=

*

*

*
.
%
*

#

*

*

ED-144 257

AUTHOR
-~PITLE '

PUB DATE
NOTE

EDRS PRICE ' .
DESCRIPTORS

S ”»®

"ABSTRACT

Mitroff,

EESUME

g DOCUNENT'

.EA 009 976

-

onna D..; Boston, Margaret E..
Program Residuals, or Did They Throw Out the Baby N

- with the Bath? ‘

Apr 77 .

.29p.; Paper presented at the Annual ueet1ng of the

American Educational Research Association (New York,
N.Y., April 4-8, 1977); Attachments B and C may not
reproduce clearly due to small print size : .
N i .
MP-<$0.83 HC-$2.06 Plus -Postage.
Change.Strategies; Classroom Environment;
*Bducational Change; *Educational,Innovation;
Elementary Education; *Ind1v1dua11zed Instruction;

. *Instructional Innovatlon. ¥nstxuctional uaterlils-
. Models; Questionnaires;

4

Student Record5°

Teacher
Aides; *Teaching Techniques .

¥

The effects are examined of an innovative experiehce

on the clazsroom practices of teachérs who have impdemented an
z

1nd1v1dua1

ed instructional model in an externally supported program

and are currently teaching 1n§rega1ar public school classrooas where
D

the model is not supported.
- observations, and questionnaires t
that the teachers have retained fro
. the curren

setting.

study the patterns and practices
onewsetting and transferred to
Data. were analyzed in-terms of the process of

ta wx:e collected through interviews,

-educatioral chdhge.’ Implications of the findings for research and
development, innovative practices, and 1mp1ementatlon are dlscussed.

(Author/BLF)

o g~

4 ¢

[ . !

-

1

-

-

**#****#***************************‘F*k#******************************#

suppli

S

Documents acquired by ERIC:iinclude many informal unpublishéd
materials not available from other sources.,ERIC makes every
to. -obtain the best copy available. Neverthe ess, items of marginal
reproducibility are often encountered and this af fects the qua
of the microfiché and hardcbpy regroductions ERIC makes available
via the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRY) ‘
responsible for the quality of the original document. Reproductions x

ied by EDRS are the best that can be made from the original.
Rk kK ****************t**********#*#ﬁm*******t*********************t«

ty:

., EDRS 'is not

4

.
fdrt =

L ]
«
%
%

*

A




t

EDLLL25T

-.
R »
o
¢
hat
< .
.
[
) A ]
4
L4
L d
.
.
&
w
\j
~
V]
~

L
= EA 009

976

y -

C

e

R 4 °

- PERMISSION T0 REPRODUSE THIS™ : s DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
.3 MATERIAL HAS BEE‘N GRANTED BY :::g:‘?er"::%‘:ga
. o e - - Q- EDUCATION
. : s b - RO-
D D. t1itre £ Bﬁ?zz?'é‘fﬁsfl :sAilsz?ET\Zii EE?::
- : Y R R A

€.
NAL RESOURCES ~ TATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPR
e amaATION CEA gsm OF FICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

RIC) AND -
ves o T aiC svsTEm s Botimion SR FoLICY

. .. ) . !

i(' - . _‘: ) o ‘ : ) ‘ L S~ '
R . e - .o ' . - . .
‘ = PROGBAM’ RESIDUALS . ’ .
. or = g ‘ ‘ . ’
o Did The§" Throw.Out the Baby with the Bath? : ] '
3 .. . g ad
. by ‘
. ey " - . ' oo~ ) / O N
~ Donna D. Mitroff and'Margaret E. Bo;ton, 7 .
BEST COPY AVAILABLE
| : o ', - - b; ’ )
. s A ’ . ~ R ) ) 7 /
. o

Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research

AS Socialﬁon,. Nee\vv Yol-k, N. Y. April, 1 977. ‘ : .{,::" .
- N -~ i R E
. . ,
L] \ N . ,
. Y ‘
- ; ‘ .
¢ , 0
- . 4
‘ \ L] / -
kS
‘ ' v "
‘i ]
:
Y S . . R ‘ ' , . /
. , ) '
. ' N . V ‘l“ |
- . 3 I,
) ’ e
' 2 . B
- . R . . i; s
. . . y




In 1969 the 1arge urban school’\system with which th1s study is con-

- ¢ . -
-

cernéd lmpleme.nted two dlfferent 1nnovat1ve 1nstruct10na1 models under

[

Title I of ESEA in selected target area sohools in the city. One of the

. : -
;n;xodels,was developed locdlly by a staff of school district personnel
: , . ; . :

'sp’eci‘fioaliir/appoint'e)d”t'o‘_that'task. The other was developed by the' .

e

Learning Research and Developmenf Center (LRDC) at the University of

-

Pittstirg'h. Both models wére implemented one grade level at a time
each year m;tiLthey spanned gradés K-3. During this time period the

classroom teachers were rece{ving support for their efforts in the way of .

L
]

materials, traibing: “and classroom aides.
) — r -
In the Spring of 197? the school ’d1str1<;t u.nderWent a re- exammatmn
} -~ 6
and remterpretat1on of the ESEA T1t1e/ I guuiehnes. 1 The nature of the

3

reinterpretation led tO)/ewsmn,s in the'manner in wh1ch Title I programs
3 ’ . T . ’

-

s . . ,
were to be implemented. ' The essence of the revisions was that neither of

.
[N

‘the two innovative rhodels could be used by the regular teacher in a ‘self-

4
e

“contained classroom. The 1975-76 school year was a transition year in’

«

. . . -
o, hd

4

1In fact, the district was exper1enc1ng the problems with the Title 1
"rules, of the game” described by’ McLaughlm. Faced with the prospect of
being judged ""noncompliant'’ by the\SEA and losing the fu.ndmg altogether -
or worse yef being fined, the district administrator’s drew up a set of
procedures in which’ they tried to follow Title 1 gu1de11nes‘ to the %etter,
Like other districts during this new move for, accountabﬂ‘ty they may .

