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Pfoblem Statement

In many curricﬁgum areas, including writing, researth indicates '

g

that some commonly held notions about what and how to teach may be non- e
productive and even harmful to students. It has been assumed that by
changing teachers' notions and methods, student competencies and atti-

tudes toward learning would improve. A model for improving teacher 7

competency in writing existed through the National. Writing Project

\l

(NWP). The bresent researcher asked what and how teachers changed when

they participated in an NWP summer institute. A review of literature
_ : «

about educational change indicated several needs: (a) to déve1op a 2

~ theory about the proces§ the individual teacher undergQés when experi--
" ~ * . '
_encing change, (b} to see if research findings about change in non-

2

educational fields-ere agﬁropriate to education, and (c) to develon a .

cogent theory. of teacher change from a ‘compilation of diverse theories
|- 9

of change, S

L

Research Process .

{

The grounded theoty research process (Glaser and Strauss, 1967) .

. " was used to develop a theory of teacher change. A groﬁnded throry

approach is an open—ended process of continuoﬁs;co11ect10n, N

P

categorizat1on and analysis of data and/or;paterial and related

N ~

Titerature. The study was reported in a chronological- narrative

[y

o 1979), desqribing how a large body of uuantid&t1VP data and
qual1tat1ve mater1a1~~over 1,600 pages--was mé‘:ged Since grounded
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theory 1s a relatively unused process -in the field of educational re-. -

. search, the reporting style was a contribution to the f1e1d7

. This reoo<§:ﬂg§cr1bes'(a) factors influencing teachers' N
decisions to trQ\Q\method, (b) teaching method changes and other -

changes repor%ed b;\heseafzh parttcipants. (c) 1nsf1tu$e sit&ations

tq which participants responded both deOrab1y and unfavorab]y,'and

(d) the theory of teacﬁef change”. |

According to Glasér and Strauss, a random population is not

necessarily needed for theory building. The sixteen research partici-

‘pants of this study were a thedre{ica] sample which met the grounded

theory criteria of theoretical purpose and relevance. No projection

about generalizing to a ;andom bopul&tion or to successful teachers
o | . ' o .

in other curriculum areas was-made. Generalizing from this type~"
. v L

of study depends on a thorough description of participants and situation,

so that people i1n similar settings can determine 1f the findings are

“applicable to them. ,(Tikunoff and Ward, Note 1) )

The‘Nat1qna1‘yJ:ting Project begaﬁ in ]978>wﬁen forty-one summer -~
in-service institutes modeled after the five-year-old Ba} Area Writing,
Project (BAWP) were held at university and college sites across the
United Stgtes. Gray and Myers (1978), two directors of BAWP, identified
Teacher/Consq]tint§, as the fivé-weék institute participants were called,
as individual teachers experiencing change. Keech (1?fé, Note 2)

identified some changes reported by 1977 BAWP Teacher/Consultapts fn her

e

. description and evaluation of the project. IWiT;:anges fncTuded new

ski!lg in using methods, increased confidence, roved writing ability,

personh] growth,_pew,leédership roleg in_school and district, and changes

¥ < -
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in attitude. They were similar to outcomes described by Kelley (1951)

-

\ for participants of a decade long workshop conducted at Wayne State
University. T ' \

It was assumed that because participants in NWP institutes would
' 13

. be selected by the same criteria and-participate in the same process as
BAWP partitipants, fhey represented a theorqt1ca1 sample of teachers
expariencing change; ﬁiﬁteen of twenty-five Teacher/Consul tants 1Q one
NWP institute, hereafter referred to as the Institute, agreed fB par-
ticipate in the present study. The Institute was he]d dg‘the campus of
a major southwestern state 'university. One of the directors of tﬁe
Institute had spent Fhe pfevious summer visft1n§ BAWP. Five staff

members served as instructors and/or directors. of the Institute.

..
-~

: The NWP in-service design was strictly fol]owe&, which precluded

observers 1n any datly sessions. This met Bronfenbrenger's

(1976, 1977) criterfa for improving internal validitv bv conducting
\ ~ reseprch in settings that occur in the culture fer other than re-- .

seafich purposes. ' The participants in this study were engaged fn an

Institute created to'1mpr09e the teaéhing of writing, not to research
the {improvement. .

The summer Institute ran for five weeks, meetiﬁg four days a week,
& ! .
plus a social evening event per week in one of the instructor's or

* Teacher/Copsultant's homes. The mofning ses§1ons were planned to in--
‘ . s

c]udﬁ\two presentat?ons an% discusston time for two Teacher/Consultants.

Py

Afternoon sessions were split. “Two were devoted to meeting in writing

N groups of five or six persons to discuss. papers written by Teacher/

¥ RRTERINE \
: Consultants in that group. The other two afternoons involved

N




lecturers or*presentations by outside experts, university faculty
members, or instructors.

Teacher/Consultants were fdentified and selected through recommen- K
. : =

dations from their schoal district administration and others familiar with
their work and through interviews with Institute staff. They were récogQ
nized as outstanding teachers with an open apprbath to 1deas; They agreed
to make a formal presentation on some aspect of teach1ng wr1t1ng dur1ng

the Institute, to do required Institute ur1t1ng, and to plan and conduct

4 .
district in-service classes following the summer.

-t

The sixteen research partictpants included in this research study

represented a wide range of teaching levels, years of teaching ex-

perience, age, degree of involvement with professional organizations,

degrees held, and number of students in the S]a§sroom, Appendix A
jnc]udes pérﬁona] data about these . part161pants T T

The study investigated the process of change as based on reports of
the participants during their experience of khe process It was assumed
that a teacher adts on his or her perceptions regardless of the actyal
situation. This focused the-study not on observed. teacher behavior, but
on the decision-making process of teachers to try an\ihnovation-(the1;
1ntent1on), adopt adapt or reject it, and to the consciously raised

and willingly stated factors influencing these decisions

'\ \
The theory that resulted from the research procéss is'a theory of

the practical grounded in experience, muth.as, Schwab (1972) called Ior

Though theories are tentntgve and provisional and neglect some aspécts of

the facts of a case, Glaser and Strauss (1965) suggested a practical need

for theory—-enhanc1ng user contro1; given a flexible and enlightened
R N . \ ’
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user.

~

~, MNata and matertal were collected, categorized, and analy&ed during ~
\ - - |

“an éight month period-of the 1928-1979 school year. The bulk of the

data and materia] was gathered during\\he first two months of the study
+

fol]owed b}'interim and final qtages gf analycis and theory building.

é /

Appendix B chrono]ogica]]y describes the research procedures and time~
table. Appendices C and<D show the data and‘mater1a1“co1]ect10n and -

timetable for each participant.. ¢

&
+

Quesyionsffor three focused, informal interviews and three syrveys .

were developed to elicit the participants' perceptions®without researcher

interference An the actual Institute experienﬁe. Appendix E lists the
questions asked in the tnterviews, some of which were created before the

Institute began and some of‘which were bbnerated.during the vesearch

o fk'process Al 1nterviews were tape recorded and transcribad.‘

3 ' N
-

'"tﬁﬂ'“

The "Evaluation of Teachinq\Method" survey (Appendix F) was com-

-~

pleted daily by participants 1n ‘the Institute staff office. t&e partici-

pants evaluated twenty-seven methods of writing presented during the
Institute by Teather/Consu]tants‘and guest spea§er§i Most‘qugstions on
the survey were based_bn the charpacteristics 1dent{f1ed by Rogers and
Shoemaker (1971) as impo}tant ones -for exp]ainipg the rate of édoption_

of 1nnovat10ns 1n areas other than education These were ?e1at1ve i

~ ™
advantage, compatibi]ity, compLexity, trialabitity, and observhbi]ity

Two open~-ended questions were asked to identify additional 1nf1uenqps“
f ~ N

A “Héve You Tried It?" Survey (Abpendix G) was created to 1dent1fy

.

the participants' use of methods for teaching writing both before and a

“semester following the Institute. The methods were found in 2 review of

{ W 5.

AN

L Y

™~



[ AT

B 4

- N LR -—- - - = - - R R - I - -ay
“ .
.
3 - . I

' , 6
\ A *Yilerature, with face va11d1ty.estab11shed&by the Institute staff.
AR "Use of Iﬁ;titute Presentation Survey" (Appendix H) was given to
participants during the .third inter&iey %0 1ndfgatg tﬁe extent of t@eir'
V use in the fall semester of tﬁe mé thods presgnfed during the Ihstitute.
) Other material aVaiiaBle to the researcher were four-papers about
writing completed as Institute assignments: (a) ah essay about the:
problem confronting éoday's seacher of writing, (b and c) a first and N
a second position pXper on the teaching of wr1t1&gu?and (d) a wrilten r

- contributibn about the teaéhing of writing. Four personal writings of
<

participant§,wh1ch they presented and discussed in their writing groups

were not availableé to the researcher. '
‘ « Review of Literaturgj
o ] .
- Toffler (1970) brought national recognition to the disease of

<
change calleg future shock. He was appalled by how 1ittle was known

about people's ability to adapt, to change, there.being no adequate
theory about 1t. Sarason (1971) commented on the lack of kan]gdge and

theory about the change process within the school culture. He said

e v

people do not generally recognize the lack of k%oW]edgeqabout change

‘proqesses as a problem, hor dg\they see the complexity of the problem.
Lippitt'(1967),3Lort1e (1975) and Berman et al. (1975) indicated
co&partfqns were dif?icu]t to make between innovation adoptionsiin :
_educatiom and in other fields, éﬁch as business ana agricu]tufe.n
b Loucks and Hall (Note 3) emphasized in their fésea‘rch about-
implementation of educational “innovations that change is a proéess and
- should beiﬁvestigated as such. They created a Concerns-Based Adgﬁtion

1

. : | ‘ /
Mqodel where the individual and’ the innovation are the frame of
3 s \. v .

a .
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reference from which ehe change process 15 described. -

In the 1960's the focus on education'chdnge was on the research-
deve]opment—diffusion mpdel first described by Brickell (1961) and on
Seminars foy edueationq] leaders (Mi1ler, [96}). I§ wag\assumed tdeﬁ
dnnovative "teacheraproof" proceddrec or materiaTs created and dissemi-
nated by R and D taboratories could be diffused in their entirety to all
teachers withih a system to adopt. Referring to 1nst1tutjona1 change,
Goodlad (1975) descrdbed‘;he concentration on the R, D & D mode] as a
iendéney "to obscure and diminish long-standing, more 1nner—djrecteﬁ
approaches to'educatiodel 1mproyement" (B‘ 17). He warned that, ... h
eddcatiqna] change cou]d.not be based qﬂ tsolating separate parts of the

whole because education is a natural systéem. It does not respond to a

reductionistvapproach that does not describe the interrelationships of

=7

all the parts. S - .

The lack of 1n?0rmation about individual teacher change *was_

,1dent1f1ed by Good Bidd]e, and Brophy (1975) who stressed {ndividuaT’

‘teachers as important variables 1n the change process and urged they

)
be researched as such. A Canadian study by Ay]en, Anderson, and Wideen

*(Note &) abeut sttuations and cheracteristioe-related to the adoption

Lo

and 1Mb1ementat\pn of 1nnovat1ve practices a]so recommended 1ook1ng at

-the 1nd1v1dua1 teacher as an adopter within the structure of a soc1a1

Y
4

system ) - . , N -

-

Descriptions of the teacher by other researchers suggested Researcht

[

/
about the internal process of change was of interest. Brickell (1961)
. R s .

depicted a passive recipient who would adopt an innovation if it were

I 4 T . .
. -offered in the right way at the right :time. Lortie (1975) depicted the
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(e) 1nconsgquent1ﬁ1 beliefs, wh1ch’1f changed do not s1gn1f1cant1y alter -,

¢ ) ' ' 8
-

teacher as a present-oriented individual in the classroom isolated

-

S

because of {nner conservatism and the realities of the work place.

