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In 1980, the Maryland State Education Agency

initiated a statewide effort, School Improvement Through
Instructional Process (SITIP), to put into practice the results of
research on classroom management and school ,effectiveness. SITIP was
intended to provide training and technical support to all local ’
education agencies (LEA's) during the adoption and implementation of
innovative instructional processes., This report on the SITIP program
contains eight chapters, the first of which is an introduction to the

program. Chapte

r 2 of this report describés the stages and purposes

of SITIP along with the topics, conferences, and institute conducted.
Four topics were chosen for consideration in these meetings: (1)
mastery learning; (2) student team learning; (3) management and use
of instructional time; (4) and processes for instructiocnal
improvement. Chapter 3 summarizes an overview of an independent
evaluation of the SITIP program. Included in the evaluation are
questions addressed, measures and methods of data collection, data
sources, data analysis, and reporting procedures. Chapter 4 contains
a discussion of the three kinds of training events organized by the
SITIP program: awareness conferences, summer institutes, and
follow—up sessions. Each type of training event is described, and
data are provided indicating attendance patterns and participant
concerns and reactions. In the fifth chapter, a description is given
of plans developed by participating LEA's for implementation of
innovations and the technical assistance needs. Chapter 6 describes
local implementation efforts concerning the four central conferences
and institutes topics. The seventh chapter reports on technical
assistance provided by the Maryland State Department of Education in
support of local implementation of the four SITIP topics. The final
chapter reviews SITIP activity areas and synthesizes major findings
from the program. This report contains 83 tables presenting
information on the SITIP program. (JD)
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1. INTRODUCTION

During the last few years, many state education agencies (SEAs) and -
local education agencies (LFAs) have initiated efforts to bring about
school improvement by putting into practice the results of research on
classroom management and school effectiveness. While almost all of these
efforts draw on the same knowledge base (e.g., the work of Bloom, Brook-
over, Medley, Soar, and Edmonds, studies such as the Beginning Teachers
Evaluation Study, or the research of Stallings, Evertson, Rutter, and -
others) each program or project is different. For instance, some use
criteria identified by researchers as standards for judging programs or
schools, and otherd deVelop resource materials or conduct training pro-
grams. At the same time, other SEAs or divisions within an SEA, familiar
with the Research and Development Utilization Frojects (such as those
implemented in Georgia and Florida) and with the research op knowledge
utilization and planned change (e.g., CBAM from the University of Texas,
the work of Louis, et al., or the RAND study) engage in efforts to bring
about planned change by developing various systems andtstrategies. Rarely
are both knowledge bases brought together.

In Maryland, the SEA initiated a statewide eifort -- School Improve-
ment Th;ough Instructional process (SITIP) -- in 1980 designed to put into
practice research on planned change plus research-based models of instruc-
tional improvement. The design incorporated an action research approach in
which "third party evaluators" provided fast turn-around reports on critical

events so that improvements could be made when appropriate.




This report covers the first two years of SITIP. It combines and
summarizes many "interim" reports submitted to SEA staff or dlstributed to
loca} practitioners. It is designed to describe the activities of the
various role groups involved (téachers, school-based administrators,
central office staff, and SEA staff) and the relative suécess of those
activities.

Foallowing a brief overview of SITIP, the following areas are discussed:
evaluation, training, planning, implementation, and technical assistance.
The final chapier presents a summary and conclusions. Tﬂe focus of axten;.
tion is implémentation: although SITIP is designed to impact student
achievement such data will not be collected until the second year of
implementation. Fo; 1981 and 1982 (the period uof this study) the process

is examined and attempts made to determine interactive influence.
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II. OVERVIEW OF SITIP

-

This Ehapter briefly describes Qhe program evaluatgd in this report,
sumarizing “he:stages and thélsub§tance, and reviewing the ‘purposes served
f}om the point of ;iew of the ﬁaryland State Deparpment‘of Education
(MSDE). In the fall of 1980, MSDE initiated a voluntary school improvement
program. SITIP, School Improvement Th;éugh Instructionai'éroce;s. was
intended to provide training and technical aséisgance support to LEAs in
their adoption and iwplementation of innovative school improvém;nt instruc-

tional processes. The six discrete stages in the SITIP program are listed

in Table 1 and may be described as follows: (1) MSDE introduction and

orientation of the SITIP program to the LEAs, (2) conduct of awareness
sessions and development of local adopti;n and implementation proposals,
(3) conduct of planning sessions, (4) conduct of summer institutes, (5)
conduct of follow-up sessions and local implementation, and (6)

dissemination within each LEA.

SITIP Stages ) .
During the first stage, the MSDE introduced all LEAs within the state

to the SITIP program by JorreSpondence and discussion between senior MSDE

and LEA staff. This introduction provided LEAs with a ratipnale for the
program, an overview of the objectives and activities of the program, and
their responsibilities for participation Zn the ﬁrogram. All LEAs were
encouraged to participate in the SITIP program. Ea;ﬁpégm was asked to make /
up a céoss-hierarchical team of participants.

The second stage of the program consisted of a sefies of four one-day

avareness conferences which arg described in Table 2. ‘Each awareness

1o
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Table 1

3 Schedule of Events

Event (g)

-

Stagé One

P

1. LEA invitati03§ distributed
2. LEA commitments recelved

3. Background conference materials provided to
enrollees by Project LIFE, Division of
Library Development and Services

Stage Two

4. Overview/awareness gonferences held on four
effective instructional approaches/strategies

5. LEA proposals developed for a special MPDA
grant program

6. LEA participants enrolled for MPDA summer
training institutes on effective instructional

approaches/strategies
7. MPDA special grants awarded

Stage Three
- +

8. Planning sessions held for summer institute
participants *

Stage Four

9. Summer institutes operated by MPDA

"Stage Five

10. TFollow-up sessions to summer institutes held
11. LEA implementation of locai project begun

(local training sessions held; instructional
approaches/strategies initiated)

Stage Six

12. LEA expansion/dissemination

|
!
|

Date(s)

October 1980

October 1980

November 1980

December 1980
through February 1981

April-May 1981

April-May 1981

May 1981

May 1981

June-July 1981

September 1981 -
May 1982

November 1981

Summer 1982
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Table 2

SITIP Topics and Conference and Institute Schedules%*

#1 Mastery I:arning Conference: December 10, 1980
’ Institute: June 22-24, 1981

This teaching-learning concept offers a specific view of leaming and
the learner. The mastery learning concept says that “if instruction and
time-on-task are adapted to individuhl student needs, most learners can
reach .similar achievement levels. The concept emphasizes achievement at
a higher level of cognitive ability for students through an emphasis on
instruction, instructional materials, and pre- and post~testing. Concept
originator: Dr. Benjamin Bloom, University of Chicago.

#2 Student Team Learning Conference: January 7, 1981
Institute: July 6-8, 1981

. This instructional concept is based on students' achieving in small,
carefully structured learning teams. Student team learning emphasizes
l direct instruction from the teacher and the use of student teams. Student
team activities include games, tournaments, and team tasks. This concept
also emphasizes time-on-task, teaching by objectives, and early and con-
. tinued feedback to students. Concept originator: " Dr. Robert Slavin, Johns .
Hopkins Unlversity. s

#3 Active Teaching Conference: January 21, 1981
Institute: July 13-15, 1981

Active teaching is a focused education concept intended tc help
teachers in managing the use of instruction time. Active teaching estab-
lishes specific student objectives and develops evaluation criteria for
assessing mastery. Active teaching also emphasiiés time-on-task and moni-~
tors the nature and frequency of feedback from the teacher. Concept ori-
ginator: Dr. Thomas Good, University of Missouri. ———

#4 Teaching Variables Conference: February 4, 1981
Institute: July 6-8, 1981

This instructional program is designed to explore processes for instruc-
tional improvement which are based on recent analysis of resz2arch on school
effectiveness. The program emphasizes time-on-task, criterion-based Instruc-
tion, student success rate, and the quality of instruction. - The program
stresses diagnostic-prescriptive teaching. Concept originator: Dr. David
Helms, Research for Better Schools, Inc.

*
As distributed to LEAs by MSDE in the fall of 1980. More complete
descriptions are presented in the chapter on pr&gram implementation.
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| N conference addressed one of the four selected school improvement instruc-
tional processes (i.e., Mastery Learning, Student Team learning, Active
Teaching, and Teaching Variables). The awareness conferences were struc-
tured to provide LEA representatives with a general orientation and over-
view to each of the four processes. Following éhe completion of the
awareness conferences, L%As were asked to prepare non-competitive proposals'
for the local adoption and impleéentation of any of the four school improve-
ment insttuct?onhl procegses (or any combination).

One-day planning sessions and three-day summer institutes were conducted
for each of the four Instructional processes as the third and fourth stages
of the SITIP program. Feedback was obtained from LEA representatives
during the planning sessions on concerns or needs that should be covered
during the following summer institutes. The summer institutes thus providea
more intensive and structured training to LEAs for local adoption ;nd
implementation. LEAs were expected to attend planning sessions and summer
inst%tutes that addressed instructional processes they internded to implement.

The fifth stage of the SITIP program was initially designed to provide
two one-day follow-up sessions in the fall and spring for the four iastruc-
tional processes. However, the design was modified so that follow-up
sessions became part of a broaqer technical assistance strategy. The
strategy allowed for provision of additional training on local implementa-
tion issues and for on-site assistance from MSDE staff. In addition, LEAs

were encouraged to share with each other curriculum and instructional

strategies and practices related to their particular adoption experiences.
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The last stage 1s dissemination, in which each local system expands
activities from the initial site(s) (usually a single school) to others in
the LEA. ) !

SITIP Purposes

The SITIP program was designed to serve several purposes from the per-
spective of MSDE. First, it was to support Project Basic, the state's
competency~based education program which requires schools to ensure align-
ment of“curriculum and instruction with the declared competencies, and to
provide appropriate assistance to studeéents in ninth grade or beyond who
fail the state compe;ency tests. Inst;hctio;al strategies, programs, Or
processes selected by MSDE had to have a sound resedrch base and/or be
validated as effective, and should not be tied to a specific curriculum or
grade level. The four processes selected fit these criteria, three sharing '
a common knowledge base drawn from classroom effectiveness research, and
the fourth based on reséarch on social organization and student learning.

Another purpose of SITIP was to increase coordinatioﬂ within MSDE, and
to incorporate MSDE efforts that had a record of success. In the first
year (July 1980 to July 1981), staff of the Office of Project Basic (OPB)
and the Office of Developmental Projects (ODP) worked together to design
the program, select the processes, and build interest and commitment within
MSDE. The initial design (awareness conference, participatory planning,
training institutes, follow-up sessions) reflected the Maryland Professional
Devglopment Academy which is considered to be 'an exemplary staff development

model. Other MSDE divisions became involved; for instance, library/media

gervices established files relating to the instructional processes and




provided the advance reading materials mailed to conference participants.
Technical assistants were drawn from the Divisions of Instruction, Library/
Media Services, Instructional Television, Compensatory, Urban and Supple-
mentary Programs (Title I), Certification and Accreditation, and from Fhe
Office of Project Basic. (ODP was disbanded in mid 1981, with staff form—
ing a new staff development branch in the Division of Certificatioun and

Instruction.) Coordination and leadership, initially shared by directors

of ODP and OPB, was subsequently provided by the Assistant Deputy Superin-

ten@ent (opB Diregtor) who also chairs the Instructional Coordinating
Council of MSDE Division Directors. Thus, cross~division planning and
communication were facilitated.

A third purpose was to design and implement a model of school improve-
ment that would impact students, that would actually be implemented and
institutionaliged, and that was viable as a state-wide or large system
model. To thi;{;nd, careful attention was paid to relevant research —-
results of recent studies and SITIP data as it became available. Studies
such as the Research an; Development Utilization (RDU) study conducted by
Louis, et al. of Abt Associate;, the RAND study of federal programs, and
anaiyses of models of educational change and implementation suggested such
strategie; as cross-hierarchical involvement, participatory planning,
administrative support but school-gased need, etc. SITIP data identified
participant concerns and readiness to implement, the need for technical

assistance, and.helped to define specific local needs and interests and

suggest appropriate interventions. In all stages, MSDE staff involved in
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SITIP believed firmly that research could and should be put into practice
—- 1n the classroom and by local and 'state administrators involved in

school improvement.
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III. EVALUATION OVERVIEW

~

The MSDE contracted with Research for Better Schools, Inc. (RBS) to
conduct an independent evaluation of the SITIP program. The study was
designed to address two "levels:" (1) specific events or stages of activity,
and (2) the overall SITIP program as a viable strategy for statewide school

improvement. Also, MSDE required that findings be reported on an on-going

R G BB Gm 0N BN

basis so that data-based decisions could be made to bring about program
|

7

i
improvements.

t

This chapter summarizes the questions addressed by the study, measures
and methods of data collection, and data sources, and reviews data analysis

and reporting procedures.

Questions Addressed
"\

The study addresses two areas:

e the activities of the Maryland State Department of Education,
including critical training events such as conferences as well as
delivery of technical assistance

the activities of local educators, including response to state
initiatives, planning, and implementation.

Each of these two areas 1s divided further, and evaluation questions
" are posed:

o Training: What training is offered by MSDE to local educators?
How do LEAs respond? How do participants respond? What partici-
pant concerns are apparent?

e Plans and Planning: What plans are developed by LEAs and to what
purpose? What planning events are organized by MSDE and how do
participants respond? Do plans change over time and if so, how and
why?

e Local Implementation: What implementation activities do LEAs
undertake and to what extent does reality reflect written plans?
What roles, responsibilities, and relationships emerge and how do
they relate to successful implementation? What 1s the intensity
and impact of implementation? What participant concerns are
apparent?

X EEEEEELELE LR
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¢ Technical Assistance: What technical assistance 1s offered by MSDE
to local school systems? How does MSDE organize, strengthen and
improve the delivery of technical assistance? What impact 1s made
on local implementaticn?

It 1s important to note that although the four processes implemented
are instructional improvement strategies designed to increase student
g;chievement in academic subjects, this study does not examine impact on
students. This Is because LEA plans are for two school years, beginning in
the fall of 1981, and focus for the first year on getting the selected

process(es) in place; impact on students .is examined (in most cases) in the

second year. Here, attention is on implementation -~ its nature and extent

and its successes and challenges.
The question areas addressed, measures and methods used, sources of
data and frequency and time of data collection are summarized in Table 3.

More detailed information follows.

Measures and Methods of Data Collection
Four general methods of data collection were used: observation,

interviews, questionnaires, and document analysis.

(Jbservat ion

@ith one exception, all formal training and planning events conducted
by MSDE were observed.* 1In addition, observation was conducted of the
monthly technical assistance meetings (November 1981 -~ June 1982), and
twice each of schools in the eight LEAs selected as pilot sites for the

study. In all cases, comprehensive notes were taken of activities observed

*The exception was the conference on Student Team Learning, Januaf& 7,

. 1981. Inclement weather prevented observer attendance.

. 11 231
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Table 3
Overvier of Data Collecticn (1980-82)
Question Areax Measures/Hethods Source Frequency/Time
1. Training offered ~ observetions conferences 4 (Dec. 1980 - Feb. 1981)
by MSDE summer institutza 4 (June - July 1981)
followv-up sessions 6 (Dec. 1981 - Hay 1982) .
- questionnairss participents of all 14 (Dec. 1980 - Hay 1982)
treining events
-~ stsgas of concern participente of conferences 2 (rab. 1981 & July 1981)
quaatiocanaire snd susmer institutes
2. Local plane and - document analysis local plane/propossls 2 (May 1981 & Msr. 1982)
planning
- observstion state-led plenning seasions $ (Spring & Fell 1981)
"
- queationnaire participants of plenning 4 (Spring 1981)
N sessions
3. Local implementation ~ documant snalyais public plsns, reports On-going
« obsarvetions participsnte of follow-up 6 (1 or 2 per topic ss
- follov-up feedback form ssssions scheduled)
- observations steff of pilot sites 16 (2 per pilot aite ss
- intervievs scheduled)
«~ observations MSDE TA staf! monthly 8 (1 per month)
- intervisvs mestinga
~ phona intervievs LEA key contacts 20 (Feb. - Har, 1982)
- ategaa of concern all participants (455) 1 (Hay 1982)
qusationnaire
- ganaral survey N
4. TA offerad by MSDE « document snalyais MSDE TA staff logn 8 (1 per month)
« obsarvetions follow-up aassior 6 (1 or 2 per topic ss
- follow-up feadback fors participanta scheduled)
. - observetiona MSDE TA ataff wonthly 8 (1 per mouth)
) - intervieva wectings
« phone interviewa LEA key contacts 20 (Feb, - Har, 1982)
~ genaral survey all participants 1 (May 1982)
!) -
. For lc
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objectively describing what happened and indicating time elapscd. Summaries
were deve}oped. Where comparisons were made attention focused on differences
between what actually)happenéd and whét was originally planned. In general,
observations were used to doc;ment implementation.
Interviews

Structured, semi-structured, and open-ended interviews were conducted
with MSDE t;chnical assistants and school and central office staff at the
pilot sites. In additiom, the 19 LEA project directors were interviewed
once by phone early in 1982. All interviews were conducted between Novem-
ber 1981 and july 1982 ahd\yovered a range of areas and issues, some
descriptive (e.g., number of teachers implementing a given process), some
judgmental (e.g., quality of support provided by a given group), some
analytical (e.g., reasons for program changes made), and spme predictive

(e.3., future activities -- reactive or proactive -- or anticipated needs).

Questionnaires

v

Six questionnaires were used: 1) Stages of Concern Questionnaire, 2)
Conference Evaluation Form, 3) Institute Evaldation Form, 4) Follow-Up
Feedback Form, 5) Technical Assistance Survey, and 6) Ceneral Survey. Each
is described below.

Stages of Concern. The Stages of Concern (SoC) questionnaire was

developed at the Research and Development (R&D) Center for Teacher Educa-
tion, Austin, Texas, as one of the measures used in the Concerns Based
Adoption Model (CBAM). The questionnaire focuses on a specific innovation.
Respondents describe their concerns related to that innovation. (Tahie 4

presents the stages of concern.) The "stages" are developmental. That is,

13
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Table 4

Stages of Concern About the Innovation

0 AWARENESS: Little concern about or involvement ‘with the innovation is
indicated.

1 INFORMATIONAL: A general awareness of the innovation and interest in
learning more detail about 1t is indicated. The person seems to be
unworried about himself/herself in relation to the innovation. She/
he 1s interested in substantive aspects of the innovation in a self-
less manner such as general characteristics, effects, and requirements
for use.

2 PERSONAL: Individual is uncertain about the demands of the innovation,
his/her inadequacy to meet those demands, and his/her role with the
innovation. This includes analysis of his/her role in relation to
the reward structure of the organization, decision making and consid-
eration of potential conflicts with existing structures or personal
commitment. Financial or status implications of the program for self
and colleagues may also be reflected.:

2___HANAGEMEQE: Attention 1s focused on the processes and tasks of using
the innovation and- the best use of information and resources. Issues
related to efficiency, organizing, managing, scheduling, and time
demands are utmost.

4 CONSEQUENCE: Attention focuses on impact of the innovation on students
i his/her immediate sphere of influence. The focus 1s on relevance
of the innovation for students, evaluation of student outcomes, including
performance and competencles, and changes needed to increase student
outcomes.

5  COLLABORATION: The focus is on coordination and cooperation with others
regarding use of the innovation. :

6 REFOCUSING: The focus is on exploration of more universal benefits
from the innovation, including the possibility of major changes or
replacement with a more powerful alternative., Individual has definite
ideas about alternatives to the proposed or existing form of the inno-
vation. .

Original concept from Hall, G. E., Wallace, R. C., Jr., & Dossett, W. A.
A developmental conceptualization of the adoption process within educational
institutions. Austin, Tex.: Research and Development Center for Teacher
Education, The University of Texas, 1973.
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when something new is introduced, first concerns focus on self (effects of
the innovation on the individual); wheg these are resolved, concerns focus
more on task and ultimately concerns about impact of the innovation on
learners become more intense. 'Arousal of concern seems to occur during
affective experiences...resolution seems to occur through cognit{ve experi-
ences...acquisition of information, practice...”" (Fuller, 1969).* Experience
indfcates that ther®tis one exception, in that the "collaboration" stage
may be a higher concern even though the respondent has not progressed
through the other stages. This may happen when the nature of the'innovation
requires (or strongly suggests) collaboration and/or when the respondent is
looking for comparative data to assist decision-making about the innovation.

In interpreting responses, the goal is to develop a global picture, a
gestalt of the concerns. High concerns indicate need;; low concerns
indiégte disinterest or lack of need. In any "picture" the two highest
points are of primary interest since they indicate areas to be addressed by
the next activity/training/intervention. The two lowest points may act as
"warnings,"” indicating respondents’' lack of readiness to deal with those
concerns.

The SoC measure was used three times during the course of the SITIP
program: at the end of the last awareness conference, at the end of the
summer Institutes, and at the end of the 1982 school year. On each of the

4
three occasions respondents are asked to indicate their concerns about

-

"using or thinking abowt using the SITIP instructional approaches."

Iy

*
Fuller, F. F. Concerns of teachers: A developmental conceptualiza-
tion. American FEducational Research Journal, March 1969, é{Z). 207-226.
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Conference and Institute Evaluation Forms. After each conference and

each iﬁstitute, all participants were asked to complete brief evaluation
forms, rating such features as adequacy of participant preparation; format,
clarity, and utility of the activity; physical facilities; and readiness of
participants for the next step of the SITIP program. In addition, partici~
pants indicated their organizational affiliation and role so that attendance
patterns could be determined.

Follow-Up Feedback Forms. After each follow-up session, participants

completed forms similar to those used for the conferences and institutes
but with two additional dimensions: 1) quality of support and assistance
received from various groups, and 2) future activities and needs. S

" Technical Assistance Survey. In November 1981, the eight MSDE staff

assigned as technical assistants completed a survey documenting previous

and predicted involvement and perceived capability for the role.

General Survey. In May 1982, 455* school and central office staff
were askéd to complete a general survey indicating: participation in
specific SITIP activities, extent of classroom implementation, roles and
regponsibilities, use of “ime; classroom value of the selected process(es)
and quality of assistance.

Document Analysis

Four kinds of materials were systematically reviewed: (1) articles

about the four processes (used as advance reading for conference partici-

*Three hundred twenty pctential respondents included all local educators
directly involved in implementation in 18 LEAs. One hundred thirty-five
potential respondents represented 33% of those directly involved in an LEA
implementing the selected process in all elementary schools.

<
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\;;nts) and materials used by developers in training users at institutes and
follow-up sessions; (2) magérials develoéed by LEAs for inservice or class-
room use; (3) plans developed by LEAs as proposals requesting funds (May
1981) and as descriptive summnaries reflecting revised or refined lLdeds .
(Septembef 1981); (4) logs maintained by MSDE technical assistants which

recorded all SITIP-related activities (from telephone calls to follow-up

sessions).

Data Sources

As indicated'in Table 3 and in the above discussion, data sources
included program m;terials, logs, obseyvation of critical events, and
responses to iﬁterYiews and questionnaires. Table 3 indicates the frequency
and time perilods of data coliection. Here, the respondent population is
described. ) ‘

Maryland's SITIP progfém was offered to all 24 local education agencles
(LLEAs) ~- Baltimore City plus 23 counties. LEAs range in size from Kent _.
(approximately 3,000 students in nine publ?c schools) to Baltimore City

. (approximately 145,000 students in 210 publi; schépls). TWenéy LEAs chose
to parEicipate in SITIP, making an initial éommipment to send cross-hierar-
chical Eeams to the four Awareness Conferences and to follow throggh with
planning, further training, and 'implementation if one or more of the
processes described related to a locally~identified need or priority.

In addition to the LEA representatiges, MSDE ;faff, state and local
bnard members, and staff of institutes of higher education attended the

four awareness conferences, with an average cf 250 participants at each

conference, about half of whom completed conference evaluation forms.
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Nineteen LEAs ;ubmitted proposals and subsequently implemenéed their
plans. . Each local team included (at least) a project director (usually
central office staff), ; school-ba;ed administrator, and two teachers.
Th;ie we%e between 30 a;d 40 participants atﬁeach Summer Institute with
over 50% of them being classroom teachers. A total of 127 SoC and evalua-
tion forms were completed by institute participants. l
| Eight of the 19 LEAs weré.asked to ;ooperate as pllot sites for the
purposes of this study. (§ee Table S.) They were selécted in November
1981, using the following criteria:

e topic selection -- ratio reflecting initial selection of the four

process topics by LEAs, and including single and combinations of
toples »

e county size —- including large, medium, and small LEAs

e strategy —- including”all implementation strategies, ratilo reflect-
ing initial LEA plans

» ‘grade levels ~- covering all grades, with various clusters.
All eight LEAs agreed to serve as pilot sites which meant that.in addition
to responding to questionnaires and the project director telephone interview,
participants provided copies of locally Feveloped materials, and hosted RBS
observers for two on-site visits. When availlable, locally collected data
and evaluation reports were also made available by pilot LEAs to RBS.

In the fall of 1981, local plans predicted that in 19 LEAs, at 58

e

schools, 626 teachers '-ould have implemented SITIP topics by the end of the
school year. By May 1982, 455 directly-involved implementers were
identified and asked to respond to the general survey.* Three hundred

twenty-nine respondents completed and returned the survey. -

N

~

T

*In one LEA, 150 surveys were distributed = one third of implementers.