" have reacted by over-interpreting the guidelines. See Milbrey W.
McLaughlin, "I_mplementatmn of ESEA TitleI: A Problem of. Comphance. "
Teacher's College Record, Volw77,” No. 77, 1976, PD- 397 415. )

e
/“ :ﬁéﬁi—s
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'We have tefmed this phenomenon the "residuals' of @n inndvation.

v’ .
, [N » N EN
whi

B

mainstream program and ava1lable only to Title I el1g1b1e ch11dren. Tl;en,

v h

in the Spring of 1976, a new ‘and different Title I Program was,,designed

*
.\~
- - v - /” '

w. ch affected all system yv1de Title I programs and resul’ced in the -

& . s ,
el%mmatmn of both the lécal model, . and the oenter model as btJ:dget items 1‘n
thée Title I contract. | S ) "“ - ) ;f—‘ B o
The s1:1.1c1}:-2 - | ' ’ o ‘ . |
e | N ; >
' The purpose of this study is to examine the impact that the experience
_ .

with the implementation of the innovative instructional models had on the

s¢hool environment,
!

The specific focus of the studyéis on those classroom

)

the two models were designated as ''supplementary " to the basic -

)

¥

téacl}xers who were trained in and taught,in the innovative deels and who are’

cfurrently teaching in settings wheje there is no- sSuppért for and no mandate
!! ) S ‘ ' . e :
to continue to use the innovative practices. ) .

! . ‘ i
! The study asks which, if any, aspects of the innovative models the

A

'teachers have retained and trapsferred to their current teaching situations? -

-,
4

In this

context'Xesifluals mean the patterns, (e. g., instructional strategies, manage-~

-

s . k3 . ) N -.
ues, general principles, curriculum components, professional
. : 1

i\Y

‘ d!evelopme ) from the innovative-model which teachers retain when program
sUppo withdrawn. : ‘ . .

g ’ > d
i

” 2The authors greatly appreciate the ass1s\tané:e of I:i%da,}\datésig, and
the entire LRDC Field Services staff, '
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The 1arger context of the study is, of course, school change, and’ the ' -

.

issue is whether or not a systemat1c program nnplementatmn has any susta1n1ng
K3 s
" impact on the school environment. Most studies of school change, and indeed
-~ <. \/. . ) ,‘: “,‘_ ', ‘,“
of change in general stop short of this 1mportant{area. Those few studies

¢

wh1ch des cribe a return to site to determme what remams of an innovative ex-

\
v v

’;;erlence, stop w1th an, exammatlon of thedistrict level adoPt1on patterns (Carlson, ,

. -
.

1972) 'I.f the 1nnoyat1,on does not show as an 1tem n the budget, the conclusion,
ﬁ ‘(i‘/s drav;n that the inno)va.tion is no I’onger present gfd t}];ie) change A the system
LT : g :
ha‘s'!'n‘ot occurred. Our /Ioosition is that adoption rate ‘sfudies-are‘only a small

. V'] . - , .
i)a:l"t of the\problem. We contend that ~it is the indi\:'iidual\ teacher who is the

‘ 'acWer‘--me ultimate user of the innovation and as such, research

~
- LT -

’ i 4 .
needs to take the teacher as the unit of analysis for such instructional innovation

-

R L R ) E
follow-up studies. Tr'eatz{lg.the teacher as the unit of analysis is one of the

x -
(SN R - c .
v . .

ways in which we are‘*rﬁeasuring program impact on school change.

S ’ _
Method o \\‘ . ( .
A “ . : _
The approach te this study is descriptive field research. Data were
! \:\ N M .

. .

collected in a series of three successive rounds via 1) a st\ir"ey form,
. . 7 ” ND ~
» k|

2.) a questionnaire and 3. ) personal interviews. With each round as more. |

Y c o % ’ .
i\gtensive information was collected, the size of the sample was reduced,
~ " - ~* i RN

A3
By

: . o 9 Ve - . . .
- The nature of the information c‘pllected,in each round was based in part on

analyszs of dafa from—the precedmg round, 'I‘h1s procedure enabled us to -

~ -

V'. QW ¢ - P * BN R . I

\ B

“foéus on some of the emergent thefnes ‘in greater deta'.11.» A founth round of
ve ¥ [ \ L ¢

- ‘d_ata éoll‘e‘@tion is plahned. It w111 consast of olassroom observations, but at

g o? . A
. . .
th1s wr1tmg, the fourth round has not begun. ~ - B o
oed . “\ ‘ .. \ . N N
b ’ . . . ' T3 R ; N
i s N o0 o 5 o >
- » - - ° ' - “\ - d“u
" N * )

o
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.‘; Vi other p051t1ons, many og them -in ciassrooms..?-..

Subjects. The subjects for this study were those teachers and/or’
_team leaders in the Center model classfooms and local model classrooms,

. ‘who were still on the rosters in the schools involved as of Juhe, 1976. - | }

i
|
|
) . 1
Although in’ the Fall of 19;76 some of these teachers were.yvorking in I
differentschools and/or in different capacities; they were inclided in - - ‘

2. te
~ ° f g . .

, the mailing of the first survey. This study was not, however, a'"follow-up )

- .
" .
. B

. of all teachers who had ever taught in the models. ' i o

. .
\ . 1 o d

Prg§cedures. 'I‘he Survey Form (See’ Atta€hment A) was sent out in

-~ .

late Fall to a total of 158 teachers. The uurpose of this survey was to

-

enl1st the cooperat1on of the .tgaphers m"\the 'study and to collect demogra:ehm

o - % - Y

data * This survey form yiel ed&an extremely h1gh rate of returno(N 125), - » e,

H
o"‘

79.1%, ‘with a sl1ghtly h1gher raé:} coming from the local model group N Ny
. . o
(82. 3%) than from the Center model group, (67. 6%). lnfaddition to the’ RS

-

Qu‘antity of returns, numerous .teacheré {n‘di'cated, by adding notes on the ~ \' -

form, their 1nterest 4in the study and the1r wﬂlmgness to part1c1pate further. b v