Rokéacﬁ's researgﬁ about beliefs, atti;udes, and ya]ues (1976) .
suggesteéd beliefs Qéfe hierarchical and offered"a basis for observing -
internal change§, some of which‘were manifested as behavior changes.
Aafe11ef was defined/as a simp]e_pfoposition, conscious or_unconscious,

inferred from what one says or does, the content of whith predisposes
one to act. A value was defined as a type of belief centrally located
i Y A ”

in the total belief system which said how one should or should not

- ~

-

behave or what one should or should not attain. An attitude.was defined

as a set of interrelated beliefs orgahized around an object or situation.

-

An opinion was the verbal aexpression of some belief, attitude, or value.

Rokeach defined five classes of beliefs arranged along a_Jentra]- .

(e beliefs based on deep personal experiente, including

positive andwnegative ones about our own capabitities; (c) beliefs about

- ) -
which authorities-to ‘trust; (d) beliefs derived from authorities; and

the total system of beliefs.

-

He concei?ed'of attitude as having three components: cognitive,
representing one's knowledge; affécxive, representing the intensity of

arousal for or against an onect or situation under certain conditions;
- - 8 - N : ;\

and behavioral, representing the action one is predisposed to engage in.

Relationships between attitude and behavio} changes are difficult to
-~ ’ —_—e — D

show becau§E expressed opinion or behavior:change is always a function

-
son,

R

2

|
-

-

‘ .



P 3

Eei M

"of at leasf two attitudés——foward object or toward si%uation.
In_one‘five volume study by the Rand Corporation about federal
;programs supporting chahge (Berman, Greengood,.McLaughlin, and Punctus,
']975), researchers reparted that significant and pervasive ‘changes in
teacher b&havior and attitudes-did result from classroom organization
and staff development pr¢jects. This report 1htfoducéd the concepf‘of
muéua] adaptation and conc]udéd that thé most'sdccessfu11§ 1mp1eheﬁted
1hnovat10hs were ones which botﬂ changed the usér and were adapted by
tﬁe user. The studyvindicatéd further support for observiny the 1;Ferna1
process of change and suggested change involved more phan adoptioﬁ and
implementation. |
Rogers (1962) raised the need to analyze complex, or interrelated
bundles oflinnovat{ons, since thiyjduals se}dom view them singu]%k]y.
The adoption of one may trigger the)adoption of others. Rogers and
Shoemaker (1971) keﬁt that reéomhendatioﬁ. They defined an innovation
as "an idea, practice, or object perceived as new by an individual"
(p. 19).. Newness may be expressed-in knowlédgg,'attﬁtude, or decision h
to use it. Aﬁ jnnovation;may‘have an 1dea component and an object

t

component. Only the idea component is :9qu1red. . 2

> Rogers and Shoemaker offered three categories of decisions regard- ‘

~N

L/*ﬁg fnnovation adoptfon or lack of adoption. Authority decisions are

made by a person in a shperior'power position: Collective decistions are

made' by consensus of ‘those resbonsib]e for adoption. Option decisions

~are made by individual teachers regard]ess‘qf decisions of others. A

fourth type of Hec1sion is a confiﬁgent dectsion, or sequential combina- .

g . )

tion of any of.the other three types.

. 10
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~In their research on curriculum and ipgstruction implementation,

AN
Fullan and Pomfret (1977) found that valuing an innovation is not

. sufficient for implememation to occur. It may be undesirable. as &

gda] or have a painful process”

The Titerature reviewed was directed toward change agents as well

as the prgces% of change, 1mp1ementatioﬁ, adoption, 'and adaptation.

One example was Havelock .and Have]ock's’guide, Trafningﬁfor Change

Agents (1973), representing the collective wisdom of fifty national

- : -~
leaders of research and educational training.

Many definitions of change as both noun and verb appeared in books
\ e

,/'and journals . wegster defined it as an alteration or substitution for

something else. Educational researchers qua11f1ed it more. Acc0rd1ng
to Miles (196%), between time 1 and timg 2 some noticeable alteration
has taken place 1n something. Aylen et al. (Note 4) said change is an

observab]e'alteration in a programmatic or behavioral regularity.

~ Sarason (1971) said change was the creation of new settings and that

settings were major factors-in the success or failure of change. Bennis -

et al. (1969) said it was an alteration of an ekistﬂng field of forces.
Kelley (1947) implied change was a move from treating symptom to cause.
Chin (1967) 1dg%t1f1ed five levels or definitions of change: substi tu-

tion, alteration, -perturbations and alterations, restructing, and Va]ye

_orientation.

14

Some obgervations about change were made.  First, the 1{terature
about innovations centered on system adoption of a single innovation
rather than individual adoption of a series of possibly 1nterrelated

1nnovations Second, the literature about.change and innovation was

Ed
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from many frames of rgference: the entire’'system, the individual ' ‘

school, the change agent, and the user. Third, different terms and
, | : : -
definitions of terms made it difficult to create a single picture of '

~ the change prbcefg, if indeed a single picture could be ;reatéd.

-

It was decided to constder change to be the main subjeci, and
fnnovation, adoptioh, adaptatian, 1mpfemgntat10n, and diffusion to be
parts of change. Thereafter, the review 6* literature became more
manageable and could more readily be incorporated when deve1oﬁing a

~

theory of teacher change from data and materfal collected in the present
'_ fh . ‘

study.) K o _ - ,

»

Two other decisions were made. The perspective for the theory M

would be from the position of the individual teacher within social

systems as a coordinating factor for describing the process o} change.

Also, the change process for an individual teagher would be uiagram- | §)
matically described and follow Lippitt's (1973) guidelines fof model &
building.

Factors Influencing Teacher/Consultants' Decision to Try .

Lo o

or Not Try Methods

Computer Analyses for the "Evaluation of Teaching Method" Survey

Déta from™the "Evaluation of Teaching Me thod" sufvey (Appendix F)
a11owea analyses of factors whii:"2f1uenced fhe,participants' 1ikeli-
ness to try a method. Three stéhdérd computer programs in the
Statist1§a1 Pdckage for the Social Sciences (Nie et a].,‘1975)_were used.
These were Pearson's Correlation Analysis, Regression Analysis, and “

Factor Analysis. A fourth analysis, Coefficient Alpha by Stock and

E11iott (Note 5), was used to find 1n£erna1 consistency of the instru-

ment . .
12
, .
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Appendix L describes the findings of each analysis and includes

Tables 11 through 16 to display data. Based on results of the Alpha

-Coefficient, it was assumed that the survey had good relfability.

From the statistical analyses, several overall observations were made:
(a) 1ikeliness to try a method was most often associated with charac-
teristics of goals for students,” compatibility with grade level and -

current>method§ used,: the observability of improvement 1f the method 1is

' used, and the 1ike11nqss of others to try it; (b) ease of teacher prep-

aration, ease of teacher use, and ease of use wkth existing rasqurces
?requent]y_ﬁere found to be related to each other; (c) newnéss of infor-
mation, whethér about 1de§, pfbtess, or matgr1a1 wa; neitper high]y.
related to othgr items nor a contributing influence to a decision to try

a method. This suggested that participants experienced attitude éhanges
: ’ . A

or re-evaluations of methods previously used or. known tofﬁg@ﬂnnd that

>

it is the manner of using methods that improves attitudes rather than
the method itself.

Combined Data and Material Categorization and Analysis

4

With the computer analyses completed, data and material were re’
viewed to analyze wﬁat 1nf1uenced a teacher to preceive a method és an
alternative. Ibata considered was from the coﬁputef analyses of survey
factors. Aﬁswers to‘open ended questions f3’and‘l4-on the survey,'
comments in the first three papers about wr1tfng, and comments in the
interviews providéd mafetial; ‘

The fq110w1n§'categor1e5 were Toéated 1nttﬁe data and.mater1a1 (see

Apééndix J) as fSCtOFS influencing, teachers' willingness to try a new

method, depending on the method and the teacher: (&) appropriateness
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to grade level, (b) appeal té others in the social group (Te&zher/
Consg’tants), (c) ability to satisfy predetermined goal or create
pwaréness of new goal, (d) compatibility with own student population
and classroom sftuation, (e) compatibility with resource needs, includ-"
ing time, materials, preparation ease, (f) compatibility with own

~

teaching style, (g) compatibility with personal interests, (h) compat-

-ib{lity with own and/or diétricttvalues, (1) observability of student

accomplishment, (J) acceptibility of presenter as an guthority.\ Roger
and Shoemaker's properties of relative advantage, compatibility, com-
plexity, trié]abi]ity, and observability were preéent in all {identified
influences except the acceptabi]ity of the presenter as an authority.
An extension of (c) was that teachers of writing hold goals for
students in the following categaries: (a) improve quality of writing,
(b) improve f]déncy/creativity, (¢) 1mprové'mechanics/ski]1s;_(d) apply

experience to life, (e) improve self-evaluation, (f) improve ability to

k.
]

" pass the district competency test. These categories are defined~in

Appendix K.

Appendix L shows a recommended."Revised Evaluation of Teaching
Method Survey" based on these findinés which could be used in furthér
resgarth. Another study using the Revised Survey would have to be con-

ducted to identify the degree to which each is influential, since all

factors were not included on the original survey.

4

Teaching Method Changes Resulting from the Institute Experience

The results of two surveys identified changes in teaching methods.

Pre- and Post- "Have You Tried It?" Surveys .

The "Have Yqu Tried It?" survey (Appendix'G) was completed by

B A} N
L3
~

1]

Yo 14
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participants prior to the Institute and a semester following the Instt-
tute. A Summary sheet ¢f changes in responses for pdrticipaqts
(Appendix M) was made. Although statistical analysis was not used for
the survéy data dué to thé size of the téacher sample and intended use
of the survey, several observations were made about post~In§R1tute
method use and comparison O0f pre- and post-Institute use.

Some of the methods for which participants perceived increased use
or awareness were ones presented du¢1ng the Institute\and must fherefore
be considered as a source of information influencing the ﬁarticipants to
decide‘to try them: Examples include sentence tombinihg practice,
journal writing, and peer evﬁ]uation of student writing..'Th1s assump-
tion is supportedvby comdefits in some second pqsition pagPers.

‘Participants tended to %nCreasé the use of methods of teacﬁing
writing thch: (a) improved fluency (for example, Journal Writizg,

free writing, and focused free writing); (b) improved attitude toward

writing (for example, use of games and moving personal experience into
+ .

- public writing); (c) improved quality of writing (for examplie, sentence

s

combining practice and generate sentence from key noun and\verb); (d)
changed the method of evaluating writing (for example, reWrittng Qased

on teacher comments to students, rewriting based on student comments to

each other, and use of a school wide writing evaluation system); and

(e) changed the student-teacher relationship (for example, journal

writing and rewriting based on. student comménts to each other)

Participants tended to decrease the use of-methods of teaching

- “r
writing which: (a) separated wr1t1;3‘and mechanics (for example, grammar

-a-t-\ ] . N
drill--fidentify parts of speech); (b) were more commonly known )

%

_ﬁ . ¥
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alternatives {for example, students write and produce a play and

writing based on specific diterary works); and (c) emphasized form

over fluency (for example, outline following rough draft).