Table 5 .

Pilot Sites for the SITIP Study

: , TOPICS County ,
County STL . ML AT v Size Strategy | Grade
Prince George's X L CB “4-6
. N -
Baltimore City - X . L PD 10-12
Baltimore Co. X + X + X L LS 3-7
Cecil X + X M LS 4, 7
]
Harford X M DW . 1-8
Frederic ¢ S LS K-12
Somerset . X S LS K~3
“s
Worcester X + X S LS K-5
L 3%
A4
- L = large STL = student team learning
. M = medium ML = mastery learning LS = single school
S = small AT = active teaching PD = pilot district-wide if
TV = teaching variables successful in first school
- ' CB = capacity-building
‘ DW = district-wide
]
~3

3

Information based on LEA plans, November 1981.
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At the state level, information was provided by the eight MSDE staff
assigned to provide technical assistance, and the assistant deputy supe;in—
tendent who coordi;ated SITIP activities.

In summary, data were collécted on all events organized by MSDE for
LEAs, on the organization and delivery of technical assistance by MSDE

staff, on implementation at a general level for all 19 participating LEAs,

and on implementation in detail for Fhe eight pilot LEAs.

Analysis and Reporting

Data were analyzed as soon after collection as possible. Summaries
were prepared and reports made to the MSDE SITIP team, orally about once a
month and in writing for formal training events and the analysis of initial
LEA proposals. Turnaround time for written reports was usually seven to
ten days. Also, an interim report covering the first four stages of SITIP
was presented to MSDE in October i981. -

This system of on-going analysis and reporting allowed the MSDE team
to make data-based decisions to plan interventions and make improvements in

the program. These modifications are described in the appropriate context

in subsequent sections of this report.

*;
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IV. TRAINING INITIATED BY MSDE

The SITIP program included three kinds of training events organized by

MSDE:

2

® Awareness Conferences (4) conducted between December 1980 and
February 1981, for up to 300 participants each, most of whom were
local educators from 20 LEAs.

e Summer Institutes (4) conducted in June and July 1981, each for
between 30 and 45 participants who had decided to implement the
specific process for which training was provided.

e Tollow-up Sessions (6) conducted between December 1981 and May
1982, each for up to 45 participants who were implementing the
specific process under discussion.

This chapter 1s divided into five sectionsy one for eacﬁ of the kinds

of training events, plus this introduction ané a summary. For each of the
three kinds of training, the events are described and data provided indicat-

ing attendance patterns and participant concerns and reactions. The sum-

mary reviews similarities and differences across events. L

Awareness Conferences

Thé Maryland State Deparément of Education (MSDE) sponsored a series
of four Invitational awareness conferences during the winter of 1980-81 as
the seconé giage of the SITIP program. {During the first stage, school
districts were formally Jnvited to send teams of policy~level administrators
and key instruction personnel to the;e awareness conferences by the State

Superintendent of Schools; the SITIP program was also discussed at the

routinely scheduled superintendents' meeting in late September. The school

[

. . . ’
district superintendents were 'informed that the four awareness conferences
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|
| would consist of gne-day overview programs about four innovative instruc-
} tional improvement ﬁrocesses which had been tgsted and found to be effec-
' tive. They were also provided at this time with details concerning the
‘ other parts of the SITIP program. Twenty LéAs agreed to send representa-
tives to the .conferences.

The evaluation of the Swareness conferences was designed to address
the five questions listed below:

e What happened -- substance and process -2 at the conferences?

- ) »
e Did local school districts meet the participant attendance require-
ments established by MSDE?

e How did the local school district participants evaluate the four
individual SITIP conferences?

# What concerns did the local school district participants have
related to the SITIP program?

. The remainder of this\fectipn is organized into five subsections; four
of which present findings related to each of the above evaluation questions.

The fifth provides a brief summary of the findings.

Conference Presentations

The four awareness conferences were held at two-week intervals between
December 4, 1980 and February 4, 1981, all held at the Convention Center in
Baltimore, each lasting one day, and each planned feor approximately 300

participants all of whom received a package of advance reading materials in

November. The conferences were designed to familiarize participants with
four research-based instructional processes. Presenters were asked to
dgscribe the processes so that local educators would understand them well

enough to determine whether one or more of the processes related to a

1

22 3¢

.

'
N

|




-

\]

locally perceived need and to develop a proposal for implementation. MSDE
staff worked with presenters in designing agenda activities, and each
presenter, or team of presenters, provided the substance of the conference.

The four conferences, in order of presentation, were:

e Mastery Learning, presented by Benjamin Bloom of the University of
Chicago AN

» Student Team Learning, presented13> a team led by Robert Slavin
from Johns Hopkins University

e Active Teaching, presented by Thomas Good, University of Missouri

e Teaching Variables, presented by a team led by David Helms from
Research for Better Schools.

In each case, following an introducgibn by MSDE staff, a presentat;on
was made. Small group sessions were conducted by MSDE staff or members of
the presentation team to allow for further eiploration of the topic and
discussion by participants. When the total group reconvened, participant
questions were addressed by the presenter(s).

LEA Participation in Awareness Conferences

The Awareness Conferences were designed f;r local educators and
evaluated in that context. ﬁowever; other groups were also invited to
attend. - Specifically, members of the State Board of Education, representa-
tives of Institutes of Higher Education, and staff from several MSDE
Divisions atgended the c;nferences. Thus, for each conference, between 250
and 300 pgople attended the major presentation in the morning. While most
lecal educators (about 50% of the particiéants) stayed for the rest of day,
other groups did not, so that for small group and question-and-answer

sessions, between 120 and 150 people were present, with about 66% of them
& -

being local educators.,

23 3(5
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Local schools systems were invited to send teams of pglicy-level
administrators and key instruction personnel to attend each of the four

awareness conferences. The rationale for inviting cross-hierarchical teams

was that those likely to conduct planning and implementation. should learn

-

about the topics first hand. The‘recommended composi%ion of teams included

members of the following professional groups:

e three school-based staff members (a principal and two teachers from
the same school) i

¢ Local Education Agency board member

¢ three central office supervisors

e LEA assistant superinéendent for instruction

e LEA sdberintendent

In order to determine compliance with the attendance requirements,
attendance was recorded at each of the four conferences. Those who picked
up their ide;tification badges at the registration desk were consldered
present; unclaimed badges were assumed to belong to absent participants.

Table 6 indicates thagythree out of twenty school districts met all

requirements for attendance at the Mastery Legrning conference (i.e., at

least one person from each of the six professional groups was in

attendance). For the Student Team Learning conference, two school

r

districts met all requirements for attendance; for the Active Teaching
conference, no countiés met all requirements; and for the Teaching

Variables conference, two districts met all attendance requirements.




Table 6

LEA Participant Groups Attending SITIP Conferences

‘ Student
! Mastery » Tean Active Teaching
School District ! Learning Learning Teaching Variables !
" o N
i
Allegany Countv k All 1,2, & 1,2,3,4, 6} 1,2,3,4, ©
snne Arundel coraty 1,2, NS 1,2, S {.1,2, 4,5 1,2 :
i
Baltwvore Ciry 1,2, 4,5 1,2, 4,5 1,2, 5 1,2, 4,5 !
Baltimouie County 2,3,4,5 2,3,4,5 2,3,4,5 2,3,4,5 l
Calvert County 1,2, 4,5,6 | 1,2, & 1,2, 4,5 1,2, 4 !
Cecil County 2, 4,5 2, 4,5 2, 4,5 2, 4,5 ;
Charles County * All A1l 1.2.3,4,5 1,2.3,4,5 ‘
Frederick County 1,2,3,4,5 1,2, 4,5 1,2,3,4, 6 Ali '
e Garrett County "1 1 1,2 - '
. ) |
| Har ford County 1,2, 4,5,6 |12, 4,5 1,2, 4,5,6 j1,2, 4 |
¢
“‘\_Ljuoward County 1,2, 4, 1,2, 45 | 1,2, 4 1, 4
L} A
, Keut County - —— -— -
. ]
)
| Montyomery County 2,3,4,5,6 2, 4,5 2, 4,5 2, 45,6
H |
! Prince George's County 4,5 4,5 4,5 4,5 E
] Fl '
' Q\'(SL’T?Anne's Countv m— 4 1:2, [I'S,() 1'2’3'["5 Ii
) St. Ndry's Count,y 1,2 ,3;‘,"5 1C2)3’l. 1'2-3|1"5 1,2,3,“ i
! Somerset Cou:uy 1;2, l‘y 5|6 1,2, {"5’6 1.2, I"S,(’ ,1’~; 10,5 g
i . -
; TalboE.Couaty ) ——— ~--- .- ——- %
washington County All All ; All
+
‘ Worcester Goanty R T I R I R i
—

1 Teachers
2 ‘Principals
3 LEA Board Members

4 Central Office Supervisors
S LEA Assistant Superintendents
6 LEA Superintendents




\
-. .

Table 7

Composition of LEA Participant Groups at SITIP Conferences

—

Professional Mastery 'Student Team Active Teaching
Type Learning Learning Teaching Variables Total \
* N % N b4 N b4 N b3 N %
o : - =
i Classroon Teachers 31 22.14 28  24.56 23 20.18 27 23.89 109 22.66
§

Principals 22 15.711 20 17.55 21 18.42 20 17.70 83 17.25 !
LEA Board Members 8 5.72 4 3.51 3 5.26 7 6.19 25 5.20

[ Ceatral office 49 35.00 42 36.84 } 41 35.96 [ 40  35.40 172 35.76

| Supervisors

: LEA Assi{stant 22 15.71 17 14,91 18 15.79 15 13.28 f 72 14,97

Superintendents

LEA Superintendents 8 5.72 3 2.63 5 4.39 4 3.5 20 4.18
TOTAL 140 114, 114 113 481

An examination of Table 7 reveals a pattern of attendance among the
six groups which is fairly consistent over each of the SITIP awareness
conferences. Across all four conferences, the greatest percentages of

participants was central office supervisors (35.76 percent ) and classroom

teachers (22 percent). Principals and LEA assistant superintendents
represented 17125 percent and 14.97 percent, respectively. LEA board
members and LEA superintendents combined represented only 9.36 percent of
thosc attending the conferences. These percentages are consistent with the
recommendations made by MSDE for sending teams of administrators and key

instruction personnel to the awareness conferences.

Participants' Evaluation of Awareness Conferences

Participants were asked to evaluate each of the four awareness coufer-
» ences by providing ratings on a numbgr of different dimensions related to
the conferences. A standard evaluation form was completed at the end of
each Eonference. The form was designed to rate the degree to which partici-

pants agreed or disagreed with a list of fourteen statements with dealt

ERIC - .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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with: preparation prior to the conference, purposes and objectives of the
conference, effec;iveﬁéss of the presenters, and readiness to prepare a
proposal on a conference topic or attend an in-depth training institute.

All participants‘-- LEA, MSDE, IHE, and oth;rs -~ were asked to
complete evaluation forms. For ;ach conference, between 120 and 150 forms
were completed, with LEA partic{pants making up about 66% of the respordents.

Ratings ranged from a high of 5.00 indicating "Strongl§ Agree' to a
low of 1,00 indicating "Strongly Disagree." The mean SITIP participant

ratings for each of the four conferences are presented in Table 8.

Mastery Learning. Mean ratings of participants attending the Mastery

Learning conference ranged from a high of 4.36 to a low of 3.06. Generally,

4 0

participants strongly agreed to having had sufficient preparation and
having gained an understanding of.the purposes and objectives prior to
attending the conference. Ratings related to thé effectiveness of the _
material presented at the conference suggested that the presentation of the
conferences' objective were unclear. The level of the presentation was
appropriate and there was a good balance between content presentation and
group participation. Participants tended to‘be "unsure" of the overall
effectiveness of the presenter. Ratings indicated that the presenter did
not make good use of audiovisual materials and did not spend sufficient
time lnter;cting with the audience. Most people felt that the conference
facilities were satisfactory. Mean ratings indicated that some participants
were "unsure' about having gained a good understanding of Mastery Learning.

The {tem recelving the lowest mean rating revealed that LEA participants

did not feel confident jn preparing a proposal related to the implementation




Table 8

~
- %cicipant Ratings of Awareness Conferences
Student
R Mastery Tean Active Teadhing
: {tem fearnin learrinz| feaching | Variables
L % 8
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.. purpie and ol:jectives of che conference. ‘ - —]
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ference were clearly presented through- |
. .. ot the program, - . e
5. The ~outent of the conference was pre- 4,06 ~h, 45 3.49
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3 *ireed tnat oy obhoel system could now ' 1,06 ; 3.98 3.2
proacce a pronosag celated to the cun- x :
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of Mastery Learning. Mbet LEA participants agreed that they would benefit

from more in-depth training in Mastery Learning.
. )
Student Team Learning. Mean ratings of Student Team Learning partici-

pants ranged from a high of 4.60 to a'low of 3.98, Generally, partici-
pants' mean ratings were highey-for this conference than for the other
three conferences. Most participants considered themselves well-prepared
prior to the conference, having understood the objectives, and having read
the suggested material. The majority of participants strongly agreed that
the objectives of the conference were cclearly presented. Mean ratings
indicated that most participants felt the level of the presentatiod was
appropri?té and a good balance existed between content presentation and ° - W
group participation. Generally, participants felt that presenters m;Be
approp?iate use of audiovisuals and communicated well with the audience.
All participants agreed that they had obtained a good understauding of
Student Team Learning. However, mean ratings revealed some uncertainty as
to participants' confidence in being able to prepare a proposal on local
implementation of the Student Team Learning strategy.

3 P
Active Teaching. HMean ratings of those participating in the Active

Teaching conference ranged form 4.18 to 2.69. In general, ratings for this

conference tended to be lower than ratings for the other three conferences.
A

Overall, participants were well-prepared prior to the conference. The

majority of participants had completed the suggested reading and considered

it useful for the objectives of the conferencé. Some of the negative

feedback concerning the conference déalt with the lack of clarity of the

presentation. A number of participants expressed the concern that the
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"Jevel" of the presentation was ot appropriate for the audience in that it

kS

seemed to relate more to theoretical then to practical issues. The

majority of participants felt that there was insufficient balance between

-

-
- - -“ ; -
. St

content-presentation and group participation. Mean ratings revealed that .

participants considered the presenters to be effective, making appropriate

use of audiovisual materials, communicating well with the audience, and
23 : .
. J i - .
encouraging questions from the audience. A number of LEA participants l

/
‘expressed concern over not being sufficiently prepared to write proposals

related to implementation of an Active Teaching project. They als¢ did not

feel that they would benefit from'more in-depth training at this time.

Teaching Variables. Participants’ mean ;atings of the Teaching

Variables conference ranged from 4.24 to 3.49. Generally, participants
considereq themselves well-prepared prior to attending the conference.
'Though most participants rated the presentation as foective in terms‘of
clarity, level, and balance, a number of people gave low ratings to the
appropriateness of the level of the presentation as well as to the balance
between group participation and content presentation. The format of the

{
' conference was considered appropriate for the size of the conference. Mean

[

ratings for the presenter(s) of the Téaching Variables conference were
‘ genérally above averagn indicating that the presenter(s) communicated well
) .
with the audience, made appropriate use of audiovisual materials, and

allowed sufficient time to interact with the audience. Most participants

-

.
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felt reasonably well-prepared, having obtained a goud understanding of the

concepts and practical implications of Teaching Variables, A number of LEA

participants expressed uncertainty as tQ their ability to prepare a proposal
N

related to local implementatiof of the Teaching Variables concept.
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Summary. Participants' ratings of the four awareness conferences were

”

generally positive. The mean ratings on the fourteen items ranged from a
ow of 2.69, indicating a problem in the balance of the content presenta-
tfon and group participation at the Active Teaching conference, to a hizch
of 4.60 complementing the clarity with which the objectives of the Student

Team Learning conference were presented. High ratings were consistently
given to the item on completing suggested reading prior to attenging the
conferénce. One item receiving consistently low ratings across all four
conferences revealed that ‘participants did not feel prepared to write
proposals related to the conference topics.

0f pagpicular interest in the evaluation of the awareness conferences

3\ y) .
are th% mean ratings on the items pertaining to overall understanding of

.

the conference topic, and readiness to engage in a proposal-writing activity

o; attend an in-depth summer iInstitute. Ratings for.Item 12 (understanding
of th; conference topic) indicate that participants of the Student Team
Learning conference felt that they had developed‘a good understanding of
the présented concepts. In comparison, participants of\the other three
conferences expressed uncertainty of having gained a good understanding of
their respective conference topics. Similarly, mean ratings on Item 13
revealed that participants of the Student Team Lgarning session were more
confident of being able to write a proposal than were participants of the

other three conferences to benefit from more in-depth training in this

area.

|
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The Student Team Learning conference was the most successful of the

four as evidenced by ;he consistently high ratings on the items discussed
above. It is apparent that the Student Team Learning presenters have
developed a one-day presentation in which participants can acquire a good
understanding of the instructional process, and the readiness to develop a
proposal and benefit from additional in-depth training.

Concerns of SITIP Participants

Participants in the SITIP awareness conferences were asked to complete
a modified form of the CBAM Stagés of Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ)* at the
end of the final awareness conference. The modified SoCQ case was adminis-

tered to determine participant's status or thinking about SITIP at the end

of thé awareness conferences.
]

[f the SITIP activities to thig point were successful, predicted SoCQ
responses would indicate a willingness to learn more (information concern),
and an inte;est_in working with others (co]&aboration). Participants
likely to be involved directly with implementation might also be concerned
with the demands madé upon them by the program (personal). Participants
least likely to be directly involved in implementatfon would score lowest**
on management and consequences. , This instrument thus provides a measure of
the effectiveness of the conferences as well as suggestions as to areas or
needs of participants that should be addressed by the next stage of the

SITI{P program.

*
See Table 4 for a description of the SoCq.

* %
"High" or "low" scores are not good or bad, merely descriptive.
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Respondent Sample. The SoCQ cases were ,returned by 133 SITIP partici-

pants. Table\2J§ummarizes the numbe; of questionnaires returned by each of
tte major participant groups. The 1a}gest group of participants responding
to the SoCQ was the LEA central staff members. This group included school
districts superintendents, assistant superintendents, and other central
office staff. The next largest group was MSDE staff who also attended the
SITIP awareness conferences. School district teachers and building princi-
pals comprised the next largest groups. MSDE/LEA board members, higher
education staff, and others were only minimally represented in the respon-
dent sample, v

Table 9

SoCQ Respondent Sample for SITIP Conferences

SITIP Participant Group Mumber . Percent
LEA Cehtral Staff 49 36.83
Principals 19 14,29
Teachers 25 18.80
MSDE Staff .29 21.80
MSDE/LEA Board Members 5 3.76
Higher Education 3 2.26
Other 3 2.26
TOTAL k\ - 133 100.00
L-—")
{
i
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Data are interpreted for the total group and then for each LEA role
group and are displayed in Tables 10-13.

Total group: Respondents are interested in the SITIP topics and pro-

cesses, wanting more general information. There is little real commitment

for use of personal sense of involvement. Of greatest disinterest is

]

potential impact. As a group, respondents are saying, "We will pay atten-
tion to more information. If you belb us understand the overall SITIP
process and (a specific) topic(s), we may become involved. So far, we are

undecided."

Central office staff: (49 respondents -- same general picture as

—

total group response.)

Princigals The 19 principals responded similarly to the total group.
Respondents have no sense of involvement, but are willing to receive more
information. They are least concerned with consequences of implementation
of SITIP. They are saying, "We will pay attention to more information.
Right now we don't understand how SITIP is to be put into practice."

-
Teachers The 25 teacher respondents are interested in receiving more
formation, particularly as to how they are to be iQyo]ved in SITIP
activities., They are concerned about their role -- the personal implica-
. ' .
tions of involvement. They are not immediately interested in impact on
students. They are saying, 'What doescghis mean to us in real terns? We
need to know more -— about the SITIP process and (specific) topic(s), and

-

how {mplementation of this wou]j\influence our existing tasks and roles."

™
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Table 10

Total Group SoCQ Responses
(Feburary 1981)

mEEmEEEm.
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Table 11

Central Office Staff SoCQ Responses

(February 1981)
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Table 12 ) Table 13
Principals' SoCQ Responses Teachers' SoCQ Responses
(Feburary 1981) ) - (February 1981)
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0f greatest interest to SITIP are the responses of teachers, princi-
pals, centrgl offisf §taff“§n§_MSDE staff -- listed in rank order of
interest in SITIP implementation, with teachers being most ready to learn
more about actual application of SITIP. . (All teacher scores are above 50%,
while only two of the MSDE scores are abave 50%.) The relatively high
"swareness" score (in comparison to scores for other stage;) of three of
the four groups in this set warns that respondents do not consider éITIP a
ﬁigh priority. Their willingness to attend to -more information offers
potential for "winning them over." With the next highest score for all
groups being "personal", the implication is that information provided
should relate to specific personal concerns of each group (e.é., responses
to such questions as: what am I supposed to do? what will happen to my
other responsibilities? if I get involved, how will I know when I am doing
well, and will my immediate supervisor ;pprove of my involvement?) The
comparatively low "consequence' scores indicate that respondents are not
ready to think about SITIP impact on students ("self" concerns take priority).

The results pf the SoCQs revealed that the highest concerns of LEA
participants indicated a need for more information about the subséantive
aspects of the four instructional improvemeht processes. The relatively
high scores of LEA participants on ;wareness énd personal scales provided
additional support for the notion of a ne;d for more detailed information,
especlally in terms of defining their roles in the adoption process. MSDE
staff also scored high on the awareness and personal scales, suggesting a

need for greater clarification of their role in the SITIP program. These

results are evidence of participants' concerns about their roles in the

4
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SITIP program and suggest‘that in-depth information on the role expectations
of LEA personnel should be given. For implementation to occur beyond a
"1ipié;rvice compiianc;"iieQei,“c;mmitment must be generated (especially
among LEA staff, principals, and teachers). The next '"round" of
information sharing needs to address questions: }
e If [ (personally) become involved, what's in it for me?
e If a school or district becomesMinvolved, who needs to do what?

o If we (specific groups) become involved, how will roles and respon-
sibilities change?

Summer Institutes

During June and July of 1981, MSDE held summer institutes, one for
each of the four instructional processes. Each instit;te consisted of an
in-depth three-day program designed to prepare participants for implementa-
tion of the instructional process. The institutes were either led by the
consultants who had originally conducted the awareness conferences or by
similarly qualified individuals. In each case, one or two MSDE staff, who
subsequently provided technical assistance on that topic to LEAs, attended
the institute and helped tc organize it.

The agendas of the sumrer institutes were to address the specific

training needs which participants of the planning sessions had identified.

In addition, the institutes were to provide districts with sufficient

Trdividual attention concerning the implementation of their SITIP projects.

The evaluation of the summer institutes was designed to answer the
folilowing questions:

e Did the local school districts meet the participation requirements
established by MSDE?

38 4\3
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e What was the nature of the agenda covered at each institute and how
did it relate to the local school district participant needs?

e How did the local school district participants evaluate the insti-
tutes?

@ What types of concerns did the local school district participants
have related to the SITIP program?

The narrative which follows has been divided into five subsections.

The first four subsections correspond to the evaluation questions referred
to above. The remaining subsection presents an overall assessment of the

.

effectivensss of the.three—day training institutes.

LEA Participation in Summer Institutes

-

In June ;nd July 1981, small teams of LEA personnel receiv%ﬁ detailed
training in the adoption and implementation of one or more of the instruc-
tional processes.

The recommended composition of the participating LEA teams 1s presented
below:

e central office instructional leader

e principal

® two teachers from the same school.

Attendance was recorded at each of the four summer institutes in order to
determine the extent to which the counties had sent appropriate teams of
LEA staff. Table 14 summarizes the attendance patterns of participants, by
county, at each of the four symmer institutes. The attendance figures
{ndicate that districts complied to varying degrees with MSDE attendance
recommendations.

Attendance of Recommended Participant Groups. Three of the seven

counties (43 percent) sent the recommended members to the Mastery Learning




Participant Groups Attending SITIP Summer Institutes

Table(l&

{
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Student
t Mastery Team Active Teaching
District Learning Learning Teaching Variables
Allegany County 1,2,4
Anne Arundel County | 1,2
Baltimore City 1,2,4,5
Baltimore County 1,2 1,2 1,2
Calvert County ) 1,2 1,4
Cecil County 1,2,4 4
Charles County 1,2
. Frederick County 1,2
Garrett County - 1 2,4
Harford County 1,2,4
Howard County 1,2 1,2,4
Kent County 1,2,4,5
Montgomery County 1, 4 1,2,4 1,2,4
Prince George's f
County 4 1, & 4
Queen Anne's County 1,2
St. Mary's County 1,2,4
Somerset County 1,2,4,5
Talbot County
Washington County 1, 4
Worcester County 1,2,4,5 1,2,4
1. Teachers 4. Central Office Supervisors
2. Principals 5. LEA Assistant Superintendent
3. LEA Board Members 6. LEA Superintendents
L)
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institute. All but one of these districts sent teachers and principals.
Central office staff were excluded in‘three of the groups. Two-thirds of
the total group of institute participants were classroom teachers, the
remaining third was almost evenly split between principals and central

of fice staff.