ERAEY

"y M -

In round two, a Quest1onna1re (See Attachment B), preparedqomtly by

“local d1str1ct and LRDC staff members. a;xd organ1zed so that the same form

-

~would xepresent both models, Was malled té the 125 subJec‘Es who had ref:urned

~

-

D

N}

AN

s

Fl

o

f

s

N

-

-

+

4v\

Bl

= 3Team Leader is the name’ glvéh“to a role which was Created by tl;us ' ,/ ':,f‘,
d1strict's Titled‘ program. . ‘I‘eagn Leaders had no classroom.as signment. ;e
’. They were-aSs1gned to one school \mth f_hs. spec1£1c respons1b1l1ty of ass1st1;£1g f
in the 1mplemerftat1on &nd maihtenance-of the innovative mo*déls through - B r., '
trammg teachers and developing and managmgnmaterrals. When pr: Agram 4

support was withdrawn, “the role was- abolished and the mcumbents took/ !

e N & o~
LN :. N

"-: ~ . . \.—’v o
o« $




- / T ) -
the-survey from. 'The purpose of the questionnaire was to obtain a broad .

Y . .

P base of data on model components a2nd their continued use or, disuse, along’
j ; / . ——— s . . »
/ i with teachers' thoug via op_en-ende'd questions, - . o -
L. * i ~ !
‘ 4, frameybork wae devised for selecting a sample for personil intir] -
‘ views in roun ree. The intent’of the framewark wa & to assurea
\ . representative distribution from both innovative modbls in both public and
. t , . s W e
ot parochial school settings and across the grade levels involved. Similarly,
. ¢ . ,

- . '] . > "
team 1eac}ers were selected from both models#to assure representativeness.

-

Once the numbers in each cell werg determined, a stratified random sample

.
L [}

H - -

of 30 teachers was selected on two JVvariables, .number of years teaching in

. the model and number of years in teaching. T ' !

- i ¢ . Sm o P
~ . The interview from (see Attachment C) was designed to gather in-
: y 4

<

formation that would clarify, verify, o'r extend the informatton obtained -7

A

through the questionnaire. To date, twenty one of the 30 personal interviews

>

T
have been completed by the LRDC Field Se'rv1ces Staff. ~ .
Results .. ‘-, o : . .t
_ . . _ | ‘ ‘
The results obtained from the round two’ questionnaire were anmalyzed
. - - e .
*first by total group response and then by .rnodel'to model response (i.e. the ..
/ - .
local- model group the Center model group) .
» - -, . - o 7 5 ) )
< . ’ T s o ¢ ) '
Analysis of total group responses: Table 1 provides information about,
component categories. The sub-sgets under each category were collapsed to
obtam a genéral category ratmg (refer to Attachment ;)
- h . . R . ; u_.
: 5 .
bl i .. . A '
k] \ . 7 ' -~ . .-

W3,
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Cyear and a half without program support they are\ei/t/hér continuing to

PRy

-

-

s ' . ’ ' ¢
the components.df thtir maode

{

. are cénti.nuing to use them but have made adaptations for the currest situa

teachers is the recofd k

. ’ ) 0 - ! * -
set data shows that Teacher Kept Records are mostly continued or adaptea,

'

) Table 1 sho

)

LS

.

2 ~

ks

%3

i

2
s

—

»

maintainéd. For some -reason teachers are

B

P -

Teacher Response -to the Extenf.jof' Prograﬁ

-

cmm e ——

5

—— Table 1}

i

continuance %f this component when there is no requir

*

-

Component Use

'

? L /
: ) , i
— o |2 >
== E o = - o
R N O
0 - E’E“og,‘ 2 o 8’. H
@ o ~ovlano ‘s 5. |78 |74
28 IWEEHTE |o cf |oB lo~ |
LICRN D Fx N ol A - -
= jegel = D Q M K o
-g = . v 3 [} ‘5 v '1 L; :"‘ 8 - " halk o e
3% uimwm 36w - ~Q |HE |~ ,
A 53‘33‘50,‘5 /-E -::E‘-:.x )
|5 dlewv]ee o jee |HT 2T Total
C coelgeelge 122 (28 (29 1289
[Pt |82 gE g5 (S8 0P8 152 e e
Classroom . ; s
Managément | 45% A-jz%r 3% {3% { 2% {3% | 1% 99%
[ / N
T curriculum N .
| Materials 44% 143%| 0% 16% (3% | 2% | 7%{ 99. 6%.
Rec rd' .‘;":" ;
Reeptng | 25%(40%(22%| 2% (4% 5% | 1%| 99%
2 .
ll 1» ) ’ ’ - -
iecﬁni,ques,; : o - ‘ )
for Indivif130% {62%) 1% 1% {4% | 2% {0% | 99%
auliu:il’_bn - '
S ecifiif’ : 4
Teachisg 2% |48%)| 3% 2% | 8% | 6% | 1% | 100%
Methods .
T - .
- e K |
T ' o 8 ) .
) , \ .
T L Lk « ,
&

w;vherea[s,- the Child Kept Récords-—il"xdividﬁal and group--are no lbngerm-

D

WS that the m'ajoz;ity of the teachers i‘eport that after

v

use *

.
-

less enthusiastic about the ’
: 8-
ement for it.

3 s >

/ .
1s.as they did w\th program support, or they

2l

e_epj.h'g(cbmpb‘ﬁent. A re-examination of the sub~ .

-

v

-

tions.»|The one component which appears to show a’'larger rejection by = !

v

-

w
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teachers to the1r exper1ences with the five facilitators/of/ professmnal
' growth p}?d'fl‘ad the followmg ordermg from most val é
. t |

7 le/ @o least , .

o »,
valuable: (1) regularly scheduled all-day wo‘rkshops’a ) ]7bca1 model

! ’ '
, : ‘ /
‘

Y

~ - . ) R ,/) ' ;
(4) summer workshops, (‘5))s\u&ervisoryinstructiona1 'pe/c’:ial'ist.4 These g |

. ] >

interpretation'of each facilitating category, and to the 'ideritificativn of

/.
d ? In spite of the

’ /

" specific people who function in the roles of 2, 3;/’

« .“'
scheduled a11-day workshops, an on-going 1n-,‘ser4v1c m<eans of professmnal

.
e

- growth, over other categories. Over 50% of" /re pondents md1cateq{th1s

category as being "most useful",

<

cluded such topics as workshops, the oppd ity to observe and exchange 5

< P N

.
.

ideas with other teachers, support and asgistance from a team’leader,

e N ~ : v p—
A ' .

and the opportunity to work with profgv's/s,‘ :

-

personnel or specialists. o

¢ -

i

i\\.
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!

