Groips A and C if they met one
_'of the prerequisites--either IPC or RURS-—not both. Third, scheduling

. constraints and participant preferences to work with specific friends or

N I

colleaw prevented complete random assignment of jubjec*lin P ol One to

Groups A and C. Ihis reflectsfthe problems associa{ed with implementing
‘experimental designs in field settings.. Readers shluld recognize that a

’

AP the amount “of bias introduced intp the study becausI of this factor is

5

- |
) udknown. Characteristics of the two sites and of the PETCqI skills trainers o
. : - *V ;.L;’n"

are - described in more detail in the section that fo: lows.

*-Houston, Texas 3’f7“3~“~»~t35fmw;giw{q"

- Central ofﬁi personnel of the Houston Indepe dent Schopl District
!ni T

vcoordinated recruitment of participants at this sit . Special invitations ﬁf{

- .
N AY

a serve in a cadre of staff deVelopment trainers. - To mee‘ testing require- -

g _ments, subjectsamere recruit!d from the two previously described ' . ;‘a
. | . .- .,'vf.. hel ey
populations--those who met at least one of the,PETCrI prerequisites and

4

. those who/did not.‘ : L . .:'_;. L, ' J : '
- , -t S
The schbql district pq&gided the workshop faoilities and $4 500 to

S e pﬁgtially cover spnior trainer fees and expenses.- The rehainder of the o

trainer fees and installation expenses;were provided by NWREL. The _
' ;\N t“Laboratory_also progfded participants,with'the_opportugityktolreceive‘__ .
- three,units of,college credit.through United~StatesﬁInternational ﬁnivergity;
o i,‘(‘f""v.f_i;'.,{’_é-.,.?.’:x-,,.::.-._.,r.:’/‘,»,,’.,J ””’iz . . o 28 o .‘ | ’~ o 19g .
E;BJ!;L:' o S S L L : _ ) R




L .'. o . ‘ . . - : .

Vancouver, Washington

_ NWREL and the Evergreen School District worked together to recruit .
Y
ﬂmfmfw——participants -at- thisisite.ﬂ_Ihe school distgict adapted brochures and S

£y

7
AR

application materials developed by NWREL and mailed these to selected ¢
T personnel in the district who, had been identified as heving the PETC—I
prerequisites.ijecause Evergreen.wanted PETC—I training for their A L '.

T

. school administrators and central office,staff most s'bjects came from S

f The NWREL' Office of Field Relations assiste, with recruiting persons

-‘this Lo} ulation. ' T :
pop %g

ke

who did not meet the prerequisites by mailing invita;ions to all educatore ;'
in the local county of thHe Everﬁreen School District)and to persons in,{r )
adjacent areas who. had previously expressed an interest in acquiring
b‘PETC-I training. e 'f “.k‘. ] 'f ‘. o S
Eveﬂgreen School ﬂhstrict prfvided space for the Workshop and two f; ~t
of the/r staff assisted as senior trainers.“ NWREL provided three senior ;‘ '

3

,trainers and the training materials. As in Houston, NWREL arranged for
vcollegy credit for participants through United States International .
[ 4 P . 3 .

University.

7Characteristics of Skills Trainers v-f"f ' “\4;}

A Background Questionnaire (Qppendix ), developed b ‘the Northwest

: Regional EdUcational Laboratory, was administered to all skills trainers

prior to BETC-I training. Information collected from this quesionnaire

-'included sex, age, occupation, years of work éipefie“ce*“education—of——-—~——~

¢
.

the participant and pfevious experience with NWREL WOrkshops and other
\ .

group interpersonal dynamics training. -Summaries of the background - .

. :-..f A . :
// ' characteristics of skills trainers are presented in Table 1.
A .

— . ° PR, -
N . 2 . .
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!-' , ' Statistical teats were conducted to ideﬁtify significant differences

between the treatment groups at- eachfsite, between the treatment groups :

Wi _the _two_ sites_combined and between the two sites with the treatment v

groups comb#fed. . (e tests reveale di ferencesngn’::}y two characteristics.

ition.! A,Chi’sggare s owed the Group B at Evergreen had a’
.'l. significantly greater percentag of females than did Groups A and C in
that site.. Also, the Houston site combined groups showed a significantly
greater percentage of females in Group B ‘than did- tPe combined groups
P at the Evergreen site. A Chi square also reveéled_a, ignificant difference
o in the distribution of educator roles at the two siiﬁz. Evergreen '
participants were predominately administrators (73 percent) whereas the
greatest number of Houston participants were in the "Staff" category '
+ (50 pexcane). | " L
Workshop participants in the groups and sites did not - differ
'-significantly in the other four categories. age, years of work experience,
education and previous NWREL workshops and training. " The ages.of_the
participants were fairly evenly distributed between 25 and 55.‘ Overall.v
_nearly three-quarters of the participants had either one to nine years
'experience or ten to fourteen years (37 percent and 35 percent respectively) .
.'The vast’ majority (72 percent overall) of the participants in all treatment
groups except Evergreen s Group B had Master ] degrees.u>Prior '77: 'p"'””””
' exposure of participants to NWREL workshops ‘was negligible, with the- |
- exception of the IPC: and RUPS training reQuired of participants in t.‘

. -

Grgyps ‘A and C..; , v o R o :“ L.
: ' ' g Co S S -
' msmum:NTAnon

Two instruments were used to collect information in response to the

two PreV10u81Yhstg%edLevaluation questions. Items on the Final Lo e

o i
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,ghestionnaire (Appendix D) were presented as rating scales with six (in

. »
: somb cases five) choices between a positive and negative statement. For

~

example, Item 35 reads'

, Would you recomend thv,s workshop to.a fmend o
whose 'Lnterests are like yours’ ’

Definitely not

Yes, recommiﬁs it hishly . / "/‘ R f‘/' /recommend

' o Responses were - scored ‘with six (or five) as the most positive and
a ., H . ) B q’ y
‘a score of one as the most negative. an "j C f-“ 1 ) Sty

The Knoyiedge Test (Appendix E) for sRills trainers was developed
to measure understaﬂdings of the meaning and implications of'particularly

. important concepts tgught in the instructional system.. This multiple-'

choice instrument was developed through two phases. First an open-ended

o 3 " test coVering concepts from _the training materials was given to participants :

® ~

Bt J%TC‘I‘workShOPS conducted i“ June and JU1y, 1974 Second response R

N categories were constructed from the answers given to “the” open—ended
' 0 ° s U

questions. From this item pool,-a prelfminary version of the multiple— "" ;
v choIﬁe test .was developed and again pilot tested., Item.analysis perfor‘:d'

after this test detbrmined which iteﬂs to. keep and which to delete. Face'v_i

validity of the instrument was established by the judgment of the SYStem

developers senior trainers and evaluators. This analysis resulted 'in -
¢

a 49 item test which was, administered t& the PETCJI skills trainers after
3 S T,
they had completed their training. O I :

T Co .

o ; : ' : : : ‘ o

- - RE ULTS" SATISFACTION AND PERCEPTIONS OF RELEVANCE UTILITY AND NEED

LI - J—

Tﬁree items oq the Final Questionnaire assessed the overall satisfaction
» &

of trainees with PETC—I training ' Specifically, each trainee was asked

3In the process of coding data from the Knowledge Test it was discovered
that Item 9 had two possihle correot answers. . This item. thus was deleted
> from the. test. o o i . L

33




. o ' . i i : - B ‘
T PR S mlaz Lt e
. ’

[} : : . N . I -
A : Coa

AR A Frequency Diatributians. Percent and Hean Reapom. o ‘
S _ C _' Tor Skills Tramm Sathfaction )y Horkshop Group .‘

o

e - .]ﬂroupAHiniPETCI vith I?GIRUPS cmupn PHC-lethout m/wpg mpcpm Iuith ng/nyps N ERN

B PR oo - |Pevcamt ) f  |Porcen] . "‘l’orcent O
o e | ft ‘Parcent».ll X [Sord 'ft'l’ercent ALY fad 'fi,"jl'.lrc,!!lt'z',l!"' | Sor6 ST
Question 17 - ‘ ; S N R " ,-;.,; : -‘ . o - e - | "._‘T‘,if..‘ RO

.. | n an overall assessaent of yourf ' {\ N I R R A A " B A I I
| training experience, m)w R I 0 R A VO R N (N A |

L

=-¢'r<i'

o ey vetable 10 [ 60 6 |50 | o [ | e cf fsanfons 40 La e [sel,
R A DN YR I O D ER R AN AR £ 0 T ARk

SRS BEFE O 1Little value , aa o @’ M R Y Y O Y I R | f
o ONorelponae “ e Ko _ 3 [T AU S N O

eSS I R B IS ER ([ ) A X
Yow that thmrkﬂhwiswer. B S TR A A Y B Y A B
e | | || P U SO Y % O Y )
T eerfence? g L T el e
B G R AN RN TR RUACERE AR L DR 7 | R
IS R 37&5 B I AR 2000 S IR SR I 2N 1151 S A RN

- Nq\_c_a-

Y *“nﬁtmy v IR R (O O VRCN ST O RN FON S IO T ﬁ
ONoresponua - S R SO R N (2 A BN Y PO R i

] Questton RN /L o T R N (R PR O )
. xuld you recomend this work- ff ¥ - 1 |
: optoa felond whose tmtecsst | 1 | V1 0 | LT

are Like yours? AR I AR I A ety

.0 “vwlneﬁmelyno:momm I IS Y B S N A ) P I i
ﬁ EEREE ‘ONore&ponse e )




3

”how valuable and how worthwhile the workshop had been and if he or she

: w0uld recommend it to a friend Table 2 presents and compares the responses

o of skil}s trainers from Groups ‘A, B and (o} to these three items. meT

»
.

4¥~m~whwa~—The datamin“Table -2- show that—respondents WPO experieneed PETG-I—4w"f~}e—

training reported high satisfactions \ At least 80 percent of the subjects
. i . .

hdhﬁnriﬂyall three groups marked the two most positive points on . the scale on
;... ’ '

o aIfrthree {tems. Differences-between grOups in terms ‘of means and -

-

cumulative positive responses are slight, although Group C appears to

- result in a slightly higher percentage of satisfied participants..

( R

Skills trainers ‘rated the relevance of the instructional system on

three Final Questionnaire items. They were asked if the system offered f:
. new insights, spoke to vital concerns and if the- materials maintained BEREE

their interest. Table 3 presents and compares the responses of skills

LY \

trainers from Groups A, B and C to tbese three items.

el

e The data in Table 3 show that over 60 percent of the skills trainers

Y

ma%ked each item in the top two positive categories., However, some ;‘

variance can be observed between items and between groups.' At least

-_4\

88 percent of skills trainers, regardless of group, felt the system
A maintain d their interest, but only 69 percent of respondents in Group A

ﬁelt the systemuspoke to vital concerns. and only 64 percent in Group B

* .

r&ported that the system offered‘new insights ' Tt appears that Group B

)
[}

produces the highest percentage of skills¢trainers who perceive the‘

workshop as relevant and that few diﬁferences ‘appear between Groups A and C.

*Skills trainers indicated their perceptions of the utility of the
knowledge and skills presented in PETC—I on three questionnaire items. _\'_ .

g They were asked to decide if the ideas and skills could be used immediately,

32 °

4
if the system provided real help for actual work aﬂé how extensively they

’» ' ' . )

planned to use the ideas,~skills and materials. Skills'trainer responses-

* to, these questions and by condition are summarized in Table 4.

26 : : .
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On all items, over 60 percent of the respondents marked the top two

'-'positive Categories. Differences betw:en Groups A and C are slight, with

it appéaring that Group B produced the highest percentage of participants

who perceived the. workshop 'as useful.

- . L

Finally, skills trainers indicated their perceptions'ﬁ“the educational

v

__community sgneed for PETC-I skills and the potentia! of PETC-I for meeting

such a need on .two items on the Final Questionnaire. Their responses_

"

..are-presented in Table 5. _' , o S . o Jrp

: fTable 5 shows that:over,80 percent of skillsztrainers in“all_groups

] _-reported there was a definite or some need for PETCQtype skillsvand abilities’

T

They also felt the RETC-I instructional systen had excellent or good

L}

potential for meeting this need. It appears that Groups B and Cc produced

) 'h.skills trainers who see this, need and the potential of PETC to fulfill it

‘slightly better than Group A. : . : K A 4
. ' ‘ ) : : - ‘ﬁ. 9_
'f* To make a clearer comparison between the three groups according to

—— .

the criteria of skill trainer satisfaction and their perceptions of relevance,

utility and need, the percent of respondents marking.the't two responae e

categories for all items in a cluster was averaged. These data are presented

-
’

in Table 6. . e - : - C .

A
The data in fable 6 show that, in general, a smaller percentage of
skills traineﬁg in Group A marked these two categories of overall A ;i
satisfaction, relevance, utlity and need for PETC-I skills and abilities |
than did skills_trainers in Groups B and C and in most instances, the F

- . Lo ) .
differences between Groups B and C are slight. The differences found

- between Group A (MiniPETC-I treatment) and Groups B and C on perceptions

of utility may suggest_that a minimum exp&sure to PETC-I does not produce
as high,a level of satisfaction and'perceptions of relevance,.utility and

need on the part of participants as does full involvement with the

instructional.s_vstem. - _ 41 . 29"
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e o L b' “ : Table 6

Average Percent Marking Top Two Categories
For_ Item Clusters by ’Workshop Group

N

. ’
N ER ~ . Group A~. i | FGroupiBﬁ | Group C ,
. Iﬁﬂ.&l\% . = =
" 'Sa.‘tisfaction' . | 85.4 B _ o ?2..6: ) 95 2
Relevance . |  79.7 .. 9.0 = < 83, 9
o ﬁ:‘iu:y , 68.8 .. 852 _~‘-73.8 |
'_ N'eed_ls. ] _84.4.._ Lo '_ TR | 100.0
RESULTS: KNOWLEDGE ou*ﬁcorms' R

The second evaluation question of this study focused on whether

- different forms of treatmeno influenced knowledge ﬁgutcomes of PE’TC-I
,

skills trairers. The previously Iescribed.Knowledge Test administered

" to trainees at the conclusion of their training was used to measure

this variable. »-‘;f ‘?" . . : h 3_
Before analysis.was done to'examine differences between the'three :

groups, t-tests for independent samples were performed on the means in

order to determine if site differences,existed. The mean scores for .

v »

all respondents at the ‘Houston aﬁd Evengreen sites were 11.63 and 12.5,
respectively. ' This produced a t of 1. Ol (df, -43) which was,not- Lo
statistically significant.x Because no differencesfexisted between.sites,

scores were combined. *
%

Using the total scores froﬁ.the 48 items on the Knowledge Tdst,
% b

means for the three groups were ‘computed and submitted to an alalysis

of variance. Table 7‘displays the means for the three groups and the

analysis of variance of these scores. ° ) A

44 =




| Table 7
. An'a.lysi's.of Variance and Mean .Scores" om .. . o , ’
- PETC-I Knowledge Test for Three Workshop Groups B '

R » Ansl;ﬁﬁof%variance‘ S | Mean Scores
Sourc Sumof : "‘Mean | - .
,- urce ‘ s«Luarcs df | Squares : F :
| Between Groups [ 54.84 | 2| 27.42 1.38 0.262.
v [vithin Groups 895.84 . | 45 19.91 L
Total oo _950.\58 : . :
BRI
: & ' X ' .o 01 :
These data and the analysis of variance between means shoWed no
‘significant differences among. groups. Reasoning that the lack of ' 5

'differences may have been due to error variance from the unknown internal

Ll

:consistency of ‘the testy additional analysis was performed.

Using the scores from PETC-I skills ‘trainers in the study, the - .
interggl consistency (Cronbach's ALPHA, See Nunnally, 1964) was calculated.
Items that correlated 1ow with total scores were disgarded Total scores :

. for the remaining items were recomputed, and then internal consistency
of the instrument was recalculated.
,.‘ Using the 48 items, the ALPHA equaled 6, a relatively low value‘.
for a test with this many items. “The new instfuggnt used in ‘the analysis
consisted of l7 items from which new total scores and ALPHA were calculated.
The new ALPHA was .78 which is considered acceptable’ for a test of this

[

léngth: Items were discarded if the original item-total correlation
. e
was less than .2.

LY

Table A in Appendix F displays the correlations ‘between’ original total

scores and retained items and new total scores and retained items. TabLe B

in Appendix F shows the item-total correlations for the discarded items.

32
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. Using scores from the l7-item s,ale, again analysis or variance was

bperformed, and as can be obserVed

AN

significant differences among groups ‘were found. f

om the data displayed in Table 8 no_

. Table 8
. " . analysis of Variance and Hun Seores on o
= PETC-I Knowledge Test for Three Workshop 6roups =~ + - '
i _ - Analysis’ of Variance : . - Mean Scoresy
i1 L P . . vy . N
e Sum of |- . | Mean : : ,
Source | Squares df | Squares|  F .- A B -~ - C
Between Groups . | 29.94 [ 2 14.9#‘#. 1.77 0.182 [l -12.33 | 10.94 | . 12.84
Within Gfoups 355,97 ) ‘_'45 <8.48 | ‘ 1 -
Total . . '385.91 .| 47 N . 14
i&’ . » hd .l.
P o o
?k"'"'-' s ' R
I. ";V.". " . 'r ’ . - . .
. LS 8%,
: ' Again in an attémpt o’ explatn the ~Tack & of di fferences among groups
. in regard to participant knowledge scores, one final analysis was conducted. '
' Y B
-Each item on the knowledge test was gxamined and the percentange of '
participants in-each group ‘who answered the item’correctly was'compared.:h'
. > T :
Again, no striking differences were obs_;ved. These data‘are,displayed"
' _ o . : i
in, Table C in Appendix F. :
’ It appears fron‘these analyses that the amount of prior training in .
NWREL.systems~or the amount of treatment'in PETC—I iteself does'not o
® 7influence the amount of‘knowledge accrued at’ least as measured on the
‘ Knowledge Test. Further discussion of this finding will be discussed
. - in the final chdpter.
]
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‘.. EVALUATION ACTIVITIES AND RESULTS.OF STUDY 2 ..

In this chapter the evaluation activities and results of Study 2 are

~

i described and discussed, As in Chapter Two topics include. (a) the‘

_ purpose of the study, (b) the evaluation questions which guided the

. IX4 v

-,f,'study, (c) the research methods including design, sampling protedures, B

o instrumentation and data analysis and (d) the results.
' e
- . . ‘.J' ~ :

'QPURPOSES OF STUDY 2 ,!1j S W,i_ - ~?s'f'*,

2 L . . L R N -
ot ) . . %

This study compared the effectiveness of skdlls trainers in Group

’

-9

‘A, B and C described in. Study 1 to produce (a) satlsfaction in GRS trainees, 1#

R [

_jand their perceptions of relev nce, utility and need of the training and
'lﬁ'i-. P .

."[ (b) knowledge outcomes in GPS trainees. Sl ' f.f ¢

. . T .
. N N R . 1)
. 2

\'I"l@ [ . ,"’

YHEVALUATION QUESTIQNS B T
V Two evaluation questions listed %elow.guided the analysis in Study 2. .

1. How do’ skills trainers from the three treatment .
‘groups compare in producing satisfaction and - B
perceptions of relevance, utility ‘and need- in o

'participants of GPS workshops? e : " o

S : .

v 2. How do skills trainers from the three  treatment

C U groups ‘compare in producing knowledge ‘outcomes

¥ -+ in participants of .BPS workshops? o P N

DESIGN ) s | o
Prior to the GRS workshops, the skills trainers used in Study 1 were
. 9
“grouped into three—person training teams in,such a Way that each trio

was composed ofﬂonly subjectszfrom‘Groups A' B- or‘C. GPS participants

h t
‘I)\,i :

.. were then randomly assigned to each of these- trios.r

r'35i,




i'as criteria to measure bhe effectiveness of the three groups of'skills .

A

Satisfaction and knowledge skills of. the- GPS participants were used

-

.

o trainers. As in Study l a postte;k only design was employed so’ as to

FIELDSITESANDSUBJECTS A

=}nrevent-pretest reactivity. ' SRS B s :f; R

The same sites, Houston and Evergreen, were used for this study.__

,fRecruitment procedures and characteristics of the GPS participants at

T, . AT L

'f' B

v each site are described;in the sections.that‘follow.
. . N

Houston, Texas GPS

Y

Recruitment of GRS subjects was coordinated hy school district #
personnel from Houston. They mailed brochures and applications prepared

by NWREL to all teachers in the district.' When this esulted in an_

| insufficient response,'they also requested ‘teachers from the. district s

‘to workshops over the three conditions of the study. Although as in

’the case of the PETCLI skills trainers, subjects' requests to be .in s'

workshops with friends or colleagues were honored.< Undoubtedly, this

L

'introduced some bias into the various training groups, but the exact

amount is unknown —_— ' R

.