"Use of Institute Presentation gurvey“ - | .
Part\sipants were given the “Use of Inftitute Presentation Sur-
vey" (Append1x H) at the- end of the fall sepester fo]]owing the
Institute, For each of the twanty-seven method presentations used fn
tp@‘statist1ca1 analyses, participants we}e asked to 1nd1capé ths\§x~7~
tent of the use of the methods. The\f011dwing methods were tried by
most participants.(at 1éast twelve) either w{th or without adaptatigh:
journal writing, student assisted revision in groups, and sentence com-
bining pnpcticen These findings were consistent witb data and ana1yses
from the post “Have You Tried I¢?" survey. |
) ,Participants who ré%ponded as not 1ikely to try a method using a
1 to 3 response on question:10 of the "Eva]uation of Teaching Method"
survey usually did not try that method Their decisions at the time of
the presentation were predict1ve of non- ﬁse S .

The'summafy sheet of responses to the "Use of Institute Presenta-

tion Survey" (Apbendix_N) shows that participants adapted and tried

E

.o R 4
. methods 1n 102 1nstanFes§ They tried them without adaptation in" 4

instances. This indicated adaptation is much Tikelier to occur than

" not, which 1s consisterft with‘findings in the Rand study (Berman et al.,

1975) about mutual adaptation of user and method. The term "innodopter”

‘was created to describe persons engaged in this process since. most of

" the literature reviewed distinguished between adopters and innovators.

In 1nsfances Where.méfhods were efther adapted and tried or tried

B |

- ~- 16
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without adaptétion, for about ninety percent of them, the participants

said they will use them-again.

-

Changes QOccurring in Teacher/Consultants

Other than Teaching Method Changes

Besides reporting changes in teaching methods, participants re-

~ ported changes in beliefs about self, others, writing, teaching writing,

teachfng the teachiég of writing, and relationships with students.
According to'Sara$on (1871),lstudent-teachér're]atidnship changes are
the most important kind and very rarely are demonstrated. The_fol]ow%ng
statements from interviews and position papers exemplify the kinds of

changes reported in their roles of person, teacher, writer, and Rn-
(\»'

-

service coordinator:

"...For the last eight...years I have not really bothered to re-
search the latest materials, techniques, methods or even _read up on the
.éver~changing f*pid of teaching composition. ...I hgve likeQisé~doné‘

nothing to encourage creativity-in my students but instead have dis-

v ' *

- couraged those who dared to be different by tmposing rigid (if not im-

" (High School- Teacher)

possible) standards which H violated would resulf in a low grade’ e
haven't really bothered to do anything different either for myself or
my students or both because I suppose. I lacked confidence, knowhow, and

any.encouragement from my Colleagues who, for the most part, continually

. reinforced my negativ? attitudes and low.expectations...” (High‘School‘

Teachet)

"I have learned that here at the university...we are highly B

respected people, and I don't think I ever had that feeling before."

»

-

>
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"One of the things that the Writing Project taught me was to trust

. other people Lo understand the things that 1 do i ‘Lhe classroom. . .1

have found out that [ am not unique that I do care...about kids, but

so do a lot of other teachers.. ."' [High School Teacher)

N
A"
"I-can"'see now how my poor attitude toward writing was the resul‘

of my poor teaching techniques. I made poor assignments; I made them

too long and I made too few. I gave too mych instruction in a room
. .

that was too tense. I never used pre-writing techniques to prime my

students. Because of my poor attitude,’my students -had a poor attitude.

. ~ 4 - b
(High SchodT'Teapher) !

|

“Probably the most 1mportaht idea, for me, has been that students

¥

need to write far more than the teacher can possibly evaluate. -The

-éqa]ogy abput the pﬁano teacher who would never think of monitoring stu-
dent practice sessions will be a baét of my credo from now on." (High
School Teacher) |

_\xwhat did I‘learn? 1 guess_F became awaée.. that tﬁere are

different ways of dping the.same thing - You' canaachieve yQHr‘goal in

‘__,/

s " a 1ot of d1fferent ways. (Elementary Teacher)

LI
“One thing that I ledrned certain]y was that i there® 15 a trend or
ﬁl ' ' a kind of meeting of the minds. from the group, 4t 1§ out-of a concern
| ‘for getting sthdents‘to write and it bu(lds toward an extreme concern
for f]ueUCy, for, getting things on paper...There 15 probab]y...disagree—
ment,” of course, bqt most of ug;are-now agaiﬁst.any extreme corﬁfction
until fﬁuency fs achigved.. . (I now feel) a §trong opposition to teaching
of grammar except when it can be very carefu]]} intggrated into_the

v

writing itself. ., .Many o%'these people have to teach it anyway. They do

. . >
. A X . . <

w
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not have any choice. 1t 1is buf]t into thelr program and.. .they object..

they don't think 1t {s getting them where they need to go." (College
. - \

4
~

Teacher) . ' _\\\ l
\ I

";t fs sort of a joke in our. groups, but my principal suggested

that what I could do when we were talking about my responsibility when |

I come back is to conduct three sessions 45 minutes apiece with )
teachers ... and talk with them about things that I had learned from the
Institute. And seeing what has been done and looking over the pos§1~
bilities in that kind of an arrangement stt seemed pretty bleak, and
it is just not goin§ anywhe;;.-.What I would Tike to do_is conduct ten
sesstons of '3 hours apiece..." (High Schbol Teacher)

"fhe teacher must recognize that the relationship between the
teacher and the student is the most fmportant factor in mofivation and
progress and growth." (Junior High Teacher) ] | ‘

"Finally the.workshop has givén me a fresh approach tocgeaching

composition. I am 'convinced that student writing:will improve because

of the intense personal involvekent of both teacher and student in these

writing.activities." (High Sahool Teacher)
) _

As a further indication that the program demanded more fhandsupert

ficial adoption 6f new giﬁmicks, one’ teacher says she is not sure she

!

_can alter as much as she now believes she.should: "What I have come to

€

realize in'the past ﬁpw“yéeks is that 'l don't practice wﬁat I preach,

and that much.of what I've been doing for the many years I've taught‘r‘

writing has prodely been harmful- to many of myfstudenfs. Needless to

)

say, this is a very painful recognition to cone to, ang it is even more

distressing to confess that I am not sure that'I'ciq chahge my feaching
A\

V. 15
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sufficientTy to help a large number of them. The ways I am accustomed

b,

k//“ to teaching writing grow out of my personality, my teaching ?ty[e,‘and

]

my attitudes toward students and wgiting that are so deeply ingrafned
. ’ L 2] hd - 3\

they will be very difficult to alter.” (High School Teacher) -

¥
= Evidence #f basic changes in participants' attitudes toward them-

/ selves and their jobs caqs;ype? they responded to questions about the
| causes of the so-called writiﬁg crisis. ~At the begiﬁning, and again 1t
the end of the program, they were asked why students do not write better

than they do. At the beginning/of the program teachers blamed every

}

i ‘ ’
conceivable external factor naming only thyhgs over which they have

¢

1ittle or no control: (a) too much melevfsion'watching; (b) a decline
.. ' in the use ofjwriting 1q our societyfr(c) sacial dgspair, dislocatfon,
‘broken families, Toss of faith in the futurei (d) overcrowded cfasses,*
insufficient res;urces for tqaéhiqgi;ﬁnd‘(e) lack Qj}coﬁfigence in the
schools, lack'of parental support. ’ x

After the program, teachers shifted their attention to f;Etors over

wh1ch'théy did have control: (a) students néed more guidance during thét.
.Qriting‘prqgess: (b) teé&hers need to know more about what demands hare
been made on students before; and what tﬁéy will be dsked to doraffer
y |  this yeéar ,1th fhem; (c)‘students need-pracfice in Qr1t1hg withqgt‘gradgs
('@or criticism, fb gain fluency and confiqenbe,‘aﬂd to use'writing to dis-

. 4 PO " ( - . v
) cover ideas; (d) students need responses from more, different audiences;

-

J\ . ’ AN )
(e) students nﬁfd,guided practice in revision; (f) teachers need to have
realistic and higher expectations for their students; and (g) teachers -

\
need to develop writing assignments carefully, with a clearer fdea of

L what they expect students to do and to learn. Teachers had moved out

€~
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of the role of victims attempting to-carry out an impossible assignment.
Taking Rokeach's definitfon of significant-;hange being anything

above the belief.1éve1 of inconsequential change, statements showed

that participants had changed methodg, authorities, beliefs about teach-

1ng.w}1t?ng and about writing'as a process, and perceptions qf their

own experience of writing. ' \ '
Maﬁy personal and professienal changes were‘%ade,by participants

and‘aere consfdgred in the\deveidpment of the theory of teacher change.

They became members of a new social group and learned how they acted in-

a grﬁup. Some learned they'sometime& neéd to be differé:!~=:nsons and

.

do things they do not 1ike. They learned teachers are respected as

beop]e by gggfessors.

-
N

_As tdgchgrs, the participants changed théir atf}tude about sfudent-
tea;ﬁer relationships. -Thqy_learned others have the same problems they
do, and 1t {s acceptable to share and risk with others.. The} began_}o-look
at causes rather than.symptoﬁs?_Théy learned therg was more to leéarn and
to consider a]terﬁative;. They recognized some £h1ngs they had been
doing were counterproductive. They had been doing;tethniqueg experts
wrofe about but had \bt{calied‘tham.by their proper termiqo]ogy. New

~

technidues, méthods, ideas, materials, theory; and terminoiogy were

re

1earned a]ong.with an acknowledgemeht of their own limitations and

assumptions they held about student abilities. Their image of the ideal ,

writing téacher was changed. They learned some pe&p]e are afraid to
open up to kids and tha? a wide gap exists betwgen téaChers 1n‘£5e fiéid
and some guest professors who qffered theory. Th;y experienced whgt the
stud;ht feels in writing anézléarned hbt to give s£§deﬁt§ assighmepts

L .

i
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they would not do themselves.
As writers, participants learned that being In a writing group was
ét{mulaping, that they need not take their own writing so seriously,‘.

and that they were better writers than they thought. They expertenced

the joy of expressing themsalves and learned to view writing as a

-

holistic process, with focus on fluency and hon—1§olat10n. They 1n-
creased their desire to read more about writing.- .
As in-service poordinatérs, they learned to stress something

differeptly in thedir own preéentation- They changed their assumptions:
, 5 -
about feachers being unified and what they needed to do to conduct in-

service sses. v
- - e

Institute Situations To Which Teacher/Consultants

) Responded Pavorably and Unfayorably

Teacher statements .in papers and interviews indicated that changes

P

occurred because pf experience within the Institute, opénness to student

feedback, personal experience in other situations, and authority man-

- a

dates . Table 1 1ists the Institute sftuations to Which_they responded .
In -addition, theory was generated about the ingredients of effective |

and 1neffect3ve 1n-sef€1ce.