- A

’ -

A : 1
. The comments were, in fact, additional corroboratioh,of the’us’efulness of

~

the "facilitators' of professional growth from the preceding question.
. > I 13 ) ,
N s L
N Another ""most missed" feature Wwagthe classroom aide. A comment
- . » )

s

_fnequently added to the statement about loss of aides was that it was the

lo'ss of the "teacher/aide team'' which was the important factor. One

teacher wrote '"When the aides were agsigned to a specific roofn they knew
.t BN ' . o . /
the children and th \Procedures and were an important part of the team. "
. ; ) ¢ ‘ -
. . - .
‘Al‘s,o 'mentioned was /the fact that.the dides~were well trained, that their

' L -

’

_contribution was "'much more than doing clerical worky "'
¢

*Materials were mentioned as being n'\issed by several teachers, but

not so often as one would expect from a program which prowded teachers

-4

with a great deal rpore than they now get. This may be due to the fact that

¥

the Prggram support has only been w1thdraw\for one year and materials are

still available, Indeed’, teachers had just indicated in part one of the questionnaire A

.
N [}

. ] ‘ .
that they continue to use components of the '‘program. The question will be an
N . - . "

? .

.

interesting one to ask in another year when sup.plies have begun to run out.

——
hd -

The second question (’Wha:tiaspécts are you most happy to have eliminated? )
- . s

had one answer that received a heavy response- 'rNone--everythmg was great"

£

Anqther topic mentioned frequently though was "g\aperwork" In most cases,

it was specified that the referent was to additional or unnecessary forms, check

lists, inventories, etc., that were requi'red for the ‘program and in .othér cases
. i Lo T :

the referent was to the additional’records that hzd to be kept on children. Even

Eid

. . . .\ ' -
Ed * .

though the general éategc;ry of paperwork drew negative reactions, some °
* r . . ? -
. <. - .
’ ' ) .\ L]
. / V1 -
- N 8 lﬂ S _3 -




.

‘ were and wh’ere to take them". Coe

3" : Lt ~ . . : ,' }f . ' N
interesting comments were‘/aah{i which supported the notion that it was a

»
-

s

. ''Hecessary evil'. For example: ', ...the bookkeeping, though time consuming

v R . N - -
. . - L4 o .

and tedious”at times, waswery good, It gave me a good idea -of \';vhereg«th\,“e kids

. 'y - “e . ©
J— N ¢
Q

» h) A N

-~ While some teachers (the, h1gher number) regretted the loss of the team

/ - ® . * e ot '
leaders a few were hap‘*{o see them elun&'xated When this was the case,

.
. ' S ! >

it was because the spec1f1c person was felt to be ineffective. There were also

— v
a few negative reactions to workshops. Aga’in however, specific'qualificaﬁons

3

_were added su/c/lr} as: 'they became répititious, " ”after seven years my time

— ’ s

~—

could have been better spent in the classroom, " and ”teachers $hould have

4

.

had more input, " - . -
. < . ) ».

In response to the third question's invitation to comment on an(ything,

[} [y

the majority of the teachers addressed the subject of géneral program issues.,
y o ‘
That 4s, the comments were relatéd tothe OVerall management of the Title I

'

effort rath_er thah to the specifid model in which they taugw Such top1cs as .

. - - '] 4
program egulat1ons, e11g1b111ty requ1rements, the-nged for rhore information .

.(. \

to teachers on how dec131ons et made and why, a feeling of gett1ng caught
v .

‘\;between the forces of the neAv model and: the ex1st1ng praet1<:es, .and the, short

> B 2

dura?{on of ''new programs" dre included here. . } ¥
. . .

_—r

_ - On the eligibility requn'ements issue teachers lxpressed d1scomfort

s, v

- 'w-i-th th_ev-Title I prdgram's ''discrimination against non-eligible children" -

l

'you should declare the entire classroom eligible’ 1f A’ certa1n percent nfeet

the requ1rements” and “e11g1b111ty requ1r‘,e\ments deny the use of materials

- — ' ° -
"and equ1pment to me11g1b1e students, " On the "duration" 1ssue one teacher .

-

¢



. . .
. . .
»
4 - / .
. . >
- . .

wrote 'l would like to see a program that lasts more than a few years. In .

‘eleven years, I have taught four read1ng series w1thout leaving the d1str1ct

R

7

-

\

.3

=~

v

W

“ school or grade level. Another wrote, "It would be benef1c1a1 tome if a

program would not be e11m1nated from. the schools as quickly as they have

been. . One

Jus\t starts tq feel comfortable in a program and the following year

\

. it is eliminated.™

E

~ A number of teachers expressed a vote of confidence for the exper1ence

of teachmg in an mnovat1ve situation in the sense

/

’

-~

.

<
-

»

R

”

¢

;hat they acknowledgegl/that

they were changed by the experience, that they will ”never go back to my old

-

¢

‘\

to learn and to change." \-’

°

-

‘-

[4

v

Analys1s of responses by mgdel: An exam1nat1on of the data from thg

" way of teaching. " Another expressed a new apprec1at10n for "@g it takes

Sy J

quest1onna1re by model shOWS that there are only a few, notable dlfferené“;as be-

{

’

I

¢

P

-

-
*

- e

tween  the responses of the lo®al model teachérs and the responses-of the' ’
. A’; °.