'Vancouver, Washington Ges o |

The Evergreen School District‘provided NWREL a’ mailing list of

‘éducators in their district and_ the surrounding area. Persons on this

list were invited to participate in GPS workshops through mailed

invitations. Again, because the response,rate was insufficient ‘fof the

+ —

study, informal word-of-mouth recruiting also occurred As in Houston.

subjects were randomly assigned to workshops and some deviations were
allowed:

36

48 -

4

-"Magnet'School Project" to participate.- Subjects were randomly assigned fj.q
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Characteristics of GRS Participants T o

l

“5f@é.afﬂ 'Recruitment at. both Houston and Vancouver wesulted in fewer subjects‘
than called for by-the design.' Only seventeen‘groups were assembled and ;

some: of these lacked one or two persons from the recommended working

.
t

' size of twelve persons .f’;

A _a o . T
”Informationagollected from GRS.subjects/at both Houston and Vancouver”;f:

l are displayed in Table 9.‘

: with a_EaSBground Questionnaire (Agpendgx
' The background characteristic§~0f GRS”participants were analyzed s

using the same statistical tests t as 'was used for the skills'ffﬁl

’

trainers data.. A Chi square sho d thzme to be a significantly greater
percentage of female subject‘at t ech7 ston site than at Evergreen. ‘ R
No significant differences were discovered in dny of the other :

:categories. Subjects in Evergreen;tended to be slightly younger than .
‘those at Houston, overall 68 percent of the subjects were eVenly |
'distributed between the ages of124 and 45. The GRS groups were made up :

._ primarily of teachers (76 perc%ﬂﬁ oVerall), although the greatest

/ éts in Eyergreen s Group A were in

percentage (36 percent) of sub
) the "staff" category. The worh experience of GPS subjects was fairly -

evenly spread between‘one and éwenty years. However, 73 percent of the

' "subjects in tﬁg three sets of - Group B skills trainers at Evergreen had from.

l to 9 years, while 76 percent of the subjects in Group B at Houston
" had over '9 years experience. The mhjority (55 ‘percent) of the subjects :
had bachelor degrees rather than graduate degrees, although nearly

three-fifths of thexsubjects inLGroup.C at both sites had graduaterdegrees;

predominately master’sidegreesfé Incgeneral: previous training with

2

NWREL workshops wasgminimal. , ; e . ..
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: ' Table 9 .. Do . e e
Distribution of Participant Characteristics: GPS Partj.cipm:a.'b R
3 . . L c B . e . : . o .
T . Houston _ __. Evergreen
: . NI B | ¢ . . . A ] B ] . C-|. - ,
: . . 2 . ! | - 2 v 8
N 2N 2N %5 af - ol _2Iw ZIN_ ZIT.X daf
PARTICIPA@S . | Ne37[ =291 ."HMels S ——3‘ %281 Ne31| N=30] - LA
Female; . [29. 7823 79|13 87| .1077 2 Nsf15 S4j22 -71 18 60]1.9479 2 N5 [
Male <Y )8 2206 21)'2 13 T 346} 9 29012 407 .
. AGE o Cl A . , . . . . '
- Vunder 25 2 6lo o]1 ‘7}1.2e4% 4 wsf1 4fp1 3 0 of .2374° 4. 'Ns
2534 . 8 2209 31{4 27| . - 10 3614 &712 41 . - .
L1 35-6m 154119 3116 39 . 9 339 -3(8 28/, ~ -,
g 45-%6 + =~ | 6-1719:31]3 20} - -~ .. 7 26|16 20|85 17f ‘., _
- 55+ 5 {2 711 7 o .0o|lo o|ls& 26y - :
POSITION ., s " , e - . . .
Tescher 1-3 | 4 11|77 24| 2 14 {1.7208° 6 wsj4 16| 2 10f2° B8]13.105 10 NS R
‘Teacher 4-6 18 S112 42 4 30 s 15-200s 2613 12 P :
Teacher #7-9 | 3. 8|1 3|1 .7 Sl aa2] 6 190312 - .
Tescher 10-12 «{ 7 .19[ 4 '14] 3 21 oo 2 sl 8 37)6 268 -
Administracor | 0 073 10{2 & | . .. v 2.8/0 o0f7 30 .
. gStaff 6 12 7216 L 9"36|2 103 12| '
. ‘YEARS EXPERIENCE _ N I CRERN RN S et ‘
: -~ 1=4 g 2213 10| 4 32)]2.6933 .8 Nsf7 28[11.38|4 14/8.8113 8 - NS .
. 5-9 7 19{6 1|2 15} ¢ “hs. 20f10 35|8 28/ - .~
10-14, 7 19|8 28}2 15 : 6 26|6 21|5 17
15-20 0 qir 3219 313 32 s 2001 3]s 17|
21+ o 3 8|5 17|12 15 2 81 3|7 24 .
EDUCATION' e -} e I . e )
BA/BS 23 62h7 5916 40| .6979° 2 ~ NsS§l6 57{17 59 51[2.6939% -2 - NS
MA/MS 16 3819 31|7 47 : ‘ o 36|12741] 9} . . k
. - Doctorate 0- 03 10{2 13 J2 7]0 ojo 0
EREVIOUS NWREL : - , IR
WORKSHOPS , _ e . .
SOAI .o oflo ojo o 1 4|2 6|4 13/1.4859° 8 N8 |-
Inter. Ansl. 0 0|2 710 O L) 2 712 .6{1. 3] . .
- Inquiry 0 ojo ofo O 1 40 ofo0o of 1
: H4 Level Think.| 0, 0|0 00 O 0 ofo oj0 0 -
- SAFE o ojo ofo O ) 1- 4lo ojo O
Conflict {0 ojo ojo o0 . 2 710.0f1. 3 -
Influence 0. 0l0 o0f0 O 2 72 .6f1 3
L e c|lo. . 0ofo of1 7 5 183 10| 4 13 :
< -l wmups o ojo6 ofo o 3 111 342 7 .
v orfm TRaINING | 7 19{9 311 7 17 61l10 3215 SO

. ¢

3No answers (N.A.'s) nmot 1.t'u:1u.¢'led..5’)_V

. l’Whi.le specific tests of aignificauc'b were calculated on the background. and outcome data,

it should be pointed out that becaiiie of the sampling procedure used in some cases, 1eg1:{m:n

statistical ‘inferences are.often udt possible. The tests simply emphu_'izu the magnitude or e
lack of some actual differences found and, therefore, are primarily of descriptive ucility. . .
CChi-square analysis excluded data for "under 25" snd "S5+ categories. ° ’ °, .
' dChi-squu'e anslysis excluded data for’ “¢eacher 7-9" and "administrator” categories. . ‘ .
eChi.-slw:u'_e analysis excluded data for "doctorate”- category. ' L :
”W_- f,Chirsquare analysis used c;n;l.y data from "SOAI, Interaction Analysis, Influence, IPC and RUPS" .
categories. - - : . . o ’ .
. 00 .
38 . . . - . . . . ‘ . . ; .|
Q - s : A T .
. [ . . . -

ERIC
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TABLE 9, Continved . . . I SO
R - L Groups AR | IR © . . Sites . ’ < . .
R e I - (Conbined Sites) - . (Combined Groups)’ S .
T L alsl ¢ L Bouston‘ﬁvefsfeef‘ IR o
' B copmoa|n afwoca] o e o wix ] on x| % oae
PARTICIPANTS N=65 B N=60} Nw4sS. - Ne8l - | Wegd - S
"Female - |46 68[45 75|31 69| .8877 . 2 wsl|es 80| 55 62 |6.002 1 R
 Male - ]2 3215 2sf16 3| . 4 16 20 |34 38| : - - N
- AGE . . R - R
Under 25 e 3511 2t 2 'l.'24_68c 4 Nsjl-3 4 2 .2 [3.9062" 3 T
. 25-36" ' 18 29423 39116 36| - ixfl21- 26 {36 42| . - e
| 35-44 . |26 37118 ;faer 32y S . % N30 38 |26 30| o ST
45-54 113 21115 25| 8 18] - : 18 22 {18 21 -
55+ 11582 35 810 [ 4 5 N o
POSITION - | . _ . NI D
v Téacher 1-3 ~ 8 131 9 18] 4 11[15.1383 10 _NS ‘10,5442 S Nsil21 14 ’
. " Teacher 4-6 23 38{17 347 17| . S 3241 o
. | Teacher 7-9 6 10]5 10{ 4 11} . I R
. Tescher 10-12 9 15(12 ‘24| 9. 2% 20 [ g
) Administrator 2 31 3 6] 9 .24 - -9 | )J '
staff _ 13 21|-4° 8|5 13( . S L 3 SRR
: YEARS EXPERIENCE ' o I
1. 14 R 15 -25114 24} 8 19| 4.1262 23
ot ‘539 12 20{14 24{10 24 23 |
1321114 24| 7 17} ° 21 |- b
. |16 26§10 17]8 19" . 21 -y '
s 8|5 1009 21 12 |
§ 39 6036 59{18 41 {4.5626% 55"
o |26 3721 36[26 s&| o a1 |
- Doctorate v 2 313 512 .5 4
| PrEVIOUS MWREL L - S S s 1
" | WORKSHOPS RN ; : T 1o
SOAI 1 2{273]4 92,38 6 nsffo o | 7 8 |2.03° & ms| 7 4|
Inter. Anal. 2 3k o711 2 - 2 2 5 6 . A
Inquiry 1 ‘2t0-0[0 o0 -ffo o 1 1 11 N
© 21, Level Think 0 @ 0--0f0 0 ] 0 0 0 0 .0 o
SAFE . . 1..°2]0.-.010 O 0 0 1 1 1 17 "
Conflict -2.°31"0 o1 2 0 0 3 3 3.2
Influence 2 312 371 2| | 0 0-f 5 .6 5 3
IPC 5 8.3 S|s5 1 - 1 1 12 .13 . 13 8
- RUPS 3 5|1 2/2 4 : o o6 7° 6 4
OTHER TRAINING 126 37 19 32|16 36 17 21 42 47 " 59" 35
L . . - .
c(_:hi-square a B13 ‘excluded data for "under 25" and "55+" categories. . ) )
- : %
®Chi-square analysis excluded data for "doctorate"” category. - ) -
f Chi-square analysis used only data from "SOAI, Interaction Analysis, Influence, IPC and RUPS
categories. - - . .
8Chi-saure analysis used only ‘data from "SOAI Influence,“,‘IPC and RUPS" categorieq.
’ hChi.-st:luare analysis excluded data fron the "under 25" category. . RS o " A
) , o .
¥ .
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: calculated which produced and ALPHA ‘of 64 (see Table A in Appendix .

error in the correlations. PO [

~3

4

Two instruments were usedéio collect iuformation which responded to h

'iw_'( L -

‘ the evaluation questions.~‘;h;ihal Quéstiohnaitevfﬁppendix G) similar to"

"-‘"‘l
ls'traingxs was administered
% ‘ s .

using essentially the same procedures described earlier for the PETC-I

Y .
Knowledge Test. Using,the original l7 items, internal consistency was '

- /

The new ins rument contained lS items from which a new total scaie and

ALPHA were al, Iated. The new’ ALPHA was .89 (see Table A in Appendix I) ..

- ._) ‘e -

less than .2. ' The reason for retaining these items was that the value
-
Ynternal consistency index relies upon test’ length It ‘was

believed that the large sample size (170) would offset much of. the sampling

°

el

\ . . : . . . .

. ‘:’ E .
'RESULTS“ SATISFACTION AND PERCEPTIONS OF RELEVANCE UTILITY AND NEED -

four categories of items. : )

Since those items on the -GPS Final Questionnaire which were to
measure satisfaction, relevance, utility and need were identical ‘to
~ those on the PETC—I Final Questionnaire,’they will not be described here.. ,g
Tables 10-13 present and compaﬁ?,the responses of GPS subjects who took -
workshops from skills trainers 4 . the three treatment groups for the

The data in Tables lO 13 show that respondents who experienced GPS
workshops were highly satisfied ‘and saw the workshop as relevant, useful
and.needed. Except for two items on the utff/ty category, at least 75 7

percent of respondents in all groups marked the two most positive points

-

"on all items. e : ; o P D Lo
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Qaeation Dl?:
Question B

In an overall aasesanent of your trainins axperienca, waa 1t. , |
Now that the workahop/courae £3 over, how wuld yoin A the experiance? B
‘E KC luestion G35. Nould you recomend this workshop to 8 friend whnaa 1nteresta are uke youra? |
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:Percmt ‘and llean lesponue

mqueacy 1stt1butiona.

e

Question n '
b Offered ev. 1naights, fev ways

| j'.,.' of \éiquins old probleu

o 4
Rl o
o 1 Only mtated or proved vhat I
A 0 Mo Tesponge

N Queation Blo
| .6 Spoke'to. hportant 1sms.
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13
14
] ;
o \ f
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Question B ‘Think for & noment about the infomtional naterials, practice exercises and nethoda used in l:hio wrkshop. All in all
o hov would you- raterthen? (cHBCK ONE BOX IN EACH LINB) S ‘ .
W




| oV uould you tate then? - (CRECK ONE. 30 TN EACH LINE)
u Question B In nll honesty, - $ow much do you plsn to use the idees. ckille end/or netecisls preeonted in this uorkehop is cn integtal

.‘ C part of your eorki

zeescion B: Think for a nonent aboutthe infornational ostetiels, ptectice exercises ad methods used in thie uorkshop. ALl in il
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cer '."’. When the per“centages of respondents marki‘ the 'top tWo response

-
5l

ategories for all items in a cluster wete averaged, the following

‘Vi. .;pattern emergeq Group o consistently had the greatest number of partici-

) ,-u.‘., .

.pants marking the top two categories, second best .was Group A. Group B o

'always did the poorest. This trend display d in ‘Table 14 prompted

_further analysis..
o . Table 14

) Awerage Percent Mhrking Top Two Categories For :
Item Cluaters by Wbrkshép Group . _

- U
B f.':n B

| Item Cluster _GroupA | Group B
Satisfaction .‘-85.1 - '78“9 .
felevance ' | 795 | ez | 867
o] veatey | 726 | es. 3,' 787 -
S| Meea | e8| 94 S K

' The open-ended items on the Final Questionnaire were eliminated as
- # . were others that did not employ'the 5- or 6+point Likert response'scales.'?

‘-" ’ o . s ‘. L s, .- .
I Responses for the remaining items,were then .summed and'produced a maximum-

.‘." @ . .
s . . . . . . L

o possible score of 204, : Item-total correlations were then computedfwith '
iktan obtained ALPHA of 95 No items,.therefore; were discarded:

'3: { Ik Next, to detezmine if sites could be combined preliminary t-tests
:. were performed on the means on the Final Questionnaire. The means,<out ‘
) of a oossible 204 ,at Houston and Evergreen were l77 9 and l7l 0 -.1 |

iz respectively. \ghis produced a t which was signifidént -at the .05 level

a 2 . 3

s of_confidence, but the population estimate of the proportion of.vatiance‘
¢ S ’ _ - : S ' ‘
"’ .in scores that is explained by difference'between_sites was so minimal

) -

) (omega squared = .02 or two percent of variance accounted for) that it, was

'decided to" pool the sites and inspect differences between Groups A, B and C.
Voo s , o
. ) ‘ . o - S L X

Q ﬁ; o - T“’ B | , '1(;1IF: i




' One-way analysis of variance on responses to the Final Quesitonnaire
showed significant differences among_Groups A B and C. Ihese_data and i(
analyses are displayed in Table lS N S - - .

O et e e ettt e tn e cmmn i m 2§ mmm o g m e terraamn beman 1n = et em s s e

- oo ' ; Table 15 - .

Analysis of Variance and Mean Scofes  °
On.GPS Final Questionnaire . o
For Three Workshop Groups _ : 4 ' \

oo ' Analysis of Variance __~ __* Mean Scores
: ’ . jsum. of | Mean ‘ "”GrouR.;l-Group' . Group’
—_Sourc ) ed df uared F. ) A . 8 | ¢ !
Between Groups 2223 | 2. Jrun.s]3.03 |.049' ff 173.9 | 170.5 | 179.8
Within Groups - |1216 .| 167 |[366.6] - |- o
. frotar 63439 | 169 | B O S
. . _ ,

The Tukey HSD post hoc multiple-range test indicates that the majorj

.

difference is attributable to the discrepancy between rqsponses of thosevi

in Group B and those in Group c, with Group C scoring hdgher. Again the
’v,,q .
Omega squared is minimal, accounting for only two percent of the variance.

Essentially,.no differences existed between responsestin Groups'A and B

S - | el
or .between those in Groups A and C. ©

RESULTS: KNOWLEDGE OUTCOMES
o The seconzlevaluation question of this study,focuséd on the effectsf
“ of different forms of treatment of skills trainers on the knowledge
outcomes of GPS subjects. To measure this variable, the previously
\described GRS Knowledge Test was administeréd to subjects at the conclusion s
of the GPS workshops._ ' ' '
- The mean scores for GPS. subjects at the Houston and Evergreen sites
were 10. 20 and 10 78, respectively.‘ Preliminary t-tests showed these

very slight differences to be: not significant, so sites were combined.

TaBle 16 displays the mean scores for Groups A, B and C and the analysis

¢ L

of variance of these means.




. ) oy o -
v One-way analysis of 'variance on responses to the GPS Knowledge
", . -
- Test showed no signficant differencea among Groups A, B ‘and C.
;o ;

{ . ‘Table.. 16

. &nalysis. of Variance and Mean. Scores'
— ' S .0m gPS.Krowledge Test For. -
C o 'rhrée aorkshop Groups N

' .Analysis of V'hd'anco b B g ‘Mean Scores

- Group | Group .| “Group -
Source - e

>

| Between Groups _

SRR il - b M Rl Pl o Bl
Within Croups =~ [ll76.70( 167 7.0 | ;| - |} . _ _

Total - fusssof1es | o wpcoy o f | ]
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" CHAPTER FOUR

. . - - . .

-~ EVALUATION-ACTIVITIES  AND- RESULTS OF -ST
» . In this chapter the evaluation activities and results of Study 3 are.
described ‘and discussed. As in the previous chapters, the format is .'

organized around (a) the purpose of the study, (b) tha evaluation question ‘i
,which guided the study, (c) the research methods including design,

sampling procedures, instrumentation and data analysis and (d) the results. :

-

&
PURPOSES OF STUDY 3

This study investigated the impact of GRS training on the classroom

t, iclimate for teachers participating in GBS workshops and compared these )

' climates to teachers in a control group. The study was conducted in -

‘1fconjmnctiOn with another Improving Teaching Competencies Program product,

‘Ihterpersonal Ihfiuence (INF).

] e

EVALUATION QUESTION

. One evaluation.question guided the analysis of Study 3.
1. fﬁo'students in classrooms where teachers have been '
© trained in. GPS report a more positive classroom"
., climate than those:ina classrooms where teachers
<o ~:v-have not been. trained? P R

DESIGN 1‘. IR ’;v, e _
A comparison ‘group, pretest, postteﬁt design was,used in this study. L
; The two groups compared included Qg) teachers trained in Group Process . |
.SkzZZs (GRS), and (b) teachers receiving an abbreviated treatment (Control)
.Table 17 shows the treatment and obsefvation schedule
64




.y Table 17 ..\ . .l | . v o

Treatment and Observation SPhedule
‘ \ _

\ . ¥

I : : September | dctober - | November
. Growp o] 2976 Y 1976 | 1974

-~

Target Group (GPS only) u_'cO' 5 _ .G?S g P Ozgu

Comparison Group - e 01 " .| One=~day ' _ *QZ Ce

(Abbrevtated tredtment) | .| orientation to| ‘ .
' - learn ,',". A , .7
.| evalution ~ |. -

.4 requirements.

RECRUITMENT, FIELD srrzs AND SUBJECTS RIS
- The original design of Study 3 called for"the recruitment of. 108
. uﬁher elementary teachers and their.random assignment to one of three S
.treatment groups.; o | | | L

-

* One .of the treatments was to inyolve‘participants in a one-week GPS |
.. workshop; A second was to/in;;TVe participants in a onepweek workshop
on Interpersonal ;ﬂfiuence (INF) (another instructional system developed
by the Improving Teaching Competencies Program and thought Suitable for
making cross-system comparisons) People selected for the.third.group
would serve as a controlkgroup,with,the.promise offreceiviug'é.one-week
.:&orkshop after the study.was completed. | )
" Recruitment began in April, 1974. Brochures;describing-the'GPS and .'h
:jq“ INF workshopsv_the requirements of the study and a promise fj: a delayed

Y

/ v
v workshop for ‘those chosen to be in a control group were disftibuted toﬂ;

fourth thrOugh sixth grade teachers in the Seattle metropolitan area.

The response rate was: short of the number of subjects required for the

v

B study, so brochures were again circulated in late September and early .‘ig?