- .

b 4 " Effective in-service consisted of creatiné‘the'spgce for partici-

pghts to (a) form-~a_new soctal system; (b) experiénce themselves the

processes they teach to sfudenps; (c) view afd acknowledge themselves
as experts; (d) 1ink horizontally with peersy {e) develop theory from
éxpef#ence of the practical, or what works; (f) perceive a]tefnatives
from a variety of Tdéas, materials, and.processes; (g) 1ncrea§e know-
Tédge_9bquf sﬁrf in se&eral rofes and ab&ut'the p}oceSS being .taught

o, ‘) ' -

“ N . Iyt
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Institute Situations to Which Participants

Favorably N

Table 1

/ﬁespOnded Favorably and Unfavorably -

Unfavorably

1.

. a.
b. Horizontal linkin
C
d

Time, space, and organization

‘Institute staffracted as facilitators
\&3 of teachers
Remeval from usual environment
NWP guest speakers brought in
Sy

]

2. Personal re]htionshi

a. Accepting atmosphere

b. Personal sharing

c. Interaction with professors

d. Peer response to teacher role

e. Get different view of other grade level
teachers

f. Teachers had more credibility than -
experts brought in to the Institute

9. Made new friends

Y
3

a.
b.
c.
d.

Formal speaker lectures

Long lunch hours '

Lack of time to absorb

More primary teachers needed

Lack of communication from Institute staff

~to - districts about recomm d.in-service

pcior to district coomitment to be involved

Presenters who seenéd to preach or talk down
to the Teacher/Consultantg
Peer response to teacher role

-Backbiting

Cutting honesty
Institute staff choosing tonference Teacher/
Consyltant presenters without group selection
(namgs had to be submitted-to the conference
chait prior to the beginning of the Institute)
Lack of clearly defined ro]es g Teacher/
Consultants . .
-7 f '

< -~
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Table 1 (continued) L/
Favorably Unfavorably. ’ y
Processes
a. Variety of presenters ~ a.  Some basics not discussed (mechanics,
b.  Research surveys ; grading)
c.” Could adopt most presentatfons to own b. Too many activities to do in one day
rade level . c. No sharing of total group writing
d. “Hriting group -experience d. No helpful criticism given in writing- group
e. Methods shared ' e. Painful self awareness (also listed as
f. Experience writing method.as student favorable situation) o
g. Theory integrated with practical f, Intensity of Institute was draining
h. Question answering and discussion g. No students to get feedback from
i. Painful self awareness (also listed h. Not enough‘reading :
as unfavorable situation) ,
j. Role of motivation clear through personal * =
experience .
k: See that it .is okay to teach writing - \.
~ 1in different ways :
1. Found own position about teaching . . \ , \
writing was restrictive '
m.

Identified elements missing in process of
teaching writing .

€2
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as experts; (d) link horizontally with wpeers; (e) develop theory from
experience of thg.practfcal, or what works; (f) perceive alternatives
from a variety of 1deas, materiais, and processes; (g) increase know-
ledge about self in Sevefaf roies and about the process being taught
(wreiting): (h) know individuals ‘from groups toward whom they hold
atyjtudesl(writing experts, other grade level tpa;ﬁers, students,

peers, university staff); (1) adopf, adapt, and rejgctknew.méthpds;

'(j) Changé perception about the writing process, thé tdeal teacher

-the méthod*of se1ecting Tbacher/Consu]tahts

district in- service the problems confronting the teacher of writ}ng,

-

goals for students, their teaching s1tuat10h, author1ties, thegr own

teaching style, theiy\own abi]ities and"’ 11m1tat1bns (k) aSsume new

roles as 1nrserv1ce coordinators for their districts, (1) éngage in

Y
prob]em so]ving discussion; (m) risk themselves by offering personal

‘ writing and teaching methods ; (n) clarify in writing prob]ems they per-

" ceive and their own position on teaching writing; and (o) feel an owner-

ship for the group and its evolution.
inef%eciive'in-seerce experiences consisted of (a) having guest
speakers-]egture ta participants; (b) organizing too much time between

Institute morning and afternoon éess1ons (due to scheduling of-classes ™

of Ehétifuté staff)y (c) lack-of time to absorb aiT that was happen?nd;

(d) lack of primary teachers; (e) lack of‘discussidn of some basic topics

of practical concern (grading, evaTuhtion)° (f) degree of participation

-1n persona1 writing and group processes- (g) lack of c]eaf]y defined

e

ro]es ésxteachers of wr1t1ng, writers, and d1str1ct 1n service coordi -~
iy .
nators; and (h) change of perception by some Teacher/Consu]tants as to’

l
-t

~ .
- . O
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Elements in the Process of Teacher Change

A model of teacher change was developed to show the setting or
context within which change exists (Figure 1) and the stages of change
which occur over time within that context (Figure 2). Several
assumptions we;e made about generating a theory of the change process

for innodopters: (a) the change process occurs within a setting;

(b) the chanae Brocess includes stages; and (c) the stages and setting‘

can be described separately yet in actuality do no% exist separately.

. The\model developed here Wai.consistent}yit%lFrymier‘s (1969)
observations that many forces affect change in education. He P]aced
{hg responsibility for significant change on éducators to change them-
se]ves: ﬂe'a]so commented about the manipulation of external variables

apart from the teacher as not gg}ting at the real problem of change.
o ;

Setiing»f&r Change

: Assumptions accompany Fig?re 1: (a) coﬁditioﬁs giving rise to

P change ar® interrelated, and (BQNQOnditions in the environment are part

~

of the process of change.

g ™

Figure l'diagramatically shows the settiné for the process of .

change which can occur for any and all of the/élements shown . The
setting cdnsigis’of thesindividggLfﬁérceiver cpmposed of personal con-
ditions ekisting within a un;verse of 61ternat1ves. The 1n§dvidua1
perce1veé wasla member of various social systems and was affgcted by
external cond1t1pns;.rela;ionships of é]emgnts within the confekt of

.. Ghange, and forces between all of these working for and against change.

! Universe of ATterfiatives. The existence of alternwtives allows

v

¢hange to occur. Change implies alternatives, and alternatives exist

28,
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 Setting for the Model, of the Process of Teacher Change®
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'iThe Context of Change Is an Individual Perceiver in a Field of Social Systems, Time, External
. nd Relationships Arong A1l of Jiése
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Stages Within the Setting (Figure 1) for the Model of the Process of Teacher Change:

-refvags aviherity
~refuses suthorit;
~refusas altersative method

statement

™

PEMYIOR CHANSE, WO OPINION CHANGE

Figure z ’

- - communication son-axiotent or tncomplete

o COMIRIR I COR 1O Coupleted

e

Chbices Within

Continuum Stages of Change, with any Cho1ce Being a Possib1e Beginning, Middle, or End Point of the Process

30 - L R
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whether or not they are perceived.~ Sarason (1971) said that any theory
of the change process must confront and deal with thetﬁrartfcp that
there are alternatives. Participants tn this study observed and

. _ ’

created alternatfves.

Social Systems. The individual bxists as a member or communicator

with various social systems: p#!lessional organizations %eacher peers |
at their schoo]s, other teacher peers, students, paren\Q, university

staff, experts in teaching writing, their school adm1n1strators their

own family, district adminigtrators, the media, and the comiunity at

) {
largef\ ' .
{

Ay

Personal :.Conditions. At the center of the universe of afterna-

tives and the social systems was the indfvidual perceiver with both
internal and physiological states.

External Conditions. Acting upon all of these were external con-

ditions, such as resources and the environment. Material resources and
' 7

time were identified through quantitative analyses as factors influenc-

ing a teacher's dec1§1on to try a method; other exteqnal factors were,

-~

1dent1f1ed in Ynterview and paper stateme
Relationships. Pos1t1ve and negkt1v forces ex1sted within and &’

betweert all of these, and the element of time made poss1b1e a change 1n

(\

state of being.

\

Stages of Change (Fiqure 2)

\

X . -
Qhreview of the 1iterature lTocgted (a) stages of change, innovation, -
‘adoption, and dissemination and (b) influences affecting progress from

~one stage to the hext. ‘ /

.Stages from the literature were reviewed to find ones that

&
. ¢

a

¥
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participants 1n‘1he_study had experienced and illentified from their

point of view. Theories of change in the literature usually allowed

A

for onF& one set of decisions on a continuum--that of adoption,
- L ‘

adaptation, or rejection of an innovation. VYet decisions to do or not R

-

to do something existed at every point in the process. It ‘was theré—
fqre.assumed’that a théory’of change should proyide constant choice
along a continuum between a stage aﬁd a "pot-stage." A model was con-
structed to identify (a) stages ;; contiﬁu;ms of choices, (b) types of
change, (¢) forces allowing or inhibiting éhange, 22d (d) re],fionships
of all of these. . ' B
The stages (Figure 2) are influenced by everything witLin the

setting (Figure 1) as perceived by the individual. The communication
of fﬁEEé/gnflueﬁces on the individual is shown by solid lines. Broken

-

lines indicate communication:may not have existed or been)compieted.
. } - :

The imdividual may'begin and/or end " his or hér expérience with any df

/
the stages in this model.

‘Stage One; Need and/or 06portun1ty for Change. The first step was

-’ .
to find where the process of change began for the participants in &hig

study. \Datd, material, and literature {ndicated qbe began with a
' 2

'percejved need and/or opportunity for cyange. Problems confronting the

teacher of writing as stated in papers and interviews were needs for

Cﬁan@e. While all particiQPnts indicated some need for chghge, there U

were occasions. when they did not perce1ve a need for some types of

/ , ) da
changezor they act!y resisted change . Y | (/\/

age Two: Alt rnatives P§'Ee1ved CréatedL or Not Pygsijved'

As participants<§omments exemplified, a]ternatives cou1d—3£ crbated or ., '

* 4 . . ’ﬁ,
Yo -
. a LI r
. : f

Bl B .

' /. ;}C? - /_ C 0 »f .. /ﬁ*“fg\;‘f- | *./J'
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they could perceive existing alternatives, which could 1nc1ude.con~
sideration of the characteristics or attributes of an 1nn0vatioﬁ, of
. ) - the perceptions of authorities about methgds, of new knoyledge, or of
¢ different teacher roles available to them.
- Though some alternatives were not percefved a;\su§h, others were
a result bf some favorable Institute experieqces_ Several ways alterna-
tives ‘were perceived were noficed 1ﬁ a review of 11terature; ‘reframing

(Watzlawick et al., 1974); paradoxes such as double bind, 11lusion of

alternatiVes, and rectifying opposftes (Mann, 1965); and resolving

-

N coanctind loyalities (.Li'ppitt et al .,*958).

Stage Thré‘e: Alternatives Selected or Adapted. If alternatives

/ a'v"e perceived, the innodopter may either select an alternative to fit:

\ “needs and situation or may create an adaptdtion. The decisions to ’ L

.
select o create an a]terﬂitive may be efther a decision made as an”
™

individual (ppt.ion decisiol ) or as part' of a g'roup (collective

’ decision). If an fdaptatlon\is c'reat%d, a\functioh and struo'ture

‘ . .y change can occur. : | .. (

"Many of the change mode s reviewed in the Titerature assumed an
expert creating an innovatibn to a fail. safe level, then giving it to ‘\

A the teichers. In only a coupl® of the perséctwes about thq change
. ) : . i .