A} (. T e

o s-k

, Center mode)iteachers concerning program components For examplg,.

s ) %

Center model teachers are.rnore inclined to _adapt thé) Clas sroorn Management

component whereas the local mqdel teachers cont1nue to use the ic

Both groups spread out 'across more options u.nde‘lg the use -of the

J
_they did when they. ha¥the program support.

<

2

I )

- ”‘\_ N
.,

rd

- ha %4

\

"l

o)!i;ponent as

&

R

v
A

Specific TeachinglMeth'ods component than in other components. Howeve¥,

.,

’

the majorit‘ylof the Center model. teachers are a,dapting'the Specifi¢ Teaching
o KA — ' .

4

13

* . Method while the local model teachers are using the ‘methods
I - . ) .

oo

'adapting' (44%), and asking for more help and more time 8. 6% and 6%).. . «

same (36270'),

. .
.

-




"
° >

. * ° . .
. \
\ LN N : - .
- g . .
. . N . v
. <
. e - . . R . . )

» o .
< -

. More interesting differences bétween programs emerge from a re-

- " ‘ ' “ ' r

A

. ) ) . i

.Bot_h: groul_)s respohded similarly to‘ the c’omp‘Bne_nt of Rex,qrd Keeping. | ‘

\" ' More sPecificaily, ‘the sub-items of "child -kept" and ''group-kept records" .
| are being questioned by the teacher_s 1r{both programs, but the teacher -kept

e . !

. .records are :being"maintained. T ¢ T )

|

i

analysis of the open-end‘éd questions. While both gr6uRs expressed their"
greatest loss in terms'of ”support for\grofesSmnal growth” and the loss of

N S

< the ”classroom aide'” there are dlfferences concerning the next ”most

. N . ‘
. - A . 47 . . ? ° , ‘

- missed" itern. The local model teachers?eel the loss of the “critical mass'"!

‘ phenomefron most keenly, such as the opportunif:y to 1nteract w1th Sther - T

,
1 . s~

teachers on an mformal basis, and to share Tdeas in the work-'s'hOp'sessjlbns. -
. , ’

. -

The Center model teachers, on the other hana, ,stress the loss of materials

and add some specific reasons for missing materials which'haVe to do

o

.wi_th-the individualized and individualizing aspects of the materials. This

~

- Tis no surprise because of'the nature of the differen in the programs.. X ¢§
. ' " The two program’s are somewhat s1m11ar in t’h\t the emphasize the.

| inciividualization -of instruction and through individualiza:tion the creation of N
i . child-centered, active learning env1rohx:;nents'inq c1assrooms. The prihciple ri-

) difference appears to be that the Center’ modelzstnes';q:ﬁae use of 1ns1:ructiona1 )

‘e - - AR Vv ~ \
. techniques, .curriculurn rnaterials, and c];assro'om procedures’, whieh are . ) -

’s;';eci.fied as part of the o,;v_erall'*instructional innoiration, whil'é‘%gg;;ipcai fnodel )

‘stresses the training of ‘classroom teachers in the.principles‘and techniques of

individualized instruction and the ''open classroom" concept so_‘:tha‘t'teachers

o A

can create the~desired changes in their classrooms. o
: SHat AT, .

Among the responses of the Center model group, there was greater

specificity of the particular aspects of the individualized curriculum which

= ’ 11/ :’ ’ -

v N . . - »
l . a2
+ = . -
. , . . . * .
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teachers m#s most. For example, !'The math curriculum:...I misss the
« - N g ~
sequencing and ease of individualization." And another, "The ipdividualization

.
I3
- . “

7

*

< :aspecf of the program was great. It allowed children the freedom to do more
. 0,

.

work at their own level " And "The availability of matenals to reach each

. LS
- o ' ’

ch11d o ' :

” .

"In general,’ both groups of teachers expressed favorable ‘attitudes to--

s
¢ : s
Ve Y

[ - A -
ward their particular program: '""Sorry that (Center curricul a) were

~ . ’,
-

odiscontinued,t"' the progra'xm' is ''so much superior to traditional...iitis a

-

sad\‘”state\’to have it disappear. ml ayn doing it iliegally this year and l;ope

ar by individualization, ' and another
’ R . N

"The ‘(Lo>ca.1 Model) experience is so great, kids don't want to go home, 't
b e - ) ’

e~ [

.

Personal ‘»Inte rviews

‘

P A prehrnmary analys1s of the round three per§ena1 interviews suppo;ts

the findings determmed by the quesBionnaire in regard to model components

\
.

which a1;e continued as before or with adaptations. The teachers maint®n

r . .
- - 4 [

the physical room arrangement with variols learning centers, content
areas, or indepehdent‘ﬂfik stationss They still make use of matérials and

equipment’ pb@ded by the former Title I programs. Those teachers who -

still have a classroom aide for a port{t;n of time appreciate’'the aides and

Lt - - 24 .
mafke use of aide time for operating the model. In other words, the teachers
. P . / ?

: ¥ X - .
will allot that pagt of the day when the aide is available as the time when they

4 .
d F— " )

operate the innovative mdcigl. The teachers report the use of the diagnostic/ ,

3 [}
4 L]

prescriptive process, aspects of the reeord keeping system, and the class-*

[y

room mahna

:

ment system., . ¢

-
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- . s . 6‘ . .
s Program effects on teacher attitude toward the way children learn and
. . C . X[ :
- the techniques and skills learned for reaching individual children do persist.
However, some tedchers were quick to report thatto a certain extent they

Wi o . A ’

are unchanged by the; ‘experience since "I always thought of myself as a

X ‘ - /. . .
. = t - sps . N
‘humanized teache?, " and /'l never was a traditional teacher with everyone

. 0 ~ - . . i
\ , doing the same thing." Most teachers however, reflect a change which cam™
: “ . c ° . " . * ' . . .
' ~ . L
pérhaps be best summarized by the statements: "The program had a big ! *

- | 1mpact on my phﬂosgﬂy Prior to (Local model) there had been no emphasis B

[
ve

on the individual ch11d " And ". . . I can allow more pleasurable learning
\\
v 7

¢ + « » more freedom for teachers and students. "

- - d .
>

Teachers again expressed a st_ron'é need for opportunities for professional

\ growth. The \m\e of in-service \;vorkshop's and‘exposure;t—o' the professional
: / . . p
. [ ' . .- -
staff was reiterated through statements.such as: YI'm stagnant now, . . , a .