.
»

Of the counties attending the Student Team Learning institute, only
one of the eight teams (13 percent) met MSDE recommended composition.
Although all districts included teachers in their teams, three excluded
principals and four deleted central office staff in forming thelr teams.
Approximately 75 percent of the total institute participants were classroom
teachers, 14 percent principals, and 10 percent central office staff.

Attendance at the Active Teaching institute complied most highly with
MSDE recommendations. Four out of the six districts (67 percent) sent the
recommended set of members. In the two other districts, the principal was
missing in both as well as either the teacher or central office staff.
Classroom teachers accounted for 39 percent of the total institute partici-
pants, principals 35 percent, and central office staff 26 percent.

Four of the nine districts (44 percent) followed the prescribed team éﬁ
compositiong for the Teaching Variables institute. All but one included
teachers in their teams. Principals or central office g;aff were respec-
tively forgotten in two teams each. Of the total institute participants,
39 percent were classroom teaches, 33 percent principals, and 28 percent

ce~tral office staff. N

Attendance at Farlier SITIP Activities. Participants at three of the

four summer Institutes were surveyed to determine if they had attended the
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earlier planning session for that SITIP instructional process. Approxi-
mately three-fourths of the Mastery Learning Instjtute participants (76.76
percent) attended the earlier planning session. Almost identical percen-
-tages of Student Team iearning (61.90 percent) and Active.Téaching (61.29
percent) participants attended t;e respective planning sessions. As the
attendance we+ not recorded for the Teaching Variables planning session, no
comparison of the attendance match between the two SITIP activities is
poséible.

~

Summer Institute Activities

The descriptions of the four summer institutes which follow are
summaries of the objective time accounts provided by the process observers.

Mastery Learning. The Mastery Learning Summer Institute was held on

June 22-25, 1981, at the Coolfont Recreation Cenf;r. The institute staff
consisted of three MSDE staff, Dr. James Block as the lead Mastery Learning
consultant, and two LEA staff involved in their own district's implementa-
tion of Mastery Learning (Ms. Katherine Conner, School District of Philadel-
bhia and Ms. Carol Barber, Denver Public Schools).

.The three-day institute generally adhered to the original agenda of
activities. During the first day, mést of the institute was devoted to
providing LFA participants with an overview of Mastery Learning. Dr. Block
took primary responsibility for reviewing the philosophy and practices of
Mastery Learning. He allotted time during his presentations for questions
from the LFA participants. The group was attentive and involved in this

review; however, many expressed an eagerness to move on to the classroom

implementation toplcs scheduled for the second day of the institute.
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The second day of the institute included several activities aimed at
addressing local implementation concerns. The first two hours were
allotted by the entire group to overviews of the Mastery Learning Programs
in the School District of Philadelphia and Denver Public Schools. These
prefentations followed a staff development approach ;o Mastery Learning.
LEA central office staff were more satisfied than teachers with thi;
approach as it was more responsive to administrator concerns. Teachers
indicated that they would have preferred a presentation approach more
concerned with curriculum or instructional strategies.

Following these presentations, the individual LEA teéms were divided
into two groups; each group spent the remainder of the second day with one
of the the two LEA consultants. Each group addressed slightly different
topics related to Mastery Learning, but followed the same basic fgrmat of a
consultant presentation and then hands-on practical application for group
members in relation to their particular LEA project. Specific topics
covered by the consultants focused on key Mastery Learning program ingre-
dients and classroom planning and management for mastery~ _These group
activities directly addressed teacher-expressed concerns related to the
actual classroom implementation of Mastery Learning. Dr. Block, as the T
lead Mastery Learning consultant, was availlable t? both consultant groups
for questions and comments.

At-the end of the second day, the individual LEA teams were provided
witn time to regroup and plan. An evening panel was also dcheduled to
further question all of the Mastery Learning consultants and plan for local

implementation.
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The final day of the institute closely followed the format of the :
second day group activities. The consultant grodps addressed teaching to
mastery and other implementation topics (i.e., staff development model,

L4

role of building principals, and support systems). Dr. Block again

g

circulaped~between theﬁtwo consultant groups. Eghe LEA team members in each

consultant group appeared more directed and selectdive in reviewing materials

and practices focusing on local plans for implementation during the insti-

tute. As with the second day, LEA teams regrouped after these activities

to compare notes and make additional.plans.

The® summer institute closed with a question and answer period, and

»

individual; LEA teams made progress reports to the entire institute group. ’
MSDE staff also encouraged the LEAs to identify necessary activities for

the fall SITIP follow-up session.

’

Student Team Learning: The summer institute on Student Team Learning
]

was held on June 29 ~ July 1, 1981 at the Martingham Conference Center. °
The institute was led by Dr. Ruth Carter, the Student Team Learning Consul-
tant. She was assisted by Dr. Robert Slavin, the developer of the Student

“Team Learning strategy, for the first day of the institute. MSDE §taff

were also present to coordiaate-the three-day institute.
Dr. Slavin opened the institd&e with a brief overview of the basic

concepts involved in the Student Téam Learning strategy. A short filmstrip,

reinforcing Dr. Slavin's overview, was then presented. The remainder of

the first day was composed of a simulation of student instructional organi-

“

zational patterns, Teams-Games-Tournament (TGT) and Student Team Achievement

~

Division (STAD). ITA participants were divided into three-person teams for

o~
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purposes of the simuldtion exercises. Participants were encouraged to ask
questions at any time throughout the duration of the institute presentation.
A portion of the day was devoted to trouble shooting and a discussion of
teachers' concerns regarding the TGT and STAD, as well as another'organiza—
tional pattern, simulated Jigsaw exercise. ;The instit;te broke éarly for
lunch in order to provide interested participants w%th individqfl help.
Participants were extremely interested in discussing the implementation of
the SITIP strategy in their own schonlsg.

The remainder of the second day was devoted to a review of the essen-
tial components of Student Team Learning and planning for 1oéal implementa- ?
tion.. Participants prepared questions concerned with local implementation
to be discussed by Dr. Carter on the final day of the institute.

The final day of the institute was devoted mainly to responding to the

local concerns identified in the preceding day by the partjcipants. Most

of the local school district concerns dealt with the classroom adoption and
implementation of Student Team Learning. Dr. Carter also briefly summarized
the major issues covered during the institute. The participants were
dismissed near lunchtime as they had completed the prepared institute

agenda.

Active Teaching. The Active Teaching Summer Institute was conducted

on July 13-14, 1981 at the Coolfont Recreation Center. The featured

institute presenters were Drs. Thomas Good of the University of Missouri-
Columbia and Jere Confrey of Mount Holyoke College. The MSDE staff coordi-

nated the three-~day institute.
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Dr. Good opened the institute with an overview of the Active Teaching
Model and a review of re;evant research findings. He provided a clear
éiscussion of the types of questions his research attempted to answer and
provide participants with a perspective from which his work could be
understood. Two videotapes of the Missouri Mathematics Program were shown
and frequently interrupted to permit questions and discussion throughout.
Although the purpose of the tapes was apparently unclear to the audience,
Drs. Good and Confrey did point out aspects of the tapes that were relevant
to active teaching in isélated cases. Additional questions wer; discussed
upon completion of the videotapes. In the late afternoon; the large group
broke up into separate LEA groups in order to disguss their individual
proposals. - ‘

The second day of the institute appeared to depart from tbe prepared

agenda. The day began with a discussion of the '"review" aspects of the

model and a more detailed explanation of the model. Dr. Good talked about

ship between this program and the Active Teaching model was not made clear.
A third videotape relating to the development portion of the lesson was
shown, followed by a question and answer period.

After dinner, the group again convened and each of the counties made

presentations regarding their plans for implementation of the Active

4
Teaching model. This was considered to be the most productive part of the
Inst{tute, as participants were particularly interested in implementation

¢
of the model and Good rarely addressed implementation issues in his own

research related to the Missouri Mathematics Program; however, the relation-
|

|

|

|

|

| presentations.
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The third and final day began with a discussion led by Dr. Confrey of
the problem solving and the Missouri Mathematics program. This discussion
focused on prog;am ingredients and issues related to defining proglem
solving skills. Participants again tried to clarify the relationship
between the Active Teaching model and the mathematics problem solving.

Dr. Good ended the program at mid-day by summarizing the institute and

responding to local implementation concerns.

Teaching Variables The Teaching Variables Summer Institute was

conducted on July 6-8, 1981 at the Martingham Conference Center. The .
institute was staffed by two MSDE representatives, and three Research for
Better Schools (RBS) staff from the Basic Skills component (Drs. Anna
Graeber, Valarie French, and Janet Caldwell).

During the first day of the institute, participants were first pro-
vided with an overview of the Teaching Variables instructional improvement
approach. Following this orientation, participants were di.lided into
groups and remained in these groups for the remainder of the institute.
Both groups received essentially the same training concerning two variables,
student engaged time and content, in different order. (TFor the purposes of
this presentation, only the training of one of the two groupe is reported.)

Participants in the observEd group were provided with a definition of
séudent engaged time and unengaged time behaviors and then an opportunity
to identify and code student behavior usiidg videotapes and handouts.
Unfortunately, only one 12-inch video ;;nitbr was provided for the entire
group and thus, activities that relied on videotapes detracted from the
overall cifectiveness of the dav's training. The group also experienced
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some difficulty in not assigning value\to their observatiors of student
engaged time; the RB§ staff responded to the group's dif ficulty by empha-
sizihg the non-judgemental aspects of the observation activity.

The groups recelved additional training on student engaged time beha-
vior, especially in terms of conducting the observation activity in the
classroom. The group specifically received instructilon on the relationship
of student engaged time and student achievement and strategles for incor-
porating student engaged time in Eheirr21assroom instructional practices.
The presenters relied heavily on overlays and handouts to cover the day's
extensive program.

An Eyening sessipn was also scheduled to discués materials provided to

the LFEAs not addressed during the day session and to begin training related

to the content variable. Attendance at the evening session was less than
-

: az the scheduled day session.

During the final day of the institute, :the group focused on‘the
content variable. Included in this part of.the training yere isspes
related to instructional overlap and instructional planning, especially to
(orrecting learning deficienclies. Handouts were again used to structure
the group presentation; time was also allotted for participants' questions.
During the day, attcndance dropped as LEAs opted to leave early; this was
most likely due to some combination of fatigue from the extensive content
of the institute training program as well as routine attrition as the
training program neared its end.

Participant FEvaluation of Summer Institutes

The evaluation of the four in-depth summer institutes is based upon

tbe resulte of a standard evaluation rating form which all participants
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were asked to complete at the close of their three day institute. Partici-
pants were asked to provide ratings indicating the degree to which they
agreed or disagreed with a list of thirteen statements which referred to

preparation prior to the conference, objectives, effectiveness of presen-

ters and readiness to implement the selected instructional processes.
Their ratings are summarized in Table 15. Ratings ranged from a high of
5.00 indicating "Strongly Agree" to a low of 1.00 indicating "Strongly

Disagree." In addition to the participant ratings of the thirteen evalua-

tive sf;tements, participants also responded to open-ended statements
indicating what they liked most and least about the training institutes.

An analysis of their responses 1s also presented in this subsection.

Mastery Learning. Mean ratings of participants in the Mastery Learn-

ing summer institute ranged from a high of 4.81 to a low of 4,15. These
ratings are indicative of an extremely effective and well-run training
institute. Prior to attending, participants understood the objectives of
the institute and were very familiar with the proposal submittedfby their
district. The content of the institute was presented at an appropriate
level for the audience and the training needs which were identified at the
planning session were adequately addressed at the institute. Mean ratinés
of the effectiveness of the presenters wer; all 4.50 or higher, reflecting

a high degree of agreement as to the excellence of the presehters. Partici-
pants felt that they had received sufficient individual attention concerning
their particular SITIP projects. The items receiving the lowest mean

rating revealed a concern by some participants that their school system was

not yet ready to implement the proposal it had written.
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Table 15

Participants' Ratings of SITIP Summer Institutes*

6.

L0,

11i.

12.

Student .
Mastery Tean Active Teaching
Tren Learning] Learniag| Terching Yariables
Pricr to attending, { understood 4.25 4.15 4.04 3.34
the purpose and objectives of the
sunmec institute,
Piior tu .attending the summer insti- 4.61 3.49 3.93 3.91
tute, T wcs familiar with the proposal
submitted by my districe.
The purpose of the summer institute 4.78 4.80 3.59 3.47
was cliearly presented throughout the
program, 4
The corntent of the Iastitute was pre- 4.67 4.75 3.15 2.97
sented at aa appropriate level for
the audience. .
The coutent presentation and group 4.19 4.45 2.67 2,37
participation were well balanced in
the conduct of the institute.
The needs for training which were 4,48, 4.55 3.co 3.18
ident ified at the planning session T
were adequately addressed at the
inscitute.
The format of the institute was appro- 4,70 4,75 3.41 3.26
prlate for the stze of the audience.
The prescenter(s) made appropriate use 4,52 4,490 3.62 3.37
of ausdlovisual 1aterials,
The presenter(s) communicated well 4,81 4.85 3.07 2.87
with the audience.
There was sufficient time allowed for 4.70 L.68 4,00 3.30
the cudience to interact w.ch and
quest ion the presenter(s).
The conference facilities were 4.67 4.53 4.12 3.32
satisfactory.
My disteict received sufficient 4.33 4,44 4.11 3.30
attention concerning its SITIP project.
I fecl contident that ny school system 4.15 4.78 4.22 3.57
can now implement {ts proposal,

* .
Mean 1atings can range from a high of 5.00 to a louv of 1.00.
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An analysis of the responses to'the open-ended questions ircluded in
the evaluative form provided strong suﬁport for the Qery positive results
provided by the participants' ratings. in response to the Suestion concern-
ing what participants liked most about the institute, 60 perceunt mentioned
the competence and expertise of the presenters.

Participants were also asked to suggest possible changes for future

training institutes. Only two suggestions were .mentioned with any degree

of consistency. Almost half wanted to extend the institute over a longer

IO

period of time due to the wealth of material presented. Another fourth of
the participants expressed a desire to select a more central and convenlent
location for holding the institute.

Student Team Learning. Participants' mean ratings of the Student Team

Learning summer institute variéd from a high of 4.85 to a low of 3.49.
These ratings, almost totally above 4.00, indicate that the institute was
extremely well-run and effective. The only items with a mean rating of
less than 4.00 indicated that many participants were unfamiliar with the
proposals submitted by their districts prior to attending the summer )
{ngtitutes.

Rafings indicated that participants had understood the objectives of
the summer institute prior to'attending. The objective of the Student Team
Learning institute was clearly presented throughout the program. Partici-
pants reported that the content was presented at an appropriate level for
the audinece and that there was a good balance between the presentation of
content and participation of the group. The institute adequately addressed

the needs for training which had been identified at the planning session..

{
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Farticipants claimed that the format of the institute was appropriate for
the size of the audieunce. Ratings indicated that the presenters were very
effective, making good use of audiovisual materials and communicating well

with the audience. 1In addition, they allowed sufficient time for interac-

tion with the audience. Participants felt that thev had received sufficient

individual attention concerning their S{TIP project and felt confident
that their school system would be able to implement its proposal.

Active Teaching. Participants’ ratings of the Active Teaching summer

inst {tute ranged from a higp of 4,22 to a low of 2.67. The major areas of
concern indicated by relatively lower rating§ dealt with the presentation
of the summer institute. Participants claimed a lack of balance between
content presentation and group barticipation. They felt that the need for
training, which they had identified at the planning session, was not
adequately addressed at the institute. A number cf participants rated the
presenters as not communicating well with the'audience. Others felt that
the content of the Institute was not presented at an appropriate level for
the avafence. O the mere positive side, there was suf’icient time for the
andience to interact with and question the presenters. The conference
facilities were considé‘ed to be satisfactory. Participants receiyed

~
suff fclent individual attention concerning their SITIP projects and felt
confident that their school system would be able to implement their pro-

posals. !

Teaching Variables. Participants' mean ratings of the Teaching

Variables summer institute ranged from a high of 3.91 to a low of 2.87.

The ratings for this institute were generally lower than participant

~
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ratings for the other institutes. No mean ratings for this instituté
reached a value of 4.00 or greater which would have indicated a strong,
positive response to the summer institute. The most positive response

»

given\by participants indicated that they were familiar with their Iocalyy
submitted proposals prioi to the institute. )

The items receiving the lowest mean ratings revealed a basic problem
with the presentation of content. The participants felt that the
presenters did not communicate well with the audience and did not present
material at a level which was appropriate for the audience. 1In addition,
content presentation énd group participation were no; well balanced.
Nevertheless, at the‘end, participants were relatively confident that they
could implement their proposals.

Summary. Pafticipants' ratings of the four summer institutes were
generally positive. The mean ratings for the Mastery Learning institute
were all above 4?60 identifying it as the highest rated institute. Except
for the Teaching Variables institute, tﬂe participant mean ratings showed
marked improvement from the SITIP awareness conferences to the summer
{nstitutes on the item concerning their confidence to implement the SITIP
project. ‘This finding suggests that the summer institutes were generally

effective in preparing local school districts for initial implementation.

Concerns of Institute Participants

- .

The SoCQs were complete by a total of 127 participants who had
attended the summer Institutes.

[f the summer institutes were successful in providing team training,

teachers' profiles would be Felatively flat with high points on personal
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and collaboration concerns; principals and LEA staff would be most interested
in what others were doing (collaboration) and might also be interested in
ﬁore information, or have concerns about management. At this point,
consequence concerns would be lowest for all groups, and awareness and
refocusing also would be low. Differences in response patterns could
indicate that 15 a local implementation plan/design had 2 strong influence

on participants' concerns, and/or 2) participants had‘received insuffic{;nt
or inappropriate training. Respongz data not only assist in determing

SITIP effectiveness but also suggest needs that should be addressed by MSDE
staff or others providing technical assistance for implementation.

Table 16 summdrizes the number of questionnaires returned by each of
the SITIP participant groups. The results were consistent for each of the
four summer institute gféups. Overall, approximately 60 percent of the
respondents were classroom teachers. Rrincipals and central office staff
respectively comprised 22 and 16 percent of the\samﬁle. The results are

.reported for each of the four separate summer institutes. Then results for
three participant groups.-_ teachers, principals, and LEA central office
staff -- are discussed, comparing concerns after the four Awareness Confer-

ences (February 1981) with concerns after the Summer Institutes.

Mastery Leagning. SoCQ responses are reported for 26 respondents --

teachers (16), principals (7), and LEA staff (3) -~ on Table 17.

Teachers' concerns are primarily personal, indicating some uncertainty
about how they will cope with the demands of Mastery learning in addition
tv existing tasks. They are also interested in collaboration —-- working
with others to implement Mastery Learning. I[n general, they are fairly

wel: prevared to begin implementation, but need support and reassurance.
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Table 16

-

SoC} Respondent Sample for SITIP Summer Institutes

99

. Mastery Student Team Teaching Active
SITIP Participant Group Learning Learning Variables Teaching Totals
N % N % N % N i N Z
Classroom Teachers 16 59.26 29 70.73 19 61.30 12 42.86 76 59.84
Principals 7 25.93 6 14.63 6 19.35 9~ 32.14 28 22.05
Central Office Staff 3 11.11 4 9.76 6 19.35 7 25,00 20 15.75
" Others 1 3.70 2 4.88 0  0.00 0  0.00 3 2.36
Total 27 100.00 41 100. 00 31 100.00 28 100.00 127 100.00
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scores also shown on informational and personal concerns. This pr;file
indicates that principals do not expect to be directly involved in imple~-
mentation, but are interested in knowing more about Mastefy Learning and
how other people us; it.

LEA central office staff focus on coordination and cooperation with
others to implement Mastery lLearning. They also have a slight interest in
learning more about the topic. All other areas of concern are very low,

indicating distance from direct implementation. :

The mutual interest in collaboration indicates that the team approach

.

of SITIP should continue in order to provide cr.ss-hierarchical support and
cross—-county communication.

Student Team Learning. SoCQ responses are reported for 39 participants

-- teachers (20), principals (6), and LEA staff (4) -- in Table 18. . .
Teachers' concerns focus on coilaboration -- cooperating with others

for Student Team Learning implementation. Informational a;d personal

concerns are equal at 57 (11 points below collaboration) indicating a need

for more information and for support in coping with the demands of Student

Team Learning. I[f this occurs, implementation should be successful.

Principal's concerns are highest on collaboration and awareness,
indicating an interest in knowing what others are doing but feeling no
direct involvement with Student ?eam Learning.

LEA staff concerns are also highest on collaboration and awareness,

.

with some need for more information.
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The mutual interest in collaboration indicates that the cross-hierar-
chical, cross—county SITIP model should continue to be used to provide
support and information to participants.

Active Teaching. SoCQ responses are reported for 28 participants --

teachers (12), principals (9), and LEA staff (7) -- in Table 19.

Teachers' congerns are equal for awareness and information, with
personal concerns next highest. While the latter indicates some
uncert ainty about coping with Active Teaching, informational concerns
indicate an interest in learning more about the topic and awareness
concerns indicate a lack of involvement. The overall profile, with all
concerns below 60, indicates that te;chers could begin planning for
implementation, but they need more information about the tepic and how
Active Teaching would impact on their other work.

Principals' concerns focus on collaboration, are next highest on
aws :ness, then equal (60) for information and refocusing. This profile
indicates that principals want to know what others are doing; they feel no
direct involvement, but are interested in knowing more about Active Teach-
ing -- possibly to consider alternative ways of applying the topic ideas.

LFA staff focus on awareness and refocusing, indicating a feeling of
distance from direct implemcntation and wondering about’alternatives -
waye of using Active Teaching principles in ways other than those presented
in the SITIP training.

The greatest common need appears to be clarification: 1s Active
Teaching sufficiently understood by participants, and are local implementa-

tion plans appropriate for the topic and acceptable to all three groups of

59
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participants? The next question to be addressed should focus on individual
roles and tasks. v

Teaching Variables. SoCQ responses are reported for 31 participants

-~ teachers (19), principals (6), and LEA staff (6) -- in Table 20.
Teachers' concerns are highest for awareness, with informational (66)
and personal (63) concerns also relatively high. These scores indicate
little involvement with Teaching Variables, a need for more informatlion,
and some uncertainty about coping with the demands of implementation.
Principals' concerns are high for awareness (81), then on information
(66), with collaboration (59) next. They feel uninvolved, need more
information, and want to know what others are doing. There are also some
management concerns (relating to efficiency, organizing, managing, and use
of time).
LEA staff concerns have a profile similar to those of the teachers.
They are highest for awareness (77) with refocusing (52) and informational
(51) concerns following. They feel uninvolved, have ideas about alterna-
tives to Teaching Variables, and may need more informatioen. )
The feeling of lack of involvement among all three groups indicates a
need to build commitment if implementation is tc successful. §More
information relating to individual roles, and ways to coordinate efforts
may be useful. The refocusing concern needs to be addressed -- adaptation
or withdrawal are indicated by the present profile.

Y
Overall $oCQ Responses for the Summer Training. It should be noted

that each LEA developed an imolementation plan prior to the summer training,

with some plans focusing on direct implementation by the teachers being

At
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trained, and some plans using a staff development approach. The primary
objeé%ive of summer‘training sessions was to train participants for class-
room implementation, which meant that LEAs using a staff development
approach or planning adaptation, needed to transfer learnings.

It should also be noted that the original SITIP design required local
teams to attend all four toplc orientation conferences, and after topic
selection and planning for implementation, each team (plus new members)
would attend the appropriate summer training. In many cases, team member—
ship changed so that some participants began the summer training with
considerable prior knowledge, while others had very little or none at all.

Wwith these points in mind, it is difficult to compare SoCQ results
across the four topics. However, if it is assumed that at this point
teachers should be prepared for classroom implementation; principals should
be informed and supportive; LEA staff should also be informed and supportive;
anu all three groups should be prepared to work with each other and with
teams from other LEAs, some general comparisons can be made.

Responses are combined across groups for each of the four topics and
results are presented in Table 21.

The primary focus for two topics -~ Student Team Learning (66) and
Mastery Learning (65) -- was collaboration, which was also the second peak
for Active Teaching (59). This reinforces the SITIP approach and is a
positive indicator for implementation.

The second highest cqpceéﬁ for three topics -- Student Team Learning
(55), Mastery Learning (63), Teaching Variables, (63) ~- was informational.
By itself, this is neutral; informational concerns need to be considered in
relationship to other high concerns and the overall profile.

63 -
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! Table 21

-

Comparison of SoCQ Responses for the Four Summer Institutes
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The primary focus for two topics -- Active Teaching (66) and Teaching
Variables (77) -~ was awareness, indicating a lack of involvement with
implementation. This combined with responses on informational and personal
concerns is a negative indicator for implementation. However, improvement
could probably be made 1f participants' concerns are addressed.

The lowest concern for three .topics -- Student Team Learning 945),

Yo

Active Teaching (38) and Teaching Variables (16) -= was consequences. [t

was second lowest for Mastery Learning (44). This was to be expected at

this point.

The following response vatterns (in addition to the relatively high
awareness scores mentioned earlier) suggested needs to be addressed if .
implementation 1s to be successful: 1) the tilt to refocusing for Teaching
Yiiiables, 2) the comparatively low interest in collaboration with Teaching

Variables, and 3) the extremely low interest in consequences (impact on

students) of Teaching Variables.