‘ - process was consideration of alternatives an obvious pa<*t. any -

’ v * £l ¥ ‘ ‘

vl definitions of fnno’vaﬁ&on as(sume something new as a repﬁjcement for ¥

. L
( samething else.. , - R . \

' ‘ 4 . \
i ;J .+ Stage Four: Panne‘ Usé, Lack of Planned Use, .or Delayed Planngd 4 ¢

y ] = . : .
Use. The latter choice in this atage occmms\as a continq:\cgﬁsmn
- ’ r - * ' .
) depending on more {nformation or more ex eﬂvence. with the
»w | : ! 1’
_ ", |

tﬁo\d,

Y

+
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student feedback showing 1ts appropriateness, new conditions existing,
more ability existing in uging the method, or acknowledgement of self-
imposed restrictions preventing its use.
Nhen the 1nd1v1dua] plans use of a metho;i sevgral actions can. be
involved: ant1c1pat10n of challenges; determination of logistics,
) envollment of support, possibly from a prest1g1ous teacher- confron-
+ tation of opposition; and adaptation of the method to the situation in
which 1t will occur. The latter 1nd1Cates movement could reverse

" toward the third stage choicé of creating an adaptation.

Stage Five: Implementation or No Implementation. Implementation

could-result in two wa&s; through choice to do so or through compliance

with an external directive. Reasons for not implementing were contingent

T

> decisions resu]tfn%“,rom 1ack of resources (including materia]s or time)

L

lack of support, negative feedback about the method, lack of role
experience or user experience wita the method, or lack of conmun1éat1on
P . about the method. , With changes in any of these,_imp]ementatfon could
) “result.

A . Stage Six: Summative Evaluation or No Evaluation. Comments by

R participants indicated summative 3151uat10n could be about any of the
']_ following cofsiderations:» (a) planned effects on students, (b)

-

unanticipated consequences, (c) effect oﬁ“1mp1ementd’£ (d) discrepancy
. : : . ) |
between 1ntanpd and actual outcomes, (e) attributes of the innova-
tion, (f) the situatypn, (g) implementor's role, and (h) feed?ack. In
y X . . _ )

no eva]d&%ion was made of t/method used.

chp(éfpants negatively evaluated use of Mstrict competency test-

: | 1ng to comply with an exte}nal directive. This suggested that evaluation l
] S //— h : ]
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with subsequent adaptation, adoption, or rejection could occyur as a
t . '

result of implementation to comply with an external directive.

stage Seven: Rejection, Adoption, Adaptation. A decision t?’
adopt, adapt, or reject follows eva]uation. “These decisions refer to
,method, self and others and te_the object and situation ofidriting,
teaching writing, and teaching the teaching of writing. As Rokeach
(1976) said, behavior changes are a function of two 1nteract1ng
attitudes about the situation and about the object.

The possible resulting outcomes of this stage are: .(a) attitude
cpﬁhge and behavior change, (b) attitude change and no behavior change,
(¢) behavior chénge and ng attitude change, (d) opinfon cﬂange and:
behavior change, and (e) opinfon change and ng behavior change.

When the assumptions of the model are considéred, it becomss
clearer why the process of change 1s not adequately understood and
why descr{bing change 1; so difficul t-—because there are so many types
of change (attitudes, values, behaviors, opiniéns, knowl edge ) occurring-
for so many topics. (writing, teaching writing, teaching the teaching of
writing) for so many roles of the individual (writer teacher, person,
fﬁstitute participant). / ' 1

Once the stages had been identified from the- perspective of the
individuaT"Feacher's experience in the process, Figure 3 was deve]obed
to describg*gther theories of change from the same perspective. Itvshows
stages held 1in c0mmon by othe? researchers and theorists, di fferent terms
used to describe these stages, and the relationship of ‘the mode] of

A
change for 1nnodopters to other theories or models. A review of Figure

H

3 agﬁ data and materia] 'in this study indicated the change process does

A 36
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not stop with an "adoption- adaptation rejection" choice. ¢

Stage Eigh@; Consequences of Use or Non Use. Another stage,

consequences of use or non-use, was of interest in light of Goodlad's

. TN
(1979) seven propositions about school improvement which called for a

S

. t
reconstruction of curriculum through whch significant change could

occyr. Institute participants indicated that they continued some lock-

- A

1n$,'discont1nuedhother Tock-ins, and established new lock-ins. They

v

also agreed that writing was a process all teachers could teach, if
they could and wou]d. Whethér or not the changes brought about thrddgh

the Institute experience assist in curriculum reconstruction remains
. N .
to be seen. -
4

Stage Nine: Continued Rejection, Later Adoption, Later

Adaptation, Contind%d Use, and Continued Rejection The finafgstage is

’ consistenirwith choices described by Rogers and Shoemaker (1971) Q\th

the exception of the choice of "later adaﬁ%ﬁtion, The choices are
appropriate for single methods or combinations of methods. One outcome

of the Institute was dissemination of many_differeﬁt innovations rather

than the spread’of particular ones as in the National D1 ffusion Network.

:Bullqn and_Pomfret (1977) said this type of'change 15 possible but un-

11ke1y. “Perhaps the conceptldf the process of teacher change for the

) 1nnodobter who’syntﬁeSizes multiple innovations according to his or her

own situatuion, beliefs, knowledge, and goals makes it a greater
poss b HeY.
_ Con€r1butions of the Modsg and the Study

\

‘Severa] contributions to practitionhers aﬁd to researchers were \

v

made - through this study.
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1. The model of teacher change may assist in planning change by
describing fnstances requiring commueicatioﬁ for completion, decision-
making points, and techniques and experiences.that allow individuals
to change whether. they do or do not have a need for change or do or
do not perceive alternatives. The research identifies the types of
chapges that aré possible. &

2. A compilation was made of diverse theories of change ‘into a\
cogent theory of teacher change from the percaeption and expérfénce of
the individual teacher.

3. Faetors that influence teachers' decisions to try or not try
a feech1ng-method Qere 1dent1fied. A "Revided Evaluation of. Teaching

Method Survey" (Appendix L) was deve]oped to be used with future

Teacher/Consultants to determine the degree to which the factors are

{nfiuential.
4. . The term "innodopfer” was created by the researcher to describe |

persons engaged in the process of mutual adaptation of self and methods

~s1nce most of the 11terature reviewed distingu1shed between adopters

and 1nnovators : ‘

AP

5. The eva]uation of a Nationa] Writing Project Institute‘ocqurred

-
*

3s 2 by product of the.research. - T
6. The experience and d‘l.ript1on of the grounded theory research
process, a relative]y Unused method in educationa] research was

reported as a chronological narrative - 1979). The method

“encourages the use of both quantitative data and qualitative material,
.as different forms of information on the same subject, thch§w1]]

. yerifyrand_generate theory.

o a
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Appendix A «
Personal Data about Participarits Before the Institute Began
' . Yotal Years Journals Currcﬁl"m
" - Mighest | of Teaching | GRADE LEVELS TAUGHT No. Prof. Resd .| Av. Ho.
] ) teacher* SOX. FML__MrQQ Lxparicnce Total Curvent [Organtzation: Ho\nthly ll./:l'ﬂﬂ!-
‘ Ty F 35 MA 5 2,6,7 resource 3 .5 27
Te2 Floaz | om 6 3-6 T 6 0 2 2 .
ey F 32 ~»/ns 8 4-6 gé .3 3 ‘% 2b
Tea F v | «8A 4 3 3 .3 5 27
,\Tds F 36 BA « 2 | 18 ) 6 . 29 .
%36 Fl 2a | o0 | 3 6-9 8-9 . ¢ L 32
KL Fioauy m 9 | 46w N 3 6 »
Tig JF 1 3w 3 BA 9 | 71-12 8 oA 12 Y
"t Pl o, | m L 912 912 | 8 K Y
o L] % | om g | 7 10-12 ¥ 5 B
it w | 25 | e 3 | 90 |9 ‘. 3 2
Tinz Fol.m | oA 3 9-12 '9-12 5 3 2
' My P 36 | M 1 | enae. 9,N 0 o0 24,
Tina F 3 ™ 2o | a2 9-12 \ ' 5
s Fl 2] wm 10 9-12 | 10-n 5 LA -,
. Toas M| 86 o | w 19-10,13-16 | 1316 I T~. %

At - Elementary
J s Junior High - , :
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,ggs College S :
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1vano{@gical Description of Redearch Procedures and Timetable \
. -

Staft
Date

'4/30/76 .

5/5/78

5/23/78
5/24/178

6/5/78

"y

773/78
7/10/78
8/1/78

{

8/1/78
1/6/79

?ﬁlfﬁ%zge

1/20/79
1/26/79

&

End

Date

5/30/78

5/18/178

6/10/78
6/15/78

7/1/78

7/20478

'7/30/78.

10/1/78

3/10/79

1/10/79 |

2/24/79

2/27/79

3/18/79

: Transcribe tapes and gode statements

% .
\M"K ’ {,"’\J‘ N
’ \i
Ry
‘ T 83
) | - |
Appepdix B Jf‘

i /

Procedure

Meat wlth Idsti&uie staff to coordinate data
coll t19n plans during in-service

Pilot instruments and intarview questions and
modi fy as needed

Request participation “of Teacher/Consultantf'in
study by letter and phone follow up

Conduct and tape record first interview and give
“Have You Tried It?" survey

Transcribe tapes and, code statements; begin theory
generation and confjnue 1{terature review ,

Collect datly "Eva jpn of Tea/%ing Method"
surveys and summarjze data and aterial by method

\ and by teacher; cont1nue theory generation and
Jiterature review

Arrange, conduct, and tape record second interview

Transcribe tapes and codeYstatements

Conduct computer analyses of "Evaluation of’
Teach1ng Method" survey data

Generate)quest1ons and theory - ]{ .

Write Jet®er to participants to arrange third
interview and have them comp]ete post "Have You
Tried It?" survey NS

Arrange, - conduct, and tape record third interview;
g1ve "Use of Institute Presentat1on Suryey"

s

- Ana]yze data and material and related l{terature;

generate substantive theory and hypotheses

I PURN
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Qualitative Material Collection and Timetable
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Appendix E

Interview Questions Asked of -Participants

1

First Inﬁyrview\

Q_ggzig_i___saxsd pnior to Instituye . e

\ ! :
1, You will begin participating 1Ln the Greater MAY‘&Q Writing
Project within a short while. Up to this point what has been

' important for your students to do to improve their writing
abilities? r

/7
2, What have you done Qb help students accomplish these skills?

3. HWhat a]tecnatfves did you consider.to these instructional
. behaviors? ~
) 4. What were the consequences for each of these a1ternat1ves?

¢ 5. What has motivated you to taach writing the way you have been
teaching? : "

4
6. What factords have influenced the way you have carried out your
L ' writing instruction? . .

7. What do JUU expect to learn in the workshop?

" 8. How would you appraise your own writing ability? .
\ /
9. What will be expected of yol when_yow return to your position
_ after part1c1pat1ng in the in-service?
VN .10, What-4s your idea image of a writing teacher for the grade
' (yf | level you teach? . ' B

11. Do you think you will teach writing differently next semester
than you have this past semester? Do you usually change, the way’
you teach writing frem semester to, semester? If so, what cuases

you to change? - . e 4

' 12, Do you have any p]ans now for chﬂn 1ngeyour instruction of

. writing next semester? 1f so, déescribe them. “\\\
+ ‘

' - 13. Have you run into.any difficultied with studeﬁi& in the ways you
e VoL have ‘been teaching writing? : T o
N
f;&l[ o 14, Nhat was your most ‘success ful writing activity ‘this past semester
Wl for helping students improve.their quality of writing? ’

16, What writing act1y1ty d1d the students most enJoy during the .
o past sema -er? - _ . .