Ty
. — — N .
° Ko ¥ 14
.

yisits from the resource people and other teachers -were reinforcing. "
\ . - B . . ' ) - — ¢
- L In,;reg_ard to conditions that support or inhibit the continued use of
2 J . . v . '
prografm aspects, the teachess 1dent1f1ed such things as the presence (or

B absence) of materials 2nd equipment the full time trained aide (n‘o aide),
time (no time) to know the, problems of spec1f1c kl&s and deal Wlth thern, the

prmc1pa1's supporf o‘:her teache{ 8 support "the program is easier to

operaEe if other teachers know it, ' and the children's reaction: .''seeing

{ . ‘ P
children make progress is a good support.' - ' .
_One salient theme that emerged from thé interviews is'the awareness _ ‘ e

. . .“ N ";
of teachers of the frequent lack of clear definition of suppo¥rt roles, and the
1 NN T, R . ‘

conflict that sgmeti.mes, oAccurrezi within ?.nd between the various rolés, both

“
‘o

o }h‘iipe created by the program and those existing within the school system.
- R //\ . . ’ . - .- ' 2

~ s .
- ~ -

.
. . -
. .
-t N - -7 ~ r - 73 d
PR = . - .
c I . . - .
' v P - . a ‘/
) . , . o L

-
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The effectof clear role definition (or lack of def:inition), the absence (or

presence) of conflict of roles can support or inhibit program operation‘or

-~ r - e

. e . . . ¥

’ con%nuahon by the teachers;
i - . “\ N ¢

‘ It is mterestmg to note some of the factors that teachers thmk con'-

Fl

tribute to the pr1nc1pal's suppcrt of programs: “If they trust the teacher s

“

ability and think the program is education‘ally sound, ' "If other teachers

. - S
. support and juse the program " ”I_f you show success»-if they know the program

PU— .,.__._..._.,_.—_. —

]
, is helpmg lgids, " and ”If the word is out tk(?‘n@e of the program is okay

—~

from upper administration. "
The topic of adaptations was of pa‘rticular interest to us. Since

the first que,stionnaire indicated a high rate of adaptation of model components,
. . . ¢ %

$ N
-

- , . 5
_we hoped to probe this area in the interviews for ?mples of actual adaptations
which teachers have made. This was more difficult than we anticipated. The

teachers were generally not able to give the type of specificity for which we
. - . b N -_ & ) -
» were searching. In some ﬁﬁse this is congistent with one of the main notions

o

.about adaptations: namely that adaptations are neces sary to cfeate’ local

[y

ownership (Rand study, 1975, McLaughlin).

’ ownership was complete to the point that teachers d1d not kno%rg they had
| B

B
ey
R

In our case it may be that local

-

adapted from something else.’

Nevertheless we did obtain some examples of adaptations. In Table

. 2 we have 1ndicated an example of the type of adaptations that are bein

b4 \

7

imade for eachof the five mode}t components.

N .

-

.

»
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Table 2 . = . . - \

) ‘3— . N 5.

- Examples of.Types of Adaptations made to Model Components
» ' :

- !
Model components s Example :of a.daptatmns made by .
' ) teachers in transferring component
_ aspect to current teaching situation.

»~
.

-
) 1. .Classroom managemen .. Because of 1oss of aide, teacher . .o
R . ; operates 1nd1v1duahzed model fewer

\ A R . o ! days (3). than durmg program support.

¢

vigit.learning centers) now recorded
op tape to compensate for loss of aide..

A - \ " * . Attivity cards (used by ahildren who

o

. Games developed for innovative model
curriculum were re-made using content’
from mainstream curri¢ulum. * .

" An early‘ learning skills curriculum has” .
been coordinated into the Jbasal readmg
series. ’

B ‘ P !
"The formats for the followmg record--
. forms have been re-made for use with °
mamstream curricula: weekly chart,

e read1ng log, master sheet.

Teacher rewrote pre-pos# tests for th
. basaLreadmg serles. -
.: ) . 7 ‘4 . &
. Teacher added a unit to bas readmg
curnculum to build-pre-requisite beha-

viors..
. - g , Teacher used a begmmng reading strategy
- 3 L for teaching blending with fhe letter /sou.nd
T oL - sequence of the basal series.
. L / ,: "+ " Teacher makes teaching tapes (uséd - « )
_ . ) ’ exten«swely in 1nnoyat1ve moae}) because
"they teach Kids to 11s-ten. " ‘% R
Ed . . , ,‘ , . .
) v , < \‘ ' . Py

s s B LN I
ERIC -~ - - | - : -

“ ‘ . ) .

0 *

»
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Discussion © IR e ’ ©
\ '~ One conclusion which can be drawn from the data collection inh this

¢

study is that one year after the withdrawal of support ofifw;vo innovative
cldssroom programs, teachers report that'they are"\cohtin ing to use the -

majority of the components either as they did with program support or with

adaptations to their current situation, Qur original proposition, that with-
drawal of an innovation from the budget line is not equal to withdrawal of

- -~

the innovation at the user level, is a't'l'east superficially co'n,firmei. As an’

~ - 3 -
example, the overall data 1nd1cate that although teachers objett to "meamng—
e .
}es/é paperwork w teacher kept records of pup:.l progress are valued .and I A

still used; that is teachers have continued to use the record keepmg system

un

from the former programs 1ntact or else have mad&adapta’aons appropr1ate

to the1r situation, since record keepmg taught a,,’%ethoc’r ﬁ know ch11dren”

. co iy
and made one ""much more aware. of the u’nportahce of keepmg data on k1ds.4‘

[y

-

‘pre-re'quisite reaaing skills is fairly complex., ‘We need to ask which eacher’s,'
¥ 54 ) N ¢' -
are performi%n& which types of adaptations? Does years of experience

.