October.. 5'._. o . | o ' p ’

f




o T T
. [l

Prior,to the workshops, subjects were assigned to treatmendb

Those subjects indicating a preferencs for GPS or INF wete randomly

»»«———m»»assigned~to one-of--these -groupss «- Those preferring‘the—delayed“workshop“*” E

' ; were put into the control group. Subjects indicating no preference

. were randomly assigned ‘to the three group, with the stipulation that all

‘B .

groups have approximately the: ‘same number of participants. By the day

1mof the workshop, the required number(of participants (36) had been
44 oo
S assigned to each treatment, HoWever, at the meeting of the 3 groups

t’-p

only 25 people appeared for the GPS workshop,122 attended the- INF
Workshop, and 24 came to the- control group meeting. ‘
During this time it was discussed that eight of the participants
' were: concurrently ihvolved in another ITCP workshop.‘ It was felt ‘that’

' this additional training might influence the results so the eight were

eliminated from the study. L o oo _ ' 'k.n ' SR

During the initial meetings with the three groups, subjects were }j*?f

asked to name a person whb would be willing;to administer classroom

climate questionnaires to their students. During the following weekf
three members of the evaluation staff personally delivered a set of

climate questionnaires and directions to the designated tesf edministrators.

o Questionnaires and instructions are described on pages 151-169 //&he e

trainees and test administrators were asked to admi ster the ’

questionnaires by choer 4 and send them to the evalua rs as soon as

L)

' “possible. Administration of the questionnaires occurred in the subjects

'classrooms when‘the subjects were not. in the room. -Administrators were

directed not to show the responses~to thre subjects and.to'mail_the

questionnaires and responses immediately.

When the pretests were returned it ‘was discovered that seven Qf the

.

"M:;w_ subjects did not_have_usable data.ijwo control.group teachers taught as: -

Cs1




.‘c

'a team and returned only one set of. questionnaires. Three'other teachers

who taught as .a team had been assigned to_ different treatments and had

i been instructed not to. return the questionnaires.' One set of questionnaires

was never delivered due to: dif’iculties in locating the schqol at-which »®

B the teacher taught. i ‘Two sets of . questionnaires were returned without

[}
any teacher identification, making it impossible to assign an identifi—

o cation number. o =“.'l" .“
In late November, posttest questionnaires were sent to the test
' adminiatrators from whom. usabie data had been received. They were asked
to return the queationnaires by the ‘end . of the first week in December.‘l
| At this time, the number of usable questionnaires dropped to bﬂ Two‘
o ._%' teachers were no longer teaching the same group of students and, did not

o readminister the questionnaires. One teacher had been using a student

° 2

teacher most of the time, so the data were not used. Data from one .

o

-

tsacher were ‘received too ‘Rate for analysis.‘-Three sets of’ questionniares

were returned without the teacher s names and could not be %sed. Nge"

teachers did not return questionnaires.

Difficulties obtaining school diﬁt’ict pgrmission to use one of the
\ .

nh‘)

v

climate questionnaires precluded any followup on the nonreturns until
- 8 ~
. .late January. By this time, it was decided not to contact teachers from

L.

-

S whom no questionnaires were returned since too much timenhad elapsed

’

: between the major testing and the followup testing: . It was also decided
: 4 s

not to make»compariSons between the three groups but to compare the

» -

Interpersonal Infiuence participants to controls and GRS participants to v

controls separately.

0f the teachers from whom complete data were collected and used in -
. E 4 A
subsequent_analyses,,l6.were‘in ‘GPS and l3'were in the control group.

.
~ . . ~ .
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'fsexﬂand age, ‘their years of" teaching experience, ‘highest degree obtained

o :.{
During the first training session, all subjects completed a

Background Questionnaire which asked what grade level they taught their

.

: . . 4
and reasons for attending the workshop. On the questionnaire, subjects

o also indicated what other Improving Teaching Competencies Program workshops

K

they had attended. The responses of the 29 subjects Srom whom complete
] .

-iclimate data Grere obtained and used iqbthis study are’.ptesented in

.

© Table 18. - - B

. the basis of whether they (a) indicated direct teacher behaviors (since

It should be noted that most of the subjects were in.;heir thirties

3 »

iand forties and had more than. seven years of teaching ‘experience. Few

.of'the subjects had participated in other'lTCP workshops. The main

k)

reasons th@ subjects signed up fgh,theiworkshop were'that-it'satisfied:

v -

some requirement, that there was no .cost for attending and that they

reaily wanted to learn about the subject.

-

INSTRﬂMENTATION

)

The climate inventory was used to detect differences in.classroom .o

climate. The questionnaire needed to be appropriate for'studentsvin the"'

fourth through sixth grades, since. only teachers of these.grades were

. B . : .o
- N .

included in the study. o

7 ' . L .

"Because it was not feasible' to develop and validate a climaté -
inventory specifically for this study, intaCt subscales'fromhekisting
instruments were used.; Existing instruments ‘were examined and inventories

which were described- as measuring classroom climate were reviewed on -

teachers were the workshop participants) or (b) indicated consideration .
i
R
on the part of teachers (e.g. letting more people talk in the classroom
or paying more attention tg'students‘_feelings and motives.) Initial~

-

. o e8 . =

~
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

 Table 18

Background Q‘uescionn.éi're Responses by Parciciﬁancs

Wicll'l Complete Climate Data

'Percenca'ge of Pércicipan;s

In Each Category
- s o . GP’S. Control
Question L ., _N=16 N=13
e _ T -
Female: o L _ “ ‘ - 882 . 54%
Male - : , . 13- *46
Age S Y ‘ .
20-29 . 13 15
, 30-39 - _ . 131 23
" 4049 ' T 31 31
50-59 » - 13- 23 )
60~69 A 0" 0
_No '.Ax‘xmger N . ) . - - 13 0
-} Grage Taught o ‘ | | :
T\ 4th . . 25 31
i 5th © . ' : 5 50 23
‘6th ., . . » ~ 25 46
No Answer . i . . .0 -0
1 Years of Exper»:l:,ence - ) . -k
0 . K ] . . o 0 8 -
. 1-3 9. . _ , \ “ 6 0
X S 4=6 ;. X .: 6 0
. 7-10 " — : s 44 15
—— | 11+ (/\/: 4 69 -
Ao Ansver _ . . 0 8
. Highest Degreee Obtained. -
BA/BS S o 9 S4
MA/MS - - o . T 25 38
. - No' Answer ) =7 : o 6 8
Other Workshops - N "o .
" °}  Other ITCP Workshops *_ ' e 19 0
Human Relptions Workshops 25 62
‘ ., s .56 38
Reasong for Accen;iing the Workshop \- Tl S p
It sptisfies a requirement or gives me credits I need 63 -1
“ Many others in my school were attending - * ' 0 0
My superiors s}ggge'seed I go ) - 0 8
My superiors gave me the oi;porc'unicy to, éo : 0. 8 ”
I was selected to attend : . 0 31
My accendanvcvé was paid for - , 50 .46 - |
. I came because I really wanted to learn 75 46 g
' I'd heard... . ' . o IR 190 48 gT
I had a particular problem to solve - 31 23 ¢
: Ochexr RN R 15
> ; , (3 _
54- N v 4 : .
o - - , S .
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. scales were selected from fbur instruments, the Student Activiéﬁes
Questionnaire (SAQ), (Ellison, Callner and Fox, 1973), Student Behavior |
. Description Questionpaire (SBDQ), (Croft, l972) My C1ass Inventory (MCI),
h’(Anderaon, 1973) ;¢ ‘and Student Attitude and Activity Survey (SAAS), (Nelson,4~
:1973) More information about the four tests is included in Appendix J._
The four tests from which subscales were selected were first -
considered in-terms of the'criteria listed above. -As a second step, the
'_evaluator‘listed the selected subscale Ltgms and summary descriptions: of-

what the Subscales were intended to measure._ A review of the 1list and

9 L, hel

summary by several evaluators narrowéduthe stlection of scales to those'.

which seemed most appropriate to thefaystem.. This-resulted in the

“ .
selection of 17 subscalesi\ A/summary of the scales is_ptEsented in

Table 19. v :‘ ' : .‘-“

*A destription“of_these subscales,.along witﬁ“the items*themselves,-
was then'circulated to ‘pe developers of the system,with a request‘for
thelr comments about any inappropriate subscales or any areas which eeemed
to be missed. The developers were satisfied that the subscales related

» -
to the system and said they could add no other scales. for consideration.

. ¢
+ “4‘d

Because of the@large number of items involved, tws forms of the
(ﬂ{;mate inventory were developed. Form A consisted of items from MCI
‘and SAQ, while Form B was comprised of the items from SAAS and SBDQ.

Answer format varied for the different instruments: the MCI and SBDQ

have "Yés-~No" answers while the SAAS a d SAQ require multiplé-choice

|

responses. In Form A, ali\items from t*fﬂ“ are followed by the SAQ

» *
items. In Form B, SBDQ items were followed by SAAS items.» Items from s,

each original instrument were randomly ordered Copiesgof Form A and

Form B are included in Appendix K. . : I

70 ‘l o ‘, ‘ _,,‘,:;; s : -
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

t

N . v

. Table 19

Subscales for the Climate Inventories .

Test Selected

Iﬁstructionu I 11

O Na. of : . S
Subscalée Title From Items Descript .

: — —
Climate SAAS 7 | Measures child's feelings of frsedom fn talki -
: - . " with school suthorities and: following rules.
Reinforcement of SAAS . 6 Measures the- amount of . feedbsck ‘the teacher provides

Self-Concept o to mske a child feel good sbout his/her work.
General School . SAAS ‘i3 Measures general feelings about .school’ and specific
Sentimeht. . v Lo - activities the child does uhich indicate feelings
: R about school. L - .
Process Approach: ' SAAS 4 Measuzes amount of class discussios' which cause
i : o the child to ‘think sbout slternnte views of an .
_ issue. = ) . : .
Individualized Ag?roach SAAS 4 Measures the smannt of input children hsve in
(Decision Making) ' ) deciding on class’ activities. . :
‘Teacher Consideration SBDQ g Measures teacher behavior which is chsracterized
T ' as friendly snd courteous to students. The teacher
Le . is considerate of student feelings and is easy to
. get along with, pleasant, and cheerful to the student.
JLeacher Thrust SBDQ - 7 Measures the testher behaviors which motivate,
’ o : instruct and obtdin student participation in
) » academic activity. It describes the ability of
| teachers to sppropristely structurc class
activities, encourag# students to express ‘their
.- . ~ opinions and allow ‘the students to discuss and
N o clarify .their thinking about the subject matter.’
Domination " SBDQ 7 Measures teacher behaviors that are authoritarian,
. critical and impersonal. The dimension describes"
~ behaviors to dominate,” restrict and allow little
) freedom for students to discuss class material.
‘Cohesiveness MCI 9 Measures the amount of intimscy students feel -
. within their class. This would distinguish between
children who feel like members of the class as
opposed. to nonmembers. Cohesive classes sanction
only goal-directed behavior..
Friction ° MCI 9 Measures the amount of q‘%rreling and tension
i _ ¢ within the class.
Satisfaction MCI | Measures:the amount students enjoy. their class.
' Competitiveness MCI ‘.Messures student perceptions of the amount that
O , students in the .class compete with one another.  °
,,Enjoyment of School SAQ 6 Measures the .student's enjoyment of class activities
: N . and~* school work.
Reinforcement of SAQ ‘ 7 Measures the amount of positive feedback recelived
Self’CdnfePt .o by studants, either:through personal contact or
. structured class activities.
Clsssroom Participation SAQ ) 5 Measures student participation in class activities-~
v . - " | frequency of class discussions, number of students
&4 ;g‘ who typically participate and opportunities for
co ; . % participation.,
Demotratic<CIassroom o] SAQ 7 Measures amount - .of ‘student input into clhssroom
Control }49 : decision making, planning of individual activities
P o _ and enforcement of ru1es.
Iudiviﬂualization dé}_ SAQ 6 " Measures the extent that students perceive thelr ’

teachers as sensitive to- their own individuii needs,
progress and goals.

E R

'r7 jL o '!';' ) . _ -



Specific instructions'werefcreated.for‘the administration of the
questionnaires. Ihe instructions asked that each child write in the’

teacher's name and his.or her grade'level.f The children-worke9)a sample
- -

A

_teSt item with the test administrator and then began work -on their own.
L ,
. The test administrator was told to answer any questions the students had -

about_taking_the test. A copy-of thé instructions for.the test .
adminfstrator is also included in Appendix K. In pretesting each class- -

.roomm Form A and Form B were given alternately to students in the class- .

- ;'3'room. 'During'posttteSting, directions to test administrators suggested
. . ,&J.g . .
that students with reading problems might be given Form B, since it was Fa

T shorter than Form A, - / '
1 ! . N . .-

L4 .

RESULTS - o S S
L L o

Analysis and covariance was performed ‘on the posttest scales of
r

bosh forms of the climate inventory. The pretest score of ﬁhe scale
- being analyzed was used as the covariate.

T : Mean and adjusted mean scores for the GPS. and the control classrooms .
ﬁ : : e )
on each of the 17 climate scales are presented in Table 20. |

Inspection of the differences betwegn adjusted mean scores for GPS

- . . .\J".<'
and control classrooms shows that the GRS classrooms.were more - favorably+
l
rated on nine of the seventeen cligate scales. The controltglassrooms
_ . . ,
were'more favorably ratedfon seven‘scales and the classrooms from the

two groups were equal on one climate scale.

The resulting'F—ratios from the analysis of covariance‘are presented
in Table 21. | ' t | ’

No statistically significant differences were observed between GPS
and the control group classrooms. The data in Tables 20 and 21 seem to

suggest a slight_trend toward more positive climate in GPS classrooms,

773 L o -




" ‘ K . Table 20

Mneans for Analysis of Covariance

of Climate Pos tdata

&
o
I

S : .. | Unadjusted Adjusted
'Scale G Treatment Mean. Mean ,
My_'Class Iaventory (MCI) - ' .

Satisfaction ‘ 6Ps | 14.08 16.07°
. Control | 13.81" . 13.82
‘Frietion® . o opd* 14.62 16.62
' ' Lontrol 15.01 15.01
. ' . a ‘ . . b' oo '
Competitiveness , GPS 14.12 14,11
’ : Control ‘| .13.92. '13.94
Cohesiveness - _ o iy GPS - 13.98 14.03
S . Contrdl 14.42 . 14.34
Studeut Activities Questionnaire (SAQ) ‘
Enjoyment of Sehool . GPS 11.64 - 11.67
B " Control 12.27 12.24
Reinforcement of Self-Concept N GBS 11.51 11.51
: c :, Control 11.30 . -11.30
Classroom Participation : GPS . '9,73' 9.81 .-
' : o Control’ 10.0 -9.94
Democratic Classroom Control eS| 1447 14.46
’ Control .| 14.71 14.71
. ,Ihdiﬁcidalization of Imstruction - cPS . 11.70 - 11.69
. B : Control | ~11.84 11.85
Student Attitude and Activity Survey (SAAS)! - °
« %3 R s,
" Climate W . S 12.07 11199
: s Cont:pl ~11.72 11.83
Reinforcement of Self-Concept ' GPS 8.36 8.27
. - Control 8.14 8.27
. .- . C‘
General School Sentiment GPS 17.12 17.13
o L Control 16.99 16.98
T v SR ‘ ‘
Process Approach - GPS 9.93 9.89
: Control 9.92 .10.01
-Individualized Approach . . GPS 2.77 2.74
: : Control 2,60 2.64

Student Behavior Desfription Questionnaire
(sBDQ)

Teacher Consideration . GPS 22.15 21.80
A ‘ .Control 20.76 21.21
Teacher Thrust Gps* 21.78 21.58

: Control 20.40 20.68 .
Domination GPS 13.67 14.03
‘ ‘ Control 14.37 13.91

%w' 38
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

%These scales represent negative qualities so’ that a low score indicates’ a tavorable

rating.
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&able

'{‘ ¢ Amlysis of Covarianceg

o

B A IR
. AR N
By :1 .
. .
6\ .
. Y

Climaéé'Qhestionnai > Posq
\ A R L
Scale '+ : " V P '¥J§‘3g' Lourte/ s .7.
| - — s - i i
e . I f_. Y - s . = R
. . S . te
My Class Inventory (MCI) - .
-wSatisfactiql . 3'a3:¥ " :
Friction “ g ﬂ'u i_m.j - '?frépt@eﬁtm-.
e : .| Eeror
- , U
Competitiveness L 'Treatment
. . S o ‘Ertor
Cohesiveness Treatment .
Error
. § .
Student Activities Questionnaire (SAQ)
# Enjoyment of Scﬁool : Treatment - .1.81 +1.33
o Error T31.42. )
Reinforcement of Self-Concept '| Treatment .31, .51
: Error 15.29 o
Classroom Participation Treatment .08 , W11
) ' -Error 17.50 .
Democratic Classroom Control Treatment 42 1]
Error . 33.61.
‘Individualization of Instruction. Treatment .18 . .15
‘ Error - - 29.42 { .
" Student Attitude and Activity Survey (SAAS) )
" L
? Climate Treatment .16 .55
Error - 6.54
Reinforcement of §e1f-Cogcept "7 | Treatment .00 ; .00
» : . -Error 5.36 :
General School Sentiment Treatment - ' ,14‘ .17
: ' o Error +19.21 :
Process Approach | Treatment . .06 .25
Error " 6.02
Individualized Approach Tredtment <06 .55
) L Error 2,27 )
oz ) 3 =
Student Behavior Description Questionnaire -
(SBDQ) . .
Teacher Consideration Treatméﬁt .1.80 1.80 .46
-Errop 74.86 3.94
Teacher Thrust . ) " | Treatment ©5.15 7| 5.15 | 1.93
o Error 69.59 2.68
 Doniagton Treatment ' .07 .07 .05
M ‘Error -26.87. J34° v
* < 42
: 74 >
Q k<

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




* but these‘differencespare small andvstatisticallyvinsigniiicant;

s

These
. data mav:reflect'a lack of training effects. Howeyer, several problems

with°the study itself may"lso have contributed to ‘the lack of effect.

~ The small number of teachers'with usable climate data, selection bias,

- lons-terT effect on teacher behavior, if in fact it is present. RN

the higher than fourth .grade reading level of several scales decreased

‘the possibility of finding signi£icant differenceg A short: time period
; N\
betWeen pretesting and posttesting may have prevented observation of. a

v ° I TS

In summary,'while the lack of evidence may reflect a lack of

training effect on climate, it may also result from several difficulties

.

in the study.- Until more carefully controlled studies have been condusted,

60

it is impossible to determine what effect if any, training in GRS might

have on classroom_olimatet.
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CHAPTER FIVE

<

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

In this final chapter, the ‘methods of the PETC-I evaluation are -

.briefly revieWed and results of three evaluation studies are summarized

and discussed.
‘ ‘ A

REVIEW OF EVALUATION ACTIVITIES o0

[N

This evaluation submitted the PETCLI instructtﬁhal system to a series."

A E)

of tests where information was collected to determine"‘7

1. The effects ‘of the instructional systemkon“
‘(a) skills trainer satisfacgion, “(b) “their

perceptions of the relevance, utility and

v

v pneed of the training i@ﬂ"(c) wledge _
~ * . i outcomes E-' S o o —_
| 2. The importance of PETC-I prerequisites and . o f:

different conditiops of training for meeting
) satisfactipn and knowledge outcomes

-
. 7. 3. The effects of akills trainers with different
i, SR prerequisites and conditions of training in . o
' prodicing outcomes of satisfaction and- '
v . knowledge in GPS trainees
"4, The impact of GPS training on clasaroom .
climates of teachers who have: completed
GPS workshops

" Three quasi-experimental studies were conducted to examine the major

issues cited,above. ‘The first study compared satisfaction and knowledge

outcomes of three groups of skills trainers. Subjects we?e recruited and
assigned at random, when possible, to three different treatment-conditiOns.

Subjects in Group A had completed at least one of the forementioned

_Uprerequisites but received only a one-day abbreviated treatment intended -

b

to familiarize them with, but ‘mt’to train them in, the PETCaI sys_tem.

Group\? consisted of subjects who had not taken any of the PETC-I

L 76 \61
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,rerequisites but who recszzgd’;he full PETC—I workshop. Group C"the f

:Lkﬁﬁ*‘jfull treatment~group, consistedaof subjects who had. taken ateleast.one

, ! 2t
of the PETC-I prerequisites--Interpersonal Ccmmunwatwns or RUPS and
: received the full week of PETC—I training.»
Study 2 provided a comparison of the effectiveness of Groupr ‘B and

c skills trainers in producing qutcomes of satisfaction and knowledge in ;;

" gps traineesﬂ Recruitment at. two test sites produced 170° GRS participge\\.aﬁnw;
h

\ These ‘;ticipants were randomly assigned to trios of trainers from,, . b,%,f B

three groups described in Study l.” The number of GRS participants

receiving training from,Group A,'B'7ﬁd,c skills trainers were 65, 60 and

et o

: 45 respectively.-

' Instruments to measure the system and - trainer effectiveness for.

Studies 1 and 2 included a questisnnairehto-measure participant.satisfac-

-

'tion and perception of utility, relevance and need and a’ test °to measure

v knowledge oui:omes. Posttest only designs were used in both studies to .
: % .

eliminate test reactivity. B ' o " >QI.,':

' The third study investigated the impact of GRS training ‘on the
L
climates of classrooms taught by- teachers participauing in GPS workshops

o The study compared two grOups of teachers-—teachers trained in GPS and
= 2

‘teachers receiving an abbreviated treatment. Subjeots were randomly

A assigned from a pool who signed up for the wo i , assfoom climate o

groups prior .to and following the training..

- .
e L . ) .