" N . : - .
\ - ..
Lt . TR [N . -
\ o R - ' O
. BN . .
- . € " N

N -
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16.

. specific

-
Appandix E (continued)
What learning outpomes do you expect students to accomplish fin

your classroom? Why do you place importance ort them? (If subject
sponds ?1th broad learning goals~ask the following: WHat are

some specific outcomes these involve? If subject respon
nstructional goals, ask the following: - What g¢
outcome do all these seem to point to?) :

: y ) |
Additional questions created durin!ltesgarch or in iterview

- 17.  Are there any teaching methods you use only occassionally because
the students' involvement in learning begins to fade? o
18, What will happen as a result of making the changes you now plan to
make next semester? (An extension of question 12).
Secopd Interview -
Questions created prior to Institute - -
1. What did you 1karn during the past five weeks in the writing
. Workshqp? ~
o .
2. You just told me what you learned in the in-service. What do you
think learning {s? ; )
. o -
3. In ligh} of your-de’inifﬁon, is there anything else {?é learned
that you did not mention previsusly? _ ,
4. Now that you have participated in the in-service, what do you plan
to do 1n your classroom to help students learn how to write?
4 _ -/ :
5. What“will you do now that you would not do before taking the/
in-service? : : .
6. How do you think/ you will go about planning your writifig
instructional haviors next semester? =~ .
7. What led you td make these decisions? //
8. Are there any alternatives you would consider?
9.

wpni are the consequences of each of these alternatives?

‘What learnthg ;Ltcomeé do you expect students to accomplish in

your classroom during the fall semester? ./ e

What problems do you expect to encounter? How do you hope to
overcome them? ,

=5;1~ L |

)



12.
13.
14.

N\

Appendix E (continued) ~

What instructional behaviors do you plan to continue using that
you have used before? /

What instructional behaviors do you p]an to eliminate that you
have used before? ,

o {
What would have to be different before you would use this 1nstruc-

t

tional beha ? (Give each subject one they rated "not likely"

to use during Fh-service surveys.) e

Additional'quest1on5 created during research or in interview

\ 15.

6.

y17.

18.
19.
20.
21.
22:
23.
2&.

25,

26.

What was beneficial about the Institute?, What was least -
productive?

What things could the Institute do to make it worthwhile to keep
going with 1t this summer a few more weeks?

-

Do you believe you perceive teaching completely different from
secondary/ ®tlementary teachers? - .

Do you believe the Institute was directed more toward any grade
level of teacher?

What responsibilitfes would you pltace on elementary teachers for
teaching writing? on secondary teachers? Did the Institute
influence you on these in any ways?. _

Was your presentation a technique of primary fmportance in a
improving student writing abilities? - ey

How do you overpome transfer of gr%de& for ‘mechanics to being
perceived as a personal put down? .

You mentioned particu1ar problems pf . . ... Do you avoid those
areas or try to put them into proper perspective?.

Is student self ?muge tied to mechanics?
3

Do you yse individual conferences for rewriting or for evaluation?
o students actually have a chance to turn in a new draft after you
nish?

Do you expeétﬁstudents\whg have once paseed a minimal competency

. test 1tem to be able to always &ﬁply that knowled?e? Do you ”

expect not to have to review mechanics at whe beginning of the year?

Should writing mechanics be taught separatelyaf/;m the writing
experience. .

’

»

~ ' o
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) ' . N | Appendix E (cohtinued). o | * " N

% .- 27.- What was your experience writing as a student? ~

28. What do you now know you will do differently next year?

. _ +
“ - 29. How would you appriase your bwn writing ability?
_ 30. Describe the ideal teacher of writing. ' '
. o
' 31. What 1s the answer to immediate -feedback to student wrl}ing? . ¢
32. Have you marked those that are 11ke)y to be co lex cdyrectly?
' (fn reference to.the "Evaluation of Jeaching Method" suyveys
" . ¢ o
v 33. Why do you use with your students the technique you presented in
’ , the Institute? Would you.allow me to come obiFrve your class in
- saession sometime next semester?(
34. How far and what grade should you let them go without being ¢
' concerned with mechanics and form? . -

o

35. Nhich prese ations were unified approachefkto teaching
communicatid arts? .

2 36. HWhat plans do_you have for setting up 1n—serv1c7 in your district?

37. Do you know.of any way your participation in this research'study
has influenced you or made you aware of something you probably - 7 \
would not have been aware of otherwise? .

e -

. " | ‘ : Third, Interview \ o

i/

Questions created prior to Inst1tute
3 * )
1. What are your satisfactions with. teaching wrifing this sem!ster?

2. What are your dissatisfactigns with teaching Qriting this semester?

3. Hhat feedback have your students given you about writing experiences
f/during the past semester? . :

4. Nhat is your response to their feedback?

' L 5.. What has helped you carry out your p]ans for writing 1nstruction
< | this semaster?

4 ?1 'Nhat has discou?!bed or frustrated you th1s semester?

. ! h . ‘ :
7. . Have any changes taken place in your expectations of students ‘
) ;writing outcomes?

»
: . \\ _ ’ '
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NJ A _ o Appendix € (continued) B '

? v 8. What have you4hsarned about teachinq writing thig semester? )

. 9. What are you doing to share your experiences from the fn-service
\,x’ ) P and this seester with‘your peers? )
-\ - ¢ :

10. How are your students' writing abilities being evaluated?

11. If someone were to observe yéu, what would you bhe concerned

8 ‘ about them viewing?
12. Do you find yourself using any instructional behaviors you never.
o used with students before? with peers before? F
~ 13.7" What problems have you had with students and peers this past
semester? . ‘ , )

14, What high points haveryou had with students and ‘peers this past
semester?
l 15. Hhat is your ideal image of a writing teachek for the grade level
yod” teach? '

16.. What learning gutcomes do you expect studentg to eccomplish in your
classy Why do[you place importance on them? )

 J _ , .
Ry ;%dditional questions created during research or in 1nzerv1ew".

]

17. What are some things that prevented you from trying some methods
you wanted to try?

18. Have you used some of the methods from the Institute together?

19. Did you give stqdentg a 1ist _of goals at the begfnning of the

year?
i . 20. How much are you writing? | ) . 1
L 21, How wbulH you de%ctfbe your own‘w?it1ng ability?

22. Has your district made any bo]1cies affecting the teaching or
evaluation of writing during the past semester?

23, Have some things you did not anticipate occurred this semester?
24, Nﬁaﬁ‘are ybur strengths as a teacher of writihg?

L 25. How supportive have your principal and district administration
- ' been? , .

l'%ﬁ. Descrfbe 3 good day you had teaching this semester?

o | L
Q | . » | l . ' @ ) 5 1
ok E ' B ' . y
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27.

28.

29,

30.

3].
32,

33.
34,

35.

. 36.

37.

| -

Appendix £ (continued)
3 ,
Why don't you plan to use this method again?

What do you observe students doing when you use this method?
(Choose one rated h19h1y observable.) -

Nhat is 1t 1mportgnt for your students to do to improve their
writing abilities?

What plans do you have for changing your teaching of writing

next semester?

\

Who developed the method~you presented 1n the Institute?
What methods were included in your method/presentation?
What was "it" in your presentation?

Now that you have participated in the Institute what would you

. 1ike to see happen?-

Have you observed any changes 1n yoursel f this semester?

What did you intend tg do thig sgmester that you did not .do? i
‘&\m_ L e

- -

What Jlterna%ives_have-ybu consd

i
]
Y



Appendix (F
“Evaluation of Teaching Method" Survey

- ' (Revised In-Service Evaluation Survey) -

A

EVALUATION OF TEACHING METHOD:

DATE i C00E NUMBER

Please answer each gﬂ!‘“on by placing an "X 1n }he most appropriate box.,
‘ C VERY ____NOT_VERY

- 3 L S0 N I T R

1. How appropriate is this mathod to use
* with students at your grade level? _ . 2 T e

a 2. Mow ﬂkel{ would students be to fmprove
their quality of writing if this method R
a is used? . . .

3, How 11Kely woyld students be to improve -~ . /
~their attitude toward writing if this 4
mpthod s used? ] '

4. How ersy would this method be for Y

teachers to prepare? . . "

T o 5. How easy would this method be ﬂ;r N »

teachers to usge in the cléssroom?

6. How observable would the writing Imprqve-

"  ment be if students used this methed? ) _ _ ’ L

7. How compat¥hle would f,h15 method be with
others you currently use?,

8. How complex would this method be for .
| students to use 1n your classroom?

9. How n;11y5c§a this method be used with 1

- existing rces?
10, How 1{kely are you to try this method

1n your classroom?

1. {How likely are other participants in
this Institute to try this method?

12, How.new to you was the information - ' ' 1&
_ praseanted today_a.bout this method? . .

1%,  Something new that I fearned ‘dLring this prasentation is

L] ¢

4. 1 might have made this"presenthtion differently by

N, ]

r

B

‘N
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€

L f
\ Q CODE NUMBER

. K haad N v ‘
‘ HAVE YOU TRIED 177 -~

For each of the teaching wethods for writing listed below, place an "X" in the column that tells whether you
have or have not heard of {t. If you have ?\qard of 1t, describe how familfar you are with 1t by placing an
"X" in the appropriate boxes of the following two sets of choices.

Have Have [ Have Nave f Use 1t -~ Miny teachers
heard not consid- | tried |[Occa-| Re- |1{in my school
of it | tried | ered it but |sion- ?u—* use 1t
Yesiffo | it tryipg do not |ally | Jar- Yos No
, $ ' . it but ke Vy \ 1
* not | 4 i ,
1. Use pictures to stimulate writing. > d b v: '\
2. Use music to stimulate wiriting. . 1
3. Use of games. ' i . x
/ 4. role playing to develop characters ’ \
/"% 5. Pear evaluation of student writing ‘ - .
6. Journa) wyriting ‘ &. ‘ - | A ' e
{. Sentence combining practice - " ’ . ‘
v B, Use o{student Lutors "y }., N
9. Sentence construction practice-- N _ C T
toplo, complex, compound - R | : 1 .
© 10. Use movies to stimulate writing «A’i : v '
11, -Talk about subject baore wrlﬂng . y
12, Readihg a variaty of literature . . - r( 1
.13, Large group writing . | i
14, Class publigation of writing 7 : ; \
‘ : - N
15. Sentence constructiop practice-- -
. adding phrases and ‘clauses )
R ) g‘:;; ( * 3 f . Al i N N 4 "
o " “. N ’«,:_; ) B ' N ( \ -
L4 . . ‘\ .\- '
N\ . i /
e ' g
4 . . 5 1/

' .
W s / ’ .
3 B : b



16.
17.
18.
- 9.
20.

22.
23.
24.

,25.

26.
27.
«~ 28,

30.

]

21;

29,

Yideotape 3 tudunt—wrl tten scripts

Students write and make Supcr 8 Movte

ﬁf‘ahmar drﬂLJdentify part:s of
speech . ,'

Review "of trynsfomtimal grammar

Generate sentence f rom key noun
and Yh_y‘b . ! .