R

In our ;‘i{ehmmary data analysis by grade level we fmd a greater

tendency for kindergarten teachers to bé "retainers' while third grade

7,
-
B




teachers are the ones who “those not to use'' or select the wider range of
€ k] *

dptions on the questionnaire. ‘While this tendency may say something about

the differences between kindergarten and‘ third grade teachers,' or the dif-

ference in kindergarten and third grade programs, we need to consider the

possibility that this characteristic is related to the implementation plan for:

. - —

the-two models. By design, the models were implemented in a grade ata .

t - ‘
time ?rom kindergarten through third grade The effect of this plan is that

k1ndergarten teachers are in the model longer than other grade level t’eé)chers

N

and may have become more capable both in implementing the model c"omponents

¢ .

1,
DNt

. . and/or adapting them. Put another way, this group may have progreséefl . . '
, R

B further through the "Levels of Use" descr1bed -by Hall (1973) The more .

. exper1enced teachers may have moved 1nto the levels descr1bed as re- -
P . - 7

finement and integration.

i

- \
The levels of Use/Stages of \Concern theory (Fuller, 1969; Hall, 1973) ~

. 4
\ . R NI

also has interesting implications for el to model differences. As a ’

~h

_ grqup the teachers from the Center m&el include more expressionssn N
. M . v

. the impact of the program on students, while the local model teachers

L e ¢ . - I3

~ - ‘

express a greater-concern for the loss of program aspects which are
£ S

Ca

"more directly a benefit to the teacher while indirectly a benefit to the

—_— ) )
' . . 2 cps : . .
\ ; children, i.e., the "critical mass' phenomenon, workshbps and interactions =

\

ith peers from which-they learn new te chnjquesx The content of the

. - .
mments indicate a much greater personal loyality to the innovation
7

RN




] R L . AR conT '
experience by the local model teachers. This is & positive and necessary

-

aspect 6f'"any planned change effprt. .But the questiqi'{‘is: Is this group,

because of the hature of the program which they have been a part of or

the process by which they were trained, more ”s}t:alléa“ at the level of

. -

""personal concerns?' Does the implementation of a more structured, more -

- v

developed program lead more readily to irmpagct concerns by teachers? Is

.

‘"less personal loyalty" a real outcome of‘ir‘ﬁplementing a highly séructu'i'ed,

non-locally developed classroom program? ‘,'{Can the two efforts be combined

46,’.

in'some way, i.e., could the structured p:;/pgram be implemented under the
a hd . I.

L 4

locally determined process? 4 “ ,

"Results of this study suggest.some jpolicy implications for Fedéral
: L
programs such as Title I: the most, notable concerns eligibility requirements.
It seems that the guidelines for determining and fulfilling eligibility require-

mehts can usually be complied with at the abstz;act,,‘gr higher administrative

level, (e.g.,,Those children who fall below asc;)ertain stanine on a standafdized

X% A

test are des‘i"gﬁé‘%gd as eligible chi ldr‘(‘e‘n). But can the guidelines be implemented )

’

at the classroom level? At abpezgonal ‘ley"e‘h; !tg:..achers report having diffiéﬁlty

separating or isoiating children on the basis of eligiblity, They wighwto pro-

vide an instructional program for "all" of the children. So we might question
14 ’ . \ N " N

if the single "eligible" child should be the target of federally funded programs

" or would the pu.rposes of the funding be better served if the target wetz:fﬁst’he
3 p B . ~ ,4'!

eligible classroom, school unit (e.g., primary grades), or the total school?

By -
- oo s ;"
g ton - ~
el N - R
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i 4



»

A second unphcatl.on for pohcy is the intensity with Vvh1ch our

. R W

‘subjects expressed the need and desire for professional growsh opportu-z :

PR

nities. The desire 'on the part of the teachers to break down the "alonenes_'s.

N ’

of teachers''(Sarason, 1971) is as strong as thetability of researchers to

-

»

describe it. Teachers not only want to meet and exchange profes sional
PR . ' f .
ideas with their peers and with specialists, they also want the team éffort'

~ N N - .
v

as represented by~the’,teacher7aide unit. One possi:ble implication of

tkiis is that a phase-out of monetary support might allow for continuation
. ) ' X B . i - L .,
) . A\ ] ’ , .
of the resources for professional growth beyond the termination of monies

’

for further development and materials. Such a phase might assure the

T, ~ : ) é},}( P . o .
continuation of desirable behaviors 1éarned from the experience with an
innovation. The real concern of the phase-out plan is, a.f;ter all, for keeping

. ? - . _ .

. the’ s'ystern-dyhamic; in that sense a phase-out plan ¢hould have a different

- "
-

emphasis from that wh1ch has brought the teachers to the po1nt where they

= . P -
are committed t§ reta1n1ng the1r new skills, - e s L
< ' con o

.

. Fmally, we have asked ourselves Where we need to go from here.

One of the purposes qf descr1pt1ve stud1es xi‘ map an area and po1nt out’ »

K

qliestions for more 1ntens1ve study. To: begm w1th we want to continue to-

' ’ ’ ! ¢

;anesﬁga:te the nature of the adaptat10ns which are bemg madé. Our subyects '

say they have adapted. Other reséarch -stud1es have cited the 1mportance

" v
c

of, agapta'aon as a critical phase’of the user - (Rand 1975) We need more ‘ S

1nvest1gat1on of the area of adaptahons' What are they? What aspects of
‘ /.{(. . .
3 .

A
.
s

-




2

e designing.better implementation strste gies -- strategies which take intd

. - : ’ N St r

the model are adaptable? How dp teachers go about the process? .Are’ i
L : LA g . o
they creating-adaptations or mutations? Mappmg the nature of adaptat1ons

t i . [ PR , “
w111 be one focus of our classroom v1s1ts.. . . ° :

-
.

. ! . "

We -need‘also to a'ttemp‘c to find out who the non-resp’ondents are.