‘ A S .
sﬁ§MARY OF RESULTS AND' DISCUSSION B '

& . - N

On. a number of diféZrent'items intended to measure satisfaction,

,perceptions of relevance, utility and need, skills trainers in Study 1

responded very positively~toward PETCLI and. the training experience

62, S ' !l
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the need and pg;ential offered by PETC-I

,{treatment group) producing higher results: than Groups A and B.L ;nmmost.

[

Averaging the responses in the two most positive response categoriés,‘f
.

wmthese dimensions showed over 85 percent marking high satisfaction, o

P

80 pefcent high relevance, 70_percentvmuch utility

When the responses of subjects in- %he three treatment groups were

.compared ‘a slight trend was identified that showed Group C (the full :

84 percent seeing

instances, however, these,differenCes were slight and their.importance unknown.il

;g‘.

As in‘*any evaluation study of any training”system,'respOnses_of'
. . . I} ) .

participants regarding their'impressions of3thelsystem'are a:criterion .
of varying utility. If one is willing to accepsyfivorable responsesv

from participants coﬂhfrning their experienét'as being a sufficient good '

-

to justify the system, then further evaluggion may not be necessary. 'bﬁ

the other hand an enjoyable and seemingly re1evant as well as useful
experience may not. be sufficient justification for some people.

-On a: specially developed Knowledge Test participants produced a
mean score of 31.3 out of a possible 48 over both sites and the three

groups. One-way analysis of variance between means forkthe three grqups

.showed no significant differencea among the conditions. In othervwords;

among groups, with differing.amounts of prerequisites and training, in™

'knowledge acqgired

g
L

" - the results indicated no - consistent or meaningful pattern of differences.

There are at least two possible explanations for this finding. First, . .

it is possﬂPle‘that prior knowledge of concepts taught in PETC-I or the

[}

fact»that'the treatments aré equally weak resulted in no differences

“The ‘authors are indebted to Robert L. Ellison for raising the issue in
this paragraph and recognize that it is only one of many value dilemmas
which cannot be easily resolved regarding the value of human relations

or group process skills ‘training. .

- 4. | .'_.1.78 o 63
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\i’ : betmeen'subjectsr ‘Since.pretests mere.not‘given’tgwayoid reactivity, it.
'is impossible.to speak of differences in‘knowledge‘gains for those who
”came to the training withrvarying;amounts'of'prior knoyledge.‘, |

’ Second*iit is_possible that{the'measuring instruments,wererdeficientr

K Perhapsvthe items measured othsr.content such as'test-taking skills_that_.

are not associated with prerequisites of treatment differences.r PerhapS"

- the items were not sensitive to the amount of treatment or did not

suffiEiently cover" the content taught or learned
In-Study 2, GPS participants reSponses to items‘intended to

measure- satisfaction and perceptions of relevance, utility and need also

(Y

resulted in a VEry favorable response toward GPS training. The'average

R4

percent marking the top two categories for item clusters showed over
é; percent reporting high satisfaction, over 65 percent reporting high
" relevance and utility and over 95 percent responding positively ‘to the'
need for and the potential of GPS training. . | h

A When the responses for subjects assigned to the’ three groups were

analyzed}fthe results showed those in Group B evidencing significantly

less favorable responses than those in Group C. Essentially, no

.

.differences existed between responses\in Groups A and B or\zftween those
. in Groups A and C. This findi iwould suggest that the full treatment’

.produces the most favorazze responses but, given a choice, abone-day..

briefing of wbuld-be QBSstrainers who have completed;one-orimore

S v o K .
similar instructional systems in the past would have higher pay off

than a week of PETC-I training far would-be trainers ‘who had not had
experiences in, g{milar instructional systems. Again one must ask if
favorable reactions by participants is of sufficient good to justify

L . GPS training apart from the ques;?sn of.who would provide that training.
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" an even broader range of evalu on strategies might be considered t'_

Group Process SkzZZs participants écross sites and groups produced

o an average mean score’ on the Knowledgehlﬁst of 10 5 out of a possible 15.

One-way analysis of variance between - the means for*the three groups o

“jShOWEd no significant differences among groups. As with the Knowledge";.jé
"Test for PETC-I it is impossible to. determine what mix of prior knowledge~.

weakness of treatment or iﬁgdequacies of- measurement instruments are_

llresponsible for the findings of relatively logﬁknowledge. Howevegg'forl

fa study that focused on RE -I, the.finding of no differences'adgng GES _{

trainee groups suggests that amount of prerequisites and training for - "7

‘GRS trainers are equally important~:5)unimportant.

" The major finding in Study 3 was that ‘students in'classes taught by

GPS trainees did not report any more positiVe classroom,élimate'than-those' .

| in classrooms taught by teachers whoihad not, been traine& In. thikfutu
K g: . .
74

verify er‘disprove this and the findings of Studies 1° and 2, These
ke
strategies might include

followup interviews and obsetyations to collect

)‘ B

critical incidents" concernlng use of knowledge and skills gained in

l ‘o

PETC-I; the examination df other treatments in addition to training id
the total systqm and the one-~day briefing to determine features that :
: produce more or less marked’treatment effects, and monitors (senior trainers)

o PETC-I to observe climates in classrooms of PETC-I trainees for differences

t at_might’be compared to the.effects of prerequisites and PETC-I'training.

Y
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. . L4 . - N N - . B - . v
'J,‘he management plan for the- Improving Teaching Competencies Progrx T

.(see aResource AZZocatwn and Management PZana, 1974) divides the work. S
o o\ s
flow for the development of an instructional system into five phaaes' I

e

plannidg, pilot :Lnterim, field’ test and outcome. .Each phase consists -

-~

- of certain deveIopment’ évaluat:!.on and 71e1¢1 relations activities e
- PS S, . ‘ L PP
that culminate in a mileatop report. ‘ g SR

v oL
‘.
. \’ -

ssociated with developing an. instructioﬁal

o The range of. activities
- d #l’ o
system 1s’ sunnnarized in Diagram I. Theae activities are divided into -
five major \:ategories.- needs, ohjectives, product development testing
A .,\ S
" .and implemeﬁt,atidn._ Diagram I also /partitiona these activities among

Y 4

—‘,' seven fuctional areas including management, %gelopment, field relations,
7

disseménation, formative evaluation, internallsmnma‘cive evaluation and

4
a *’e! . .

L ]

:
- L e e

external summative evaluation '!he matrix ivs not necessarily T e

pre( tiptive nor are t‘he evaluation relationships among each part o
: e :

stry&ly linear ;._;,' o . ..." N R t \ - 4-‘_ . - . D y
The specific activities engaged in during the development of an

R w’x? ‘°

4 instructional system differ a;:cording to thq phase under consideration,( .

the L\/que needs of the specific product or change support process being '-‘?‘r'
+ < . o

developed and ‘occasionally, due» to style ﬁ%eferences among work~ unit'

téams For more specific— and detai e ataments, referc.nce should be

°

: .

‘ made to .the development and evaluation pﬁni and documents fOr each

e . : e A . s i ’ ‘

work unit. ' . _ ‘ oo . b\

) v L - - . . .
Evaluation differs according to each phase of the development.-

\ K3

thti'ng the initial phases, evaluation focuses on fofmjawe issues and . - o
“c S
prow@de*nformation pnimarily fbr system developers During the latter

o

phases-, the emphasis is.on- summative evdfluation which pgovides d.nformation
o LN _ o

. . . . Te - v -
. I B « ; - N P
R . : . . . o
: N . o . . . ."4,“_ . . .
. ” . 5 . ‘. r
,
g

.
-

. L ‘ . :
.7 .. e -
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Diagram 1

PRODUCT DRVELOPHENT I IMPROVIIG-
" TEACHING COMPETRACIES PROGRAN.

%
! . - .

Calumn headings should be read 45 functions’
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b Genote Tive major classes of activities, Mo
“ |particular sequence dar temporal relationship | -
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is illustrated in Figure 1. . ﬁ
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Evaluation Emphasis in*t:he Deyelopmental Phases I::

_' S e e Summative _ A SR N
- Developmental Phases: _ D Pla%irg_ Pilot InteArim Field Ouéome
N

The following paragraphs describe in. genera]?‘ terms the ways de\‘relop-

-

ment and evaluat,ion activities are organized for ea\h phase of product S

development .

Planning Phase. In this phase, several ey a-stivities provide the
L . 3 ¢
:‘"focus"' for _effort. The initial conception of the proposed inst:ructional e

proposed syst,em~ ia.documented and evidence provided that adequ@

ot

conceptualiaatﬂons and i tructional strateiges exist or'«can be developed

& - e J s .

/easibly ﬁqr the prop & ning 'package. Initial development, ‘
' o ' e o

evaluatuion and semin '-ion plans are produced as; are timelines,

-4 : s ° i
é{ T a e = G0 &, q - (,:.,7 T ~

!

'., s Pilot Phase. ’ﬁn this phase, a prototype of tie instructional system

*?; d’tweloped and tried out-on a small group of users from the target o ?’a o

group. Oh& ves of 'the system and entry c,pnditio.ns for participants\

-

.‘
are clarified ‘s Prognam eva}uator"s provide forﬂatglve evaluation info"rmat'ion

v o’ . L, e

5

IO

‘to- assist developers with. revisiohs. i The information includes obses:ver




.ﬁ:y' and trainer assessments of participant involvement in the activities,jv //_

\g’ T'measurements of participant satisfaction with the content, strategies and

i AI e

utility of the system.: The workability of the activities, the logic of

7the content and the quality gf the teaching aids and materials are al/o

A
Lo

assessed at this phase by~ the user groups. Deacription and prelimin ry
LY eer
‘gsessment of trainee outcomes are initiated. N ;k””“”'“”

The collection of information regarding tﬂb marketability an .
. .
-\'costs oAhe instructional system commences ot phasl.e -as... !

'r' -.dor.,, S
does the documentation of.. the developers cla’ms'regarding.the intents

[ S

o
¢

Interim Phasg. During this phase, the instructional system goes
- e

through one or more cycles of revision and a. nearly finished gﬁpduct is o

A‘l 'A,",',[

'of the system in comparison to existing alternatixﬁs.

.

‘completed. By the " end of this phas:, the agpropriateness 3{ objectives ¥

'has been determined, statements of. objectives finalizéd and instrumentation

' to measure’ these selected or developed For instructional systems

» S
: requiring a workshop format, sg:fifications are determined for desinable

_______workshop_cgnditions and quglifiqgtions for effective trainers.

’ .
1

}'; , _ The major focus of the eval@%tion activities for this phase is on™"
: aa T - <A AT
fconfirmation of.the system s ability to‘produce spegified short-term R
. -3

- . -
! outcomes and to test ﬁhe workshoq“condipions, trainer qualifications and

".dissemination feasibilit;> This ma¢ be accomplished partially through :

wconductiqs?a criterion Workshop" design\ resemble closely the fieldr
2 X r' d [N
conditioés. The basic decisiOn served by evaluation is whether the
B :
4*“ Egktion?l system is.r‘pdy for internal summative evaIuation and :

[N . T .“-
"d Test Phase. In this phase, minor revisions are made on the

wf}tomexist. Also, in this phase, an Intern




_and dissemination may also be examined at this point.-

, for external summative evaluation studi.

. ( _ . g
aWareness and' attitudinal. grorﬁhs.anﬂ participant performance'change gb_. L

: (. . ! \" e . .
that can be_expected as a” ;bf?active participation in: tﬁ‘ksystem s_ o
it e -

trainini'design underlfield cdgﬁitions With typical trainees, trainers R

a4

and workshop settings. Variables related to problems of installation
A ! e _

ety

During this phase, which may~OCcur simultﬁneouslf"

Outcome Phase.

such as students and/or peers._.

sjch as critical.comparisOns .

,between the outcomes of the" instructional system being evaluated and

q . ﬁ‘.?."

-

outcomes produced by other relevant treatmeniAefforts._ External summative'

..validations of the product are also completéﬂ}in this stage.

3
v -
L]
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CRITERIA FOR PETC-I SKILLS TRAINERS
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; CRITERIA FOR PETC-I SKILLS TRAINERS

By the .competion qf ‘the'two week PETC—I system, .the skills trainers will

_meet' the following criteria ‘, :n—\\_n",r ,
- J - ~ ' ( Y
- 1. Have and use valid rationale(s) %pr maintaining the. design of
. the PETC-I system.” -/ . . 33# '
\ y ' S ‘
2. < Have and use valid rationale(s) for selecting, sequencing and
’ moﬁifying skills training ‘exercises appfopriete for the need
of the GRS groups ) .
. " . - Lo . \ a2
3: Be capable of being constructively responsive when confronted.
. ‘ ¢ '
4. Be able . to'neeate group con tions that are supportive of giving
. -and receiving constructive Teedback. - . o
' ..
"5, Be able to requnize and apply intérpersonal influence skills as®
well as to allow self to be influenced.when appropriate

&

Y

6. Know ‘and apply“basic skills learned in the prerequisite
, Rese?ich Utilizing Problem Solving- (RUPS) training.
: Pt g ;-
7. Know'lnd apply basic skills learned. in ‘the prerequisite
Interpersonal Cqmmunzcatzons {IPC) training. .

- skills lralning orkshbp  grior to conducting a GPS workshop
A
9. Have skill din aSSUmingfand using each of the five roles of"

a trainer a . .
. . o . . ..

. ;;fyi’ CRITERIA FOR PETC-I SENIOR TRAINERS
. /r

“he PETC-} senior trainers will meet the following criteria

-8. Havé;had the exp;rience of being a participant in a PETC—I '

e

lh‘ Have aﬁd use valtd-rationale(s) for mainsainihg the design»of
the PETC-I system v ;

'..2._‘Be capable of being constructively responsive when confrdnted}

-

*+ 3, Be able to create group,conditions that are supportive of '_'.'-
i giving and receiving constructive feedback , ‘/
% ..

4. Be able to recognize and apply interpersonal influence skills '
QiLW911 as to allow self to be influenc® 3'7hen appropriate.
5. Have skill iq'assuning arid ‘'using‘each of the five roles of a
trainer. o ’ R o .
S " : /
6. Be able to modify the parficipants skills erainrng experiences
, to meet group and individual needs based on valid rationale(s)

> . . .
) 98
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| . Probfem Sovag (RUPS) training. .

g .. Lo
A\
. N . . . S

‘Know and apply the skills presented in the Rese&rch Ut‘LZ‘LZ‘Lng

\

Know ,and apply the skills preserited in the Ihterpersonal
Corrmmwatwns ( IPC’) “training Py

Have a participant oriented experience before attempting to
conduct a PETC-I workshop. . o e . .t
‘ \ . o\ « L ’
Understand the relationship(s) Q structured process training
designs and priorities.to unstruc ed procésé training designs.

bl

Be able to differentiate between clien) eds andyself needs.

. L\ .
Be'capable of maintaining;a,"client-centered"'orientation and
have a clear rationale for any deviations from -it. .

*

Ly L

’9~ >



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.
,r R
> » /
.
-
.
\
. .
«
.
.
.
N
-
Kad
. - .
-
-

Appendix C:

BACKGROUND' QUESTIONNAIRE

¢

-~



— | . BACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIRE . '
" PETC~1 aqg GPS Workshops

1. " Trainee Identification Number: VA YA, /
, 5

‘1' -2' é' i 2 é : N Please do not
. . - -t write in this
2. Name: . . . ' margin .
3.. - Home Mailing Address: Street ] Phone o
7 City: State Zip B
4. Work Address: Street ‘ - Phone .

. City: State' " ' A : o
o (This information needed for gathering follow-up data) K S -
5. Age: . L © 6: Sex: F M L R .
7. Position: ) Teacher - '(1)'_Primary,,1-3

. - . ) (2) Administrator (Z)' Elementary, 4-6
o RN Staff (3) Jr. High, 7-9 1.
. /\ _ : ‘ ' (4) < Sr. High, 10-12
. i o } . : . » . . N
8. Highest Degree Obtained: _ ' B oo
‘ (D BS/BA (2) MsS/MA _ (3)  Ed. D./Ph.D.
9. Years Fxperience: S B - Co
: - : cL - T
Teaching - : . . Administration '
Staff Work .
) i |
. w ‘ hd : . N -
10. ‘“ﬁﬁﬁEL Instructional SysteﬁstBreviously Attended ’
(1)__. Systematic & Objective . (IY_Interpersongl - T
Analysis of Instruction , R Communicatzgﬁdffrc) b
) v - hY
(1) Irteraction Analysis T (1) Research Utilizing .‘ . .
(1) ___Facilitating Inquiry \problem Solving (RUPS) - '
B3 . >
(1) -_Higher Level Thinking . (1)___ oup Process\Skills(GPS) _
© (1)__System Approach for o _ (1)__PETC I ' .
\ "~ Education(SAFE)’ - . . (1)__PETC IT
(1)__Conflict-Negotiations f.(1) /PETC 11T ’
¢H) Interpersonal Influence(INF - .
11. In addition to the systems listed in ngstion 10, please indicate .
(1) ., below all other training experiences you have- participated in L&
related to group and interbersonal dynamics, and probléh solvingy . ;
Please speciii whether you participated.as a stuaent or trainer,| " ° o
when the traifiing took place,:and what, the general nature of the| N
. trai&ing was. (Incluae courses, workshops, on-the-job trainiﬂg,". PRI
etc. ) . 101 . ‘ )‘v, 0\193 .o :
LI ' \ . .' . o . ' ’ ' . v -

Tt



. . N .
- . ld

- 'Background 'Questionnaire N . .

. ' Please do ni
. . : ) o o . : - | write in ch
- 12. =PETC 1 Skills Trainers only: What were the dates that you partici-~ margin 3

ﬁ“-“ paged-in.the NWR!L; . | : o :’ o ‘ { e
' ' ) Intq;personél Comm;nfcatian’workshopp v
_ . N - Résearcb:Utilizihg Pfoblém Soiving wbrkéhopl
' E e
' 13. Curren:.Workshqp Trainers: _ a e T . ;‘
fo 4 4
P [

- N _}
J 14, Date: ot /] 715 g Co oL
' ' - i . . s
N .
~ P4 - ' ¢
\ ’ A ) .
A . . v
/ -
1 ’ ) ‘
’ ° ©
(4 &
IR : : |
: //’k 4

N\ ,
94 ‘ N . s \
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FINAL QUESTIQNNAIRE

o /
_ ‘ 'PETC-I Skills Trainers
' S » v 4 J ; ~ i
Trainée's Name - Lt : T ‘ Co '
- T - - - " - 4
: ' . . - : . ‘ ase d
Trainee Identification’'Number I [ l l l I I : o - :i:::emo_;g,to;
- . } ‘ 1 2 3 i §_ _6_ . oL margin
Trainer's Names : T T, -
- , .. o . 6
DIRECTIONS: For most of the questions that follow, )
. pléase give us your honest appraisals } ¢
\ by making a mark "X" in the space that|. ’ S
. best represents; your opinion.
“A. To-'what extent has this, workshop fulfilled your expectat ns about whag . '
you Personally might 'get out of it? - < o N
'1. "Has not cbme . J . : o e L ~ o :
Towpromy . V) ) ) R emeeeeed as s
expectations 1- 2 _3' 4.. 5 6 4 ,y
. 2. What exactly has happened that brings you to this conclusion9‘
. Y '
) ‘ ]
\ R »
- ‘ .’ N ‘ ’ . . . . " .
o ) o : Y -
»

'B: Thinﬁifor a ﬁgﬁent aBout thé informational‘materials, practice exer- .
cises and methods used in this workshop. All inkgll, how. would yoy L.
rate them? (CHECK ONE BOX IN: EACH LINE) o) ’ . '

-

_ . o, 7 _ ' ..
3. Only restated or D Offered new.insights,” f '
proved what I = . : O .
" alveady know' /__/__/__/__[ 4 _/ - Dewwaysof viewlng -
N~ y. now - '~ 54— - old problems’ ‘
. . J T ' ) o . o i L o
4., Spoke to - C ' Missed the important ' i
- important .. B issues, vital concerns
. issues, vital /__/ /__f g1 - -¢. "
‘ . 6 5 4 613 2L :
5.\ .o . qé"C1éar,'conci§e,
_ / / 4 / N, undergtan@&@le:
. 1. 2 i3 4 5 6 )
‘.,-/‘ ' . } o i
6. Ideas, skills -/p‘gfl - - ' Usage would requifé
-, methods can be / / /. / |/ | .changes in conditions .
7 Used immediately - 3 5 4 3 2.1 that I have no contrbl :
¢ . under existing - == ] : over R l 4
: . ;onditipn? o - R i e ) v ‘i’
o Y




R ~ v

Final Questionnaire  »l‘.'@

7. Little "how to" - - . ' ! .
help foramy * - ./ -/ [/ [/ [ I _. |/ Provided-real
~ actual group ) "1 .72 3 "4 5.6 Mow to" hélp
work e ‘ . for my actual
S S - group work
8." Material - ' R -
'maintained /] /] Material failed
my intetest . .6 5 4 3 271 to interest me
9-f’£;z§ﬁded~much . T/ S s Co
s indl ‘ M./ ! _/ |/ | | Demanded mo ' :
thinking . 6 5 & '3 2 1 original ,thinking
{o. Practice T S ' o . St .
exercises were. - /__/ -/ __/__/ . /_./ Practice exercises
of little or -1 "2 3 475 6 _ were of great valu
no value. E L . ‘ : . . < T }1
- fa . . ‘_ » T
. ll: 'Sessi time'/r - ; ) Time in the
" was well used’ -/ /1 ! L ./ | /| .sessions was .
- 6 S5 % 3.2 1  wasted '
R V2 Structure use- e . . o
ful, 'promoted” . /__/. /__/ _/_ _/__/ Too structured,
[ learning ., 6. 5. & "3 "2 1 - blocked learning

13. Gained new

-insights ab\s% VI " I A & Le'améd‘not‘ning

my style of - 6 5 4 3 "2 1§ new about my style
. consult}ng o LI : ~ o¥ consulting
14. Allowed time o 'Did not allow time
g:r,reflection { ./ /. I' [, /| for reflection
P out self and = -6 5. 4 3 2 1 about self and.
SRR personal growth S R ) » personal growth
- : : .