In very general‘terms, and assuming LEA plans required classroom
implementation without adaptation, SoCQ data suggested tﬂg order of
probable success for the four topics: Student Team Learning, Mastery

Learning, Active Teaching, and Teaching Variables.

Comparison of Concerns %

The discussion which follows compares S0CQ results of February with

those of the summer, by role group.

X
Comparison of Teachers' Concerns) After the four orientation sessions

(February 1981), 25 teachers regporided to the SoCQ. Teachers participating

in each of tiwe summer training sessions also completed the SoCQ. Resuits

are shown in Table 22.

4
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Table 22

Comparison of Teachers' SoCQ Responses
(February and July 1981)

Team training, Active Teaching, July 1981 (N=12) — — -~ — —
Team training, Student Team Learning, July 1981 (N=29)-wm=m= - -
feam training, Teaching Variables, July 1981 (N=19) — .. .. ..
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The February profile had, overall, higher degrees of concern than any

of the summer profiles. The peak for February indicated strong information
needs; personal concerns were also high; the tilt toward refocusing indi-
cated consideration of alternatives. By contrast, the general Impression
for the summer profile indicated an igterest in collaboration and a concern
about personal involvement (or lack of it). The profile for Student Team
Learning indicated the greatest probability of implementation of the
program as it was taught (fidelity adoption).\ By contrast, Teaching
Variables was a candidate for adaptation (unless teachers became more
committed to the program and understood how they could deal with it.) The
Mastery Learning profile was similar to Student Team Learning but much,
higher on the first four stages of concern, suggesting greater need for
information and support. There were also some similaritiés for Actlve
Teaching, but the comparatively high aware;ess and information concerns
suggested a lack of involvement which was not desirable if teachers were to
implement the program in the classroom.

The greatest common need for teacflers was information about their own
role in the program and how that related to existing commitments. Once
that was resolved, and with opportunity to collaborate, teachers would be

ready to move on to management issues.

Comparison of Principal's Concerns. Principals' concerns for each of

the four summer training sessions are compared with those of the orienta-

tion sesslons {(February) in Table 23. h
The February profile suggested a lack ot involvement, willingness to

attend to more Information, and an interest in what others were doing or

alternatives for instructional improvement. 1/ith the exception of the peak
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Table 23

Comparison of Principals' SoCQ Responses
(February aud July 1981)
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for collaboration on all four summer training sessions, few generalizations
can be offered for the summer .to compare with February responses; each must
be looked at separately.

For Student Team Learning, principals' concerns decreased in all
areas; by July, principals were most interested in collaboration, felt ,
uninvolved with direct implementation, but had some management concerms.

For Mastery Learning, principals' concerns also decreased in all
areas, with the greatest differences occurring for management and informa-
tion. July peaks indicated interest in collaboratian, with some personal
information needs and a general lack of direct involvement in implementa-
tion. ’

Active Teaching concerns increased in the areas of consequence and
collaboration from February to July, with refocusing remaining the same,
and with slight decreases in personal and management concerns.

The Teaching Variables profile contrasted sharply with Mastery
Learning on awareness and management concerns (with Teaching Variables much
higher than Mastery Learning, and matching the February responses in both
areas). The collaboration score was also little changed, and consequence
concerns were still low. Overall, the profile suggested that principals
understood more about the program but were just as concerned as in February
about how it would be managed.

Overall, some efforts were needed to increase principals' sense of
involvement, especially for Teaching Variables; for all but Student Te m
l.eaning information to clarify personal roles would be useful; management
issues needed to be resolved for Teaching Variables and Active Teaching; in
all cases, opportunity was needed for system collaboration and learning
what other principals were doing. This last area was the primary need.
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Comparison of LEA Staff Concerns. The concerns of central office

(LEA) staff are compared in Table 24.

The February profile indicated high information concerns backed by
high awareness (indicating uninvolvement) with some interest in what others
were doing (collaboration) and in alternatives for instructiocnal

improvement (refocusing).

Y

With the exception of Mastery Learning, in July information needs
o~

!
i

i

decreased but the pattern of responses for awareness, personal, management,
consequences, and collaboration was similar to the February profile for
three topics. The Mastery Learning profile indicated the highest commit-
ment, and high need for information from othars involved ian the program.
Active Teaching and Teaching Variables had low commitment and were likely

to be adapted or replaced;

Overall, LEA staff needed opportunities to discuss the four topics
with each other and with system teams, and they needed to provide active
support to school staff engaged in implementation.

Summary of Summer institutes

¢

-

Attendance requirements were met by approximately half of the districts

for three of the four institutes; only one district followed the attendance

/

recommendations for the fourth institute. For the three instructional
processes on which attendance data were available for both the planning

session and summer Institute, at least three-fifths of the summer institute

v

nart i fparts had attended the earltier planning session. 7This finding

cuygests that the membership of the LEA SITIP teams became nore stable nver

time.

]




- !

-

g

~

1

L
/

Key:

Table 24

Comparison of Cental Office Staff SoCQ Responses
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Generally, the observers' reports indicated that the institutes
adhered to the originally specified agenda of activities. Based on the
observers' accounts, it appeared that the summer institutes went rairly
smoothly with some minor exceptions. The Mastery Le;rning institute ran
well and no problems were nentioned in the observer's report. The Student
Team Learning institute was completed ahead of schedule and it might have
easily been confined to two days instead of three. The Active Teigsigg
institute report described the presentation of materials as somewhat
unclear and geared toward the research aspects of the topic as opposed to
the more practical issues of implementation. The Teaching Variables
institute report indicated that the content of the prograr may ﬁave been
overly extensive for the time allowed.

The evaluation rating forms completed by participants upon completion
of the institutes indicated that participants were generally pleased with
the presentations. The Mastery Learning institute received the highest
mean x «tings and provides support for the positive observer's report
presented eevclier in this section. Of all the institutes, the Teaching
Variables presentation received the lowest ratings. The observer's report
suggests that this may have been due to the vast quantity of the material
presented to the audience. ‘

At the end of each of the summer institutes, participants were asked
to complete the SoCQ. Vhile there vere no highly negative results, there
were indications of need for each respondent group in each topic. Some way
of meeting these needs needed to be developed, such as networking amongs

participants or systematic provision of technical assistance bv MSDE and/or
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program developers. Student Team Learning was most likely to be implemented
successfully without further help; Teaching Variables, on the other handg,
appeared to be least likely to be implemented successfully without éurther
help -~ although all four topics were likely to be izplemented in some furm

and to some extent.

Follow-Up Sessions

In the initial SITIP design (fall 1980) two follow-up sessions were
planned a statewide meetings to be held in the fall of 1981 and the spring
of 1982. Each meeting would be attended by representcotives of all 19 LEAs,
with opening and closing sessions attended by all participants and small-
group concurrent segsions attended by those involved in the topic(s)
presented. Plans indicated that MSDE staff responsible for staff develop-
ment would probably coordinate follow-up meetings. The overall objective
would be to support local implementation by increasing participants’
expertise and confidence in the topic(s) adopted.

The initial design was revised in the spring of 1981 mainly because
data zollected from awareness conferences and planning efforts indicated
that, if implementation was to be successful, technical assistance (TA) was
needed -- not in a general way, but related to each specific topic.* Thé
assistance role and activities were defined and it wag decided that follow-
up activities should be designed and coordinated by MSDE TA incumbents who
would involve local implementers in planning according to their needs and

the requirements of the specific topic adopted. This section of the paper

*See chapter on technical assistapce for further discussion

73, .
34




discusses the follow-up sessions coordinated by the MSDE technical assis-

tants.

Six follow-up meetings were he%ﬁ by MSDE during the first year of the
SITIP project. One Active Teaching follow-up meeting was held in April
i982, and one for Mastery Learning in Merch 1982. Student Team Learning
participants attended two follow-up sessions, in December 1981 and April
1932, Two TV follow-up meetings were held during Marck 1982 —- one for the
Fastern Shore counties and the other for the more urban counties near

Baltimore.

The evaluat?~ of the follow-up sessions was designed to answer the
following questions;

-

¢ What were the professes and substance of each meeting?

e Who attended the meetings and how many of the participants attended
the SITIP activities prior to the follow-up?
s How did the LEA participants evaluate the meetings?

o What were the future needs and concerns most often expressed by the
LEA membercg?

The narrative which follows has been divided into five sections. The
tirst four sections address the evaluation questions for each of the four

instructional processes. The last section presents an overall summary
across all the follow-up meetings.

Active Teaching

This section describes the follow-up session, presents participation
data and participant evaluation and concerns for Active Teaching (AT).

Description. The two MSDE TAs designed the meeting based on their

understanding of local needs and interests, and influenced by a wish to
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involve an expert outsider. They also took into account data on fol low-ups
held for the other topics. There was little direct local involvement in
planning the follow-up. The AT follow-up meeting was held at the Will o'
the Wisp Resort in Garrett County on April 22 and 23, 1982.

At the beginning of the evening session on April 22, each participant
was given a packet of conference materials. The agenda for this session
included intrsoductions, the sharing of local projects, and a hospitality
hour. During the sharing portion of the session, each county made a
presentation zbout the progress of its project using a common format
designed by the MSDE TA, and prepared ahead of time. Countiles handed out
written summaries of their presentations to the participants.

The guest speaker for the April 23rd session was Dr. David Berliner.*
Prior to the meeting, participants were provided with an advance reading i’
pr. Berliner on the teacher as a decision manager. Dr. Berliner gave a 75
minute presentation on the crucial variables affecting teaching quality and
student achievement, which he described as allocated time, engaged time,
success rate, academic learning time, and opportunigy to learn. He con-
cludad his presentation by describing how all these variables come together
in direct instruction or active teaching and how models such as AT that
emphasize these variables result in higher achievement levels.

The next activity on the April 23rd agenda was small-group d;scussions.

The participants engaged in two activities within their groups: 1) classi-

*Dr. Berliner 18 a professor of educational psychology at the Univer-
sity of Arizomna, presently working for one year at the National Institute

of Education (NIE). He previously worked on the Beginning Teacher Evalua-
tion Study (BTES) at the Far West Laboratory.
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fying the variables of effective teaching discussed by Dr. Berliner into
each of the components of the AT model, and 2) coming up with any issues or
roncerns regarding AT.

The small-group discussions were followed by a total group question/
answer session in which the group participants addressed their questions
and concerns to Dr. Berliner or te the TAs.

The TAs then gave a brief overview of the papers that were included in
the conference packets on concerns and issues in developing model demons-
tration rrojects and on mechods of program evaluation.

Completing the €ollow-up feedback forms was the last item on the
conference agenda.

LE~ Participation. The meeting was attended by the two MSDE TAs for

AT, severa] “SDF staff, the RBS observer, and LEA staff from all counties
implementing AT, making a total of approximately 35 participagts.

Table 25 shows that the majority of local participants were teachers
(52.17%). The number of participants, by role group, that attended at
least three SITIP activities prior to the AT follow-up is also shown in
Table 25. It should be roted that of the 23 survey respondents, 12 had
attended at least three prior evegcs (43%). Central office staff and
schiov] administrators had the highest bercentage of participants in earlier
events.

Two of the five counties sent cross-hierarchical teams: one county did
not send any teachers, and two counties did not send any central office

personnel to the meeting (see Table 26).
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Table 25

~

LEA Participation in Follow-Up Meetings and in
Three or More Prior Events

Roles by Topics Total 23 Events
N* %

8

Active Teaching

J
]
/
. Central Office 7 30.43 26.09
School Administrators 4 17.39 17.39
' Teachers 12 52.17 8.70
Total 23 100 52.17
Mastery Learning g
l Central Office 5 17.24 17.24
School Administrators 2 6.90 6.90
Teachers 22 75.86 20.69
. Total 29 100 44.83
Student Team Learning (12/81)
Central Office 3 9,37 6.25
School Administrators 4 12.50 12.50
' Teachers 25 78.13 46.87
. Total 32 100 65.62
Student Team Learning (5/82)
Central Office 8 17.78 15.55 .
l School Administrators 5 11.11 6.66
Teachers 32 71.11 55.55
Total 45 100 77.76
' Teaching Variables (ES)
Central Office 3 23.08 23.08
School Administrators 3 23.08 23.08
' Teachers 7 53.85 30.77
Total 13 100 76.92
I Teaching Variables (Urban) - ,
Central Office 2 22.22 0
School Administrators 3 33.33 22.22 :
i eachers 4 bt . b 11.11
Total 9 100 33.33

*
Numbers are based on responses to Follow-up Feedback Forms.
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Participant Groups Attending SITIP Follow-Up Meetings

Table 26

Topic Mastery | Student Team Learning| Teaching Variables
| LEA Teaching | Learning #1 #2 E. Shore Urban
%

' Allegany 1,2,3

: Anne Arundel 1,2,3
Balto. City . 1,3
Balto. Co. 1,2,3 1,2 1,3
Caivert 1 1,2,3 1,2 1,2
Cecitl

i Charles 1,2 1,2

i Frederick 1,2,3
Garrett

| Harford

\ Howard
Kent 1,2,3
Montgomery 1 1 1,2,3
P. GCeorge's 1,3 1,3
Nueen Anne's 1,2,3 1,2,3
St. Mary's
Somerset w 1,2,3
Washington 1 1,2,3
Worcester 1,2,3 1,2,3 1,2

Role Groups:

1. Teachers
School administrators (principals)
3. Central office staff

N
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Participant Evaluation. In general, the participants gave favorable

evaluations to the follow-up meeting. Mean ratings ranged from 4.44 to
3.87 with 5.00 being most positive and 1.00 being least positive (see Table
27). The majority of the respondents indicated that they understood the
purpose and activities of the meeting, that the activities of the meeting
were appropriate for the accomplishment of the stated objectives, ;nd that
needs and concerns were satisfactorily addressed. The presentation Ey Dr.
Berliner and the total group quéstion/answer session were conaidered to be
the best parts of the follow-up me;ting.

Participant Concerns. As illustrated by Table 28, the most often

expressed needs were for 1) additional resource materials and information
on the AT process (38.897% of expressed needs), and 2) the opportunity to
observe and interact withhfellow faculty members and other schools within
the county and betweer counties implementing AT (19.44%). Several LEA
participants asked for help in designing dissemination strategies. Another
concern was that local involvement should continue with the same energy
level. Many LEA members found the AT process difficult to adapt to multi-
group situvations and to use in all curricula areas. Others felt that the
process could inhibit teaching style and may hold back gifted and talented
students.

Mastery Learning

This section describes the follow-up meeting, and presents data on

attendance, participant evaluation and conceras fof\Mastery Learning (ML).

|
)
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Table 27

Participant Ratings of SITIP Follow-Up Meetings

item active Mastery Student Team Leairning Teaching Variables TOTAL**
[caching | Learning #1 #2  Total* Rural Urban Total*
Prior to attending, T 3.87 h .38 4.22 4,30  4.26 4,25  4.11 4.18 4.17
understood the purpose -
and objective of this
meeting.
Purposes and objectives 4044 4.63 4.25  4.39  4.32 4.31 4.56  4.44 4.46
were clearly presented
at this meeting.
Activities were appro- 4.30 4.59 4.16 4.33  4.26 4,15 4,63 4.39 4,39
3 priate for meeting
objectives.
My needs/concerns were 4.30 4.14 4,06 4.17 4.12 4.42 4.25 4.34 4,34
satisfactorily addressed »
at this meeting.
Y
Mean rativgs can range from .00 (Jeast positive) to 5.00 (most positive).
Aver el across the follew-ops. N = 2
*% .
Averaged across the tollow-ups. N = 4
\
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Table 28

Follow-Up Feedback Forms

Future Needs Expressed by Respondents

D3

Active Mastery Student Team Learning | Teaching Variables | Overall
Teaching | Learning (3} [ Rural Urban
y Needs 2 b4 b4 z z z b4
r .
1 Specific "how tos on AT 8,33
! ML 16.67
i STL 6.06
i ™ .44 16.67 | 11.81
N v
1 ! Time =- to prapare and ! 2.78 15.38 12.12 6.25
’ Lover content. !
. Opportunjty to observe/ 19.44 11.11 15.38 6.06 16.67 bt }
] interact.
t
, Materials, fnformation, 38.89 16.67 30.76 48.49 30.56
x or money.
E “How zos" to adapt to 2.78 3.85 3.03 2.08
i situation needs. !
' Llocal favolvement 11.11 16.67 3.03 7.64
! {(continued).
t
| application of new 2.78 8.33 2,78
i leavning. .
* Dissenfnation toola. | 1.1 13.89 3.93 14.28 16.67 | 8.33
]
| Evaluattor tools. 1 5.56 11.55 6.06 16.67 5.56
| IJeas for next agendas. | 13.89 3.48
. ]
' None ; ! 23.08 12,12 14.28 33.32 9.03
[ Il
, BEREREEE T ¥ 1 N 1 Nz
Total responses - 36 100+ 3C 100 26 100 33 100 7 100 6 100 144 100
1
i Total respondentr S 29 32 45 13 9
i
AVerage aunber re¢aponses 156 E 1,26 .81 .73 .53 67
peT respondent !
R | —
(
81 L) \)




Description. The follow-up was designed by the two MSDE TAs, with

greatest input frqs the one in the Staff Development Branch. There was

little lo%al involvement in planning. The ML follow-up meeting was con-

ducted at the Carousel in Ocean City on March 8, 9, 1982.

The agenda for cday one included introductions and LEA project reports

which the LEA teams had been asked by MSDE to prepare prior to the meeting.

-

After the LEA reports, participants selected one of two concurrent ses-—
sions: teacher effectiveness/school effectiveness, or student team learnr
ing. Initital selection also determined activity for the second day.

The RBS qbsefber attended the presentation on teacher effectiveness.
The session began with a presentation by the MSDE TA of findings from
various process-product research stuadies. Participants then answered a
quiz on 'characteristics of effective teachers' and discussed their
responses in small grcups. The session ended with a video tape made by
ASCD in which researchers reviewed key findings. Participants were pro-
vided with materials on teacher effectiveness.

A sccial hour before and after dinner allowed participants to infor-
mally exchange information and ideas.

The second day of the conference began with the continuation of the
presentatfons begun the day before. The session on teacher and school
effectiveness included two films of Madelaine Hunter.* Each film was
introduced by an MSDE TA who related the principles presented to the ML

instructional process.

-

*Madelaine Hunter 1s the principal of the "laboratory" school at UCIA.
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The first film on "Motivation" was followed by a small group discas-
sion of possible implications. The groups then shared their ideas with the
other participants. The RBS observer gave an overview of the Stages of
Concern (Hall and Loucks) ingtrument explaining how the measure identifies
respondents’ ;;néerns about a given a?tivity and how such inform;§ion can
be used by trainers or teachers. There was then a discussion among the

participants on the relative usefulness of educational research.

The second film on "Improving Practice" was followed by a discussion

1t

of how the film could be used for inservice and the need for more focused
attention to application of the principles presented in the film.

The total group reassembled fd% the afternvon session which consisted
of a summary of the MSDE TA's own reactions to the conference activities,
participants’ comments, and the completion of .the follow-up feedback form.

LEA Participation. The meeting was attended bty 39 participants,

representing MSDE (4), Johns Hopkins (1 -- presenter on STL), RBS (1), and
33 participants from five out of the six counties implementing ML as part
of the SITIP project.*

As can be seen in Table 25, the ma;ority of the participants were

teachers (75.86%). The number of participants per county ranged from S to

-

10. °

The number cf participants by role group that attended at least three
SITIP events prior to the ML follow-up meeting is also shown in Table 25.
It should be noted that of the 29 survey respondents, 13 had attended at
least three prior events (44.83%). Central office staff and teachers had
the highest percenfage of participation in earlier events. Two counties

did not send any school administrators (see Table ¢6).

*Howard County educators did not attend the follow-up meeting.

0
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Particfgant Evaluation. In gereral, the participants gave favorable
evaluations to the follow-up meeting (see Table 27). Mean ratings ;anged
from 4.63 to 4.14 with 5.00 being most positive and 1.00 being }east
positive. The majority of the respondents indicated that'tﬂey understooud
the purpose and objectives of the meeting, that the activities were appro-
priate for the accomplishment of the stated objectives, and that the needs
and concerns were satisfactorily addressed.

The LEA team presentations were considered to be the best part of the

meeting.

Participant Concerns. The most often expressed needs were for 1) more

information about the "nuts and bolts" of test design, correctives, and
extensioné (16.67% of expressed needs), 2) a "reference file" of ML informa-
tion including’exemplary ML classroom and ins;rvice materials (16.67%), and
3) continued local involvement (16.67%) (see Table 28). This last repre-
sented a concern that ML should not let "fall by the wayside," but deserved
continued support. Several LEA members were concerned about the amount of
planning time necessary to implement the ML process.

student Team Learning

This section describes each of the two follow-up sessions, then
diswusses attendance and participant evaluation and concerns for Student
Team Tearning (STL).

’Descrigglgg. At the fall planning session, MSDE TAs involved LFAs in
discussing substance, process and schedules for follow-ups, then used that
fnput to design the December follow-up. The first STL follow-up meeting

wac held at MSDE in Baltimore on December 1, 1981.
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The morning session consisted of LEA project sharing. Before the
lunch break, the TA passed out packages of STL materials to the partici-
pants.

During the afternoon session two videotapes were shown. The partici-
pants were told that they could obtain or make coples of the tapes for
local inservices. The first tape was made in Prince George's County and
showed TGT being used with special education and science classes. The
second tape was filmed at a school in South Carolina.

After the completion of the videotapes, the topic developer from Johns
Hopkins University handed out a questionnaire which he asked the partici-
pants to complete and mail back to him at their convenience. The developer
then opened the discussion to questions concerning the implementation of
STL.

Following the question/answer problem solving activity, the developer
made a presentation on STL, emphasizing key points such as: 1) the teacher's
role as facilitator instead of information giver; 2) the positive effects
of team cooperation and competition on student achievement, and 3) the need
for adapting STL to fit individual classroom needs.

The ag=ada for the April follow-up and possible school visitations
were then discussed. The session was concluded with the completion of the
follow-up feedback form.

The second STL follow-up meeting was made up of activities that
partici ants had suggested in December, and was held in Hagerstown, on

April 30, 1982.

=




The meeting was divided into two sessions. The worning session

consisted of classroom observations of STL in two Washington County schools.

The meeting then moved to Hagerstown Junior College where each of the LEA
teams made a presentation about the progress of their project.

After‘lunch, one of the two topic developers from Johns Hopkins
University gave a presentation about the simplicity and adaptability of
STL. She highlighted the essential components of the STL strategy and
emphasized how the basic components should be kept intact even if the time
spent on each component may vary from class to class.

The question/answer session was followed by a presentation by the
second developer aboutppew development in STL. He explained the new
individualized program that has been developed to handle heterogeneous
groups in mathematics, grades two to eight, called Team Assisted Individ-
uvalization.

The meeting ended with a discussion of possible events for the
second year of the project and the completion of the follow-up feedback

form.

§
!

LEA Participation. The December meeting was attended by 36 partici-

pants, representing MSDE (2), RBS (1), topic developers (1), and 32 LEA
members from all eight of the counties implementing STL.

The April meeting was attended by 50 participants, representing MSDE
(2), RBS (1), topic developers (2), and 45 LEA members from the eight
counties involved in STL.

As can be seen 1n Table 25, the majority of local participants attend-

ing both of the STL follow-ups were teachers (78.13% and 71.11%). Table 25
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also shows the number of participants that attended at least three SITIP
evenfs prior to each of the STL follow-ups. It should be noted that of the
32 LEA participants of the first follow-up, 21 had attended at least three
prior events (65.62%), and of the 45 LEA participants of the second follow-
up, 35 had attended at least three prior events (77.76%). Teachers at both
£ollow-ups had the highest .percentage of participation in earlier events.
Sixty-seven percent of the participants ;t the April follow-up had attended
the December meeting.

The number of participants per county ranged from two to seven at the
December meeting and from two to nine at the April meeting. At both
follow-ups, cent{§1 office ségff and school administrators were not repre-
sented in several of the counties (see Table 26).

Participant Evaluation. In general, the participants gave favorable

evaluations to both follow-up meetings (see Table 27). Mean ratings for
the first meeting ranged from 4.25 to 4.06, and for the second meeting from
4.17 to 1.83 with 5.00 being the most positive and 1.00.being the least
positive. The majority of the respondents indicated that they understood
the purpose and objectives of the meeting, that the activities were appro-
priate for the accomplishment of the stated objectives and that needs aad
concerns were satisfactorily addressed.

For the December follow-up, the sharing of local projects was consi-
dered to be the best part of the meeting. The participants at the April
follow-up indicated a preference for the classroom observations of STL.

Participant Concerns. The most often expressed needs mentioned in the

feedback forms from the December meeting were for 1) additional classroom




materials (30.76%), 2) time to prepare (15.38%) and 3) opportunity to
observe or interact with other implementers (15.38%). The majority of LEA
respondents that attended the April meeting indicated a need for ¢lassroom
materials (49%) -- an increase that suggests little had been done in the
interim to satisfy the need. Some LEA members found that STL lengthens the
time needed to cover the curriculum. Other participants felt that STL may
hold back gifted students.

Teaching Variables

This section describes each of the follow-up sessions, then discusses
attendance and participant evaluation and concerns for Teaching Variables
(TV).