Generate paragraph from key sentence
Teacher writes ag student dictates
School wide writing evaluation system

Rewriting based on teacher comments
to student

Rewriting baled on stqdent conments '
to each other / v

Sensbry Stimulation prior,/ to wifiting
Nrite snding from a given beginning

Tralwsposn writing from one genre
to another N

Use small group aésigmnts

Acquaint students
who have writing careers

Teaching writing with reading’

<

Appendix 6 (continued)

o

lave Have | Have lipve Use it Many teachers
heard not consid- | tried |Occa- [Re- |[in my school
fit |tried] ered it but | sfon- fgu- Juse it
Yes|No |1t ] tryd do not | ally 1lar- | Yas. No
it bu 1ike ly .
_did not _it,j_, i I
‘4"_‘,\ .
N\
a2y
- ( e P . L &N
A
\‘ l
7
' f : |
= Py
- rL
. : - ﬁ . N -
<) i ,\f_/
] " . '
' a




- 32,
3.

3“

. », "
Compose dafly announcements over
Public Address system -

ngw!op slide tape narmtion

Coordinate writing Instruction with

™other teachers in my department/

’-."- . 350

-,
a2
~43,
<l 44,

46,

A7,

1o 8.

grade leve}

Coordinate writing instruction with

teachers in other departments/
grade levels

Outline following rough draft

Student comments about use of .
dlff&mnt methods of teachmn nrmnq

Imitate a nr!ter "
Write cartoons or cartoon captions
Students write an_d produce a play
Free writing |

Focused free wri ting

Hritlng based on languaee experience

Moving persona) experienca into

'publ 1¢ writing .

S
Timd writing

Hriting based on speciﬂc Hterary

“works

\ .

'Using the ‘co to teach writing

N

{ Appendix G (continued)

Have Have. [Have lave Use 1t Hany teacﬁers
head not consid- |tried {Occa- | Re- "Y school
of 1t tried jered it but [sfon- | gu- use t
Yes|No it trying do not jally ar- Yes No
it but  |like Ty
did not it
f
il r ‘
. e ,
|
» v
»
. ¢
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Appendix H .

Jse of Instituwte Presentation Survey

USE ZF 1W3TITUTL PRESENTATION 3URYLY 0DE NUMBER

Pleaye indicate 10 what extant you ueed something from the following Institute,
pragentations during the past sédmaster,

x
—r
[ad

£l
-
-

have |1 am ine |] plan | I adapt-| I triad |T will

t da- | tarested {to use |ed it {t with-juse {t
1dad fn uxing it and out agatn

try |1t but tried adapting
it have not it it

Q|
(N
2+, TP

1. VUsing Computars®

2. Adu(rthing'

KX 'Uﬂng the CB*

4. Jourtal Uriting*

5. Poatry MWriting®

6. Prawriting § Motivation®

7. Gaming®

3., hafku*

9. Structure & Creativity*

10, PRarsgraph Pre-Writing*

11. Devaloping Oral Languages | 7 :
i h Y . Lo

“ _ 12. Paragraph Dyvelopment”

13. A0 Aralysis bf Humor®

18, Short Story®

15, Motivation*

16, Poetry Pmsutiors' . . »

17, Tarritive WAtifge

s

T8, vasic & Langua ge~ .
A RAREETY

Tramsforming Creative
Ariting Into Formal* g

. 20. Conference Evaluation*

21, Word Lachs Technique®

! 22. Tegting/Evaluation* T A

. k '23."Cr§atlﬁ'g an Artificial
Language™* 5

38, Student Assisted Revision ' . \\
in Gmuas' oo ¢

. ,znzugratigh‘br'u1fe S I
. Lahguage _M_ns"- _ ‘ {

< . . Yucent Lentarad KpproAch
27, Zentence-lombining® 'l l

“Taacter/fonsultant's name was included on th% original survey.

R L S e - 6{)
ERURSE ST N e : 3
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Appendix I _
Computer Analyses for the
"Evaluation of Teaching Method" Survey
Four quantitative anﬁlyses pf the "Evaluation,bf Teaching Method"
survey (Appendix F) were made. The results of each of these analyses
;Sarﬁ reported in this Appendix. The summary of these analyses fs
- reported in the body of thé'paperw _ N
— Before the survey answers were coded, Question 8 was altered to
‘aliminate the inverse correlation so that all réspondes would contri-
bute positively to likeliness to t?y 2 method. This changed the
T Jmean1ng from "How compléx would th : method be for students to use in
the classroom?" to "How easy" would be. | ’
The purposes of the four analyses was to determine the internal
'va1161ty of the survey instrument and identify the degree to which
considerations about the innovation gontribute to the teacher's

Fikeliness to try a method.

Pearson’s Correlation Analysis |

Pearson's chrrelation analysis of every question with evéry other
question using mefhad as a v;riable (Table I1) aqd teacher 3s a
variable (Table I2) 1ndicatéd'h1gh or modérate correlation for the .
following items pa{ﬁgg with -each other: (a) by method, questions
1, 2, 3,6, 7, 1Q.andaquest1ons 4, 5, 9; (b} by teacher, questions
1, 2, 3, 6, 7, 10{.11 and questions 4, 5, 9. Newness of information
 Qas*hot‘h1gh]y correlated in either analysis, nor-was complexity of

use for students.

.
~ V/
X =
. .
N




S -
' [9
. 1
1,2.5%.6.9°, . -
HERIMIDREY
115, 154,16, 174

e 19.20°,2)1 ‘Table I
zz.ir.zs.:r; .

I R DI TE LU A0 L S 4 Correlation Matrix by Method Number for Items
‘2:";!’;‘? rxz.lo:.hxizd |

3 iv::ou'x;‘z'o*::-:::':::.iw 1-12 of "tvaluatian of Teaching Method" Survey
22,2327 22% 234,128,281 ) v . f
o ! - ' .

\ 366;7';3;3‘7 gi.ix‘,i:' .iij.isr'.io,:z"x: Listing by mgthqd number where correlations were
;l%.a;aw A L I of high (*) {.70 to 1.0) or moderate (.50 to .69)
T30 IO I IR 8, ,

- 19.20.21,80° |1d18,21 23, ﬁ-.x&.zo.zm'xa' 9,114, o size for all surveys without missing data for

s 2 {:{3{;‘“‘:’ questions 1-12. Minus (-) before the method

2,.:,-,'.:,,:§5f . number indicates a negative correlation. -~
28%,.31" :

LRy e T s 8 P R i iy e

10.11,12,13+ |8*.7.8% 9%, 10°| 104 11,12¢, |21+ 18,320,201, 138

. 155, 16 070, TJi2e 03 e ] 13,140 180, .27
184,19,20°,21416% ,17#,18, 191 164,177 184,

o 122,020 7 hoe,21a 202 19,20,22%, .

LI LR L 215;?65‘37; g ,5353‘;—51 SLN M L7 AL PS L ; )
s, 3+ 5+ 9nfod 10008¢ 13,14t for! oiulxz“-’z}-:zn:ni 16,20,23, ¢} x&.h;nbix?n /
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Regression Analysis

A regression analysis using five factors was sufficient to account
for over 80 percent of thé variaﬁce in all but two instances, with
mudy varfances in.the ninetieth percentiles. Tables I3 and 14 show .
that the frequency with which each of the factors contributed to the
Tikeliness {p try a method varied by teacher and by method. By

method (Table I3), the most frequent factors were compatibility with

A

other methods used {row 7), appropriateness to grade level (row 1),
1ikeliness to improve quality of writing (row 2), observability of

writing improvement (row 6), and use with existing resources (row 9).
e

By teacher (Table I4), the most frequent factors were l1ikeliness of

~.

other participants to use the method (row 11), ease of teacher
A

preparation (row 4), compatibility with other methods used (row 7),

- use with existing resources (rowvg), and appropriateness to grade

~

:ovef§11't0p five fhen overall s

- Tevel (row 1). | ' N

~

Other observations were made from the regression analysis data.
By method: (a) improvement of quality of writing was a contributing
factor almost twice as much as improvement of attitude toward writing;

(b) newness of information was not a frequent contributing factor.

_'By“teachery ~(a) improvemgnt of ‘quality of writing did not appear as a

*~~t0pgfﬁvelfactor.fot}any é}gmenrdryyteacherﬁ {b) improvement of quality

of writing and of aft{tude tqq:rd writing were contr1but1n§ factors
with the same frequency of selection, with neither included in the

tion frequency was cdnsideréd;

~

(c) student ease of use teacher ease of use did not appear to be

factors contributing to the 1ikeliness to try a method; (d) the AT

65 I
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Table I3

\ Regression by Method for “"Lvaluation of Teaching Method" Survey

for Variables (Survey Items 1-9 & 11-12) Most Influencing Likeliness to Try a Method (Item 10).
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Table 14
Regression by Teacher for "Evaluation of Teaching Method" Survey.
, . ’ : » - ’ . .
for Variables (Survey Items 1-9 & 11-12) Most Idfluencing Likeliness to Try a Method (ltem/l()).
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parception of how 1ikely other participants were to try a method
cqptribhted frequently as a fhctor; (e) ease of teachér preparation

\ ‘also contributed frequently as a factor,

( ' Factor Analysis

. A factor analysis using a varimax rotat'fdn w‘nputed,

b resu]ting 1n a simplification of the columns of the factor matr
| The an 1s was computed by method aﬁg~]e I5) and by teacher
S (Table 16). The Qpa\yses indtcated that survey questions 1, 2, 3, 6,

, 10, and 11 occurred in various combinations with the.highest
ﬁercentage of variance, Qué&tions_4. 5, and 9 Slso occurred in
various,coﬁbinations and usually contributed a lower percentage of
Yariance. 4 // v

Alpha Coefficient

)
A program to calculate coeff1cient alpha by<Stock and El1l{ott

\- ~ N
(Note 5) was used to determine the internal consistenoy of the survey
instrument by teacher and by method. The analysis estimated th?

‘0 degree to which items combined to form a commoh-conevco;sistent with
tofa] instoarent scores. It is customqyy to cons1def an fnstrument
reliable if 1tJexdeeds ;85. The alpha coeff1c?ént by teacher was
greater than .84 for a]]\sﬁkteen part1c1paqts and gréater thany‘85 for
fgurteen, The alpha coefficient by meihod was greater than .85 fof
sixteen of the methods. Taken all together without consideration for
teacher or method, varjability for the alpha coefficient was .89. It

was assumed that the survey had good reliability.
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= Table 15 : , . .
-. Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix by Method for "Evaluation of
.~ of Teaching Method" Survey, Items 1-12, Showing Factor Varfance-
[ 9 . .
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. . Table I5 -{continued) .
% T - .
, ) . )
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Table 16

VgYim\x Rotated Factor Matrix by Teacher for “"Evaluatidn

of Teaching Method" Sugyéy, ltems 112, Showing Factor Variance

Accounted For and Itgms Contributing to the Factor

~
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. T Appendix J - \
Locatfon in Data and Material of Categories of
- Influences Affecting Teacher Decision to Try a Method
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Appendix J (contfhued) -
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RN . Appendix K
Goal Definitions Identified in this Study for Writing

Ipprovemedfrof writing quality: 1includes supporting detafls, clear
organization of sentence and paragraph, knowledge of subject,
- concise and precise wording, appropriateness to audience,
variety of sentence length, and correctness.

Improvement, of attitude toward writing: 1includes enjoyment of
. writing, self confidence about own writfng, desire to write
< and express self, and sense of pride.

Improvement of fluency/creativity: includes quantity writing,
having something to say apd choosing how to say it, improving
vocabulary, and expandingcto all communlcat1on processes.

Improvement of mechanics: includes sentence combining, use of

T : dictionary and thesaurus, grammatically appropriate words,

1é§fb111ty, and punctuation.