‘ "C. ConSiderin this workshop as a training program for coLleges and
" school dii§ricts-- (CHECK ONE SPACE FOR - EACH QUESTION) '

_fS. How. .would you rate It In’ terms of fts potential for school
improvemeént? o . :

~  Low pbtential ~ J ./ ] | s/ ] | High potential -
.J_ ) . '.rl I 6 . .
16y, How onld_XOu rate this workshop compaqed to other professional
education courses you have(paken 2
o Very low o 3 / J /] _p_A ] | Very high
' : ‘ ~ ' 1 34 5 6 - S
L TTEITEIETTE

| _‘ . : \10,.;‘ .‘-f,k”  '_,

Please do

~write in

margin
r—
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Final Quéstionna re - C ’ @ i

s . } . - ’ . . o . .Please "cio not
D,;]Conducting the GPS Skills Training " \ ' Z;EEf"‘““

e -

17. 1In an overall assessment of your training experience, was“it%~
’ - . . N \ .

Extremely . - o - , ‘ ")
b valuable, - h .a —
worthwhile /% [ /) /| | /| | 1trtle value, no learning
experience’ - 6/5 & 3 Z 1. - jomplished. )
- Much learning - ' '
_actomplished <> : ) ’

- )
What are the major factors contributing to yeur assessment?

M

N . ' \
RN N R |
18. What were the specif c learning for you as a_ result of your
, tra1ning experience? — 4 . ’

. ( S (/ '
\ . . 2 .

+

19. Problems arise in almost every training experience. What sort.
& of problems, 1if any, did you encounter" , g <

’

, P . v .
" . . . .
. L .

r

E. JIn a11 honesty, hon much do you plan to use the ideas, skills and/or
materials presented in this workshop as an integral part of your work‘7

B Yoo« _ : i
20. ‘Exten51ve1y L ' Not .at all =~ "4@& o
[/ /111 1 - ' i TAR %

6 5 4 .3 .2 -t - : , u’

21. How do you think this workshop experience will be of value to you
in the future? . A .

>
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‘» Final Questioﬁnairé

v

F. Now that the workshop/course is over, how would you sum up the:

experience? _\:J/ . _
22. Not very o _— Extremely o
: worthwhile A A A A A e | worthwhile
) 1 2- 3 4 5 6°
N M )
" 23. What are the major<fachrs contributing to your assessment?l

24,

25. .

26.

_in order to attend th

. ‘ Ty
$ ) Room and board

" s . . Ogher expenses (what?)

-~ other jobs?)

P

Which of the followiggycosts did you incur out of your own pocket
s workshop? If-s6, please estimate the .
amount. : : //f/ﬁ : ' '

4

S . Travel costs

$. - Tuition or fees

oy

. 4. * . - .
Did you give up potentidl income in order to attend (e.g.y’

e

s ; - o
(1) No _ , o .

(2) Yes. If yes, please give an estdmate of how much\S
- - o~

Considering the costs (e.g., monetary,'time,'etc;) that you

incurred in order to attend this workshop, how do you feel?
(1) . The costs were too great éompared to what I got_out of it.
(2) The costs were about right for what I ot out of it. )
~7(3) The costs were small compared to what I got out of it. .,
Additional .Comments: _ ~ . ' o o
e - < : . s
I‘t\l
. ¢ 7/
N LA
o
Y

EaN

—_——
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vFina} Queétionnaire\

. AW it o -
{ \ . ST

LI v Y’

{ _
\1 .
G. Please circle the response that best reflects your 0pinion of the
following character}stics of the works op. Qﬁ 4
27.' Plea§drate the goals and objedtivas for:
i( § . A
. a. larity

-
3

Barely

. Excellent Good Satisfactory Adehuate . Unsatisfactory

5 4 3 ' 2 : 1
. - L} A ¢ ) :
by Sign%ficange/Importance ‘
- ¢ S ’ '
) ' Barely © .
Excellent  Good Satisfactory . Adequate Unsatisfactor
5 y 4 3 : 2 ' 1

}

4 @

©28. 'Please rate the workshop content Skills, concepts, principles
. and values for: RN ‘

-~

. N : . .
a.  Appropriateness for your expérience and understanding

i

. ’ Barely s '

y

b4

" Excellent  Good Satisfactory Adequate Unsatisfactory

- " 2 . \\'5\ .

1 -b. Relevance for learnlng to be a skills trainer

‘ . Barely
Excellent Good Satisfactory .Adequate Unsatisfactory
> S5 4 3 . 2 ' o1
» .oe. Ciarity of pre;entation and definition PR 5
i ‘Barely

Excellené Good Satisfactory.; Adequa;% :Unsatisfactofﬁ

5 - ¢ 4 3 2, 1
d. Paréimony (little or.no unimportant or not ugeful.ma;erial)

Barely

Excéllent Good Satisfactory Adeguate Unsatisfactory
5 - 3 S 2 ' 1

U"“’/\ . . i -

e

e. Practical significance for successful skills ‘training’

- ' . Barely =
=% Excellent, Good Satisfactory Adequate Unsatisfactony
P . » )
-~ 5 43 c2, 4 \
- * . . ) \rs ~_‘

O o 108
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. a’ . . " ’ n . . -.‘-’ - . K4
Final qustionnaire R L b - -
e w oo . . ¢ . L . . : #, \ v
e ? o ) ‘ - ) v K] [N . .
29. Piease rate’ the workshop methods/strategzes/proce 28 . for-'\
- - . & N )
- -‘;u".‘_a. Appropri&teness for ],ea’g‘ning to-be a sk‘ills trainer : R
. ) \\ . N
. " ! '
W . . . S ] ;‘ ] 3are1y X v o Y R
Excellent Good Satisfactory Adequate  Unsatisfactory-
| D A T AL TR L
- b. "Practical usefulness in learning training skills - . “f
st L ' S ~Barely - - : ¢
¢ _Excellént Good? Satisfactory Adequate . Unsatisfactory !
‘. ' - ) 5 K 'c 4‘ K. .' , 2 —' N 31 . !
) ‘_"",cu- Efficient use of',tiqzé o , i
"\ | . a7 Barely , ) ‘
' E xce lent Good. . Sat#sfactory Adequate  Unsatisfactory |
': o 5 j ». 4 3 2 1 !
‘@ -
' ‘.Al‘, e )
& . "’ 'T.{-_—’ » ] . !
- |
' ?
. T
L~ :
v ,
l
n Z
¢ |
8 . @ - ;
|
R |
7~ i
. : |
102 ; 109
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oo , ) - . | . o Do
' “‘ t l’ . o S \ S o~ )
. s |— . , ) ', ) ~ [y ) ] ) .

FinalLQuestionnaire ‘ ' B B
T : ~ ) T . ] , —_—
. Sl Ly . . . e 4 ' Please d t
: ’ - - ' * \. : * - fwrite inot:Zs -
31. Will you have the opportu&i—:)y to actually do EE'I’C-I ' ) m“gm‘ v
’ training againo _ ‘ _ . . L .
- b e o ;e . S -, R N
(D) Yes - I L : -
] \ — T . _ ‘-.. . s N ‘ ’1. ‘-
T (@___No Gmy)___ o, o . . e
. t . ’. . . .o 7/ i . -
‘ ‘ ~ . ‘ i N . ) ! .
- (3. i Uncertain (please explain). ~ - - { _" v
e =N B
32. Do you think time commitments and pn@:reqdisites for PETC-I
' are excessive? . - ‘
~ Y [ad
(1)___ Yes, de(gtelﬂ could be reduced somewhat ' <
: 0 Fale T
“(2) No, they are demanding but necessary ) S
. . . ’.
(3) - No strong opinion either way : ' ;
33. Do you believe.there is a need in the educational community for
- ed,g.aators with group process training abilities" e . :
 CHECK ONE: (5) Definitely strong need 1 3
‘(4) __Probably some need S s , S N
- (3) Probably not much need L o
- (2) Definitely no need ' - . . s
’ !
: (1)_____‘No opinion - . o o .
. L N i
34. Please rate the potential of PETC-I for. meeting such a need:
. -~ . .
CIRCLE ONE: Excellent Good  Fair {oor None )
' 5 4 3 2 1 |
. - * ' !
-» 35. Would you recommend this workshop to a friend whose interests '
are like yours?. ‘ B

'Yés,»recommend f 1/ /| __[/__ | Defigdtely ‘
highly . 5 5 &4 3 2 1 : :
' . ’ . recommend -

1_1() ‘\ | 103




Appendix E:
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-
—————e

~

- . : B o S ) E B .o:.
. ' ' PETC—I'KNOWLEBGEQ?@ST L _ R &\\\——
. ) L. A" ‘ ~ . . N . v
n . R , -~ DS I N

y ;
' ,Pleasendo. got

Name Site 14 : : ’ | ‘write in tids-:
f . ['J . ) a ma p
IDNm /\/ /1.l . TR f)m
3 "4 .5 67 : ’ i ) e
- . o\ . 4 . .
v - - o ‘_ . Qj e " ! N -
‘Trainer » . < ( ~ Date___ ' F ‘. I B Lio
~ r~ ) . ’ s N ) ‘. ~ . - . . : ) ‘ “
‘ . - “ . &\. , . o - \\ o
v o ;o : S > Do
. S . S o . -
Instructions ] . ., - S _
q ) . P N , . . R . - -
R - R

We have ‘des'igned uhis test to help(up assess to what degree parti—
cipants have learned the major- ideas and skills- presented in‘khe

ZPEIC-I Instructional(SYStem. It ig intended to evaluate the ' ¢ |
system, NOT YOU. Your responses to this test will be cotuplet:elg’L AR
confidential. <. : ’ L " ‘ g

.

>

.

Each question has a group of responses from which to'choose your i
answer. Please indicate the response which you think best answers

the question by either cifcling the number nexg*;o the response(as
in Questions 1-5) or marking the number for the &qrrect response < .
in the space provided next to the question (as in Questions 6-12). o

£ - . . T

v’ o ' e

1.  The skills trainer's purpose in relation to a GPS group is:

f‘ (Choose omne€)
3

1. To gain diverse grOup experiences and sharpen <
trainer skills. )

J . 2. To hglp the group grow. in its ability to work
4f” effectively aﬁd productively.

AB. To provide feasible solutions to the immediate ) ' .
problem of the group.

4. To guide the group through the GPS System.

2. The purpose of developing g'group profile 6f skills needs . , 6
is: (Choose one) Y

1. To insure that everyone knOWs what skills everyone )
, wants to learn. s

2. To determine top priority skills needs of the group . U

3; To identify appropriate exercises so that individual
needs are met.

4. To g ‘e skills trainers information about skills
' needs of the GPS participants.

112 | | 107
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- . . o e i
i ~ \ . . .
. 3.  » When writing a force field, the line down the center of
. , ‘the page r presents (Choose one) . - f
¢ ‘1. The way ings are now.
S 2, A way to ke/p your lists of fordes separated IR
i 3. The goa1 that you wish to achieve. L U )
N T, When rank ordering forces in a‘force ‘fiedd for importance,
‘ /'"importance means. (Choose one) o b . *

~

S . 1. How difficult it would be ‘to change the. force. .’

) . i '2.‘ How much ‘movement qhere would be toward- the goal 1if
xS 7 the force were changed. e e L
. . " 3. .The degree ‘of concern you. feel)gowards,the,force‘in
terns’of bringingsabout change. C B -
5. ~When rating a: force for c1arity, "cJarity" means.
.. . _ “cChoose one) ' . S R f.. .
1. How positive you feel about the way this force is
& _ . workine v

2. How much objective data you have about the way this
force is working. : . - =

3. How specific you have been in describing how yOu
g believe this force is working

The five roles of ‘a PETC-I skills trainer are.‘ 1) Manager,
2) . Facili&aﬂbr, 3) Diagnoser, 4) Designer, and 5) Trainer.

All of these rbles are carried out in the context of a‘Group
Process Workshov.: The following statements are’descriptions of
situations which may .confront the skills trainer. Each requires .
the skills trainer to’adapt ‘a particular fole in ofder to deal
with the situation. For questions 6- 12, indicate in the space
provided the number from those above of the appropriate role calleg
for by each situation. * .
6 The pa;ticipants are listing and . prioritizing their skills
: needs. .You are making your own record ‘of -their skills
needs.™ You plan to do a force field analysis to identify
the importance and clarity of the skills identified.

v

You gfe preparing to conduct a workshop. You have been

7.
., informed the session must"-be completed in 4 instead of
5 days. . . : i
s "N : ) ,
8. _' You become aware that ‘some members of .your workshop are
not quite sure what to do. next. You get the attention
of the whole group and repeat the instructions.
108
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" . L ~—

9. ___ Your ngC ~I training is complete and your administrator
has .asked 'you to ghare your training with the staff in
one-day meeting. You agreé to do- so.

. 0 —

10. 1t is time for the first session of the- day'to begin. ‘You| -

.discover that” the persom who was to make arrangements for
mid-morning refreshment‘*has failed to ‘do so. i

11. . /You have selected exerciszz aﬂd determined the sequence

-

" in which they..uill be condtijf;% aE 3
12.. The participants are raising questions abou ,the;approp-.
riateness of the exercises you have sglecte ~ Im. the

discussion\that follows youirespon&#by checking your per-

ception of/ their needs against the informatidg they gave
. _w You in/théir needs’ assessment. R N
{ . . - > .

‘There are five major dimensions along which groups typically grow

‘and develop. They are as follows : s .
4 . - . ERN o . k
1) Membership '
f2)'_Influehce !
. : .3)A Productivity
. B 4) Feelings Lo o S

5) Individual differences.
Items 13 18 are questions that members often’ ask about their
groups. Identify and write thg number of the dimension to which

~each question is related in the: space provided. L

- 13, When problems are raised is there a value for'working
" them through~ thoroughly as opposed to moving quickly
toward action9 _ _ i A
14.  How'do decislons gdt made? ‘ PR

r

¥

15. When others like an idea or action, do they say so?

16. How do others in the group expect me to act?
. S O i. ?}. L . ) vy
17. Is effort spen ﬁn diagnosing situations to bring out

underlying 1ssue59\\

. \ : ’ ,
18. = What opportunities dre there for me to fulfill
leadership functions? . o L

l&l;l.gl } _jf‘ ' .; “Q,

» \

) a
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14
W% " - M : \_
The four gu1de11nes for wniting a problem statement ard!ﬁased on l Please do not
four questions. For items 19-29, write I in the space provided - “”‘iintmsx
if the question represents a guideline for writing -a problem stateulmrgn
-'{ ment, or 2 if it is not appropriate for writiag a problem state-
( ment. (1 = appropriate‘ 2 = not appropriate) . . _ v

.
~~

~ 19. = Who is affecte@?' 'v/n
« 3

] v‘ ‘ . ' - ) ] - - . ,.- M .. T
. & k/ . ’ ' { . . i / ' ; ~ . : ‘
20. Exactly what is wrong? -« %"egx} - ' Y r

’ . s b :

21. How did it become a proohem?
: . : ' S ¢
) o~ . ', ) ‘ b A

22. . How did you discdver.it? . . o
F . . : X ‘ . v . l ) Q\ :

23. Who is'causing it? S :

" 24, What fkind of a problem i$ it? & . ER S

) \,__ N ) h \ L ' ' .v', .
125, Who should solve it? — .
. . . ‘9’:}0‘ . s . .
26. ‘How can 1tgsf'}be solved? g
’ ,S ’ ’\\ \ B '% a
27, How many goals are there? _\55\.
.28, What is.the goal for impro?edent?“ S ‘f R
‘ 3 ‘ . . A  J ‘i'f""‘ A % 5 )
- PLAR . ',\ - ., ¢
29. - How will you measure change’ . -
~ ‘. ’ / »
307 Indicate whlcﬁ of the following deflnltlons is the BEST
% definition of the term 'hldden agenda (Choose one)
q)
1. A goal diver&ent from'the group's gbal. .
B 2. Unstated items that -influence group process. » N
- 3. ~Ind1v1dual expectatlons that may be at variance with
- group tasks. o w ’
_— 4.  Initiation of a different topic while the group is-
’ discussing somethlng else. )
5. A goal someone wants to accomplish but does not state v v =

‘.. - openly. _ . . .
|. . . . . v . . ’ H
e o ’ ’ N\ s .

| el
| el
o
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3

. As a PETC-I skil

. . -
o * 4 .

.)/1.

»

3t. - Rarapharasing is;:tzéhoose one) -

1. Quoting as nearly as. possible the person’who Just .

spoke. . _ _
. - &
2. In%\rpreting the meaning of the person who just spoke.
3."Repeating in your own words the person who just spoke.
.~ . 1
32. . Feedback in Interpersonal Communicatfens, is defined as
(/ occurring when one person: (Cheose one) : ’

L.+ Describes the behavior/of aqother
‘ Iqterpr ts the meaning of the other s behavior to him

3. Sharesvﬁ's reaction to the behavior of another

rainer, how would you approach the fgglowing
probleif situation?/\ Items 33-58 will be based on the folilwing
situation: ., T Y o - : .

"y

! R . ' . T >.~.:

ugt :-_ - _ f._ ﬁg\
N . . “ : .

'Teachers of a new department in a new high school building have
no knowledge of how to utilize a-team approach to teaching“‘ P

The Problan N\

The Setting . 1 s g . ‘ :;- . W, i

It is June'15.: The' high school in a ‘community of 50 000 is moﬁlng
into a new building on September 1. The school has been construc-
ted in, such a way as to take full advantage pf the potential ﬁor'

- more open teaching opportunities.: It“Wili ossible to - engage
i ary

. teaching

" The Situation cL .;J

in what is being termed an "interdiscipl pprqach to

hid e

One of the neﬁ departments in the school*will‘be_comprised of the;
10ld Social Studies and English departmenbs The title for this-.

ment are all from the old units. They expect work as a team, but
‘are vague as to the implications of this task. = At the same time,
as .a group they. have given no evidence of inclination to work on

this problem. One teacher, Ms. Williamson, is concerned about the'"

lack of experience and training of the staff to become a team and
to plan for and manage a complete new,approach to teaching and
learning. Ms. Williamson thinks the staff team needs training in
team building, problem solving and communication gkills, Sh{i\
shared concerns wtih the principal. éhe principal told Ms
Williamson that he would call a skills trainer to see if some help
~could be provided.

¥ i
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The Staff Team o : e . L -7;;;:::161
write in this "’
e seven s§aff .members from the Eld Social Studies and/f glish ’ m?ﬂﬁ.,
v dppartments will meet for a one week workshop with the skills o
» trajger. Ms. Williamsog,|a member of the Social Sirdies depart- DL
. ment, has. made the other staff members aware of the need for this | =~ . .-*

. workshop. This is’ lfer secopd year aEchls high school. ‘She is
the only teacher who has had experience in ,tedm teaching as’ th}s
was the method used in her previous high schogl. '

Mr. Price, Ms.'Loyd, and Mr. Robinson cemprise the school's Social

>  Studies de tment. Mr. Price is 24‘years old, and this is his o i&

decond yeaf as a high school teacher. ;he exclusive “focus of his [z - )

course is Bwropean History; he strongly ‘believes in the "tried and- o, .

true" pethod of presenting.history in chronologica]% order, and \ R

viewsﬁgimself as havimg firm control of his classroom. Ms 'Lozg' ' I

E te es American History, and used a democratic approach to teach~ .