Description. For the TV instructional strategy, two follow-up meet-
ings were held, one for the Eastern Shore counties, and one for the coun-
ties closer to Baltimore. Both followed the same design, but.each addressed
needs of the participants identified frox&their SoCQ responses and by the
MSDE TA who had attended all previous TV events. TAs reviewed tentative
agendas with LEA representatives to check appropriateness of objectives and
activities.

The Eastern Shore (ES) counties follow-up meeting was held at the Kent
County Board of Education in Chestertown on March 4, 1582.

After introductions and a brief overview of the history of the SITIP
project by the TA, each LEA team gave a brief presentation of the progress
of TV in their county. The LEA presentations stimulated frequent questions
and comments from the TAs, developer, eﬁpert/practitioner and LEA members.
The meeting at several points turned into an open discussion/éroblem

solving situation with active involvemgnt by all of the participants.
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During the afternoon session the topic developer from RBS addressed

the questions and concernd expressed by the participants during the morning

session. Some of the key points mentioned were that 1) increasing engaged

time does not always result in increased student achievement, 2) the ¢
decision about whether or not to improve engaged time is a local decision,

3) teachers with high engagement rates should be sharing what they are

dcing with otheélteachers, and 4) other areas to concentrate on in addition

to time-on-task might be success rate and/or curriqulum alignment.

The developer then proceeded to discuss successful management strate-
gles that teachers can use to improve engagement rate and student achieve-
ment.

The expgrt/practitioner* explained how her school got involved in TV
and how she is using it as a teacher evaluation procedure. She emphasized
that the process can and should be modified to meet individual school
needs.

The meeting was adjourned after the participants completed the f;llow~
up feedback form.

. The urban follow-ugdmeeting was held at MSDE in Baltimore on March 17,
1982. The morning session began with.LEA project presentations‘followed by
an open discussion about the following topics brought up during the presen-
tations: methods and use of feedback, technicalities of coding, and
perééptions of teachers being observed. The TA then asked the counties to

discuss their plans for the second year of the SITIP project.

*The expert/practitioner was a principal from an elementary school in
Delaware where the Teaching Variable process is in its fourth year of
imp lementation.
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After lunch, the topic developers from RBS reviewed the TV framework
émphasizing the five variables that have been found to impact student
achievement, i.e., prior learning, curriculum alignment or content time-on-
task, success rate, and quality of instruction. She ;lso mentioned-the
importance of support from the principal and central office staff.

The expert/practitioner* reviewed his school's involvement with TV
emphasizing how the RBS process has improved student «chievement.

The meeting ended with the distribution of materials and the comple-

tion of the follow-up feedback form.

LEA Participation. The ES meeting was attended by 19 participants,

representing MSDE (2), RBS (1), topic developers (1), expert/practitioner
(1), and LEA members from the three ES counties implementing TV.

The urban meeting was attended by 15 participants, representing MSDE
(2), RBS (1), topic developers (1), expert/practitioner (1), and ten
participants from three counties.* Calvert had attended the March 4th
follow-up for ES counties and had received a special invitation to attend
the March 17th session in order to share with the urban group some of
Calvert's activities in TV that were proving to be particularly successful.
A vice-principal and teacher from Calvert who were unfamiliar with the v
process attended the March 17th meeting, using the follow-up as a training
vehicle.

As can be seen.in Table 25, .the majority of participants (53.85%)

attending the ES meeting were teachers. The majority of participants at

*The expert/practitioner was a principal from an elementary school in
New Jersey where the Teaching Variables process is in its third year of
implementation.
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the urban meet&ng were also teachers (44.44%). Table 25 also shows the
number of participants that attended at least three SITIP activities prior
to each of the TV follow-ups. It should be noted that of the 13 LEA
respondents at the ES follow-up, ten had attended at least three prior
events (76.92%), and of the nine respondents at the urban follow-up three
had attended at least three prior events (33.33%). At the urban follow-up,
none of the central office staif participants had been to three or more
prior events. In one county, none of the participants had been to at least

three previous events.

Teachers and school administrators were represented in all the coun-
ties at both meetings and only one county did not send central office stafi
(see Table 26). The number of participants per county was fairly equal for
both meetings.

Participant Evaluation. 1In general, the respondents gave favorable

evaluations to both the follow-up meetings (see Table 27). Mean ratings
ranged from 4.63 to 4.11 with 5.00 being most positive and 1.00 being least

positive. The majority of respondents indicated that they understood the

purpose and objectives of the meeting, that the activities were appropriate
for the accomplishment of the stated objectives, and that neeus and concerns
were satlsfactorily addressed.

The respondents felt that the LEA presentations were the best parts of

both meetings.

*Baltimore County did not attend the meeting, informing MSDE that the
school is not implementing Teaching Variables.
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Participant Concerns. As shown.in Table 28, the most often expressed

need at both meetings was for assistance in training other faculty members
or clarifying for themselves the coding procedures of the time-on-task
|
variable (71.44% and 16.67% of expressed needs). Many of the participants
expressed concerns about teachers' reactions to being observed, about how
to determine an acceptable engagement rate, and what areas to concentrate
on after time-on~task had been successfully increased.
Summary

This section discusses attendance patterns, presents participant
evaluation comments and concerns, and summarizes similarities and differ-

ences across the follow-up sessions.

Attendance Patterns. Participation by LEA representatives ranged from

nine (TV urban) to 45 (STL segond meeting), with teachers always being the
largest group (see Table 25). Participation of central offiée staff and
school administrators varied by topic from an.:?ual balance (23% and 23%
respectively) for TV (ES) to a wider difference (30% and 17%) for AT. v
When attendance patterns are examined by county across topics (see
Table 26), it can be seen that, in general, follow-ups were attended by
teams, but if one role group did not attend it was most often central
of fice staff that were absent. Two factors appear to influence attendance
patterns —- the nature of the local implementation strategy, and the extent
to which the topic is "classroom contained." That is, if implementation is
school-based (e.g., Montgomery County) central office staff are less likely
to attend, and if the topic is readily classroom contained (e.g., STL)

teachers are more likely to attend.
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Table 25 shows the percentage of follow-up survey respondents by topice
and by role that had attended three or more prior SITIP events ranging from
0% - Ty urban central office staff -- to 55.55% STL teachers, and with no
toepic total group below 33.53%. More of the teachers had attended at last
more central office staff had been to three or more events, and for the \
urban TV follow-up, school administrators took the lead. The greater the
sustained involvement, the greater the understanding of the topic and its

implementation: in general, attendance patterns are satisfactory, espe-—

i cially when local implementation strategles are taken into account.

' three prior activities for ML, STL, and the rural TV follow-ups. For AT,

Participant Evaluation. Table 27 summarizes the participants' responses

across all the meetings to the evaluation items on the feedback form. All

of the follow-ups received positive ratings on all four of the items.

Respondents indicated that the meetings had satisfactorily met the intended

objectives and addressed participant needs.

The LEA team presentations were considered to be the best part of the
follow-up meetings by the majority of participants. The participants at
the April STI. meeting enjoyed the classroom‘gggervations. The presenta-

tions by experts (e.g., Dr. Berliner at the AT follow-up) and by practi-

very helpful.

Participant Concerns. Specific future neéds expressed by participants

are presented in Table 28. The four needs most often expressed by the
participants across the follow-ups were:
e Additional information, resources, and materials pertaining to the

fnstructional process adopted (30.56% of needs expressed), with the
greatest need relating to STL.
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e Opportunity to interact with or observe other individuals involved
in the instructional process (12.5% of needs expressed), with most
relating to AT.

o Specific "how tos" on the topic adopted (11.81% of needs expressed)
with the greatest need relating to TV.

© Assistance in disseminating the instructional process to others
(8.33% of needs expressed) with slightly more relating to ML than
other topics.
In most cases, participants indicated that MSDE TAs should respond te
expressed needs, either directly or by coordinating networking between
LEAs. In a few cases, participants indicated that needs should be addressed
©

by their own team members -- either to correct an existing situation or to

plan ahead. This was most common for the concern over continued local

involvement and support.

Content and Format. I[n general, the follow-up sessions used processes

$ and substance that achieved the overall objective of supparting local
implementation by increasing participants' expertise and confidence in the
processes‘adopted. An analysis of activities is presented in Table 29.
The major similari;ies across topics were:

e In all cases, invitations, statements of session objectives, and
tentative agendas were sent to participants ahead of time, and a
brief "advance reading" was sent for AT. -

o Fxemplary resources were identified and made available, and experts
(topic developers or others with expertise directly relevant to the
topic) were involved in the AT, STL, and TV sessions.

e Sessions spent time on local "share and tell" presentations (507%
§ for TV and STL, and about 30% for AT and ML) and included oppor-
tunities for question and answer and informal discussion of local

activities, as well as more structured problem-solving discussions.

o Most of the time the TAs acted as facilitators, encouraging
sharing, maintaining a friendly working atmosphere, and building
shared commitment. (For ML one TA changed his role to trainer in
conducting sessions on classroom and teacher aeffectiveness.)
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Teaching/Learning Activities of Follow-Ups (1981-82)

Table 29

Topics
Activities

AT | ML | STL1 | STL2 TV, v, |

On_Topic
Developer presentation

Practitioner presentation
(out of state exvert)

Video presentation

LEA "share and tell"
Total group discussion
Small group discussion
Class observation

"Handouts'" provided

Other

Presentation on process-
product research
- by researcher
- by TA
- by videotape

Presentation on instruction
' - by videotape

Presentation on other SITIP
topic
- by developer

Prescentation on evaluation
- by TA

"Handouts" provided
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e Participants at all sessions demonstrated a positive problem-
solving orientation.

- [N

The major differences between topic follow-up sessions were:

¢ TFrequency and time -- each LEA TV team participated in a one-day
session; each STL team participated in two separate one-day ses-
sions; AT teams spent a day.and a half in a “"retreat;" ML teams
spent two days in a 'retreat."” )

e Teaching/learning -- while all follow-ups included LEA "share and
tell" sessions and total group discussions relating to topic
implementation, there were differences in content focus and the
trainer role. STL and TV follow-ups placed the greatest emphasis
on the given topic; ML activities were least related to the topic.

Inisummary, the follow-up meetings were perceived by participants to

have fulfilled the stated objectives, and satisfactorily addressed their
needs and concerns. The LEA teams came prepared to share thelr successes
and to present their problems honestly and with a problem-solving orienfa—
tion. The MSDE TAs usually acted as facilitators rather than as solution

.

givers.

Summary and Conclusions -- Training

Formal training events initiated by MSDF included four Awareness
Conferences, four Summer (nstitutes, and six Follow-up Sessions between
December 1980 and May 1982 designed to provide information about four
instructional processes -- Active Teaching (AT). Mastery Learning ML),
Student Team learning (STL), and'Teaching Variables (TV) -- and to assist
local educators using one or more of the processes.

Evaluation questions addressed, which were common to all events,
‘included:

® What happened —-- substance and process —-- at each event?

e« Who attended (by role, by county) the events?
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.o Hcw did participants evaluate the events?
o' What concerns or needs did. participants express?

¢ What relationships existed between trafning events and between
training events and planning and implementation?

Each of tbese questions has been discussed for each kind of training

. event in preceding sections of this chapter. The narrative that follows

summarizes similarities and differences across events for each bf the five

S

questions posed.

Substance and Process

Developers of the four processes anq/or expert practitioners conducted
training sessions at all events except two -- the Mastery Learning and
Active Teaching Follow—dp Sessions. This expertise was often supported
with advance readiné materials (all Awareness Conferences and the AT
Follow-up), use of video tapes on the topic (with the éxception of ML), and
provision of handout materials during the sessions. ‘

All training events (with the.exception of the AT and ML Follow-ups)
included presentations on the given process to tpe total éroup of partici-

pants, and all also provided opportunities for question/answer sessions

attended by the total groﬁp.‘
There were three kinds of small group activities:

e Structured concurrent sessions in which participants remained with
a particular group for a "track" were used in the STL and TV
Awareness Conferences, and in ML and TV Summer Inctitutes with both
' groups receiving simtlar "hands-on" training, and in the ML Follow-
up when the two groups received different training (one on STL and
the other on classroom effectiveness).

o Structured discussion grouﬁs with MSDE staff acting as facilitators
were used in the AT and ML Awareness Conferences.

e Small group discussions with group-selected leaders were. used at
the AT and: STL Summer Institutes and the AT and ML Follow-ups.
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Local "share and tell" sessions were held at all Follow-ups and at the

AT and STL Summer Institutes.. In additign, for the second STL Follow-up,
participants observed the process in classrooms. MSDE staff organized all
training events, sent out advance materials including draft agendas and
meeting objectives, introduced speakers.and served as group facilitators.
In the ML, Follow-up, MSDE staff conducted the classroom éf fectiveness
session, énd at the AT Follow-up MSDE staff cond;cted a brief sessign (with
handouts) on program management and evaluation.
Attendance

In keeping with recommendations in .the literature of planned change,
MSDE encouraged partic;pation of cross-hierarchical teams from each LEA.
At the beg%nning of the project, the composition of the ideal team with
suggested role responsibilities was specified by MSDE, and the LEA super-
intendents agreed to try to meet those recommendations by sending appro-
priate staff (especiall& téqchers, principals, and central office staff).
Extensive attendance data were collected at each event and have been
diséussed. (See Tables %, 7, 14, 15, 25, and 26.)

0f the 195 active Implementers surveyed (June 1982) who attended
training, approximately 707 were teachers, the rest about evenly repre-
senting central office staff and scho;l administrators.* This distribution
was repeated for each topic although a greater percentage ;f teachers

attended TV events. Awareness Conferepces were attended by between 33%

(ML) and 40% (TV) of the active implementers, with central office staff

*Data are not available for one AT county.
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best represented for TV, school administrators for AT, and teachers for ML
and STL. Summer Institutes were attended by between 337 (ML) and 78% (TV)
of the active implementers, with teachers best represented in all cases
Follow-ups were attended by between 42% (ML) and 66% (TV) of the active

imp lementers, with teachers best represented for all toplcs. \
o

Between 10% (ML) and 26% (TV) of the active implementers had attended
all three training events relating to the topic being used. Between 13%
(AT) and 38% (STL) had attended two events, and between 17% (STL.) and 41%
(AT) had attended one event.

These data indicate that for each topic a corps of local educators
participated in training, with over 50% attending two or more training
events and sustaining involvement through implementation. Data also
indicate that those attending MSDE training events trained others who
subsequent ly implemented the topic(s).

o Central office staff attending the Awareness Conferences made up over
50% of participants ag each conference and included superintendents, assis-
tant superintendents,'and supervisors. In most cases, the first two role
groups did not continue involvement: once a topic was selected each LEA
tended to assign a single central office person -- usually a supervisér -
as administrative coordinator. The 31 actively involved central office
staff survey respondents (across all topics) made up 15.05% of trailnees,
with about a third attending all three events, a third attending two
events, and a third attending one; the Awareness Conferences drawing most

of them. Central office trainees equalled or exceeded school administrator

trainees for all topics, being most highly represented for TV'+(22.22%) and
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least represented for ML (10.67%). The two counties not represented by
central office staff at any Awareness Conference did send representatives
to subsequent training éveﬁt«. "One county sent no central office staff to
Summer Institutes nor to- the related Follow-up (STL). Four other counties
sent no central office staff to Summer Institutes but did send representa-
tives to the Follow-ups. L;;k of central office attendance was sometimes
perceived by other local educators a; evidence of lack of support for thé
project. In a few cases, when the local strategy was not a "lighthouse
school" with school-based project coordination, central office staff needed
to "catch-up' by talking with MSDE TAs or schoel staff.

School administrators attending the Awareness Conferences made up

between 15.71% and 18.42% of the participants of each conference. The 29

. actively involved implementers wace up 14.08% of trainees, with about half

of them attending all three training events. The county not represented by
school administrators at the Awareness Conferences did send them to the
appropriate Summer Institute and Follow-up (TV). Three counties not
represented by school administrators at Summer Institutes did send them to
the appropriate Follow-ups (AT, STL, TV), but two counties did not send
school administrators to the Summer Institute or the Follow-ups (STL).
Teachers attending the Awarenfss Conferences‘&ade up between 20.18%
and 24.56% of the audience at each conference. Four counties did not sent
teachers to Awareness Conferences at all, and one LEA did not send teachers
to the conference on the topic selected for implementation kSTL). With one
exception (AT Follow-up) all other training events were attended by teachers

’

from counties involved in the given topic(s). Although teachers made up
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70.87% of all trainees, less than 11% of them attended all three training
events and about 27% of them attended two events.

The team approach for training was successful in that the "buﬁdle of
sticks" was stronger than a "single branch” in building local knowledge and
encouraging trainers to attend to implementation concerns of each role
group., Overall attendance -- numbers, roles, and sustained participation

-- was good. As more turnkey training occurs (for local dissemination) and

current implementers' initial enthusiasm levels off, the knowledge and
support of central office staffrand school administrators will become more
crucial =- especially for those STL counties with relatively low attendance
for those two role groups.

Participant Evaluation

Standard evaluation forms were used at all training events, and mean
ratings analyzed on four criteria using a five-point scale, with five as
most positive (see Table 30). In general, participants understood objec-
tives prior to attending an event, with the greatest overall élarity for
STL and the least for TV. Presentation of objectives at the, events was
rated highest by STL participants, and lowest for AT. The extent to which
training activities supported the stated objectives was perceived as
ranging from a low of 3,64 (AT) té a high of 4.44 (STL). The criterion
relating to participants' needs and concerns had different meanings for
each kind of training event: readiness to select a to%ic and write a

proposal following the Awareness Conferences, readiness to implement the

selected topic as a result of the Summer Institutes, and a more general




Table 30
Participants' Ratings of Training Events**
(Means for Four Criteria)
Topic Active Teaching Mastery Learning Student Team Learning| Teaching Variables
Event¥
AC ST FU AC ST FU AC SI FU AC SI FU
Item . N=114 N=29 N=28 | N=140 N=26 N=33 N=114 N=39 N=45 N=113 N=31 N=24
Prior tJ attending, | 4.18  4.04 3.87 4.08 4.25 4.38 4.53 4,15 4.26 4.12 3.34 4.18
I understood the \ —~ J ~—— - ~— e e
objectives of the 4.11 4.15 4.39 3.98
meeting.
Objecéives were 3.59 3.59 4.44| 3.85 4.78 4.63 4.60 4.80 4.32 4.03 3.47 4.44
clearly presented - ~— —/ \—————V,—-——~/ \ _~— J
at the meeting. 3.73 4.10 4.58 3.99
Activities were 3.57 3.27 4.30| 3.82 4.58 4.39 4.45 4.63 4.26 3.78 3.09 4.39
abpropr iate for \————\/——"‘"J - ~~ —/ \—-—w“‘"—/ \———-—V——-——J
objectives. 3.64 4.05 4. 44 3.74
My needs/concerns 3.37  4.16 4.301 3.04  4.24 4.14 4.26 4.36 4.12 3.8 3.44 4.34
were satisfactorily ————————’ — — / — S
addressed. 3.66 3.73 4.25 3.81 |
%% Mean ratings can vary from a high of 5.00 to a low of 1.00.
1 1-} * Events: AC = awareness conference
SI = summer institute 1”1\)
FU = follow-up sessions
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reassurance and confidence as a result of the Follow-ups. Overall mean
ratings were highest for STL (4.25) and lowest for AT (3.66).

For STL events, all criteria were rated at 4.12 or above, with that
score relating to partly unsatisfied needs (for classroom materials) at the
Follow-ups. Overall mean ratings ranged from 4.25 to 4.58. These ratings,
combined with observers' notes and MSDE TA records, indicate that STL
training was of a consistently high quality, with content and processes
appropriate to part;Fipant needs at the time. 'Two factors contribute Fo

this: 1) the expertise and experience of the topic developers who worked

in teams using various strategies (simulation, videotapes, handouts, etc.)
to conduct training, and 2) the way in which the MSDE TAs involved LEAs in
planning and were responsive to their ideas and needs for the training
events.

Mastery Learning overall ratings range {rom 3.73 to 4.51, with the
lowest criterion rating being 3.54 (when participants left Awareness
Coanferences doubtful as to whether they understood ML well enough to write
proposals). Probably the weakest factor in ML training was Bloom's presen-—
tation which was of general educational interest but did notl clarify the ML
process in practical terms. Positive factors included the expertise of the
Summer Institute trainers, and the belief by local participants that ML was
worth learning and implementing.

The overall ratings for TV and AT are very close, but the former has a
‘slightly better average, with overall scores ranging from 3.74 to 3.98.

The lowest criterion rating for TV (3.09) was assigned to the activities of

the Summer Institute which required intensive work and use of a large
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amount of material. Factors causing negative reactions to TV training
relate to the time-on-task analysis procedures and the difficulty partici-
pants had in determining how use of the topic improves instruction. The
strongest positive factor in TV training was evidenced by the marked
increase in mean ratings’for Follow-ups which suggested that the trainers
at %hose events were more successful. This was probably influenced by
participatory planning between trainers and MSDE TAs referring to local
areeds and concerns.

For AT, overall mean ratings ranged from 3.64 to 4.11. The lowest

criterion rating was 3.26 for Summer Institutes activities which were

overly theoretical. This weakness -- emphasis, on research rather than
practice -- was the strongest negative factor in AT training. Raéings
improved for the Follow-up -- influenced by the expertise of the presenter
and the overall design (by MSDE TAs) of the event.

Participant Néeds and Concerns

Participant needs and concerns are examined from three perspectives:
s Before a training event, what did participants want to get out of
it, and did they share their ideas with MSDE staff designing the

event?

e During the event, did activities address participants' needs at
that time?

e What future needs were expressed by participants -- to be satisfied
by various means?

Beforehand. The overall SITIP plan was designed by MSDE staff and
reviewed by LEA superintendents before formal invitations were issued.
Topics and presenters of the Awareness Conferences were determined by MSDE

staff who subsejuently negotiated with developer/presenters about actual _

.




training activities. For the Awareness Conferences, general approval was
given beforehand in the sense that 20 LEA superintendents agreed to send
representative teams. Individual participants did not influence the
design.

Participants did have the opportunity to influence the Summer Insti~

tutes since teams were invited to the intended sites for planning meet-

ings.* Through small group activities and discussion, participauts clari-
fied their concerns and indicated specific expectations for the Summer
Institutes. They appreciated this opportunity a&d in general expressed
satigfaction with the planning event. These data, plus the SoCQ data
collected after the Awareness Conferences, were shared by MSDE staff with
the presenters so that appropriate summer training could be designed.

Local input into Follow-ups varied. All MSDE staff involved had SoCQ
data from the Summer Institutes, copiles of local pléﬁs, and opportunities
to talk with participants as a total grohp and within their own éounties.
However, Follow-ups were perceived to serve different purposes by different
neople which influenced scheduling (determined by participants in September
1981), and -~ to some extent -- deéign and extené of local influence. For

instance, STL participants focused on the "nuts and bolts" of the process

and scheduled two Follow-ups (December 1981 and April 1982), with the MSDE
TA functioning as a coordinator responding to LEA needs. For the other
three topics, participants scheduled spring 1982 Follow-ups arguing that by

then they would have "got their feet wet" and be ready to problem-solve

*See chapter on planning of this report.
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or refine according to their experience. For these topics, MSDE TAs
initiated Follow-up designs, inviting local input to varying degrees (TV
most and ML 1éast). All shared tentative agendas ahead of time so that

loczl participants could have initiated changes 1f they wished.

During the Event. Awareness Conference participants were unsure that

their needs were met. Although, in general, they found the information and
activities interesting, they did not —- as a result -- consider themselves
ready to use the information. Of the four topics, STL was considered most
satisfactory, and AT was least satisfactory. 1In general, SoCQ data supported
these findings, indicating that participants were willing to attend to more
information but had no real sense of involvement.

Summer Institutes (with the exception of TV) were better than Awareness
Conferences in meeting participant needs. Needs identified at the planning
session were adequately addressed for STL and ML but not for AT and TV, and
in the latter case, participants were also unsure that sufficient attention
had been paid tc individual districts. However, for all topics participants
were relatfvely confident that thfy could implement their plans. The SoCQ
supported these findings 1ndicatiﬁ>\§ﬁat, in general, the tralning had
prov.ded needed information and reduced participants' personal concerns.

All Follow-ups received mean ratings above 4.12 (on a five-point
scale) in relation to satisfaction with attention to paxticipant needs,
indicating high success. Marked improvements were apparent for AT (4.3C)
and TV (4.34), with decreases experienced for the other two topics.
Participants did not complete SoC questionnaires after the Follow-ups, but
analysis of observers' notes suggests that, in general, high points related

to collaboration (interest in what others were doing on the topic) and
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maragement (logistical issues, availability of materials). In a few cases
(e.g , some AT sites and some TV sites) teachers had personal concerns, and
in some ML and STL sites, implementers were more interested in consequences
- %Fpact on studénts of the topic. '

Future Needs. After the Awareness Conferences, LEA participant teams
were expected to write, proposals outlining implementation plans. All
sources of data indicated éhat, in general, participants could not carry
out the task well since they needed more information about the topic(s) and
how to bring about planned change. These needs were satisfied in three
ways: 1) MSDE staff were assigned (by topic) to assist LEA planning on
request; 2) at the spring (1981) planning éession, participants not only
planned the Summer Institutes but also clarified their own plans; and 3)
LEAs were permitted to revise their plans in tﬁe_fall (1981) based on their
experience at the summer training.