! Apply what they learn to 1ife: 1nc1udes\itprovement of thinking,
expressing self in 1ife situations, fendly letter,
communication to a public audience, use for personal pleasure,

‘4 _ understanding self through writing, and 1ntegrat1ng writing

ith oth kill
W er s S,

Improvement of self-editing and evaluation: 1nc1udes revising OWn’
writing with or without teacher or other comments, choosing
- whieh writing to keep and which to throw away, and observing
& . progress i1n own writing.

Ability to pass’tﬁgﬂa;strict competency te;\g\\;nclhdes meeting

minimum standards in writing or parts of\the writing process
- identified as minimum competencies by the district.

[ 4
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Appendix L

Revised Evaluation of Teaching Method Survey
!

EVALUATION OF TEACMING METHOD:
DATE , _ . CODE NUMBER

Please answar each question by placing an X mthe mo ¥t appropriate box. .
v VERY NOT VERY

5 4 3 2 1

1. How sppropriate {s thisz method to use
with students at your grade level?

2. How easy would thix netr{od be for
teachers to prepare and use?

3. How observable would the writing
improvement be ff students used this ’
method?

4. How willing are you to spend the time ]
required to use this method? -

.

5. How 'H'kﬂy are you to try this
method?

—
b

6. How likely are others in the Insti- v A
tute to try this method?

o«

v

How 1ikely would students using this method: ‘ .

7. improve their quality of writing? “

8. {improve thefr attitude toward writing? A

9. improve their ing fluency/
creativity? ' “
10. 1improve/their writing mechanics? .

11, improve their sel f—evufunﬁon ability? ' v -~ . vk

12. apply what they learn to experiences
outside school?

13. improve their ability tb pass the
. district compstency tast?

How gompatiblé 1s this mgthod with: R

15, your personal interests? . ‘ . ”T

16. your own and district values?

17. your teathing style?

18. existing resources?

19. Something news that I learned during this:presentation {s:

)
-
- -
hY

20. 1 mighs have made tnis presencation differdntly by: f

I £ SN
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Summary Sheet of Changes in Responses for Each Participant

by Comparing "Have You Tried It?" Pre- and Post-Surveys

LY

¥ e

" Have Hiave | linve Have ke It Ywwhor of
T Meard Mot | Constd- | Tried JORA-""]777777777 | Instances Mhere
s of( 1t | Irted ] rrad It gut jarlon- Regularly Awaranors amd
Ves [ Ra | 1t Tryh‘! Do Not ally L 1 S
it Bu Like ncrease|Decrease
_ p1d Mot | 1t '
1. Use plctures to stimulate writing ' H-7 B LLL SN SN B Lita e 20 § 3 2
k \ S . Y
2. Use music to stimulate writing -2 cH J-"\ HeY 2 ?
3. Use of games Y, 0T, TS H.C&f Hed EoB 7 3
A} N et 4,J-
4. Role pliylng to develop Charscters { J-1 el BT J\:’Y ng-“mtm ’ )
5. Peer evaluation of student writing . { i | . ARLE jﬂ.tﬂ_.ﬂﬂ Al ¢ \
6, Jourmal writing , | g;;‘"i! FEBTERE o =
4 7. Sentence combining practice - [:‘ N ,"\’ki'mjﬁ ltl:f.g::..tﬂ,ﬂﬂ b 0 !
8. Use of student tutors'\ a Hed i:?'“ﬁ Jﬂ,"ﬂ,ﬁl 6 1/
9. Sentence construction practice-- ' £+ 2,41 4 LR \I ] 0
simple, complex, compound e ) i .
s . L) 18] Lapn) 3 \
) » 10, VUse movies to stimulate writing ) -
- . nl
. Talk sbout subject before writtng | .| . ) A /- M
/ 12, R‘lng a varlety of Hiterature , q 41 [ "”f”""m. ] ’ ‘ !
1. Large srowp weiting ) . ma@q\cn.utmn.ul kR '
i\ * - ) t'J CF‘;"N—I. J:‘:J"‘ m . ) ] s .
14. CTlass publication of writing _ , J-2 L X ] A o :
. o N __ i IV . L I
15, Sonlnncekonitruct&nmucc—- b Al . H",(G'P 2,9-1. 71y \?-". 2
adding phtases and clauses | . .
A MR T - - ]
antries show grade laval Grade Lévels: E = Elewentary; E-J » EVementary Yeacher in pre-survey who
and nomber of caluny v-?v'd wes jJunlor high teacher for this survey; & » Juntor High
fovard (¢} or backward (-) H = High Schoo!} and, C = Collage
o ' : ' s
. S .
. _ . .
S - s , : 76 . -
- b
. N



16.
LR

19,

20.

1.
22,
23'

25.

29,

A

LA

Yidcotape student-written scripts
Students write and make Super 8 movie

Gravmar drill-+identtfy parts of
speach

. v
Review of transformational grimmsr %

Generate yentence froik key noun and
verts

Generate parsgraph from key sentence
Teacher urites as student dictates
School wide writing evaluation system

Rewriting based on teacher cowments
to studant

Rewriting based on studenl commants
to each other .

- Semovy sﬂmhthm priov{ to wrltlng

Write ending fron\Q glven‘ baginning .

Franspose writing from oni genre to
another

Use small group qss!gmnts'

Acqueint students with parsons who

ham urmng c:rcor:

tuchlng urﬂlng wlth rnd!ng

N
Appendix M (continued) [
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Appendix B (continued
M Wave Taven] lave | Have Use TR Nowber of
. lleard Hot Cohstd- | Tried | Occa- Instances Where
_'g_fv-lt Tried | ered It But | slon- | megulnriy | Hethod
ex] Mo | It Teying | Do Mot ] ally Avarsness and
Jt But | tLike Ve
- 0id Mot | It Increase] Detrease
32. Compose daily announcements over ﬁo M4 g, 9-2, . 2
Publ it Address systiem N S, | L g,’ .
RRaL i RE
J1. Dovelop slide tape narration J-1,9-
LIRS L1 pon N 7
M. Coordinate writing tnatructfon with Hed -
other teaschers in my department/ - . Hed
grade Jevel . E‘:J N
35. Cyordinate writing lnslr_ucltok with 0-3 5:::?'5:{ [.: s P
chers In yther departmerits/ 2t . '
grade levels _ j-f
_ g%; J-TL R H-TET IR ::'4: . 7
3., Outline (oHoul:, rough draft - $ 4 .
37, Stedent cosments about use of h RO A - i L
" @i fferent wethods of teaching writing £ My 8 | 2
. E;‘ 1 N2 QI“O JHl 7 0
38. Imitate 2 writer et RN - JC+3,E4)
-y NS TV L =
39. MWrite cartoons or cartoon captions . . :B L) 1
"‘l. Y, 1Y) ) "
40. Students.arite and produco a play - £- :
. LI ’ "2
41. Free wr!tlng b ﬁq IedH 4,04, B AN _ ]
- T X :
27~ Focused frae writd , lg g1 T HAHLEN | 10 !
23. Wrifing based on langupge experfence . M3 J'?»!“zl HY B A 1
- L) ’
LI Hovlng personal exper cnce.br( -“{” "::;‘ !::;'5::' ! .0
‘Wb writing . . b . e
. _ [-J; THEEHTTTCT T LB L0, M ¢
A5.. Wmed writing B EZTO0 I “hak-1] 14 —
' 23, 0.2 1-3,4-1 )
*48. Hriting based on spectfic Hterary ~ E- '3 J-3,0-2 301 ! L
wrks - . _
o], e 8-
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Appendix N
Data from the “"Use of Institute Presentation Survey"

The measurement scales on this survey (Appendix H) assume

+

participant awareness of the methods with either interest or non-inter-

est as beginning choices. The choices are consistent with Rogers

(19627 work about stages in the adoption process, with the exception

~of the added choice of (adaptation) as a modified form of adoption,

Aylen et al. (Note 4) used these stages in their study; data from

~

that study indicated the criterion-oriented validity of these scales,
The data from the "Use of Institute Presentation Survey" are
summarized in Table N1. For each-entry, the grade level of the

RN
partici:rnt, the intended likeliness to use the method as reported in

Question ‘10 in the "Evaluation of Teaéning Method" survey, and what

the partiéipant got from the presentation (idea, material, process)
Y ;

are noted. Data is giyen for all instances where participants

r e

answered both 9ue;tion 10 on the method survey and the c0rreszzzg}ﬁ§
method entry on the use survey. Twenty-one possible entries weére

-

incomplete and not entered in the table.

' .

%
S
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Table NI
4 Summary Sheet of Responses to "Use oﬁ Institute Presentation Survey" by
Participant, Intended Likeliness to Try, and Whether Idea,
, ,
Material, and/or Process was Obtaired .
\ Tried Withaut
Rot Dectded Adepted and Tried dthavt Adapted And Adepting and
to Try Interested Plan to e Tried Adopting W11l Use Again Will Use Apain
. ™\ Pl -
A
El-1+1K J-1-H H->-DP /’
I-1 J-1-In C-1-p
Tel-p H-4 .
J-3-H v !
8o -1 ‘
He}-# -
H-1
H-1
H) . -
H-1
H=1 [-s-1w L-4-IN J-3-1n J-5-H /
-4 o E<3eIn Heg-N J-$-1IN g
% H-3 H-2-P [
H-§- 1P N - -~
c-1-9 -
L)-3-1 J-d-Ire H-§-[P
£-1 H-$-1P
J-1-1 H—4-] d
J-1-IP . e
J-1-1 .
H=-1-F
H-1 ]
He
. A1 )
Zela2
H-5-1MP 0-s5-1 £-6-1
. £y8-1 J-$-1Mp
J ) J8-11P
J-;-a t
H . H--
" L + HodoTP
Heb-P
H-4-WP
H-§- 1M
C-4-#
E-8-1P BJ-4-Ir £-3-1 J-2-1P J-8-H H-§-11P
M J-§-1p H-4 J-5-In §-5- 1M
N-§ Hed-p H-§-HP
H-§-1P C-_4-’
T 'Y 1 !
J=3-1N J-d~IN . d-F<H E-8-IM Je8-1t
H-) He4-IN n-i Hed-P
% H-§-1MP Haf1 ———
H-3 .
C-4-1
. /F,tnt entry coding -~Grade Level 'TM(d entry ceding
" E_- Elementary - 1 - ldea’ !
- : ‘EJ - Elementary tnchar who became junior high teacher fall semuter ¥ - Material
e J - JW\“OV‘ h‘gh P - Process >
» . H - Righ school . ¢
C - College .
L4
Second entry coding --Survey ?‘Uhlincss to Try” !
Likeliness of garticipant to try method ) renging from 5§ to 1, with
8 being “very likely” and "1" being "not very likely"
N y

-

> N |

%89 { e
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Table N1 (continued) v s
Tried Mithout
X . Adonted and Tried Withoyt Adented And Adapting and
O erasted Plan 1o Use Tetod Adepting WIT1 Use Again  WiLT Use Agata
€-3-1 Eletef ¥ 1 Ja-1p H-8-1
w ™) J-t '
1 He$ Jogelp »
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Hed 4 {
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Hed H-§ cegele . -3
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. K- H-$ He$-{Wp : —r H-§-11p ,
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Table N1 (continued) P
/"J/
t . .
S
. Tring Withoul®
Wt Dacides Agepted and Tried Witheyt Adepted And Adepting and
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Table N1 (continued) . -
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