‘n“ She feéls that stuaents learn best when they are presented
yor overviews “of. key concept upon which the "facts of histompy are

" hung." Mr.. Robinson is the World Affairs teacher; his method of . |

* teacnlng is the discovéry méthod and can est b described as, 1

"laissez faire." - Many teachers have comp]] ained of Mr. Robimson's |-+

- noisy classes; he has defended himself by sdying, "When students /7*\

become excited about somethlng, they'1ll becom noisy. And more ‘

. than anything,* I want my: students to be exg#ted about their work u} ‘ fﬁ?
Mr. Robipson is algg a .strong advocate for the inclusiop-of anthrom ' N\\‘ ‘
pology, sociologv ant psvchology into. the curriculum. <N [ 7"-53

\(,l

The English depar¢ment is comflbsed of Mr. Chaitovitch Ms. Dean,hi'
® and Ms. Howard. &r. Chaitovitch views himself-'as the grammarian. '
“of t department. He feels;grammar is,an important but under -
rated aspect of Engllsh--long suffering\from a histojp of/poor,
boring, and unimaginative pre entations.\ He spends mqst of his
free time divising ways of mafing .grammar exciting am interesting
for the students. Ms. Deang}é a classicist from the word go.-  Her
students ate required to re&d .and report gn books from her pre—
. scribed list of required reading. Ms. Dean feels that frequent
: ahd "long essay tests are the best -method for inspiring students
to study hard gnd to gauge U?e quality of their work. Ms. Howard,
on the other hand, emphasize modern literature. She has recent yi-
come under severe crif#icism for‘prescribing beoks and authors such
as James Baldwin, Henry Miller and Kurt Vonnegut, which are: un-~ .
. acceptable to certain element® in the community.
33, Choose which ONE of theffollowing problem statements would
be the BEST statenentfo ‘the .preceding problem situation.

have: inhibited th{ development of a team approach to

i teaching. It will\be netessary to provide similar ex- T

o " periences and develop a common phllosophy for the team
approach to proceed

. . Y
N . . - . 3, 4
. . z
N " . -

g 5 1. A diversity of edtiational philosophies and experiences
1

v




- ’ o ERVIRY _ .
. : v

_5 -

2. The st of the World Culture depdrtment needs . to become
A aware' of fihe “implications of Being 4 teaching team. They
o ‘need to identify and work on issuds that will arise as a_

result o increased awareness of this educational ap-
proach. The 'staff appears to. need skill training in"
order to be effectiveX™ | . .
3. The. principal has been put 'in the position where he is
~ responsible for organizing teaching teams for .a new
World History department. The new department will in-
clude staffs from the current English and Social Studies
departments. He has haJ‘no experience with- team teaching
and does not know how to proceed.  He feels that ‘training
~in group process skills will help’ the teachers ‘form.
a t:eeun N DA . N b
. . , U i A
L 4. The'staff teache of the, English and. Social Studies

... ' .departments reed’tfaining in tea uilding problem
r solving and commyfications skilld Fh order' to learn how .

to use a team roach to teaching. The ' staff will meet
' for a one Jeek workshop with the’ skills trainer.

e

» As skills trainer for this group, you plan to do a force field -
analysis of the s{tuation described above. For the -forces listed .
_below, questidhs 34-42, mark the appropriate category for each '

force in the space provided. ,

»

. .4 .
' 1. TForce far change
L "+ X. Force against change ‘
""3. Force that is neither for nor against
. A change, or is not particularly relevant
i to the above ‘tuation z ' .
.Do not make inferences beyond the data in the writ ten account of

the situatiOn.' S

? - . -
34‘# &Ehe teachers are exXpected to work as a‘'team
: ' R -8 R ¢ .

155. i The teachers have strong, divergent opinions about, how
to teach. -

¢

36, . Ms. Williamson has had experience working on’ teaching
) teams.@

37. Profegsional jealousy exists.among the teachers.:

c . . "

™
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- - . - e . : . - Plea do,/:/ior. .
¥ ‘ ®> o . . » : wtir.:ein/chia ‘
E ° : oo . M ‘ bargin ./
- : ) : “ ‘,4 . ‘ ," R . ‘ L. . . ; ) . . n ’ s
38 The design of the building encourages the team'apprdach J
4 . /
N ’ . . . . . i . c .
39. A-'Team_teacﬁingbis'hetter for kids and /is' easier to use. :
) . < ' [ ‘ @ N
L 40, ‘There-1is an age lag withi e faculty. -
_ ' : B . . ‘ . / . ' .
s 41./___ There is-a broad diversity of individual_Jesourcesn' *
¥ » B . \ P . .
. | C . . * ey : ]
) v ”~ - .. T ‘ ' . : ) . :
-42.. : The'teachers\are not.committed to a new teaching style. . e
. ? ’ v - B « i : ‘. o . ,—«:\ § '.
. \‘In his first meeting with tite GPS group, one of t@ﬁéparticipants \\\\.
tells the skills trainer, "In our group, nobody g enie a -
.chance to finish what they are saying before somehgdxﬂéﬁfs in.on
top of them Xnd starts talking about somethirg else o _
: {
43, Which ONE_of the: following statements would be the BEST :
’ way to paraphrase the preceding statement? o
1. You th1nk we need more time, to hear and understand 3
- people when they talk’ .
' 2. Do'you mean ¥ !‘ ytu are so intent on what you want
. to say that yoy don|t listen to who is speaking? i
3. Are you sayiné thag |you don't‘feel that anyone- . By B

éf%n this group is Tistening to. eaclf other?

. 4, Iﬁﬁsounds‘to=me-that intfirup fons are a real — . ’ ;
o S v roadblock to ‘group product y. This is an N oo
\ . , example of Hindering behavior. .- A |

44, When assessiné this group's skills needs, what would you, .
: ' , as the skills trainer, consider the most crucial question’
to answer’ (Choose omne)

'1. Is each member of the group aware of the skills
3 o ~ needed as well as the skills being used’ '
' ,

s 2. What are the expected outdomes and the present
- level of skills, and what, are the skills that
~need- to be eveloped’

3. Are group members able to allow other members
to express divergence without "laying their
N trip” on them? . .

4;:How do I get on board with the system and get
them to start listening to each other?

e 19 -~
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\ -

\ )

b

N PY s

Questions’ 45-48 describe fou:Fgroup exercises and their purposés\
As skills trainer for the grofp described above, which ‘of the
“exercises are appropriate and\which are inﬂppropriate for the
‘needs indicated by the situatipn? For’ each question, mark in the °

- gpace provided using the following.

v

! Lu.hExercise is appropriate to the group
2.

To observe and ' 'ctice Various
- leader. behavgprs and to assess
their effects on group interactton
: . = To identify R&lping and hindering
¢ : Kleadership behaviors

-

-
-

;o '4."_

46. Speaking Precisely
: - skills .
entify helping and hindering

d
led%érship behavI::s

To observe and identify task roles
"and maintenance roles needed for

group achievement’ . :
To become self-analytical of con~:

,tributiong\folgroup effectiveness

>

-

Introduction to

47.
’ Group Roles

/

To focus'attention on ways groups
- function to obtain conformity

To identify ways in which group '
‘members ian Brice :

To study the® behavior ‘of individ-
.uals being pressured to conform
To- sharpen awareness'of group
interaction . :

Group Pressure

48,
“Toward Uniformity

After completing the first three sessions, the’ group seems dissat-

isfied and uninterested. -Group members make remarks such as

"Why are -we doing these exercises anyway? Tell us whdt we' re sup-

posed to be: learning. Do we haye to have more of those- meetings7

How does this apply to our situation7" -

The skills trainer responds by saying "Don t worry, "I know what.
I'm doing. I' mﬁsure .you"1l understand this in time.
things are best for you." Or_say, "What: had the team done that

"would cause such a reaction?" ' :

Choose one of the following statements that'would bethe

"most likely thing the skills trainer had done‘incorrectly.

49.

The skills trainer didn't clearly outline purpose(s)
He did not allow the gloup sufficient part in the
diagnostic process. ,

J

1.

S0y

120

.

I know what

To sharpen listening and saying }"'
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2. The trdiner should have dichted the group to the
"do-look-learn" system for the long range goal of
Alearning skills, not the short range goal of Solq;ng
the problem.

3. The skills trainer has‘made assumptions which hinder
the group process; :he- generalized instead of just
speaking for himself.

]-2!1- ' | ) -l:

:'-' i

t
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Table, A -
Correlations Between Original Total Scores
and Retained Items and New Total Scores and
Retained Items, PETC-I Knowledgg Test

| TSR
i _ : 'Item—thal‘Cdfrelations
Question ' - . . :
o Number Original (49 Items) New (17 Items)
-2 .26185’}‘;' ’ - .4553
T 37149 - .4361 .
| . .38564 - .4297
| . . i ’
13 .31131° L4849 .
4. .32365 | 46 -
16 . .30248 ' .5127
19 | 26509 | .3068
200 " .31064 49 ¢
22 .21492 | .33
. .23 a . 26509 . 3868
24 . | . 27883 | © o .498
25 , .22639 . . - , .3150 _
26 41004 - o .39 -
35 - : . 26509 ] ©.3068 %
w 44 .2776 e .4273
S AN . .25454 o . 2882
49 ¥  .25256 _ ©.3667
— -
-
* /
- - \
‘ 123 " >
g :




. Table B |
v Item Total Correlations for :
) - Discarded Items, PETC-I Knowledge Test .
Questioﬁ . ’ Ttem-Total Question - Item-Total
Number Correlation ' Number Correlation
q1o L L0435 31 © -.09032
T3 | ' 06335 ' 32 ~. 04984
o 6 | ; 04029 ‘ 33 ~ .17645
r 7 -.0i651 34 [ =.01771
- 8 .10176 ' 36 ! .02693
L e T : Jes
{00 @ .08256 .37 -.08199
SRS ¥ . - 17645 ‘ .38 : -19106
- 12 - |l 39 L 09933
15 L -.12334 40 C 17645
S VA -. 00243 4l © .04454
T : . 11257 BN . .17953
i 21 | o o-01571 - - 43 - .14387
4 . . v
.27 © ., .15985 45 ©.05121
28 ..15985 T . 47 T .05456
29 1. 11257 - {0 . 48 - .16187
’ 30 | -.17405 | | |
N ,
: .; . . _
v e \;ﬁ 5
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Table C

Number and Percentage of Participants Who Responded
‘Correctly to Items on the PETC-I -
Knowledge Test by Group é .

- Group A~ n Group B ' Group C
.| Question N . 4 . N T B 4 N . 4
1 (12) - 75.0, @) 38.9 (8 57.1
2 (7 43.8 ) 50.0 - (/8) 57.1 .
3 (11) |  68.8 LD 61.1 12)  85.7
» 4 : (6) |i 37.5 FeT) 38.9° (n | ™ s50.0
A I (5). | - 31.3 (D 8.9 f (10) . 714 -
Y6 €13) 81.3 (17) 9.4 (11) . 78.6 -
7 ( 6) 37.5 (3) 16.7 ~2) 14.3
8 (13) 81.3 (14) 77.8 (8 - 57.1
10 Qa3 . . 81.3 (15) - | . 83.3 (10) - 71.4
- 11 (13) 81.3 S W13) 72.2° |° (1) " 78.6
12 - (3y | 18.8 (3) 16.7 | (3) 21.4
13 (11) 68.8 (11) 61.1 (13) 92.9
14 (10), 62.5 (11) 61.1 (1) - 78.6
15 . (12) 75.0 . - (15) 83.3 . ( 6) 42.9
16 (10) 62.5 [ (9. 50.0 *( 6) 42.9
17 (%) 25.0 &) - 38.9 (7N 50.0
18 &) 43.8 . -(iggN $16.7 (-3) 21.4
19 . (16). | .100.0 (¢1)) 94.4 (14) 100.0 -
20 . (14) 87.5 11) 61.1 (9 . 64,4
21 (14) 87.5 . (17) 94,4 (14) 100.0
22 (16) . 100.0 (17) 94.4 (13) 92.9
23 - (16) 1100.0 17) _ 9.4 (14) 100.0
24 (12) 75.0 (12) . 66,7 (9 64.3
25 7l e 87.5 - (16) 88.9 (13) 92.9
26 (12) 75.0 (11) 61.1 (9 64.3 .
27 . (16) |- 100.0 (16) 88.9 (13) 92.9
28 (s) | 93.8 17) 94.4 (13) 92.9
29 (11) . 68.8 (15) . 83.3 (9 64.
30 (11) 68.8 (10) - 55.6 (9 3
v (10) 62.5 £ 8) S bbb . (11) 78)
32 (11) | 68.8 (15) 83.3 (11) -« 78.6
33 ¢ 4) 25.0 (%) 22.2 (3) 21.4
34 (14) 87.5 (16) 88.9 S (12) 85.7
35 (16 | . 100.0 a7 9.4 (14) 100.0
36 (15) 93.8 . (14) - 77.8 (12) 85.7
37 ( 6) 37.5 &) 38.9 (7N 50.0
38 . (16) 100.0 -(16) 88.9 (14) 100.0
39 (13) 81.3 - (2) 66.7 (8 57.1
40 (11) 68.8 (13) 72:2 (13) 92.9
41 @2 |, 75.0 (16) " 88.9 . (11) 78.6
42 (13) 81.3 (14) ©77.8 ' (12) - 85.7
43 ( 4) 25.0 (13) 72.2 ( 6) . 42,9
b4 (13) 81.3 (10) 55.6 »| (1) © 78.6
" 45 ( 5) 31.3 (6) . 33350 09) © 64,3
S 46 (14) 87.5 (13) " 72,2 (12) 85.7
: 47 (11) . 68.8 |. (13) 72.2 - (12) 85.7
48 (7 43.8 |7 (7D 38.9 ( 5 35.7
49 ( 5) 31.3 ( 6) 33.3 ( 8) 57.1
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GPS FINAL QUESTIONNAIRE

Trainee's Name A F
T A A gy . ST
. . § v,-r“ j ol
Trainee Identification Number l l I I [ l : "-;;"} -5::::2'1:9: ::
1z333% S
Trainer's Names L I s o J L
. j T: ) o ) J
|DIRECTIONS: For most of the questions that follow,: ‘ o
please giVve us your honest appraisals. ,ﬁé i
by making a mark "X" in the space that A T
R best represents your opinion ‘ ' A
— S

what you personally might get out of it?

1. Has not come . , ,
up to my VY Y Y R A A
expectations 1T 2 3 4 5 6

2.

I

-

B.

To what extent has this workshop fulfilled your expectations about

Has exceeded my
expectations

_Whét exactly has happened that brings you to this eonclusion?

-

G

Think for a moment about the informational materals, praetice exercises o

ahd methods used in this workshop.

.
/

All in all, how would you rate

them?

3 . '

Only restated'of

(CHECK ONE BOX IN EACH LINE)

v

proved what I =~/ /11

already know 1 2 3 4 5 6 _ new ways of viewing
- old problems

Spoke to

important - - [/__ /A [ __[1___[___/ Missed the important
issues, vital 6 5 4 3 2 1 -1issues, ,vital concerns
concerns ' -

Hard to : _ Clear, concise, .
understand /|__/__/ 4 [/ __/__/ understandable
complex, full. 1 2 3 4 5 6 :

of "jargon™

Ideas, skills, . Usage would require
methods can changes .in conditions
be used ./ 1/ 1 _/ | | __/ that I have no control
immediately under 6 5 4 3 2 1 over .

existing conditions

. /. Offered new insights, |

125



Final Questionnaire

,7. Little "how to" L o ~ Provided real 52::61.:01
help for my - ‘ . . "how to" help -| margin
actual,group  /_./ ./ [/ __/___/__/ for my actual .'

.1 2 3 4 5 .6 ., group work '
e v Material failed to
_ [ -1 1] /] ] interest me
my interest 6 5 4 3 2 1 ° S
. . ' J. E ’ . . /
9.. Demanded much e o Demanded no-original /(/
original . VA A A e | thinking
thinking : 6 5 4 3 2 1 R K

10. Practice : ' > - ? * Practice exercises
exercises were, /___/__/ ./ A /- | were of great value ;
of little or 1 2.3 4 5 6 ‘ ' : '
no value :

vfl. Session time V ) » Time in the sessions
was well used /__ / [/ [ [ [ [ was wasted e &y’

oo ' 6 5 4. 3 2 1 . ' T

12. Structure use< . * Too structured, i

" ful promoted /__/__ /[ [/ [/ /" blocked learning |
learning 6 . 5 4 3 2 1 . o
13. Gained new o . - - Learned nothing new
insights about /__ / ~/ [/ [ [/ about my style of
» my style of 6 5,4 3 2 1 working with others
working with others .
14. Allowed time - o . Did not allow time
for reflection /__/ [/ ~/ [/ [/ for reflection
about self and 6 5 4 3 2 -1 . about self and
personal growth ' ' ' personal growth
L3 - ae - , Pl )
C. Considering this workshop as a training program for colleges and
school districts:  (CHECK ONE SPACE FOR EACH QUESTION)
15. How wouldqyou rate it in terms of its potential for school S —
~improvement’
- Low potential / [/ [/ [ [ /] ’Highlpotential Vo :
1 2 3 4 5 6 . )
# 16, ~ How would you rate this workshop cbmpared to other professional
education courses you have taken? : o
“w L . T
Very low / !/ -/ [/ |/ '/ ' . Very high
' : 12 3 &4 5 6 :
- *




Final Queszéonnaire

[ 4 -
. Please do not
’ : . * . yrite in this
D. Receiving Skills Training . o o margin

17. In an. overall assessment of your training experience, was it ' s

I

Extremely - L. - Little value, no _
.. .valuable,_ - learning accomplished
. - worthwhile: I/ J_d /4 I1_-1 . '
Yexperience. 6 5 -4 .3 2 L
Much learning - feot
accomplished _ yoo o ; o

What are the major factors contributing to your assessment? (f {
' : .

P S , ‘
¥ : : ‘ ! S

. 18.  What were the specific 1earnings for you as a result of your
training experience?

';. ¥ | ‘ - ©

19. Problems arise in almost every training experience. What sort h
of problems, if any, did you encounter? -

s
(Y

E. In all honesty, how much do you plan to use the ideas, “skills and/or i
materials presented in this workshop as an integral part of your work?

20. Ext,ensively : ) N Not at all ‘

21. How do you think this workshop experience will be of value to
you in the future?

429
) .\ : | . N ! 127




" Final Questionnaire . - P
) . : , _ D
4 Please  dc
- N write ;iu
_F. Now that the workshop/course 1s over, how would you sum up the margin
‘ experience’ <
22.° Not very S : : EXtreméiy
worthwhile /__/ /- / / /__/ worthwhile o ;
1 2 3 4 5 6 . _ | ‘ QE? .
23. What are the major fagtors cbntributiné to your - assessment ? i
e
v, 24.‘ Which of the following costs did you incur out of. ypur own pocket ’ -‘
’ "~ 1in order to dttend this workshop’ If so, @lease és%gmate the
amount. 4 , R
o : . ‘ hd
A $ Travel costs : ’//f -
S Room and board 4 » ' :
$ * Tuition ox; f~ees ( =~
2. ) L
$ . Other expen?ﬁs (what?) ' L _
25. Did you give ap pbtential income {n-order to attend (e. g., other
jobs)? -

1. No -
2. Yes. 1I1f y(cj, piea_se give an estimate of how much $ AN

26. Considering the costs (e.g., monetary, time, etc.)'thaﬁ yon
' incurred in order to attend this workshop, how do you feel?

Vo1, __The costs were too gréat compared to what I got outtog\it
2. “The costs were about right for what I gnt out of it.
3. The costs were small compared to what I got out of it.
Additional -Comments: ” o .
y

<
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Final Questlonnaire L : . : \ A

— o .
L * o : . Please do no
N . 4@ : : . ‘write in thi

i
G. Please circle ‘the responSe that best reflects your opinion of the naTe
following characteristics of the warkshop._ .

27. Pleasa rate the goals and  jeotives for: | ' ‘ 1 N

. i . )
a. Clarity - . : : ' !
e 4 A i ) ;g Barely iy
) Excellent Good :S;tisfagtory Adequate Unsatisfactory
R ﬂb 4 3 .., 2 1

v

b SigJificance/Importance

o ,]lj ‘ o | o i >

> )

.Jg‘ : S Barely . - ,
ol tExcg%lent Good Satisfactory Adequate Unsatistactory T
¥ o8 4 3 2 | 1
- A ‘ . . ‘ i

" 28. Pledse ateathe workshop content Skills, concepts, principles, .

: R S ’

o N £§ % . Barely
Eéaellént Good Satisfactory Adequate Unsagisfactory
E TR & L3 2. S|

N % ¢ . a
. - F . a_—
% . i . .

b. ‘;zaﬁse for' learning i

. T ' - ; i
o % , . » Barely !
e Excellent Good Satisfactory ~Adequate- Unsatisfactory |
L s 4 3 L2 ’ 1 ' !

- - _\:" .
AR A -~
.8 T .

7¢? Clarity of presentation and deﬁiﬂis*on

» “ Barely
” Excellent Good Satisfactory Adequate Unsatisfactory
5 4 3 2 R O

d.\ Parsimony (little or no unimportant or not.useful material)

. _ ~ Barely :
Excellent Good Satisfactory . Adequate Unsatisfactory
5 4 3 2 1
. _e. Practical significance
' _Barely ) !
Excellent Good Satisfactory Adequate + Unsatisfactory
5 4 3 2 - 1

129
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Final Questionnaire v

29. Please rate the workshop methods/strategzes/procedures
for )

a. Appropriateness for learning

\

. ¥,
Barely

! ; Excellent Good Satisfactory _ Adequate Unsatisfactory
‘ 3 . ;

5. - 4 2 1

b. .Practical usefulness in learning ptocess skills

. - : Bare1x . -
Excellent ' Good Satisfactory . Adequate ~Unsatisfactory
. 5 4 - 3 - 2 |

' ...
. x

c. Efficient use of time
: ' ' & _
) Barely

Excellent: Good Satisfdctdry ‘- Adequate Unsatisfactory

50 4. 3. 2 | 1
30. Please rate your workshop traimers for:

a. Clarity and relevance of presnetation

" Barely

Excellent Good Satisfactory Adequate Unsatisfactory

=

5 4 - 3 2 -1

b. Sens’iti;'r'fty t‘ group skill nee-ds _

- : o : Barely S A
% . ' Excellent Good Satisfactory ¢~Adequate Ungatisfactory
, 5 4 .3 2 1
o . . i . o
c. Knowledge of content agka .
‘ . S , Barely i

“Excellent Good Satisfactory ~ Adequate UQSatisfactary; .