After the Summer Institutes needs were specific to topics and role
groups and influenced by the nature of local plans. In general, teachers
needed support and reassurance; principals needed to know what others were
doing, and, for TV and AT, were thinking of revising their plans. The fall
(1981, planning s;ssion prsvided an opportunity for revision of plans, and
MSbE TAs offered to assist LEAs in implementaticn tﬁroughout the year.

Future needs were expressed by Follow-up participants on the feedback
forms (see Table 28) and during the event itself. Information about the
topic, classroom materials, and continued fin;ncial support made up the

most common group of needs, followed by opportunity to observe classroom

use and interact with other implementers, and then by specific "how tos' on
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the topic being implemented. Together, these needs made up more than 50%
of those expressed, and crossed all four topics. With the exception’ of
classroom materials, all needs were addressed to some extent by MSDE TAs
working with LEAs. The need for classroom é:ferials (STL) was to Liave been
addressed in part by the developers but delays occurred.

Probably the most serious needs existing by the end of the 198]-82
school year (the first year of implementation) relate to concrete knowledge
of theitopic (TV, and to some extent, ML) and how it should be implemented.
Some of this need relates to the complexity of the topic,* since TV %nd ML
are much more complex than STL or AT. Some relates to the nature and
extent of training: TV training, especially the crucial Summer Institute,

was not rated as highly as others on most criteria; ML Awareness training

was not as informative as was needed and the Follow-up did not provide any

trainig& directly related to the topic.

Relationships of Training to Planning and Implementation

To some extent, the foregoing narrative discusses relationships. Of
particular interest is the extent to which training events impacted plan-
ning and implementation:

e The Awareness Conferences provided a knowledge base which deter-
mined topic and site selection.

e Summer I[nstitutes provided information, demonstration, and practice
sufficient for most participants to implement the topics selected
or provide training for other implementers, and for participants to
clarify their own plans., (Four counties -~ at first planning to
implement two or more topics --Nater dropped TV )

*Complexity is discussed at the beginning of the chapter on implementa-
tion. In order of least complexity topics rank: AT, STL, ML, and TV.
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e Follow-ups provided information, opportunity for implementers to
network, and in some cases (STL and TV) feedback and coaching from
developers to implementers.

e The overall design, team attendance-patterns, and time frame,
together with gradually improved MSDE/LEA communication through
MSDE TAs were perceived by participants as very good to excellent.
There is no doubt that the SITIP trainfng design has contributed in
a high degree of implementation much of which is "high fidelity"
(1.e., as intended by the developer). .

¢ No single type of training event was "better" than another since
each served a different purpose. Together the series of training
events provided_a sound knowledge base and appropriate support for
local implementation.

\
.
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*'.  LOCAL PLANS AND PLANNING

<
) Logai scLool sysfems interested in participating in the SITIP program
were asked by MSDE to dévelop plans and attend plannipg sessions. Specific-
- ally, LEAs'Werg asked ;o:
® '&;vélo; proposals iéentifying the SITIP topic(s) to be implemenked
and describing how and why implementation was to be done (spring

1981)

- attend planning sesslons for topics to be implemented to review’
implementaﬁibn plans and training needs (spring 1981)

. e attend a general planning session to clarify or revise implementa-
\\ tion plans and review technicai assistance needs (fall 1981)

e develop standardized summaries of final plans (winter 1981-82).
This chapter describes those activities, analyzes the plans developed,

and discusses changes made to local plans.

Analysis of SITIP Proposals :

Schooi districts were asked to prepare non-competitive peroéals for
lccal adoption and implementation of SITIP instructional straﬁeéies in the
beginning of February 1981. Districts were provided with proposal develop-
ment guldelines that contéined eight issues to be'add;essed in tﬂe 1ocai
school‘disErLé; s&ﬁmiasions: P

0 deéiding factors in selection’of SITIP schools
R \ deciding factors in selection of SITIP curriculﬁm areas

e décid%ng factors in selection of SITIP school improvement

Y
A

strategies

e evaluatiop criterla to assess improveﬁent at end of SITIP

‘

e analysis of Yegr 1 impleﬁentation tasks

~—
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e progress monitoring procedures
¢ dissemination procedutes for Year 1 results

\

) bhd%et. ‘
3 ) Proposals %?re éubmitted to MSDE by 19 districts by mid-April. All
districts ?pplying for SITIP funds Qere awarded monies far local projects.
Table 31 presents gasic descriptive data o; the individual SITIP projects
funded by MSDE. Twelve of the 19 districts (63.15 percen}) elected to

‘ . .
implement only one of th% four instructional processes; the remaining seven

¢ districts (36.85 percent) decided on combinations of two or three of the

. instructional processes. The most selected instructional processes were

.

Teaching Variables (47.37 percent) and Student Team learning (42.11 per-

cent). Districts proposed adoption and implementation at all grade levels

-

and curriculum areas with a focus on basic skills development.

The proposals, in_general, were written at a fairly global and non-
specific level, mdst likely reflecting the lack of sufficient information

at the local level concerning_ the selected instructional process. Four

-

criteria were specifically selected for the content analysis: the deciding

factors involved in the local districts' selection of schools, the curricu-

lum areas selected by the schools, the school improvement strategies
»

selected by the schools, and the criteria identified by districts for the

o

evaluation of their SITIP projects

Selection at Schools

Nine criteria were identified by local school disiricts as influential
in thelr selection of schools as sites for SITIP adoption and implementa-

tion. ,Qyﬁteria identified by each district are summarized in TabBle 32.

-
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Table 31

Characteristics of SITIP Proposals
(Spring 1981)

School . Curriculum Grade ‘
District SITIP* Thrust Levels '
!
Allegany County ML All i K-12 |
* !
Jfnne Arundel County ML Biology 9 §
Baltimore City ML | A1} 0-12
Baltimore County ML~STL-[v| Basic Skills 3-7
Calvert County STL-TV Basic Skills 6-8
Cecil County AT -TV Lang: Arts, Math 4,7
Charles County STL All » 6-8
Fredenic.&gunty v All Basic Acad. K-12
barrett County AT Lang. Arts, Math, Science | 9-12
Harford County AT-TV Basic Skills 1-8
Howard County ML-TV Readiﬁg & Social Studiles 6-8
| Kent County ™ Math, Reading, Writing ‘ All
7 Montgomery County STL-AT-TV | All Basic Acad. 1-9
Prince George's County STL Lang. Arts, Math, Science %
& Nutrition L 4-6
Queen Anne's County STL All | 9-12 ‘
| St. Mary's C?unty AT All Basic Acad. | 9-12 i
Somerset County v Math & Reading_. K-3 '%
Washington County STL Unrestricted | 1-8 i
Worcester County ML-STL Basic Skills K-5 !

*
Key:

. ML = Mastery Learning

AT = Active Teaching

STL = Student Team Learning

TV = Teaching Variables
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Table 32 .
\ . Deciding Factors in School Selection ’
School District 1 Staff- Participation [School Tdentified |Community |Availability |Context Potential [Research
SITIP' * |Commitment [in Awareness |Already |School Support of Resources for Dis- Potentfal
Conference Involved [Need semination

Allegany County ML X X ¢

Anne Arundel County M X x3

Baltimore City ML X X xé X

Baltimore County ML-STL~TV X

Celvert County STL-TV X X
- Cecil County AT-TV X

Charles County STL X x5 )

Frederick County ' ™v X X ; .
— Garrett County AT ) % x3 |
o Harford County TV-AT

Howard County HL-TV

Kent County? v

. |Montgonery County STL~AT-TV X X x4

Prince George's County STL . : X

Queen Anne's County STL o

St. Mary's County AT X X — xa

Somerset County v X ’ X

Washington County STL X X X ‘ X

Worcester County ML-STL X X

1 The awvareness session topics have been abbreviated #s follows: Masterv Learning=ML, tudent Team learning=STL, .
1 3 0 ) gzt:\:ﬁozin:z;:;&i\:; and Teachirg Variables*TV. ‘ | 12 }

3 largest school in county,
) 4 freat diversity of student populatfon,
5 Fits vell with existing school prograe.

.
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Approximately two-thirds of the districts (68.42 percent) selected schools
in which to implement SITIP on the basis of staff commitment. A third of
the districts (36.84 percent) considered particular features or characteris-
tics of individual schools (context). Other factors included the school's
participation in the awareness conferences (15.79 percent); the relevance

of the selected SITIP instructional improvement process(es) to identified

needs of a school in their district (15.79 percent); availability of

necessary resources in the school (15:79 percent); and the potential for
research or dissemination in the selected school (31.58 percent).

Selection at Curriculum Areas

Seven factors were identified by school districts im their selection
of curriculum areas to be included in the SITIP instructional program;
these are presented in Table 33. Over two-fifths of the districts {42.11
percent) indicated that their selection was influenced by the district's
identification of student needs in particular curriculum areas. Staff
interest and availability contributed to the selection of curriculum areas

N ig approximately one-fourth of the districts (26.32 percent). Other
factors identified by districts included: original SITIP presentation at N
the awareness conference addressed the selected curriculum area (15.79
percent); the incompleteness of available research in selected curriculum
area (5.26 percent); the compatibil}ty of the selected curriculum area with

the chosen SITIP instructional process (10.53 percent); and characteristics

of the curriculum area organization in the selected school (10.53 percent).

.120 !
114




Table 33 .
Selection of Curriculum Areas ’ ,
School District Preacnted [Reacarch Identif ied Staff Compatability Curr fculum
} in Curri~ |Incomplete Student Needs |[Interest |with Curricu- Area Organi-
SITIP* |culun Area |in Curricu- {n Currdiculum Jand Avail-|lum Arca zational Charac|
lum Area Area ability teristics

Allegany County . ML X

Anne Arundel County ML X X X .
Balt imore City ML X

Baltfmore County? ML~STL-TV

Calvert County STL-TV X X

Cecil County AT-TV X

Charlea (2oamty2 STL

Prederick County T™v X X

Carrett County AT X X

Harfoyd (:ounty2 TV-AT ’
. lioward County ML~-TV X X

Kent County ™ X X ,
Hontgomery County . STL~AT-TV X

Prince Geogge'- Countys STL

Queen Anne'a County? - IsTL

St. Mary's County AT b

Somuraat County v X ' '
Washington (2ouncy2 STL \

Worcestar County ML-STI X

1 The swareneas segnion topics have been shbrevisted sa follows: Hastery Learning=iL, Student Tean Learning=STL,
Active Teaching=AT, and Teaching Variasblas-TV
? Mo curticulum areaa aelected
) Size of curriculun department . .
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Implementation Strategies

The strategies selected by the 19 districts are summarized in Table
34. Two-thirds of the districts (68.42 percent) indicated that they
planned to employ a lighthouse school strategy by implementing the SITIP
Instructional process 1in only one school and then disseminating the results
informally at routine district meetings. Two of the districts (10.53
percent) planned to adopt a feeder school strategy in which the students
enrolled in SITIP classrooms at the first school would be'followed into a
second school as they progressed to higher grade levels thus allowing for
some ass;gsment of the long-term imPact of the SITIP program. Two other
districts (10.53 percent) selected a capacity building strategy by provid-
ing for a team of staff trained in the SITIP instructional improvement
process to provide some form of inservice or professional development to
other staff within a number of schools within the single district. This is
similar to the training of trainers paradigm. A pilot school/district’
strategy was selected by the remaining two districts (10.53 percent). In
this implementation strategy, thgﬁtopic would be tested in one or more
pilot schools and, if it\ was successful, central offce staff Qould then
actively disseminate it tb other schools. Oné LEA did not specify a
strategy. The focus was qlearly on limited implementation and not on

di-ssemination of the instructional process throughout the entire district.

Fvaluation Procedures

The procedures selected by the individual districts are summarized in
Table 35. Building nrincipal or central office supervisors' evaluation
(verification/observation) of the SITIP implementation (60.42 percent) and

standardized testing designs (63.16 percent) were the most commonly
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Table 34

Implementation Strategies

1lh(- topits have bueen abbreviated as follows:
feam Learning = STL, and Teaching Variables =

Student

TV

Q p schoo! will make informal presentations to other schools.

(May 1981)
e i Lighthouse| Feeder Building pistrict Pilot 1

School ' District SITL1P School School Capacity District
Allegany County ML

Anne Arunael County ML X2

Baltimore City ML X
Baltimore County ML-STL-TV \x\

Calvert County STL-TV X X
Cecil County AT-TV X2

Charles County STL X

Frederick County TV X2

Garrett County AT X

Har ford County TV-AT

Howard County ML-TV X2

Kent County TV X

Montomery County STL-AT-TV X2 $
Prince George's County STL X

Queen Anne's County STL X

st. Mary's County AT X2

Somerset Connty TV X2

Washington Céunty STL

Worcester County ML-STL
e e e e SR ISR ¢ &

Active Teaching = AT, Mastery lLearning = ML,

Lo . N
= 1 .| . . EENE®ENDERER®B

IR i . .
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Table 35 .

Proposed Evaluation Procedures
(May 1981)

.

- \
1ZA ‘hplcl Standardizad | Teacher SIVEY REACTIONS Yerification/ Xoutine other
Tasting Testiag | Teacher Studeat ; Pecent /Coomunity Monitoring Documentation

Allegsny KL X X X X X X

Anwe Arundel b X X . X

Baltimote City {MNL X < X

Saltinere Co. HL~-STL-TV X

)
Calvert STL-TV X X X

’ 3
. . Cectl AT-TV % x x x

~
~

1' Charles STL X X b S X X

Teederick kL X

3,7
Carzate AT X X L X X - X x*

Wrfozd v x’

Sevard X~V X X X x’

Kant v X X X

Nontgomery ML-STL-TV X X X X H X

Princa Ceorge's | STL X X X

Quean Anne's STL b

$t. Naty's AT X X x x

Somerast o

Usshingeon STL X X X . X X"q

Wrcester HL-STL X X . X ,

.

1. The topics are sbbrevisted as follovs: (1) Active Tesching = AT, 6. Analysis of dlaseminaticn.
(1) Haszery Loarnin, = KL, (3) Student Tesm Lesrning = STL, ond 7. Anslysis of sbsenteeism/dtactiplina,
(4) Taaching Varisdbles = TV, . 8. Analysts of curriculus ravisions. ..
1, Prujoct Vasic sysessment. 9. Anslysis of SITIP isplemtotsticua.
3. Obsarvaticas by HSDE staff. 10. Xo eviiuation desigh.
L 4. Third patty avslustion.
5. Asslyais of tisa-on-tast dats,

RO

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: '
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identified SITIP evaluation procedures. Other techniques include surveys
of teaching staff (421 percent), progress update meetings or reports
(42.11 percent), surveys of participating students (31.58 percent), teacher-
constructed testing of student performance (26.3é percent), analysis of
various student indices such as attendance, discipline referrals, or grades
(15.79 percent), and pareﬁ% or community surveys (10.53 percent). Approxi-
mately two-thirds of the districts (62.50 percent) proposing to implement
the Teaching Variables SITIP instructional process plan to exémine changes
in time-on-task data.
Summary

The above analyses provide some useful insight into the local school
districts' reaction and respon;e to the SITIP program. Of particular '
interest is the overwhelming number of the local school districts that R
adopted a lighthouse school strategy for implemention. Only a few of the
participating districts elected to adopt a multi-school strategy for
implementing SITIP. This collective decision to rely largely on single
school implementation strategies suggested a limit to the potential dissem-

ination of the SITIP instructional improvement strategies and the overall

success of SITIP in effecting school improvement throughout Maryland.
*

Spring Planning Sessions (1981)

According to the state plan, districts submitting proposals on imple-
mentation of the instructional improvement processes, were to participate
1n a one-day planning conference to be held during May 1981, which was

related to their chosen proposal topic(s).
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The planning sessions were organized by MSDE to address the following

questions:
»”
e Where are the participants in terms of their understanding of the
topic? -

¢ What additional information do participants hope to gain from the
summer Iinstitute?

e What problems are anticipated in implementing the selected
strategy?

¢ What knowledge and skills do participants want to take back to
their schools at the end of the summer -institute?

A separate planning conference was held for each of the four school
improvement instructional processes. Participating LEAs were asked to send
personnel to the planning conferences who had atgended the awareness
sessions and would attend the summer institutes. Ideally; the teams were
to consist of thg following members:

s central office instructional leader

o principal

o two teachers from the same school.

In order to determine the extent to which the counties had sent
appropriate LEA teams, attendance was to be recorded at each of the four
planning sessions. Complete attendance data, however, were not returned
for the Active Teaching and Teaching Variables planning sessions.

Attendance at Planning Sessions

Tablé 36 summarizes the attendance patterns of participants, by
county, at tZe Mastery learning and Student Team learning planning sessions.
[he tahle indicates that two out of the six counties that attended the

Mastery learning planning session sent the recommended team of participants




Table 36 -
Participant ‘Groups Attending Planning Sessions '
(Spring,1981)
. )
Student
Mastery Team
District ) Learning Learning
Allegany County B P -
Anne Arundel County 1, 2 -
Baltimore City 1, 2, 4, 5 -
Baltimore County 1, 2 1, 2
Calvert County ' - 1
1
Cecil County - . -
Charles County - 1, 2 5
Frederick County - - *
‘Garrett County - -
Harford County - -
. b
Howard County v 1 - f )
Kent County - -
~ . .
Montgomery County ’ - 1
Prince George's County - 7 -
!
Queen Anne's County - 1,2
St. Mary's Count)}~ - -
Somerset County - -
‘
Talbot County - - |
Washington County - 1, 4
Worcester County 1 1, 2,74
1 Teachers 4 Central Office Suéervisors B
2 Principals 5 LEA Assistant Superintendent
3 LEA Board Members 6 LEA Superintendent
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to the session, i.e., at least one teacher, principal and central office
supervisor were present. All countie;fsent at least one teacher, three out
of six counties sent principals, and two out of six sent central office
staff. For the Student Team Learning planning session, only one out of
seven counties sent the recommended group participants. All districts sen£'
at least one teacher, four out of seven counties sent principals, and two

out of seven sent central office staff.

Attendance at Earlier SITIP Activities

A cross-tabulation énalysié of attendance at swareness conferences ‘and
planning sessions was done fo determine the frequency with which people
attended the planning session and the related awareaess conference. Table
37 presents these results. Of those attending the Mastery Learning plan-
ning session, 56 percent also atténded the related awareness conference.
éighty—eight percent of those who aitended the Student Team Learning
planning session also attended the related aware;Z;;~session, and an
additional six percent had attended some of the awareness conferences
though they were not related to Student Team Learning. Participants of the
Active Teaching planning session had sent 94 percent of its members to the‘
Active Teaching awareness session. Of those pagticipating in the Teaching
variables planning session, 77 percent had also attended the related
awareness conference.

L

This analysis of attendancesqat awareness conferences and planning
sessions reveals-that Student Tes

m Learning and Active Teaching partici-

pants, {n particular, demonstrated a high degree of follow-up in terms of

commitment to the SITIP program. Approximately 90 percent of these
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Table 37

.

Attendance at Planning Sessions and Awareness Conferences

Planning Sesstion Student
Mastery Teamn 5 Active Teaching
Learning Learning Teachung Variables
(27 Gl (18)1 (35!
. : N % N % N % N A
| Avarcness Conference
r . ——— - - -
!
Mastery Learning 15  55.56 12 37.50 6 33.33 24 11,43
Active Teaching &§Q8 29.63 .11 34.38 17 94.44 5 14,28
. P
Student Team Learning 9 33.33 28 87.50 5 27.78 3 8.57
] ~Nes
Teaching Variables 9 33.33 /u/37.so 6 33.33 27 77.14
None 12 44,44 2 6.25 1 5.56 8 22.86
— {
« T

v

1 . .
Number of total participants at planning conference

2 .
Two participants of the Student Team Learning planning session attended awareness

conferences other than the one on, Student Team Learning

<
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participants attended both the awareness conference and the planning
session as recommended,

Spring Planning Sessions Activities

The SITIP planning sessions were scheduled on four consecutive davs
during the first week in May to determine the summer&instiluta training
agendas. A separate planning session was held at the site of its summer
institute for each of the four instruetional processes, The participant
group at the four planning sessions consisted of LEA personnel who would be
involved in the implementation of that particular instructional process at

. their school districts. LEAs that submitted SITIP proposals:to implement
more than one ins}ruct%Pnal process attended all appropriate planning
sessions. Planning sessions were directed by MSDE staff that had respo;:
sibility for organizing and directing the summer institutes; the actual
SITIP training consultants did not attend the planning sessions.

All four planningAsessions féllowed the same basic four hour agenda.
Planning session participants were first introduced to each other and asked
to give a brief summary of their LEA proposed SITIP project (e.g., ration-
ale, target school and student population). Following these introductions,
the MSDF leader briefly review;d the ﬁaryland Professional Development
Academy training model employed by the SITIP training program. the four
SITIP school improvement instructional processes, and the objectives of the
Summer [nstitutes. These first activities generally requ1fed about 20
minutes to complete,

The remainder of each planning session was devoted to three small

Aroup activities ecach of which took 45 to 60 minutes. In the first




activity, LEA staff‘gggg\dgvided into groups according to job functions
(i{.e., central office administration, principals, and classroom teachers).
Grpups were asked to discuss and list on newsprint information they had on
that particular topic and then to share their lists with each other. This
activity was designed to assess the LEA knowledge base on the topic to be
;mplemented; the results were used to determine the amount of review .
required in the subsequent Summer Institute training. This activity was
not conducted as a small group activity in the Mastery Learning planning
sessions because of ghe relatively small size of the group and the apparent
confusion over the subject area.

In the second small group activity, LEA staff were asked to identify
and list on newsprint their concerns, problems, and questions related to
the pargicular instructional process. As in ‘the first activity, LEA staff
were divided into groups according to their job functions. Each group then
shared their list ﬂith the other planning session-groups. These lists were
also shared at a later date with the SITIP consultaq}s in order to insure
that 1A concerns were addressed during the summer institutes.

fn the last group activity, LEA staff were asked to list their expec-
tations for the summer institutes. Expectations were defined in terms of
knowledge or skills they wished to obtain. Unlike the first two:activi-

ties, the planning session participants were grouped by LEA for this last

activitv. Eacoh list of expectations was first shared with the other
4
i .

planning sessjon groups and then later, shared with the SITIP consultaunte
{

.

*
in orderfto insure the appropriateness of the summer institutes.
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Participant Evaluation of Planning Sessions

As part of the evaluation of the four planning sessions, participants o .
were asked to complete a standard evaluation form at the close of each
session. The instrument was designed to determine the effectiveness of
‘each of the four planning sessions by having participants rate the degree

to which they agreed or disagreed with a list of six statements related to

adequacy of the sessions.

Ratings ranged from a high of 5.00 indicating "Strongly Agree" to a
low of 1.00 indicating "Strongly Disagree." The mean SITIP participant
ratings for each of the four conferences are presented in Table 38.

Mastery Learning. The mean ratings of participants attending the

planning session on Mastery Learning ranged from a high of 4.70 to a low of
4.15., These ratings generally indicated that the planning session was very
effective. Participants understood the objectives of the session and felt
they were clearly presented. Adequate information was provided to partici-
pants about the SITIP activities. Téfre was sufficient opportunity for

people tc share their concerns abort the topic and to indicate what they

wished to gain f: ~ the summer institute. Participants cdn§idered the

session facilities to be satisfactery.

Student Team Learning. Participant mean ratings of the Student Team

Learning planning session ranged from a high of 4.88 to a low of 3.88.
(verall, participants were well satisfied with the planning session. The
{tem dealing with understanding the objectives of the session prior to
attending received the lowest mean ratigg. The mean ratings of all other
items were greater than 4.00 indicating a high degree of participant

catiafaction with the planning session.

<
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Table 38

Participant Ratings qf Spring Planning Sessions*

- Scudent
Mastery ‘Team Active Teaching
tem Learning ; Learning | Tcaching |Variubles

1. Prior to attending, I understood 4 .48 3.88 3.39 3.14
the purpose and objectives of :
the planning session.

1 2. The purpose of the planning 4.50 4,53 4.28 3.71
session was clearly presented.

3. Adcquate information was provided 4,15 4.06 4.22 3.49
about the SITIP activities.

4. Adequate opportunity was provided 4.70 4,88 4,61 4,23
for me to share what my concerns
are about the topie.

5. Adequate opportunity was provided 4.67 4.84 4.78 .14
for me to indicate what I hope to ’
gain from the summer institute.

6. The session facilities were . 4470 4.€9 4.28 4.03

. satisfactory. }
\\ e 1

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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*
Mean ratings can range from a high of 5.00 to a low of 1.00.
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Active Teaching. Mean ratings of those who attended the planning :

sesqion on Active Teaching ranged from a high of 4.78 to a low of 3.39.

Generally, these ratings indicated that participants found the planning
session to be effective. As with the Student Team Learning planning -
~

session, the item recelving the lowest rating related to participant

understanding of the objectives of the session prior to attending. All

remaining items received ratings of greater than 4.00 reflecting a high
level of participant agreement regarding the effectiveness of the planning
session.

Teaching Variables. The mean ratings of the Teaching Variables plan-

?
ning session ranged form a high of 4.23 to a low of 3.14, Although the
ratings for this planning session were generally positive, they tended to -

be lower on each of the six dimensions than those obtained for the other

ing and Student Team Learning sessions, participants expressed some concern

regarding their understanding of the objectives of~the planning session.