. -

: N ,
oo It m?y be that they are the reJectors. If so, the1r attitudes and behav:.ors
. Ny N 8

- are obv1ously of equal 1nterest and 1mportance. We nfé\ust attempt to fe-

. ; S . L.
Sl . ;

cycle through the original subject pool and find out more.about the non-_‘
\ . R - .
’ PR ’{. R . - ) Lo d,' EY

e respondents.. - L oL , o SRt

~ N y R s . . o, , - .
DA lusion’ — / : o
- i Conc.us1on . N , B i e /
B '., i . ‘( s/ ‘ . f [

. And so.the f1nd1ngs of th1s study ‘enable us to say that: They did , -

‘s

not throw out the baby with- ‘the bath ---

»

t least not yet! * The stud,y in<. v
models had,a sustaining impact on this:group of teachers, The impli,oéti—bns

of the fmdmgs are part1cular1y unportant at this t1me of declining Federal‘

N - d ‘

Bt

-
3

Q support for the development of new programs. It is critical for program’ °

developers to begin, to assess the changes that theirz clients, ,'the\ teachers, .°
. - ° e 3 -
have internalized so that when momes for program support are- w1thdrawn

the possibility still exists f:Bat aspects»of the innovation will continue to be ..

7 -7

" part of the teacher's repe ire. Such information goula'eussist educators in
’ “© ¢ . . - e "
account that inevitable time whex? support will be withdrawn. . é

. ® ~r , Al

T

.

g

N
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. TITLE 1 STUDY

.

SURVEY FORM

- Name

School

Today's Date’

]. Current gmade level or'pogition

A

b

: 2. Years:at this grade level or posftion -«

¢

3. -Number of yg;ﬁ% of.téachipg exﬁeéience © &

. . e : . FRELEA Program
4. Number of years tedching in the { . . L
_ ' : LRDC IM

™~

‘ . FRELEA: Program
5. Grade levels taught in the.{ ' '
. : LRDC TIM
] . ! ’ - .

Grade levels _ ‘Years at’ grade -

—t—

o
i
. =

—_— !
LY ’

» <

" "G, - Number of years as Early ChildHcod Team Leader

> M .
4 N
. |4 ES

7. Educational.lével (Check all categories ‘that apply to fou).~' '

a. “ Bachelor's

]
b. Master's o

c.  Master's plus’

-

d. Doctoral program

3
e. Doctorate
.d

%

« ,
ez 8. ~Please provide & phone number through which you can
be reached: ___ - ~ ) e
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a, Methods of dealipg h o . T -
with student.behavior’ - - ’
b. Arrangement of physical . J /i N
environment . : L ‘1
c. Scheduling procedures -
".u‘rriculum mterials ' ) - .
a, Using teacher - - . )
designed materials - 42 _-° /3 B -
b.. Using commercially N N '
purchased materials
¢. Osing Program PR ° . . . <
- Pproduced materials :
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Record keeping . - °
a. Teacher kept records R Y ) - ;
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c. Group records (kept . . K . :
- by children for _ .o .
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- v 4 N .
Techniques for Individu- S ’ :
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Specific teaching méthods ‘ B R -
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being of the least vaJ‘. . '

) . . - Summer workshops 3
. > . . ) " .
‘ ‘- . R Team Leader support
- - FRELZA wo:kst,éﬁizaff or LRDC ‘consultant staff 2
- - ' Supervisory Instructional Specialist -
! __ Regularly scheduled all-day workshops ; ,
. - i
' . Fh N ° -
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Interview
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..~ Name. of Teagher ) Interviewver '
» v ; 1S ' . 5 . -
School . -Date N . -
. e ‘ ; . L
Phone Number 6f School Time
’ 12 N . N . ‘) -
. . , " L4 3 - «
3 . N P e P Y .
N " » . haad * ’

1. If you have’ aaapted the program components in your classroom, what kinds of .

adaptations have you made? o

3

-

3
ki ! a

A - -~

- - : \)
2. Can you identify factgrs within your school which support oY inhibit the use

of the program in your classroom (such as time, attitude of principal, etc.)?

-

3. How did your experience in the program effect your: attitude towards the d

way children learn? o ) R ' R

\ < . - <

4, On a scale from 1 to 5 (1 being the fost us;eéul to you, 5 being tite least

~ useful to you) how would you rank the followipg items? . .
. a. Summer workshops . 1. 2 3- 4 5 T
b. Team Leader support 12 3 4, 5 °
< ) & .o o = 7
‘ ~c. FRELEA Workshop Staff ) \ o .
. ' © 7 or : * 1.2 3 4 s \
' LRDC Consultant Staf \L . i ©
& : Vs ,,, .
d. S}‘i’pwe'[rvisory Instructional Specialist = 1 - 2 .3 .4 5
. : e. RieguJ.arly Scheduled Allz-Day Workshops 1 2. 3 4 5 ,/
.{Z . ' ' . ,

5. Ift e program was started again, let s say. ngxt year, what type of
recommendations would you make to the program? ' ¢ ) '

_________,-«6“ If;}pﬁ had yotgmoiqe, would you cdnsi‘der teaching in the progran again?

& tos ’ ' =

R et . . -

If yes, why? . .

‘-ﬁ',@

~le

\ If no, why not?
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1. Ye%” .
" 2. No -

~

-

-

7. iépservatgbn? (Circle response)

-
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-
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The following questions should be filled out by the interviewer immediately

follpwi
.

4

'

ng the interview.

~a

you'were conducting the interview?

1.
2.

2.

Yes

If yes, who?

No

, (Circle as many as appropriate).

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

7.\ Other, specify

- 3. Was
1.
2.
3.
v 4,

P
o,

Add

Was

. Friendly
‘Eager.
Cooperative .-
Indifferent

Bored .

Hostile

respondent's underdtanding of the questiané. . .

Good
Fair
Poor

Other, specify |

" and

~

—i

. Yes/

No
..If no, why not?

1

there sufficient time for the interview?
e .

-

AN

-t

2

1. Was anyong else present in the room (or immediate environment) while

~ -

In general, what was the redpondent's attitude towards the interview?

¥

Lo&ation of Interview
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