5 4 3 2 BRI
'd. Preparation and organization *

' Barely

. . : | o
,((\*\\ Excellent\ Good = Satisfactory Adequate : Unsatisfactory

5 6 3 2 Gt

| ¢t 04
e. Effectiveness® in improving trainee skills e
. 1] AN

| 3 Barely = 4o .

. Excellent Good Satisfactory Adequate -Unsatisfactory
130 SR} 4 .3 . 2 S
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Final Qﬁestionnaire

: g\, f. Self conﬁ}dgnoe and eﬁse}of présentation

. ) -;Barely
Egcellent Good Satisfactory Adequate Unsatisfactory
w%shﬁﬂ’ A 3 2 1

31. Will you have the opportunity to actually use the kind of procesi ,

skills ‘taught in GPS’

®

1, ‘ Yes

2. No (Why?) .

3. Uncertain‘(please explain)

~

|
4
32. Do you think time commitments and p{?requisites for GPS

; ‘are excessive?

4 [

1. Yes, definitely; coulf be reduced‘somewhat }
2 No, they are demanding butéﬁecessarymy
3. Nd strong oﬁinion either Qay

33. Do you believe there is a need in the educational community
for educators with group process skills and abilities?

>

CHECK ONE:, 5 _____pefinitely strong need’
| 4 __;_;Probably'some need
3 ;____Prebably not muehbneed
2 _____pefinit%ly no'Peed
i __;__NQ opinion ‘

34, Please rate the potential of GPS for meeting such & need:
' CIRCLE ONE:  Excellent Good ~Fair Poor Nonme
5 4 3 2 1

35. Would you recommend this workshop to a friend whose interests
are like yours7

Yes recommend . o ' gDefin:Ltely

it highly /i_/' A ) not recommend
. L _ 6 5 4 3 2 1

i33 131
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3.

'GPS KNOWLEDGE TEST

{ . . ‘ ) *"S . Please do not
Name_ - A Site : _ . write in this
: : - : o . margin

" I.D._Number i [ I | | 41
. ] " %”'

Trainer ‘ . _ . - : o .

s

Site

Date . o ‘ - . o g £

Instructions

: w

We have designed this test to help us assess to what degree parti-
cipants have learned the maj®r ideas and skills presented in the
GPS Instructional System It is intended to evaludte the system, :
."NOT YOU. Your responses to this test will be” completely R Y 4
confidential, . : '

" Bach question has a group qf responses from which to choose your
answer. Please indicate the response which you think best answers
the question by either circling the number neft to the response (as
in Question 1-3) or marking the number for the correct response -
in. the space provided next to the question (as in Questions 4=14).

You will notice beneath each question number there is another
number which is underlined, e.g., under Question 1l is an under-:
lined twenty-five, "25." Disregard these underlined: numbers they

are there for NWREL's data analysis process
L3

1. When writing a force field, the line down the centex of,
25 page represents: (Choose one) .

- {
1. - Thé way things are now.
2. A way to keep your lists of forces separated. 3
3. The goal that you wish to achieve.

* 2. When rank ordering forces in a force field for importance,
26 '"importance' means: (Choose one)

How difficult it would be to change the force.

L

\ .
2. How much movement there would be toward the goal . :
if the force were changed. :

R ' 135
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‘136 o B .

"

Please do not
write in this

" margin

" 3. The degree of concern you feel towards the ¥orce in terms
of bringing about change. . .

3. When rating a force for clarity, '"clarity" means

(Choose one) .

’

1. How positiveiyou feel about the way this force is
\ working.:

‘,n' .

2. How much, objective data you have about the way this- ..
force is working : : ,

3. How specific you have been in describing-haqw you
believe this force is working.

The four guidelineeﬁfor.WTitiﬁg a problem'stafement are based on
four questions. For items 4-14, write 1 in the space provided if
the question represents a guideline for “writing a problem statement,

-1or.g if it is NOT appropriate for writing a problem statement.

(1 = appropriate, 2 = not appropriate)
4. __Who is affected? |
28 :
5. - Exactly what is wrong?
2-2. -
6. How did it become a problem?
3_0‘- i .
7. __ How did you discover it? o .
31 3 :

Who 1s causing it?
9 What kind of problem is 1t?, : o
3 . : ‘ |
10. ' Who should solve it?
%5 - -
11. How can it be solved? . B -

12. _;iHowimany goals are there? = ’Ul

13, What is the goal for improvement?
37 - : _ T

136 -
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14.
38

15.

39

. 16.

40

How will you measure change?

Indicate which of the following definitions is the BEST

definition of the term "hidden agenda." (Choose one) gﬁ; -

1. A goéi'di@ergentifrom the group's goal.-

2. Unstated items that influence group'process.

3. 'Individual expectations that may be at variance with
group tasks. - '

4. Initiation of a different topic while the’ group is
' discussing something else. T

5. A goal someone wants to sccomplish but does not state -

) openly.- ‘ 1 ¥

Parsphrasing is: (Choose one)

Cor

b %
1. Quoting as nearly as possible the person who just
8( e . ‘ : . N
2. Interpreting the meaning of the person who' just
- spoke. -~ . .

'3.. Repeating in your own words the person who just spoke.

Feedback, in Interpersonal Communications is defined as
occurring when one person: (Choose one)

-

1. Describes the behavior of another. -

2. . Interprets Ehe meaning of the other's behavior to him.

3< "Shares his reaction to the behavior of another.
\ .

. 137 .
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R

~ Table A -

Correlations Between-,Orig:l,i;al Total Scores and
o Retained Items and New Total Scores and
' Retained Items, GPS Knowledge Test

. Item-Total Co‘rrelations
Question o ) - - —
Number,_f_ ‘ Or:l.gi.nal Scores (17 Items) # New Scores (15 Items)
- &F o .30215 s I
2 | . .08975 - 2 2214
/3 .14826 | L334
. 4 130779 ' 382 |
&S .26913 _ .4761 . \
% .45176 .5524
7 . 44865 | ~ .5298
8 .32074 | L4114
9 .24096 . : .
10 3000 . fI0 L4649
on ‘ .37021 S .5372
7 1 239215 L L4984
13 To.33698 |l . 4825
14 30 . | .4888
16 20024 |t .3801
N
) . ,
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Student Activities Questionnaire

"The Stuéent Activities Questionnaire was constructed for the

‘. evaluation of an ESEA Title III project, Project IMPLODE, which was
hypothesized to impact;upon'CLassroom climaﬁe. rIt was designeﬁ to
_emphasize'the-impact of the classroom process ratﬁer than its input to
the educational\ ystem. That is, to detgrminé the traité or éBilities
'of the studeﬁﬁs.' A description of the item generatioh gnd piloting
procedures is presented in "The Measﬁrement of,Academic Climate'in
Elementary Schools'" (Ellison, Callner, Fox and Ta}lqr, 1973). The

questionnaire contains sixty mu¥fipie;choice items and eight!$céles.$

Five the eight scales have:been used for the ITCP evaluation work.

One scale of tﬁe,Stgdenp_Activities.Questionnaire was dropped because
it wﬁs de! igned.as an implementation measure for Project IMPLODE.
Hence, it was not expected to be relevant to RUPS; INF or GPS trainiqg.
Two additional scales (Career Development and Independenf Developmeﬁt)
were judged to be of low rg&:vance to ﬁhe instructionalrsystems

developed by the ITCP. The scales which were used incfﬁded:

Enjoyment of School: A measure of students' enjoyment
of class activities and school work :

" Reinforcement of Self-Concept: A measure of the amount
of positive feedback received by students, either through
personal contact or structured class activities ¢

Classroom Participation: A measure of student participation-
in class activities--frequency of class discussions,

number of students who typically participate and
opportunities for participation

Democratic Classroom. Control: A measure of the amount of
student input into classroom decision making, planning of
individuali;jtivities and enforcement of rules

Individual ation of Iﬁstruction: A measure of the extent
that studenhs perceive their teachers as sensitive to their -
own individua]l needs, progress and goals

141
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’ . . .
Publishedxpsychometric‘data for the Student Actlvities Questionnaire

-

consists of scale intercorrelations, intraclass correlation coefficient

. -~
. \ .
.

for each item and additional cBnstruct validity evidence in the form

3
of treatment and comparison group differences.

With a .sample of 654 fifth and sixth grade students, scale inter-
correlations of all 8 of the SAQ scales raéged from .l4 to a .49, except
for tEe multiple talent Eeaching and career development scales which
contained some common items. (These two scales were not selected for

! | . .
the evaluation of ITCP systems.)  Of the five scales selected for use,

the interscale correlations ranged from .14 to .42. The mean dnterscale C
correlation for the five selected scales was .26 as opposed to the mean
v " [N

interscale correlation of .35 for the full set of 8 scales on the

e -
%3
-

Student Activities Questionnaire. This indicated greater scale independ-‘

gamr = L
b

ence among‘tﬁe five Scalés used thanfamong all:eight of the scales. In
N N ) . . .
other words, the more redundant scales were not used.

Item reliability information in the form of intraclass correlation

coefficients is available on all of the questionnaire items. Of the

-

intraclass correlations, 33 were significant at the .0l level, 8 were

significant at the .05 level, and 18 were nonsignificant. Of the 5
scales selected, 15 intraclass Rs were significant at the .0l leﬁel, 5

“were ,significant at "the .05 level, and 9 were nonsignificant. The items

I.‘-‘ . .
':»’1‘
N selected appeared to be neither more nor less reliable than the- complete

set of 60 Student Activities Questionnaire items.

Additional construct validity evidence available for the Student
ActiVities Questionnaire is that mean comparisons between the experi-
mental and control schools in the Project IMPLODE evaluation resulted

in significant differences in the expected direction in all scales

except individualization of ifhstruction. }
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Student -Attitude and-Activity 'Sufvéy (sads) .Y . g
. ,

The SAAS was developed as a'part;of a'UtgthSEA,;Title III Project,

the Utaﬁijstem Approach to Individualized Learning (U-SAIL) (Nelson,
1973). It was developed to assess outcomes of an affective nature as

'

well as student“perceptions of'certain process considerationsr Many

of the.scales of the SAAS were depeloped'to“conceptually parallel.the .

‘ concepts'measured with the Student ActivitiesdQuestionnaire. There

® are two forms of the SAAS,‘a Prinary Form,appropriate'for.Grade5'2
through 4, and an Intermediate Forn intended for use with-Grades 5

and 6. There are 17 scales included in the SAAS Many of them, how- -
ever, were developed as measures of implementation‘for the U-SAIL projd‘i
and were not appropriate for evalﬁation‘of the three instructional
systems. ' o . L ﬂ

A

The scales which were used include"general“climate, reinforcement
of self-concept, general gghggl sentiment, use of process approach and
participation in individualized learning strate%ies. All of these
scales came from the Intermediate Form of the SAAS..

Published reliability~informatign on’theJSAhS'is'limited to
communalitieSvobtained in a factor-analysis of'the SAAS variables. The
reported communalities range fromb.7l through .77, There was; however,
no reported reliability estimatehfor the use of-process approach

»

variable.

My Class Inventory (MCI) ' - | .

The MCI was developed to conceptually parallel the Learning
Environment Inventory for elementary'level school children The
complete MCI includes 45 items'in 5 scales. satisfaction, friction,

competitiveness, difficulty and_cohesiveness. (The difficulty scale
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is not being used in the 'ITCP evaluatién‘work.) The séale reliabilities
of the gCI ri?ged from .54 through .77, based upqﬂ an analysis of daga
from a sample of 555" subjects. Thére was ho vaﬁidity information reported
in the manual’ for fhe MCI ('Anderson, 1973)‘, for it was still in.glevelop-
ment at the time'it,&as selegted fof use in the evaluacibn of the ITCP

o

training system.

Student Behavior Description Questionnaire (SBDQ)
The SBDQ was developed“to'éssess the interpersonal needs of high

- e

school and junior high school 3tudénts (Croft, 1966). Although the
—_—
complete SBDQ taps interpersonal variables in terms of relationships
with parents, friends and teachers, only the three scales measuring
relationship with teacher-factors were used in thg evalgation of the
three instructional systeﬁs of the ITCf. Studént perceptions of
relationships with parents and friends are not likely linked té the
training offered in RUPS, GPS or INF.
The SBDQ was developed primarily through factor analytic technique.
y .

Thus, the scales are relatively honogenous and independent.

.
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR CLIMATE QUESTIONNAIRE = -  * ¢
WINTER 1975 |

Novemker 28, 1974

)

. . } ol
Dear ' ' . o,

, a teacher at your school is

:participating in a Workshop on interpersonal and group processes next
fall. The workshop is sponsored by the Northwest Regional Educational
Laboratory (NWREL) in Portland, Oregon. As part of the evaluation of -
the workshop, NWREL is administering a 30 minute climate questionnaire -
to the students in this teacher's class both this spring and next winter.

has indicated to us that you will administer the
questionnaire for us. Because we are asking children. about climate, it
is very important that the teacher not be in ‘the. room. when they answet.
the questionnaire; -therefore, if you canfot administer the ‘questionnaire
during the next several days, please call me (COLLECT) and I will make
arrangements for NWREL staff to administer it. g : :

Two forms of a climate questionnaire are included for this class. Each
-child answers only ome questiomnaire. The questionnaires are alternated

fdf-ﬁso ‘every other student will receive the same form. There is a separate
. _answer sheet for the questionnaire. Please make sure that the children

use #2 pencils on the answer sheet.

When administering the questionnaire, please read the directions on the
first page to the students and have them read them with you. When the

students mark their answer to the second example, check ‘that they have

correctly marked the answer sheet at question 80. The children should

be allowed to ask questions at any time--please answer any questions

about procedures, meanings of words, etc. (If several children do not

understand a word, a note to us would be helpful.)

Aftér the students finish the questionnaire, please collect all ques-
tionnaires and answer sheets and return them to me in the enclosed-.
envelope. [Please do not show the teacher the answer sheets,’ although
‘the teachef‘ lay look over\the tests, if desired.

ﬁThank you very much for your cooperation If you have any problems or
-Tquestions please call. :

.Sincerely,- 3 o -

, . ! Suzanne B. Hiscox,
. ’ Senior Evaluator: ) _ N

SBHs | ) .. 14 7

Encls.
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 .the children use #2 pencils on the. angswer sheet that is enclosed.

INSTRUCTIONS FOR CLIMATE QUESTIONNAIRE ADMINISTRATION

" 4 ’ (Fall l974) ) - o -

/5/' T )
. ' y t‘ "

Enclosed are copies of the? limate Questionnaire and dnswer sheets
that are to be used as part 4. xan ‘dvaluation workshop for two instructional
systems from.the Northwegtgﬁegiqnal Educatiqnal Laboratory. Because
the questionnaire asks.; ut>classroom environﬁent {t is important that .

the teacher not be in, -é ﬁgom while students are- anéwering the questionquq

/4/ A
I

Two -forms of tMe Climate Questionnaire are included for this class
Each echild answers only one. questionnaire. The questionnaires are

LY

alternated so every other student will receive the same form. There is.
a’'separate answer, sheet for the questionnaire. Please make sure that

.O0n the identification portion of the answer sheet, the students
should give the_information for (1) school, (2) imstructor, (3) grade,
and’ (@) test fprm. ' The fgrm of the questionnaire (A or B) is giwen on
the front. page of each questionnaire booklet. Pléase make sure that
students give §omplete informatién to these questions. ' Without it, the
questionnaires cannot be used. It is not necessary for students to
blacken the letter bdxes on the right-hand portion of the answer sheet.
You may save some time and trouble by omitting those sections.

N

ben adminisfkring the questionnaire, read the directions on: the
iy to thestudents and have the students read them with you.
' ’ggﬁdents mark their answer to the second example, check that

" they have correctly marked .the answer sheet at question 80. The children

should be allowed to ask questions at any time--please answer apy questions
about procedures, meanings 6f words, etc. (If several children do not

understand a word, a note to us would be helpful.) 1

After the students finish the questionnaire, please collect all
questionnaires and answer sheets and return them to NWREL in the
enclosed envelope. "Please do hot show the teacher the answer sheets,
although the teacher may looK over the tests.

Thank you very much for your cooperation If.pou have any problems
or questions, please call Suzanne B. Hiscox or Dean H. Nafziger collect .
at (503) 224 3650. ' , s&&» IR

Note: When tests were desz%%Z evaZuatars emphasized” each

.~ point in the letter ordl They also pointed out that
~«- - the.sample item should be‘fiZZed in box #80 instead of #1.

’
/ X . /'>
“

“. | ' g | ]_4:§; : '- | | 155



FORM A

‘' CLIMATE QUESTIONNAIRE

Directions

The purpose of the questions in this booklet is to find out what your .

_class is 1like. This is mot a "test." Your teacher will not see your
' answers\?nd you do not have to put your name on t answer sheet.

There are two kinds of statements in this bookle Examples of each

kind are printed below. .
‘(

l. Do you live in Washfpgton? .
§

:
~

1. Yes a X 2. No

To answer this. question, first decide if your answer is Yes or No.

Then, look at your answer sheet (the blue and white paper) and

find question 1. With your pencil darken column one of question 1,

" 1f your apgwer is Yes.
/
An example of your answer would.be:

1 2 3 4 5
TN I A
Another statement misht ﬁe:
80. Teachers are hapﬁy.

1. Not~very often , 3. Often
2. Sometimes 4. Most of the time

\\\~ First, decide how often you think teachers are happy Now, find
question 80 on the answer sheet and mark the column for your

answer. If you thought teachers were sometimes happy, your answer

would look like this:

-

2.3 &4 5 O

1
. 1.0 0 1

If you want to change an answer, be sure to erase your first answer and

darken the, column for your real answer.

Work as quickly as you can. Your counselor will ‘tell you when to stop.

o

PLEASE TRY TO GIVE YOUR HONEST FEELINGS ABOUT YOUR CLASS. -

- . 149
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1..\$hé pupils enjoy their schbol‘ﬁérk in my class. - '  ‘ .,

"1. Yes 2. 'NQ | S

2. Children are aiways fighting with each other.
1. Yes . 2. No <

3. Ehe samevpeople glyays do the begc work in our.ciass; .
1. Yes 2. ﬁo ‘ |

hi 4

4. My gest friends are in m& ciass._
1. Yes 2. No - | o
5. éome of the children in 6ur class are mean.
1. Yes 2. No
6. Most pupils are pleased with the class.
1. Yes ' 2. No ‘
T 7. Childrep of;en race to see who can finisﬁ first.

1. Yes 2. No

8. Many children in the class play together after school.

1. Yes 2. No S : -
9. Some pupils don't like the class. (\\~
1. Yes =~ 2. No - ' ~

10. Most children want their work to be be;ter than their friend's qork.
1. Yes . 2. No

11. Many children in our class 11K to fight.

‘1. Yes 2. No ' ///SL’//H

12. In my class everybody is my friend.
e ,
. 1. Yes ' 2. No

. 13. Most of the children in my class enjoy school.

1. °Yes 2. No o ‘ . -
1&{ Some people in my class are not my friends. )
ot : ; ‘ -
K 1.  Yes 2. No : <,
158 _ : 4
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15. Some pupils don't like other pupils.

A\ S .
1. Yes 2. No . e e

16.. Some pupils feel bad\whgn they do not do as well as the oéhers.
1. Yes 2. No

17.- In my class I like to work wifth others.
) | -, ) . . -
’1. YeB .2. NO ) t " ..

18. Most children say the class is fun.

’ 1. Yes 2. No T 1
K " 19 Childreén have secrets with other children in my class.,

1. Yes ' 2. No

.. 20. .Most children don't care who finishes first.

1. Yes 2. No 'wd) ‘ . -

21. ' Some childreh don't like other ckildren. - | ¢
1" Yes . . 2 . . No //:/// . '.u . <4.‘ » ) 4,7 . ’
22. Some pupils are not happy in class.
23. All of the children know each other well. e
l. Yes 2. No ) AR
. L3 . ' . . : : +
. 24. Some pupils always try to do their work better than the others. .
. | _ i ,’ . N
1. Yes 2. No ) ) N
'25.. Children seem to like the class.
. : E . ¢
1. Yes’ 2. No ) _ ’ '
'26. Certain .pupils élways want to have their cnﬁfway.
.y 1. Yes ¥ 2. No ‘
” v ' . 1‘ L
27. All pupils in my class are close friends.
1. Yes 2. No .
'28. In our class some pupiis always want to do best.
1. Yes 2. No |
\ 159
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29. Some of the pupils-don't like the class.
—'”u”i:”'};;”.“””;j”'&o e
30. Children in our ciass,fighc ; lot.
1. . Yes 2. No _ ' ’ )
31. Ali,of the pupiis in'm& class like oﬁe another.
P l. Yes 2. No o o ' ‘
32. Some pupils always'do better than the rest of the class.
| 1. Yes 2. No
33. Certain pupils don't like what other pﬁpils do.
3 1. Yes . 2. No‘ | |
34. A few children in my class-want to be fvirs"..c éllpf‘ the time.
1. Yes = 2. No | |
" 35. The class is fun.
1. Yes 2, No

36. Children in our class like each oti-#r as friends.

© <. Yes. 2. No
‘. ‘ s ' 4
37. How often do you have class discussion where many students have something
to say? , , ' B
1. Haven't dome that yet 4. 2 or imes a week
¢ . 2. Not very often 5. About once a day or more

3. About once a week '

. 38. Ho& often do you have class activities where many students take turns

speaking?
l. More than once a day 4. About once a week
2. Once a day i 5. Not very often

, 3. 2 or 3 times a week

- . , e
39. 1In general, how are problems usually solved in your classroom?