Some participants did not feel that the planning session was clearly

presented. Thev also expressed a concern regarding the lack of adequate

provision of information about the SITIP activities. Nevertheless, parti-

cipants felt that the planning session provided them with an adequate

opportunity to share their concerns about the Teaching Variables strategy.

In addition, they felt they had sufficient opportunity to indicate what

they hoped to gain from the summer institute. Participants found the

session facilities to be satisfactory.

. ' planning sessions. Consistent with ratings obtained for the Active Teach-
)

4
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Summary

Participants' ratings of the four planning sessions were generally

p;sitive. fhe‘Masteéy Learnrné planning session, in particuiar, received
high ratings while the Teaching Variables planning session was not as
successful. Participants at all four sessions were pleased with the
opportunity to share their concerns about SITIP. However, except for
Mastery Learning participants, they consistently rated their underséanding
of the objectives of the planning sessions prior to attending relatively
low,\suggesting that more communication was still needed about upcoming
SITIP actilvities.

Counties generally did not send a team composed of particfpants as
recommended by MSDE to the planning sessions. Of the two planning sessions
for which that kind of participant attendance data were available, only
four out of thirteen counties sent a team of at least one teacher, princi-
pal, and central office supervisor.

A cross-tabulation analysis of attendance at awareness conferences and
planning sessions revealed that generally more than half of those who had
attended a particuiar awareness conference had also attended the related
planning session. Participants of the Active Teaching planning session
demonstrated the highest incidence of joint participation, as 94 percent
also participated in the awareness conference.

The major purposes of the planning sessions were accomplished. This
inc luded developing a list identifying the concerns, problems, and ques-
tinnq_of 1FA staff related toothelr selected instructional process in crder

that they be addressed during the summer institutes.
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A standard evaluation rating form completed'by participants of each of
the four p}anning sessions revealed that overall, the sessions were highly
effective. Participant ra;ingé féf each of the sessions provided strong
evidence that tﬁgre was adequate opportunity for people to share their

concerns related to SITIP topics and also to indicate what they hoped to

gain from the summer institutes.

'
Fall Planning Selssion

In September 1981, MSDE asked repre§entatives of the LEA teams to meet
to rewrite their original proposals according to a common format. The
format selected was the Promising Educational Practices Submittal (PEPS)
form designed by MSDE staff involved in Title IVc programs, Copies of
completed PEPS forms were to be distributed to all counties at the request
of LEA superintendents.

Three factors influenced the decision to conduct the September
meeting:

s as a result of greater understanding provided by the summer insti-
tute training, several LEAs decided to revise their plans

e county office staff and MSDE staff were interested in knowing what
each LEA planned to do, and wanted information presented systema-
tically and more comprehensively than had been done in the initial
proposals 4

e MSDE staff assigned as technical assistants (TAs) wanted an oppor-
tunity to meet and plan with LEA staff for local implementation and
follow-up activities.

*  The one-dav session was introduced by the MSDE Deputy Assistant

superintendent who explained the purposes and structure of the meetirg.

The MSDF Title IVc specialist handed out PEPS forms and materials
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explaining how forms were to be completed. He defined terms and gave

v

examples. For the remainder of the day participants worked in groups by

s

topic.
MSDE TAs worked with the groups, first reviewing their own role. In

the Student Team Learning‘and Master learning groups some time was spent by

participants talking though their implementation plans and sharing expertise
(some LEAs had prior experience with the topics). Also in Student Team
Learning, TAs involved participants in exploring alternatives for follow-up ,
activities. 1In the Active Teaching and Mastery lLearning groups, partici-
pants spent m%ft of their time working as LEA teams to rewrite their plans.
The MSDE Title TVc specialist went from one topic group to ancther explain-
ing how evaluation should be conducted and described. When participants
had a draft plan and had clarified points they left. Final PEPS forms were
submitted to MSDE between October 1981 and January 198Z; coples were
distributed to MSDE and LEA senior administrators in February 1982.
Attendance

Fach LEA was asked to send a three-person cross-hierarchical team
including those people who had attended previous SITIP activities and who
would be involved in implementation. Most LEAs seant fewer than three
people, and several participants had not attended previous events. (Re-
assignments within counties impacted SITIP involvement.) Attendance data
presented here are based on t&e general survey responses since none were

collected during the planning session. Of the 206 active implementers

surveyed in June 1982, 91 had attended the September planning session,
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54.95% of whom were teachers, 27.47% school administrators, and 17.58%

N

|

central office staff. For Active Teaching, Mastery Learning, and Student

Team Learning teachers outnumbered other role groups, but for Teaching

Vari%ples each group was equally represented.

Analysis of Final Plans (PEPS)

The PEPS (Promising Educational Practices Submittal) form consists of

elght categories —— purpose, target population, description, special

considerations, staff development, cost, results, and services avallable.
Plans were an;&yzed on six criteria: purpose, target population, scope of
impleﬁentation, staff development, evaluation techniques, and plans for
dissemination. &
Purpose

The majority of school districts stated that the SITIf project was
adopted fop\the purpose of improving classroom management and instruction
in order to increase student achievement.

Of the 19 counties, 14 stated explicitly that the purpose was to

impact student achievement. The remaining five LEAs expected to impact

teacher behavior to varying degrees through staff development and aimed

more for instructional improvement although student achievement was
implied.

Target Population

-

The target popnlation selected to participste in the SITIP project

varied among the counties as can be seen in Table 39.

-
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Table 39

Strategy, Scope and Target: “Implementation as Planned
(PEPS) 1981

L]

Tine
Sountiss Scope (Months)
Allegeny Vatious NUs par T
A. Arundel - ML | LS 1 2 4 120 | 9-12 ) 1® per D per S pex C 4.3
Saltfeora City M | 1 43 10-12 | Vartous
daltinore County HL-TIV | LS 1 3 3 80 34 N 1? paer D per S per C L
STL [ PD 2 1 7 | 2s0} 35, | M LA
6=1 $c, S§ AW per T
Calvert w | Ls ) 1 6-8 M,lA,SS Jobs per T
STL] LS 2 2 [13 6.7 H, 1A 1? per D per S per C ]
Cactl ATt 4 20 450 4.1 X, A 1P per D per S per C ]
Chatles stL LS 1 230 7 ¥, LA \? per D per S per C ?
fredertck v | ?D 1 12 7-12 Jobs per T
Cartratt AT LS 1 ? 470 | 9-12 M.X,S¢c \P per D per S pec C 9
Harfore? att oy 26 (4N 44 1-3 ] \P per D per S per € L]
Rovard wl)1s i [3Ys 6 R, 8$ 1P par D per S pexr C 1
Tent ™1lus 1 1-4 |13 3obs per T 4
Montgomery) ais | . sl 2 [m 1P per D per S per € s
STLI LS 1 18 221 | 7-9 H.lA.Sc 1P pet Dger S per C 4
R ™ LS 1 ] 14 ) LA Jobs _pec T
Prince George’st STL| CB 3-11 7 ok 5 1A 2P yer VW per S per € !
e o e e = . L
Queen Anne'ed sTL) o 1 10t 9-12 | M,S5,FL
st AT (O 1 10 s-12 | mease, o
. . A S B $3, 82 o
Scaeraer v L s 1 2 2 6 1 12 S
Vashtagtond sTL) o | 0% 3412 | vartous U per T
Vercey wrt L i 18 1 ) s 100 | 12 LS IF per D per S por €
SIL) L 14 L _oim ot [ Wpert ] ] 18
1 T, 1 reslst ns oade slace Spatay 1982,
7 In D¢ e ord veay Hatfo-d pluened to 383 all grade €-3 teachers and s tools,
b The A7 sc¢* fn Mritgomery also planned 1o use T/
A Capa ‘az LtAs ofter tralatag acd en cutage v Justeets, nuzbers of lmplemsstets ars “hoped for " sot
I, , TeY N
Suhje s Yey Stretegy Key Scope Lay
K= Mathametics €3 = capactry tutldtng C = clsas
1A = Lanpuage atee OV« Dlatrict wide D~ day

R« Realing

$c = Scleaca

$

v
5 e Soclas stultes

YL ~ Toeratgn lsnguage

LS = Lizhthouse athool
D - Pflot/dtatrice

W = wint enit
P e pertod
S = sidject
T = teacher

siel ~ Bolegy U = vatc
$p = Spectal education W= vesk
Jartoue = Varfous curticulun areas
——
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Across all topics basic skills subjects were the most common focus:
mathematics selected by 10 LEAs, language arts selected by eight, and

reading by four. Social studies and science were each selected by five

- LEAs. Ten counties included- elementary grades (grades 1-5) in their plans

and fourteen included secondary grades (grades 6-12), with five counties

N

including both elementary and secondary and five focuding exclusively on

senior high school (grades 9-i2).

Four out of the five counties seiecting Active Teaching planned to
focus on classToom implementation. All five counties planned tc implement
Active Teaching in mathematics. In addition, two of these LEAs planned to
include reading and/or language arts. One county added science as a
subject area. One LEA focused on senior high school grade levels and three
focused on elementary grades. Of those three counties, two also planned to
implement in the middle school grades. One county involved in Active
Teaching planned to focus on staff development with ten high school teachers
in five subject areas as the target group. .

In Mastery Learning, all six counties planned to focus on classroon
implementation. Two of the six counties planned to implement Mastery
lL.earning in mathematics. Two LEAs indicated that Mastery learning could be
implemented in a wide variety of subject areas. Additional subject areas
specifically mentioned were reading, social studies, and biology. Two
counties focused on senior high school grade levels and three focused on
elementary grades, One LEA planned imp lementation in all grades (K-12) in
one school.

Four of the elght counties selecting Student Team Learning planned to

focus on classroom implementation. Mathematics and language arts were most

~ ' 146




u- -

popular. Additional subjects mentioned were science and social studies.

tme county focused on the elementary grade levels, three LEAs on the middle

|
fl

school grades, and one county on both elementary and middle school grades.
4
Four counties planned a staff development approach.

All six of the Teaching Variables counties planned to focus on class-

-~

room implementation. Three of the six counties selected mathematics and
. four selected reading and/or language arts. Additional areas included
science and social studies. Four counties focused oii the elementary
grades, one on the middle school grades and one on both the middle and
senior high school level. 1In one case (Baltimore County), Teaching Vari-
§>v ables was to be used as a support to Mastery Learning, and in another case

(Montgomery) one school planned to use Teaching Variables on its own, but a

second school planned to use it in support of Active Teaching. ‘

Scope

The following section discusses the scope of implementation proposed
)

by the counties. One dimension of scope 1is the number of instructional

processes chosen for implementation. Only four out of the 19 counties
{nvolved in the SITIP project selected more than one in;?Fﬁction process.

Of those four, two LEAs chose to implement three processes and two chose to
i T

implement two processes. -
Scope also relates to the timeline or schedule .of implementation and

also to the range -- number of classes or amount of instruction planned.

Where the focus was direct implementation, the planned scope ranged f{rom
- hY !
all teachers in all e'lementary schools for all mathematics classes for

. about half the school year (Harford, AT) to two classes in a single school
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for reading for about half the school year (Somerset, TV). Where the focus
was on s;aff development as many as 1,000 teachers were to receive some

& ,
kind of training, with the hope that 500 would use the process (Washingtor
STL) or as few as 10% of the teachers in one school would be trgiqu and
encouraged to implement (Queen Anne's, STL). h

For Active Teaching, all sites planned to begi% in the fall of 1981

~
and continue for the next two school years. The number of teachers

involved ranged from all in all elementary schools (Harford) to four in a
single school (Montgomery), with each teacher using AT for three to five
periods a week.

In Mastery learning, five of the six sites planned to begin in the
fall pf 1981, the sixth (Howard) planning for actual classroom use to begin
in February 1982. Each LEA selected a single school with from two to-.45
teachers involved. Three sites expected each teacher to use ML for at

.

least one period a day. One LEA eXpeEted each of its 30 teachers to use ML

<7

for at least two mini;units with at least one class. Another LEA planned
for two teachers to use ML one period a day for 18 weeks. The Baltimore
¢ity school planned to involve 45 teacgers but did not specify the amount
of teaching time. N

In Student Team Learning, hll\eight sites planned to implement omne’or
more of the three STL techmiques in the fall of 1981. Five counties
involved a.single school, most not sp;cifyingrthe number of teachers to be
involved. One IFA (Baltimore County) planned involvement in two schools by

seven teachers using all three techniques. One county expected from nine

to 2/ schools to be involved,.and Washington planned staff development for |

&
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1,000 teachers hoping that 50% would volunteer to use STL for at least one
unit of instruction. Three counties specified a target of a period a day
for one Six-week unit for each teacher; four counties planned for a period
a day per teacher for three to nine months. .

F~r Teaching Variables, four of the six sites expected to bégin
implementation in the fall of 1981, with Somerset begin;ing in January 1982
and Kent beginning in February 1982. Each LEA involved a single school
(withlthe exception of Montgomery), with two or three "time" ohservations
for two to 12 teachers. Instructional time is relevant only for the

"content" variable, but was not specified.

Staff Development

The majority of the counties sent teachers, principals, and central
office staff to the MSDE summer institute for the instructional process
rhat had been selected for implementation. The teachers attending the
institute were to serve as pilot teachers, helping the central office staff
and school administrators to disseminate the process to other teachers and
schools through inservice training, classroom observations and individual
awsistance. Ir. almost all cases plans indicated that some orientation and
inservice activities would take place in the 1981-82 school year, but
levels of specificity varied. (Counties focusing more on a staff develop-
ment approach than on direct implementation have bcen dlscussed in the
contevg of "target population” and have "capacity building" as their

implenentation vtraregy presented in Table 39.)
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Evaluation -

Table 40 summarizes the-strategies planned by the counties to evaluate
the impact of the instructional prdcess.' Since the most often expressed
reason for participating in the SITIP project was to increase student
achievement, the majority of the counties planned to use standardized or
teacher-made tests. Most of the districts planned to use a pre/post test
procedure using the CAT as the standardized testing instrument with most
data collection and analysis.planned for the 1982-83 school year.

verification or monitoring by principals and/or SﬁperviSOrs was
another popular strategy for evaluating implementation of the instructional
process. . ?

0f particular interest 1s ‘the fact that three LEAs chose to use the
Teaching Variables time-on-task technique as an evaluation measure.
Specifically, Cecil and Montgomery Active Teaching sites and the Baltimore

County Mastery learning site elected to use Teaching Variables this way.

Dissemination

Geveral counties did not indicate a specific dissemination plan in the
PFPS proposal, Many counties were waiting to find out the results of the
first vear of implementation before deciding on the extent of dissemination
during the second year 6f the project. Counties indicated that thev would
be wiliing to share materials, inservice plans, and evalugtion results, to
SOSt on-site visitations, to provide peer consgltation and/or to conduct
orientation meetings and workshops. Most of the counties which indicated
specific dissemination p}aﬁs oun the proposal planned to train additional

teachers {n the same school, or to train teachers in one or two other
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Table 40
»
Proposed Evaluation Procedures
(Fall 1981) '
. LZA Teptal Standardized { Teacher SURVEY RZACTIONS Yertficetion/ outine Other
Testing Teating | Teecher |Student {Parent/Communtty Monttoring Documentstion '
4
Allegany uL X X
Arae Aruodel XL b4 l
3.9
Saltimore Clty ML X X - X X
ML X X .
$altixore Co, STL b3 x £ .
v
sTL ¢ X .
Lalvert v x .
* 3
Cactl AT X x '
Charlss STL X
Traderick ™ X
x7
Carrett AT 1 X b X X
Tarford AT* x X .
Rovarsd NL* } 4
Kent w 1) .
-
AT X 15
Hontgomary STL X .
— I X 1
Privce Georze's! 371 X | ' .
..... 4 o N .
| -
Quaen Anne's s 1
A ‘.} ~
st Hars's AT X
Somat set v X
Washington STL X
i
boroe o e — -
ML X
vo
T eatar T ’ ,/X ' " X ]
——d

§ -~
t
|
i

1. The tovpies ite abdrevisted ss follovs (1) Active Yu&)\lng - AT, Analysfe of dissewinaction.
0) Mas euv cea nitg o= ML, () Stsdent Tean Leatning = STL, and Analyets of adbsenteetom/discipline

6.
T,
() Tearhi g Vet s = TV 8 Aalysis of curriculum revisions
9.
0.

I Pro et Ravic assesyment Analysis of SITI? (mplemetitatfoms.

J  Cosersativns M DF graff 3 No evaluatlon de<ign.

4 Tnied pavty e2a. wation

3 Analysis ¢f time-on-task dats #Topic changrs made May tea Sapteaber, 1981
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N
schools within the district. A few districts were planning to conduct

!
county-wide orientafiions for interested school personnel. One county
i

specified Eounty—wiée implementation in ‘all middle schools during the
1983-84 school year. . »
Summar% l\ .

he proposals differed in the quality and amount of !&formation
inciuded in the forms. The most common weakness related to evaluation
design, especially relating to aésessﬂent of student achievement. However,
the PEPS format allowed for greater detail and uniformity among proposals
than had the reporting format used in the development of the initial

proposals. ,J

Summary and Conclusions -- Plaghing

Dyring 1981, MSDE initiated three planning activities involving LEA
staff: 1) develapment of implementation proposals, 2) spring planning
sessions for clarification of topics and assessment of needs for summer
institutes, and 3) fall planning session to clar&fy or revise final
jmplementation plans. Evaluation questions addressed were:

e What happened at planning sessions?

e Who was involved?

e How did participants evaluate the aciivities?

e What did LEAs plan, and (if plans chaneed) how and why did plans
change?

f}33n1n5_§essiong
Separate spring planning seséions, conducted by MSDE staif at the

proposed sites for the Summer Institutes, reviewed the overall SITIP

aroiect and involved participants in clarification of the topics and lorsl
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plans, and identification of needs (by role group) for Summer Institutes.

The fall planning session, conducted by MSDE staff, divided pdrticipants
into topic groups for revision or refinement of local plans and identifica-
tion of needs for follow-up sessions.

Participation

MSDE encouraged LEAs to involve representatives of all three role
groups (teachers, school administrators, and central office staff) in
planning activities. 1In all LEAs for all topics, all three role groups
were involved in planning to some extent. Of the 206 active implementers
(surveyed June 1982), 65.05% had been involved in at least one planning
activity. Of the 134 active implementers who had been invoived in planning,
56.727% were teachers, 20.9% were schooi administrators, and 18.66% were
central office staff. Involvement in two or more planning activities
(proposal development, spring and fall planning sessions), was sustained by
447 of the central office staff, 85.71%Z of the school administrators, and
507% of the teachers. P

When data were examined by topic by county, a few instances were found
where participation in planning actigities was such that implementation
problems might be anticipated. The\seriogsness of such problems was
largely dependent on the nature of the local plan. For instance, if an LEA
had a pilot/district or district-wide strategy, it was more'important for
all role groups to be involved in planning than if the strategy focused on
a single school with no intention of expansion to a large number of sites.
[n general, if the LEA intentfon was for eventual implementation (uad

{nstitutionalization) by many teachers in several schools, it was considered

necessary for at least one reprgsentative of each role group to have been
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involved in at least two of the three planning activ%ﬁies. It was prefer-
able for individuals to sustain involvement. The discussion below ident1-
fles thé extent to which representation occurred by topic, then By role.
implications are then reviewed.

e For AT, 52.17% of the active implementers were involved in at least
one planning activity. In two counties teacher representation was
inadequate*; in one county school administrators were insufficiently
represented; and in another central office staff were relatively
uninvolved. '

e For ML, 62.66% of the ML active implementers were involved in
planning. Teacher and school administrator representation was
inadequate for one LEA, and central office representation was
inadequate for two other LEAs.

e For STL, 72.41% of the active implementers were involved in at
least one plarning activity. Both schocl administrator and central
office representation was Inadequate in two LEAs, and in three
other LFAs central office representation was inadequate. '

e For TV, 77.77% of the active implementers were involved in at least
one planning activity. Teachers were inadequately represented in
two LEAs, school administrators inadequately represented in another
two LEAs, and central office staff inadequately represented in two

. LEAs (one of which also had under-representation for teachers).

with the exception of AT (where only 12.5% of proposal developers were

teachers), approximately equal numbers of each role group were involved in
proposal development for each topic. Again with the exception of AT,

teachers outnumbered other role groups at the spring planning sessions. At

the fall planning, teachers outnumbered other role groups for all topics

except TV.
lack of teacher representation in plaﬁning’—— for any toplc or
{mplementation strategy -= required other LEA staff to spend energy on

communication and commitment—building to bring about successful

*Inadequate - role represented at only one, or none of the planning
activities.
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implementation. This occurred in f8qr LEAs, one of which needed to do this

for two topics . ~

Lack of school administrator representation occurred in six ILEAs -- in
three casés resulting frbmvreassignments and requiring other pﬁA staff to
orient n w principals. In one case, 1t was relatively unimportant since a
teacher-coordinator provided school leadership. In two cases (both STL)
\burden of implementation was placed on teachers, with -7 in one of the two
LEAs -- training and support the responsibility of central of fice staff.

Central office staff were under-represented in six LEAs, three of
which planned multiple topic implementation. Two of those LFAs had light-
house school strategies requiring little involvement' of central.office
staff, and the third had a lighthouse strategy for one topic and a capacity
building strategy for the other, both with school-based coordinators. 1In
the other three LEAs, two had lighthouse strategies with school-based
coordinators, but the third had a capacity-building design which did
require central office staff involvement. In that county, low participa-
tion. by that role group in planning predicted some implementation problems.

Uve;gll participation patterns (looking at both planning and training
activic&es) in the context of local plans,- indicated that eleven LEAs would
have no implementation probleﬁs caused by inappropriate representation.
Attention to teacher commitment might be needed for AT {Cecil and Montgomery),
Ml. (Baltimore County), and TV (KenF and Montgomery). School administrators
might need Information and encouragemeﬁf to support their teachers for AT
(Garrett), M (Baltimore Countv), STL (Montgomery, Prince George's),.and TV

(Fredericky. Attention to central office staff involvement might be needed
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for STL (Prince George's, Worcester). Omnly in three counties was participa-
“ tion such that, when combined with factors such as staff reassignment, and

examined in the context of local pians, pioblems of implementation would

put a heavy burden on one particular role group (Baltimore Coﬁnty -~ M

central office; Montgoméry County -~ AT and TV principals, ST1 teachers;

Prince George's S{L teachers).

Participant Evaluation of Activities

Only the’spring planning sessions were formally evaluated by partici-
pépts. Overall Eeans (on a five-point scale on six criteria) ranged from
.3.79 (TV) to 4.53 (ML), indicating that, in general, participants consi~
dered that the session~aceivities satisfactorily met their objectives. The
weakest pcint (with the exceprion of ML) wae that participants had not
fully understood session'objectives beforehand. The strongest poini was
that participants felt that they had adequate opportunity to express
interests and concerns that shou%@ be addressed at the Summer [nstitutes.

Data were collected by observation and interviews from participants of
the fall planning session and central office staff who did not attend but
were fnvolved in rewriting local plans. In several cases local educators
considered the task of rewriting using the PEPS éormat a waste of time and
thought the activity to be political rather than practical. However, most
people involved in planning recognized that one-page summaries using a
common format would provide the information requested by LFA superinten-—
dents. Participants of the fall planning session benefitteé most from the
opportunity to clarify their own plans (especially when there had been

ctatf reassignments) and to share ideas with other LEAs. Thev also




appreciated the opportunity to suggest ideas and schedules for fol low-up
activities.

Comparison of Initial Proposals and PEPS Plans

Since Lhe information requested and provided in the initial proposals -

~

differed from the PEPS proposals, comparisons could only be made in three

areas: selection of instructional process(es), scope and Strategles of

14

implementation, and evaluation procedures.

Instructional Processes. Four counties made changes from the initial

“

proposal to the PEPS form: three deciding to implement a single process
instead of a combination including Teaching Variables (Cecil, Harford, and
Howard). Another (Baltimore County) retained Teaching Variables as a
support to Mastery Learning. The complicated coding procedure used to
measure time-on-task, the time required to make classroom observations, and
the possibility of negative teacher reactions to the observational process
wvere some of the reasons counties‘décidéd against using the Teadhing
Variables proébss.

.

Scope and Intensity. The PEPS plans gave greater depth of information

than did the initial proposals and in some cases comparisons are difficult. .

However, some gerneral comparisons can be made.

{n curricula there was much less specificity in the spring than there
was in the fall. In the former case, 12 LEAs used general terms such‘as
basic skills (4), awy or all subjects (5), and'ail basic academic subjects
(3r, wiile 1o the 1all plans only three 1EAs suggested that any/all subjects

would be addressed. References to specific subjects increased from the

spring to the tall plans:
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e mathematics -- Erom 6 to 16

e language arts -- from 4 to 10

é science/biol;gy ~-—- from 3 to 6

‘s social studies -~ from 1 to 6.
Reading, mentioned by four LEAs in the spring, was mengioned by four in the
fall. Nutrition was.dropped, and foreigﬁllanguage dand special gﬁucation
were added. It should be noted that for Active Teaching, Mastery'Learning, £
and Teaching Variables, developer/presenters advocated use for basic
skills. Active Teaching presentations focused almost exclusively on
mathematics. [n Mastery Learning, a brief reference was made to scilence.

In all three cases it was stated that the topics are most appropriate for
structured curriculum.