1. - Our teacher solves the problems alone
~ 2. The teacher and the students work together
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QQ. _How often do"ochgr students in your class tell you that you have done
T a ' good Job TR T

1. Not very often ‘ 3. About-2 or 3 time a week
2. About once a week \\\\\\\_f. Once a day or more

41. How ofteh‘do the students in your class talk to the teacher about how
much time they should spead on an activity?

l. More than once a day . 4.  Once A week
2.. About once a day 5. Not very often
‘3,72 or 3 times a week o .

“ 42. Do you ever want to continue to do your work during recess or ‘Lunch? -

1. Nd never 4, Sometimes during the week %
2. Almoat never ‘ 5. Almost every day
3. About once a week, or less
43. Do you ever work on something that other students in your class are
no ot working on?
1. No, usually we work on the same thing _
2. Sometjmes, about once a week or less .y -
3. Fairly.often, 2 or 3 times a week » ,os

r

44. Does your class have discussions about how the students should act?

1. Yes.
2. Not very often _ : = .
3: No, generally the teacher teIls us ’ . _ > '

AN

45. How often does your teacher ;hgg::fge you to try a difficult task?

1. Almost never 4. About once a day
2. Sometimes, once a week or less 5. 2 or 3 times a day
3. Fairly often, 2 or 3 times a week

46. How often do you talk to a teacher by yourself about your schoolwork?

1. 2 6r 3'tiﬁes a day . 3. About once a week
2. About once a day o 4. Almost never

47. How often are your excited about going to school in the morning?

. Almost never ’
. Once in a while during the school year

1

2

3. About once a week
4. Almost every day

48. Do you think your teacher knows what kinds of activities you like the most?

1. Not very well
. I don't know

2 - )
3. Yes . 153 . . 161 .
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"""" 49. Does your class have actfities where maﬂy students get cdlled on?.

1. No, haven't done that yet : 3. About once a week
25 Not very often 4. Yes, about once a day or more

50. How often does your teacher peﬁmit a lot of talking and activities in
your classroom? -

1. A number of times a day
2. About once a day
3. The classroom is uSually quiet
5. In the classroom, the teacher usually”calls on:

1. The same group of students’ 2. Almost all the students

52.. Do you have activities where the teacher has you tell someone else . C
about something?

1. :No, haven't done that yet ’ 3. About once a week

2. Not very %ften : 4. Yes, 2 or 3 times a week or mofz
53. How often can you speak out in a classroom discussion when you want to?

1. Almost never ' ) 4. Fairly cften’

2. Not very often 5. Always .

3. Sometimes <

54. How often does your teacher tell you about something-you have done well?

1. Almost never ' 4. About once a day
2. Sometimes, once a week or less - 5. .2 or 3 times a day \
3. Fairly often, 2 or 3 times a week

55. How often does your teacher let students decide how an activiLy or project
should be done? : .
X%
1. Almost never
2. Sometimes
3. Most of the time

56. How often do you spend less time on some activities than other students do?

?airly often, 2 or 3 times a week 5
Sometimes, about once a week or l¢ss J”
Almost never - ' o

W N =
« o

2 , . .
57. ’Hovpoften‘do you spend more time on some activities than other students do?

-~ . 1. Fairly often, 2 or 3 times a week
2. Sometimes, about once a week or less
3. Almost never

©
»
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58. How much do you like what you do at. school?

1. I don't like it 3. I like it
2. I\like it a little “%. 1 really like it .

59. How often do you tell your parents about something good that happened
in school? .
1. Very seldom
2. Sometimes, about once or twice a week
3. Almost every day

60. How often do you gd'lexcited about what is happening in class?

1. Almost never -

2. Not ugery often, less than once a week
3. Sometimes, about once or twice a week
4, Almost every day

61. Have you ever wanted to stay after school to finish up something if
you could? _ . ‘ ' .~
.4-{ ’ . :
1. Yes, once a week or more
2. Sometimes
3. No, almost never

62. Who decides what the class will do? =«

1. The teacher usually decides by herself what the class will do
2. We often plan with the teacher what we will do

653' Doeévyour.feacher know what is tasy and what is hard for you?

1. No, not very well
2. Sometimes ,
3. Yes, knows very well

64. How do you usually feel when your teacher talks to you about your school.work?

1. Encouragéd .
2. Don't know
" 3. A little discouraged

65. Are'you proud of the things you do in school?
1. Very proud

2. Proud of some things, not proud of others™ ™\
3. Not very proud v

\;;315553
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FORM B

/

CLIMATE QUESTIONNALRE . ' E
/- ‘ e :

Directions -

The purpose of the questions in this booklet is to find ‘out what your class is
like. This is not ‘a "test." Your teacher will not see your answers and you
. do’ not have to put: your name on the answer sheet.

There are two kinds of statements in this booklet. Examples of each kind are
printed below. -

1. Do you live in ‘;Iashington?

- . }‘ n‘“‘? #
To answer this question, first decide 1f your answer is Yes or No. Then, . .
look at your answer sheet (the blue’ and white paper) -and find ‘question 1.

With your pencil darken cofunm one of ques{ion ‘1 if your apawer is Yes. T
: 2. v;- . ! —— IO : * Y " b !
An example of your answer would be. ~ .{W et ’ - “’J '

S

1234‘
1'DDU

- foe

Another statement: xgight: be:
/I

80. Teachers are l’\aPP : 'u'i" 3.
2! -

1. Not verz of Eell g

2. Somet:i.mee X ’ ;ﬁ v

First, decide how oft:em you t:hinlé t:eacﬁ‘egs, Jare happry.., Now’, fim &qua ion .3(
on the answer sheet and. mrk the columrt for ypur ansrier. s If you ‘tho) hr
teachers. were sometmea pp ’ your answet Yooid look like ﬂus.. . .

+ '/-. : i a ‘ £ I\:.
R P . ’ L
. \ : ‘;é";"‘ ‘ ) . ; , ,\ “L: &
- B -’ (n"‘ ’ -
If you want: to t\ange, an, answei‘; be- sure to erase you x:st: aﬁswer and dar'<e-x
.the’ coiumn f‘br Jur real answer. YL . . R e

N
\
o

: Work as quicfcly as ?u‘can. Ytgpr unsel‘or wr-l“l t.elb you wﬁg to stop. -

- ’ 14

ELIN(;S ABOU'f’ YOUR *cmss N

PLEASE TRY 'to GIV’E YOUR HONEST



.
A # ¢

-

1. ;Dbeé ybhrftéaché;,decide all of the work you do each day?

1. Yes .2. No

<

:  2. Do_ybulusu;ily f;el good about your work after talking with your-teacher? .
"l. Yes “2. No, |
; 3. Do you ever go back to your room early to work éuringflunch?
., 1. Yés‘v 2. Mo |
4 4;‘ Dogs.yoﬁr teacher oftén ask questions which make you think hard? 4‘
1. Yes 2. No C
s, ‘DS you 1ike_£o come to séhool? ' '
'1. Yes 2. 'No o |

6. Do you feel that your teacher likes you?

S 'Yes ’ 2. No-

., 7. Do you ever spend time in school talking about why things are the way
Y * they are? . '

ﬁ/’ s .
) . 1. Yes 2. No.

8.. When ydu”have something to say tb\dther children, do you say it?

? i 4 5 ! A

Ao~ 7.1, Yes 2. No

'{i9;' Do you s;metiqes think of your school as a jail?
*:ﬂ..#‘;xiQ Yes /2. “No
?'“.i0%%>&s school albappy place for you go be?

; ;31. Yes 2. ﬁo
iififDo yéu ever tell your parents about good things that haﬁpen at school?
1. Yes 2. No |
.fli. Does your school have too maﬁy rules?

1. Yes 2. No

~gq .

" 13. Do you stay after school and help the teacher?

» L Yes. 2. No :
Y 157 s,
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'iéz In the mofning,'do‘QOu feel.iike.goinérto ééﬁéblé"‘

‘ 1."Yes - 24 No ' . I | g :

,iS; Does youf ciees ever talk about the good and bad sides of aomething?
1.‘ Yes 2. . No

16. Does your teacher let you know when you have done your'work:well?

[}
<

1. Yes 2. No

'u\17.' Do you (sometimes) feel bad after talking with your teacher about your
school work? ' C .

1. Yes é."No
18. Do }ou ever tell your parents about bad thinés:that happen aﬁvschool? |
L ;Yes> 2. No |
' 19. Does your teacher sometimes make you feel bed?
1.. Yes 2. No R N

20, In school have you ever put things in groups according to the ways they
are-alike and different’ ‘ ,

. 1. Yes ~ 2. No
21;; In the morning, do you often feel like staying home and not like going
‘ to school? - - v -
R 1. Yes 2. No
‘xrr r

22. Do you choose yOur ‘own work very often in school?
1. Yes 2. No
. 23, VDoes your teacher want you to speak uo'ih elass?
“—1. Yes 2. No S .
‘24, Aée you scared to go to the office\at school?

1. Yes 2. No

_ - ‘ . o o
‘25.' When you finish one-job--do you sometimes choose what job you will do next?

l. Yes ‘2. No
26. Does your teacher always tell you'what to do in school? ' e
1. Yes 2. No —
166 ’ ‘
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27. Do you get a headache whem you think .about school?-

-

1. Yes 2. No

28. Are you afraid to tell your‘teachér when you don't know what yo; are
supposed to do? L

% s
I

1. Yes 2. No . ?? ’ o . -

29. Do you wish you were in a different class at school?

1. Yes. 2. No ' R
30. Would you rather stay home than come to school? - q
1. Yes 2. No |

*

% -

e

o

31. Do you feel/get sick'very' ften_yﬁén you are at school?
1. Yes 2. No ' C "
32. I like talking with my teachers. -

1. Not very often ' 3. Often
2. Sometimes . 4. Most of the time

33. Teachers make fun of what the boys and girls say.

1. 'Not very often 3. Often
2. Sometimes - 4. Most of the time

34, Teachers are easy to get along with.

1. Not very often © . 3. Often
2. Sometimes - ' 4. Most of the time

35. Teachers are #ery good friends of mine.

. * Often

1. Not very often - _
Most of the time

2. Sometimes

S W

36. Teachers get mad at boys and girls.

1. Not very often 3. Often
2. Sometimes 4. Most pf the time

37. Teachers érg nice to the boys and girls.

1. Not very often 3. Often
et o 2. Sometimes - : - = 4, “Most of the time -
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38. Teachers know a lot. -
) 1. Not very often 3. Often
2. Sometimes 4. Most of the time

39. Teachers are too busy.

1. Not very often 3. " Often e
2. Sometimes 4.  Most of the time -

40. Teachers do special things for boys and girls.

1. Not very often ‘ 3. Often
2. Sometimes . 4. Most of the time

41. Teachers listen carefully to the kids' questions.

> ! . .
1., Not very often 3. - Often . .
2. Sometimes " 4. Most of the time

42. Teachers make fun of the boys and girls gpen they make mistakes.

1. Not very often 3. Often
2. Sometimes - S ’ 4. Most of the time

43. (;eachers help the boys and girls think clearly abouslclass'work.;_

1. Not very often ’ 3. Often
2. Sometimes __— : 4. Most of the time

44, Teachers don't let boys and girls finish what they are saying.

1. Not verf often ; 3. Often
2. Sometimes 4. Most of the time

45. Teachers help.the boys and girls with any problems ‘they ﬁay have.

1. Not very often ' : 3. Often

2. Sometimes 4. Most of the time
46. " Teachers know what they are talking about.; R - B ’

1. Not very often b5 3. OfEen{“ﬁ

2. Sometimes : 4. Most of the time
47. Teachers are kind and cheerfui%

1. Not very often , 3. Often

2.. .Sometimes 4. Most® of the time

48. Teachers try very hard to teach boys and girls something.

-~

1. Not very often » 3. Often
2. Sometimes 4. Most of the tieg
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49.

50.

51.

53.

»
-

Teachers try to tell boys and girls-what to do.

1. Not ver& often . : 3.

2. Sometimes - 4,

Of;en.
Most of the time

Teachers tell boys and %irls about new things they find.

1. NotAvery often | | 3.

2. Sometimes 4,

Often .

Most of the time -

Teachers ‘speak in a way boys and girls can't talk back to them.

1. Not very often A ‘ 3.
2. Sometimes . 4,

I. Not very often - ’ : s 3.
2. Sometimes s

Teachers tell why they question students.

~ 1. Not very oftem . . ‘ 3.
' 4,

2. Sometimes

161

Often
Most®of the time

52. Teachers tell funny stories to boys and-girls in class.

Often
Most of the time

Often

Most of the time

A
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fﬁz‘management pl&‘bfor the Imprewing Teaching'CompeEencies Program

. (see Resource Allocation and Management Plans, 1974) divides the work

7

" flow for the de%elopment.of an,instructional system into five phases: )(

that culminate in a milestone report.

.

a

{glanning, pilot interim, field .test and outcome. Each phase consists o

.
;

L

a A

A . \

of certain development, evaluation andsgield relations activities
" -

The range of activities associated with developing anvinStructional
13 ‘ - . oo ) . s

system is summarized in Diagram I. These“activities are dividedlinto» 'a

five major categories geeds, objectives, product development testing

' and implementation. Diagram I alsofpartitions these activities among

»

-seven chtional areasnincludiné management dévelopment field relations,

- . | «
prescriptive nor are.thé ev‘ﬂuation relationships among,each part

-strictly linear. . o

dissemination, formative evaluatfﬁn, internal summétrve eValuatiQn and

:
external summative evaluation. Th% matrix is-not necessarily

; ) . a
' . . . X : - ' _' 7 0
. # ‘. .q . .

The spgg;fic activities engaged-in during the develgpment of an

;,instructional system differ\according to the phase under consideration, {0

lfthe unique needs of the specific product or change support process being

__teams. For more specific and detailed staféments,’reference should be

"D_uring the initial phases, evalua

LI

‘,,_,developed andy . occasionally, due to style preferences among work unit v

- -

" made to the development and evaluation plansiand'documents,for each
. ’ : ’ : .

A
-

work unith. - - . ' L,

Eva%-ation differs accordingt§o each phase of~the‘development.’ f

on focuses on fornmative issues and

r“a-

«provides,inﬁormation primarily_for_ ystem developers. During the latter

S e

t-

A

v . . o '
. o . . _V

;pﬁﬁsesigwt:lemphasis is’ on summative evaluation which provides information-

(8
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Diagram I
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Progran Managesent
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Flald Relations
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Futposs
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* Cbjectiven

Mhavioral lnstrusntal
Chjectives
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enlution as itarated,
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thelr appcopriateness to
Progras pusposs; valum
and feanibility within
Progran resourcen.

Approven approptiateness
of sapart reviewers and
revim proceduras, axcapt

| for uternal wmmative

teviea,

o "
Coluen headings should be read as functions
(nat roles or person). head!ngs in Colan !
| denate five major classes of activities. Mo
particular sequence or Lenporal relationship
s mecessarlly inplied, Entries should not

be.read as prescriptive dor any particular
work unit. Again, no particular sequence or
tesporal relationship 1s necessarlly inplied,

S L

"N
(<)

ERIC

by
Aruitoxt provided by Eic: . "

Ganarates general goals
ind refines objectivm
of Inetructional system;
1o be completed by
{terative process,

Collaborates and concurs
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c¢lasaify objectives,

Revises statemants of ~

objectives wiun

agproplate on the'barle ‘
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fron field relationn
and formative ond
susmative evaluation, -

%

Raviews product
objectiven,
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e
Q,

potential target groups
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Formtive Dvaluaticn

Intetmal Summative
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.| Ixternal Somative

Evaluation
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% | collaboration with
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’

9
Initisten the
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~
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—

-
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w

, Inplementation o
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!

i
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Gnd judgments for potential users of the system. This shift in emphasis

v

is illustrated in Figure 1.

Figure 1 w

Evaluation Emphasis in thehDevelopmental Phasesm ~¢
Formatﬁyé
JFOCUS y
OF ... o :
¥

EVALUATION Lo

o Summative
T

Developmental Phases:

Planning Pilot flnterim Field Outcome
The following .paragraphs describe in general terms phe ways devélop- '

e ment and evaluation activities'are organized\for each phase of produet o

development. : . _,wﬁ.i‘gy w6 - ,

Planning Phase. dIn this phase, several key activities provi e the
o . . _ ' ) n ' A : : 2
; ﬁb@focusxﬁpr effort; -The initial conception of the proposed instructional

system—is—described along'withfits intended objectives ”ﬁArneed‘for“the“'M EE:
proposed sxptem is documented and evidence provided that adeguate

4

conoeptualizations and‘ins ugtional strateiges exist .or can be developed

feasibly fon the propos ing package. Initial development S

o

valuatuion and di emination plans- are produceﬂ, as are timelines,
‘s. . . 4_. B —‘)9"’~‘.)-1 , . ‘)'.,- H‘—' " .

. Pilot Phase. In tn phase a prototype of the . instructional system
- //- . : ~ & : L x *
is developed and tried out on a small group of'%sers from the .target '
Foo
Ob?ectives of the system and entry conditions for particiﬁants

\ staffing needs and bidg

group.

. <
~ © .are clarifieq. Program evaluators provide formﬁtive evaluation information:

) L Yoo ' P
' : ~t0'assist'developers with_revisionsr; The in£ormationtincludes observer
a . o .

[




': ' ’ . »

and trainer assessments of participant involvement in the activities,
,/
measurements of participant}satisfaction with the content, strategies and

utility of the system. The workability of the activities, the logic of
‘the content and the quality of ‘the teaching aids and materials are also -

assessed at this phase by the user groups. Description and preliminary

" . R N -
assessment of trainee outcomes_ are initiated. ‘,

' The’collection of information regarding the‘mérket.abilé;,ty a"nd

costs of é&e instr*ctional system:eQmmences during the pilsz phase as

vy Cu e 3
does the documentation of th; developers claims regarding the intents

¢ 14

of the system in comparison'to existing alternatiyes. _ a
Interim Phase, During'this phase ‘the'instruttional system goes ‘
- . . «
through one or more cycles of rev1sion and a nearly finished product is
o

' . P

completed By the end of khis phase, the appropriateness of objectives

has been determlned, statements of objectives finalized and instrumentatlon

. ﬁ‘n
to measure these selected or developed For instructional systems 1

requiring a workshop format, speeifications are determined for desirable
&

- / .
llmworkshqp conditions and qualificatfons for: effective trainers.wwi
N\ v P 2

The major focus of the evaluation activities for this phase is on

- U S

[P S

ER

confirmation of the system’ s ability to produce specified short-term

s !

) outcomes and to test the workshop conditions, tra1ner qualifications and

)

dissemination feasibllity.: This may be accomplished partially through

conductingﬁs criterion workshop" des1gned to resemble closely the field

>

conditions. The basic ‘decision served by evaluation is whether the

u&tional system is‘ready.for internal summative evalyation and .
P, . . o
T e . w . . . , . L0

.ad%quate7@or comprehensive.field and outcome testing.

]

AN

. . S o ‘v . ) R . X
fF«e d Test Phase. In this phase, minor revisions are made on the

1nstructional system and a product close to finished form isisxpected :
b . q ‘ .- < N - . . .
: - to exist. Also, in this phase, .an internal ‘summative evaluation will
4 K \/ N . ., ’ - ’ .

¥

ERIC-w. -~ & 5y © 7 o - B~
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S

focus on assessmeYt of: short—term outcomes of the instructional:system.

Sp;g;?ically, this*means finding answers to §uestions regarding knowledge,

awareness and attitudinal grow§h and participant performance change |, . X

that can be expected as a ré:ﬁl f active participation in the system s .
4 .% R

training design under/field conditions with typical trainees, trainers _'r%

and workshop settings.

Variables related . to problems of installation *
S\ . - :

.and dissemination way also be examined at this point. : ) ' .

, . Do o
Qutcome Phase. During this phase, which may occur simultaneously ]

with the previous phase, the instructional syste‘lﬁ? f;r-gfl-;

25
for external summative evaluation studies;Such as critical comparisons

_between the outcomes of the instructional system being evaluated and

outcomes produced by other relevant treatment efforts. External summative ’

e — % P — - [P ——

validations of the product are also_completed in.this stage. ' .

4
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