No changes were made in.grade levels selected by nine LEAs. Six LEA
fall plans had fewer grade levels involved than initially, five countiles
eliminating one or more elegentary grades and one county, going from all
grades to grades 1-4. Two count ies added senior high ;chool grades, and
one county -- for staff development -- offered to involve all grade levels
instead of the initial K-5 planned.

Strategles. Strategies of implementation were much more clearly
explained in the PEPS, but 'only at six sites were strategles actually
changed. Three couﬁ%ies changed from a lighthouse school strategy to the
"pilot district' strategy which means that 1f che process is successful in
the first schesl, other schools will be actively encouraged by central
office staff to become involved. Two LEAs changed from a feeder school
stratesv to capacity building in which staff are trained and then conduct

oDy

training for others. One LFA changed from building district capacity to a

lighthouse school.

lh”
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Since the original plans did notegive details of scope, little compar-

ison can be made in terms of instructipnal time spent on using SITIP. Both

_original and PEPS plans suggested two years of implementation beginning in

September 1981.

Evaluation Procedures. Comparisons between the initial plans for

evaluating the impact of the instructional process and the evaluation

-
-~

L'e
strategies proposed in the PEPS forms are summarized in Table 41. The

ﬁajority of counties reduced the number of evaluation procehures planned in
the PEPS proposal. Twenty-six percent of the counties added new tech-
niques, 68 pércent eliminateikplanned techniques, and one LEA remained
unchangad. Verification by principals or supervisors, and standar&ized and
tegcher—made testing remainéd the most popular. In general, evaluation

designs, methods and measures were relatively simple in both sets of plans.

Most data collection on impact was planned for the second year of implemen-
LY

tation.

Summary

{n general, PEPS plans were more complete and suggested a greater
level of’understanding of the processes than did the May plans. Changes
made in topic selection, implementation and evaluation strategies, and
scope and target were usuilly strongly influenced by the Summer Institutes,
and reflected thoughtful consideration of the SITIP topics and their

potential relevance to local ! -terests.

Relationship of Planning to Training and Implementation

rollowing one-day awareness sessions on four school improvement pro-
“

cesses, 19 LEAs submitted proposals to implement one or more topics with
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Table 41
. Comparison of Evaluation Procedures
' (May and September 1981)
ZA topicl Standardized Teschet Survey Varification Routiws
opie Testiag Teating Rasitions Hoaitering Decumentation Othar
May Sept May Sape Hay Sept  |“Hay Sept May [ Sept May Sept
4
Allsgaoy WL ‘Xz X . X X X X
T x)
Anne Arundel ML X X X
l)‘,
Ssltimore CicCy nL X X X X 1 X
Saltimoré Co. HL-STL-TV | X X X X
—
. 2 X x>
Calvare STL-TV X X X X
1)
Cactl ATe X X X 1 . [ 3 Xs
Chacles STL X X X . X - X 3
xs
Tredexick ™ X X i
A
' 3,7 ?
Carxact AT X X X X 1 X X X b3
I At x ( x <
. { 3
Rovatd MLe X X 1 X X
fent v X o X b 4 X}
i .
Hontg wery AT=5TL~-TV 1 X 1 X X X A x’ Xs
Prince Geotge's | STL . X b4 X X.
.
Queean At~e s STL X IS
St Macy'e AT X 1 ® X X,
.
Scmetsct ™ X X X X,
Vashington STL X X X X l"9
Borces o L-STL X X X X X X
1. The copics afe abtarevisted a8 follovs: (1) Active Teaching = AT, 6. Analysts of dissemtnation.

{2) “astaty Learulag o ML, (3) Student Tiam learning = $7L, and

(4) Teaning Vattanles = TV

e

Projece Basi. as~eeszent

Orservations dy Mo L scaff
Ihird party evalasrtion
Anslysis ef time-on=task data.

7. Anslysis of adsenteelsm/dfscipline.
8. Analysis of curriculuas revistons.
9 Analyais f SITI? fz,leseatattons.
10. No evalusti~n design.

Mople changes nade May to Septemdsr, 1931.
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state support provided for two years. Spriug planning sessions identified
participant training needs. Following summer training a fall planning
session was held and participants.rewroté‘Qlans using a given MSDE format
(PEPS).

From spring to fall changes were made in local plans which reflected
éarticipants' increased understanding of the topicé and.how they could be
used in the LEAs. The greatest changes related to topic selection, scope,
strategles, and evaluation: ’

e The topic affected was Teaching Variables -- dropped by three

counties, and redefined as a support to Mastery Learning by a
fourth LEA.

-

e Scope became more clearly defined in terms of curricular areas and
grade levels. Three counties added grade levels and five LEAs
eliminated one or two elementary grades, and one county went from
all grades to grades 1-4.

e Strategles became more clearly defined, and six LEAs changed --
three changing from a lighthouse to a pilot-district approach, two
changing from a feeder school to a capacity-building approach, and
one changing from a capacity building to a lighthouse school.

e Evaluation procedures were clarified, simplified, and in many cases
reduced in number, with administrator verification and standard
testing (often using teacher-made tests) most common.

o
Participation in planning was encouraged for all role groups. In the
context of local plans, participation patterns may negetively impact
implementation in three counties, result in a need for attention to
specific role group needs for five other counties, and\positively impact
implementation for the remaining 11 LEAs.

In general, the cross-hierarchical team approach ensured shared

understanding of responsibilities, built commitment, alleviated problems

caused by staff reassignments, and resulted in the development of feasible

nlans appropriate to LFA needs.
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with the exception of two instances, MSDE's initiatives were,

appropriate and helpful. (The exceptions were: 1) communication in the

. - <

first six months of the project was ;uch that some local participants did
not clearly understand objectives or procedures; and 2) presentatién of the

PEPPS form was -such'that some participants gaw relab%vely little value in

t

its use.) Overall, LEAs indicated that planning activities and the support

L

provided by MSDE in planning V%ere well-designed and carried out, re%lecting

a clear focus oun program improvement.
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VI, PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

’

This chapter describes. local implementation of SIT(P topics for the

1981-82 school year. The overall question addressed is: <

Com, -
e What is the nature and extent of local implementatior for the first

l’ year of the project?

Th - 1asic criterion for success is implementation of local plans:

e Does the school system carry out the activities planned by local
staff? ' ‘

Additional questions addressed are derived primarily from the literature on

planned change: j

-

implementation what changes were made and why?
e What were the patterns of participation in critical events for each

i
. e Wi hin the context of the local strategy and scope and intensity of
l role group?

. e What were the roles and responéibilinies‘ of local participants?

e WUhat proportions of the school year and of class time were spent on
the topics?

e What was the impact on teachers, on students, and on instruction in
general?

e what needs and concerns were expressed by participants that might
he addressed in the second y :ar of implementation?

e How deo the various factors interact to influence project success”
‘niormation is based on local on-site observations nd interviews,

observaticns ot MsDR-sponsored events and TA meetings, intgrviews with MEDF

' Finzlly, the answers to these questlons are synthesized to. determine:

TAs, in¢ respen.cs to the Ceneral Survey (Jume 1982). Following a desrrip-
l tion of the tepics implemented, each topic is discussed 1a turn in terms of

scope and irtensity; (FA participation in critical events; roles and
l \ :
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responsibilities; tiﬁe spent on the topic; impact on instruction in gereral,
on teachers, and on students; and participant ;eeds and concerns. These
aspects were identified through.an analysis of local plans and through a
review of relevant research. The former helped to identify locally intended
elements and the latter helped to identify factors found to be successful.
Brief summaries ire presented for each topic and a final summary discusses

-t

conclusions and implications across topics.

SITIP Topics

[n the Overview of SITIP (Chapter II), Table 2 presents topic summa-
ries as given to participants of the Awareness Conferences. Here, more
detailed descriptions are given to provide an image of what each topic
requires for implementation. In each case the description is based on
analysis of relevant materials (with one example cited per topic), and
observation f training events. Following the specific descriptions is a
discussion of comparative complexity. o

Active Teaching*

Actfve Teaching (AT) is a system of direct, whole group instruction
developed by Thomas Good and Douglas Grouws at the University of Missouri.
This svstem of instruction was originally designed for the teaching of
mathematics and consists of the following components:

1. Pre-lesson development

Concepts and skills from the previous night's homework are.reviewed‘

homework is checked and collected, and mental computation exercises
are performed.

*} lementary mathematics curriculum guide: Arpendix A -- 4 Modi fied
summary of active teaching. Paper developed by Harford County Public
Jchool« based on the work of T. I.. Good and D. A. Grouws of the University
ot Missouri. Harford County Public Schools, Bel Air, Md., 1982,
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2. l.esson development

Prerequisite skills and concepts are briefly reviewed, new con-
cepts are introduced via teacher explanation and demonstration,
and student comprehension is assessed through controlled practice.
Controlled practice consists of practice tasks attempted by stu-
dents, followed by teacher review and immediate feedback with
further explanation and clarification, if necessary.

3, Seatwork ,“‘—~

Uninterrupted, individual, successful practice is provided in

order to increase proficiency in the skills and concepts taught
during the lesson development phase. The teacher monitors, '
checks, and collects the seatwork providing corrective or enrich-
ment activities where appropriate.

4. Homework O
iomework is assigned, which include. one or two review problems
and problems related to the concepts developed that day. Homework

assignments are short and are collected and checked by the teacher.
)

5. Speciai reviews/maintenance
concepts learned. Performa :e on homework assignments provides
information concerning areas in need of review. g
Active Teaching emphasizes active involvement of the entire class in
ali phases of the instructional process. This is éccomplished through
stimulating instructional methoas, numerous opportunities for practicé, and
making expectations -= seatwork end homework —-- clear to students. Success

is important and the continuous assessment of student comprehension through

controlled practice and seatwork allows the tecacher to correct
risunderstandings before the student becomes frustrated and loses interest
in the lesson. Homework and review sessions help the student to maintain

the okille and concepts he or she has acquired.

Weekly and end-of-unit reviews help to maintain the skills and ¢

—
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Mastery Learning*

Mastery Learning (ML), developed by Benjamin Bloom and James Block, is

an instructional strategy which is based upon the belief that almost all

]
students can master what they are taught, and that this learning can be

accomplished in an ordinary classroom environment. Developers claim that
use of ML increases the number of students mastering instruction, improves
student interest and attitudes, and allows teachers to cover more material
in 1ess‘time.

Although there have beeﬁ several adaptations of the ML instructional
process, essential components of the ML quel include:

e Specifying the objectives to be taught.
e Breaking the objectives down into prerequisite and component
skills.

_.Providing appropriate instruction aligned with the objectives to be
mastered.

e Testing the students' progress in mastering the objectives through
the use of a formative evaluation measure.

e Providing students who have not achieved mastery with additional
corrective work in the deficient areas specified by the formative
test, and providing students who have achieved mastery with enrich-
ment activities to reinforce and supplement learning.

e Testing final mastery of the objectives with a su. tivd:evaluation
measure.

e Recording student progress in terms of individual mastery of
speci fied objectives.

*Block, J. H. (FEd.). Mastery learning: Theory and practice. New
York: Holt, Rinehard & Winston, Inc., 1971.

1
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Mastery Learning implementat&?g'depends upon several conditions.

Teachers must believe that the majority of students can achieve mastery if
gilven the opportunity to learn. Students musi believe tdat they can
achieve mastery if they try. Objectives should be operationally defined
and the evaluation measures should be related to the objectives and be
designed to assess both higher and lower cognitive skills. Student achieve-
ment is criterion rather than norm-referenced. Formative tests allow the
teacher to assess student progress and gear instruction to meet the ngeds

of individual students. '"Mastery' is usually defined on ~verage as 80% of

students demonstrating success on at least 80% of the objectives in a given

unit of instruction.

Student Team Learning*

Student Team Learning (STL) techniques use peer tutoring and team
competition to facilitate student learning. Three STL techniques were
introducéd in Maryland. Student Teams-Achievement Divisions (STAD) and
Teams-Games-Tournaments (TGT) were developed by Robert Slavin at the Johns
Hopkins University. Jigsaw was started at the University of Texas by

Flliot Aronson who is currently at the University of California at Santa

N

vruz.,

STAD 1s considered to be the simplest of the three STL techniques.
Teams arve formed containing four to five members. Each team contains a mix

of ability levels and racial and ethnic types and includes both boys and

§

PR R———— e )

%Glavin, R. E. Using student team learning. Baltimore: The Johns
Hopkins Team Learning Proiect. Center for Social Organization of Schools,

1980.7 ,

16y




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

[
girls. The team membership 1s designed to encourage student interaction

and cooperation. After the teacher introduces thg lesson content, the
teams practice the new material together, helping each other when problems
arise and making sure that every member understands the concepts that have
been taught. Weekly quizzes are taken individually on the new material.
The team members' performances on the quiz are combined into a team score
by the teacher. The number of points that each student contributes to his
or her team score is determined by the amount of improvement shown by the
student in comparison to preeious quiz score averages. This strategy of
using degree of improvement toGZetermine‘student contribution to the team
places emphasis on self improvement and sets reasonable goals for all
students to achieve. A weekly newsletter publicizes team and individual
student accomplishments.

TGT uses the éame format as STAD except for the individual quiz which
is replaced with weekly tournaments. Tournament groups are formed that
consist of members from several teams. Assignment to tournament groups is
determined by similarity in previous tournament performance. This allows
for fair competiticn. The points "won' by the team members during the
tournament are combined into a team score and team accomplishments are
recognized in a newsletter.

In Jigsaw, the lesson is divided into topics and each member of a team
is assigned a topic area. Each team member works alone, then jolns’an
"expert group” consisting,of members from the other teams who have been
assigned the same topic area. After discussing their topics, the students

return to their teams and take turns teaching their teammates about their

156 ‘1 /]/
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topic areas. Team performance on a quiz is used to determine a team score
for the lesson. '

The key factors of STL are peer interaction, cooperation, and competi-
tion which tap motivation. These factors have been shown to improve

attitudes and achievement.

Teaching Variables* ,

Teaching Variables (TV) was developed by the Basic Skills Component at
Research for Better Schools, Inc. (RBS). Three variables found to be
strongly related to effectiveness of instruction and student achlevement

were identified: time, content, and academic performance (see Figure 1).
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:ES Figure 1. Some of the processes affecting achievement.
) r\\_‘,_,

In Maryland, the RBS developers concentrated on the "content' and

" {me" variahles at the summer training institute.

“(mproving basic skills instruction: A research-based approach.
Paner prepared by Research for Better Schools, [nc. as advanced reading
tor the Maryland state Department of Education Awareness Conference on
Teaching Variables, 1980.
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The content variable encompasses two factors: 1) assessment of prior

. v

learning; and 2) alignment of curriculum objectives and classroom jinstruc-

tion to the testing instrument. The content component emphasizes the

importance of matching instruction with students' prior learning and with .
the LEA's measure of student achievemwent (e.g., California Achlevement

Test). Central office staff may wish to assure that the LEA curriculum and

the achievement measure are aligned before working with teachers. Teachers

are asked to make a year-long instructional plan for their classes that

/
takes into account both their students' prior learning and the content to

’

be tested at the eud of the year. Teachers are encouraged to record

r

content coverage and their students' mastery throughout the school year.

The time variable emphasizes the importance of student engaged time
(SET) in determining effectiveness of instruction. By measuring SET or the
number of minutes during which students are actively engaged in learning,
the teacher can become better aware of how effectively he or she 1s managing
{nstruction. In the case of the time variable, the instructional improvement

cycle involves: 1) measuring SET via classroom observations By fellow

teachers or principal; 2) comparing SET to research data in order to
determine level of predicted achievement and opportunity for improvement;
3) reviewing research-based strategies with colleagues and selecting one to

improve SET; 4) implementing strategies directly related to the identified

-

need area (e.g., discipline, socializing, management transition), and 5)
i)
evaluating the effectiveness of the strategies in improving SET via addi-

tional classroom observations.

~
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Teaching Variables is "a comprehensive approach to the improvement of
basic skills" and was developed ... "so that school districts can acquire
their own means of implementing, monitoring, and eventually institution-
alizing'an instructional improvement capability."

Complexity of the Topics Imp lemented

! While each of the four SITIP topics is a research-based procens for
instructional improvement, with three of them (the exception is Student
Ternm Learning) based on a consensus of process-product research on
effective classrooms, each is different in several ways. This means that
cach topic requires different kinds of actions by local implementers —-—
teachers, school administrators, and central office staff. For instance,
AT and STL are essentially cla¥sroom focused, while ML and TV require
{nvolvement of school and district staff as well as teachers. For these

.

reasons, the researchers conducting this study analyzed the four topics to

\ .
?etermine complexity.
[

ébmplexity.is defined on four dimensions: knowledge, materilals,
methods, and orggnization. Each topic is rated on a five point scale for
cach dimension (5.00 high; 1.00 low).

o Knowledge: how much that is new must be learned?

e Materials: how much do classroom materials need to be redesigned
or developed?

A
)

s Vethods: ¢ ow much change 1s required in the way things are done a)
in the classroom, b) in the school?

e urganization: how much role change and administrative action are
required?




Table 42

Complexity of the SITIP Topics

Topic
.Dimension AT ML STL . IV
Knowledge 2\ 3 3 5 A
materials 2 N 4 3 3
methods - in class 2V1.5 |4 4 3y 3
- in school 1) 3)3'5 1)2‘5 3>
organization 1 2 1 4
- total 6.5 12.5 9.5 15
mean 1.62 3.13 2.37 3.75

Mean ratings vary from a high of 5.00 té\g low of 1.00.
AT = Active Teaching, ML = Mastery Learning,
STL = Student Team Learning, TV = Teaching Variables ‘

_As indicated in Table 42, topics may be ranked iﬁ\?rder of complexity
as follows: AT, STL, ML, and TV (with AT least complex§¥ As§essment is
determined from a fidelity perspective, i.e., as intended by the developer,
not as adapted by implementers.

Active Teaching .(mean rating 1.62) is relatively simple -- a systematic
structure (lesson plan, framework) ﬂgr instruction -- that may conceptually
clarify ideas for implementers but requires little new knowledge. Addi-
tional materials may need to be developed for homework, but few major
changes are required in the classroom or school. No role changes or new
administrative action are required, with the possible exception of an
active policy about homework.

Student Team lLearning (mean rating 2.37) requires knowledge of group-
ing procedures, appropriate changes in delivery of instruction, and methods
of assessing and recording student achievement. Materials need to be
purcéased or developed to fit peer learning. Changes are required in

classroom practice but few are required from a school perspective. No role

t
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.
or administrative changes are required‘although the principal's support is
helpful in publicizing‘student gsuccesses.

Mastery learning (mean rating 3.12) 1s fairly complex, requiring new -
knowledge in curriculum and assessment, analysis ana development, and

subsequent selection, redesign or development of appropriate materials.
H

~

The way things are done changes in the classroom and the school since

instruction becomes more structured, and record keeping and curriculum
alignment make new demands.Bn faculty. Administrative action 1s required
to arrange for "planning time" for analysis and development, and to
facilitate test qcoring and record keeping. Also, teachers' roles chgnge
somewhat since Mastery Learning requires more than usual effort in analysis

and development and systematic diagnostic/prescriptive instruction.

{
Teachiﬁg Variables (mean rating 3.75) is most complex even though only
t

two variabfzs, "time" and "content," are addressed. New knowledge is
reqqired relating to analysis and development for ' 'content" (which is
similar to Mastery Learning since it requires alignment of curricuium,
instruction, and tests). For "time," participants need to know how to

' "engagement rate," compare findings

observe, code, and analyze students
with given norms and/or desired results, then determine and impleﬁént
improvement strategies. Extensive materials are used for analysis (provéded
to trainees by developers). Also, in order to ensure curriculum alignment
(for the "content" variable) appropriate materials may need to be developed.
The wav things are done in class changes only as much as the teacher

decides for "time," but changesemore for "content." At the school level,
trculty meeting time Is used to determ{pe improvements, some of which may

be school-wide. Since teachers are observed by their peers or school

administrators, organization changes occur to facilitate scheduling. This
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dimension (organization) is made more complex since teachers change their

©

role -— to become observers and to increase efforts in systematic diagnoestic/
”

prescriptive instructional improvement.
It may be argued.that:

o high complexity in "knowledge" requires effective training and
on-going technical assistance }

o high complexity on "materials" requires appropriate allocation of
resources (time to develop or funds to purchase)

e high complexity on "methods" requires support and problem-solving

mechanisms to help teachers (from school administrators and central
of fice staff)

~

o high complexity on "organization" requires effective management by
school administrators and central office staff.

In the following discussion of implementation, topic "fidelity"
provides a general basis. However, LEAs made adaptations to meet local

needs and this was acceptable in the context of local plans.

Active Teaching

The following section describes the implementation of Active Teaching
(AT), including discussions of the scope and intensity of implementation,
LA participation in MSDE training and planning events, time spent on the
toéic. roles and responsibilities of implementers, impact, and participant
needs and concerns.

Scope and Intensity of [mplementation

Of the 19 LFAs implementing one or more SITIP topics, five wrote ini-
tial proposals for AT and the same five completed PEPS* forms in the fall

of 1981.

*PEPS -- Prom!{sing Educational Practices Submittal -- a summary of a
local plan describing eigat elements. See the chapter on planning for a
complete discussion,
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During the first year of the project, all five of the counties involved

fn AT carried out the implementation strategy as planned in. the fall of
1981 (See Tables 39 and 43).

Cecil used a pilét/digtrict‘approach, focusing on four schools (elcmen-
tary and midd.e) in basic skills. Central office staff were actively

involved, encouraging but not mandating participation. Sixteen teachers

used AT in 34 classes. N

Tarrett followed a lighthouse school stratagy, so that effort concen-
trated in one high school, with seven teachers using AT in a variety of
subjects.

Harford implemented AT in all elementary schools for mathematics, with

+

teachers required to participate following an inservice conducted by

central office staff in March. )

in Montgomery, the lighgkouse school used AT for basic skills, involv-
ing five teachers in grades 2 through 5. The topic was combined with TV,
with the latter used as a data collecting method, and AT used as the teach-
ing strategy.

<t, Mary's followed a capacity building approhch,. with inservice
conducted by those who had attended MSDE-sponsored training events. A
single high school was involved, with ten teachers using AT for various
subjects in 23.classes.

As can be seen in Table 43, the intensity of AT implementation varied
amony, the five counties from four classes and five teachers in one school

{n one countv to 434 classes and teacters in all the elementary schools in

another countv. The remaining three counties each implemented AT in one




Table 43 .
Scope and Intensity: Active Teaching
# Schools | Crades # Teacherw! #f Classes | Subjects v l
4 i4, 6, 7,8 16 . 34 | M, R/LA '
Garrett 1 9-12 7 19 ‘M, R/LA, SC, SS
Harford 26 1-6 434 T434 M .
! .
: .
‘! Montgomery 1 2-5 5 4 M, R/LA g '
‘ M -
. Mary's 1 9-12 10 23 | M, R/LA, SC, SS .
Totals 33 1-12 472 514 | M, R/LA, SC, 5S l
g é
M = Mathematics 1 .
hasis on grades &4 and 7.
R/LA = Reading/Language Arts Emphasis on &
SC = Science _
$§ = Social Studies Note: Numbers are approximates.

*
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—~to four schools. Across the five LEAs, 33 schools were involved, with 472
‘ceachers using AT with approximately 514 classes in grades 1-12.

Even though the origina?’ﬁodel was field tested only in fQurth grade
mathematics classes (Missouri Mathematicg), in Maryland AT was us in both
elgmentary and secondary grades. Of the 472 teachers involved, 443 used AT
in elementary grades (1 through 6), 12 used AT in middle grades (7-8), and
17 used AT in grades 9 through 12.

All five counties implemented AT in mathematics and some used it in

other subjects.

LEA Participation in Planning and Training*

MSDE conducted three training and three planning activities for the
counties interested in implementing AT (see Talle ;4). A larger percentage
of the active implementers had been involved in two or more training events
(34.78%) than in planning activ{ties (26.08%) or in all six activities
(17.39%). Sustained attendance for all six activities was best maﬁntained
by school administrators (»f whom 71.43% were involved) followed by central
office staff (with 28.57% of them participating in all six activities).
Only one teacher was involved in all six events.

{deally, for each county, each role group shou’d have been represented
in all six activities, and individual representatioﬂ should have been
sustained to maintain a secnse of continuity and build a cross-hierarchical
knowledge base and consensus about the topic and how it was to be imple-

.

mented. At the minimum, each county should have involved representatives

- ———— . — i o “————— s 4+

* \Dags\:::\a/ailable for Harford County
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Table 44

— T

Attendance Patterns for Training and Planning Events:
Active Teaching (June 1982)

Total
Respondents

Training
2 or more
Events

%

Planning
2 or more
Events

%

All
6 Lvents

—_—

Total 46 100
Central Office 7 100

School Administrators 7 100

Teachers 32 100

34.78
57.14
85.71
85.71

26.08
71.43
85.71

3.1z

17.39
28.57
71.43

3.12

from all three role groups in at least two training and two planning

planning, but several were involved in the final planning which probably

activities. Insufficient representation could result in lack of commit-
ment, misunderstanding of plans, and lack of understanding of the topic.
The following summarizes participation patterns: 1) In Cecil, there
o L

was insufficient teacher involvement in proposal preparation and spring

compensated; 2) In Garrett, sustalned involvement was best maintained by
central office; 3) Marford was represeated by central office staff in

MSDE-initiated efforts, then used turnkey training to train teachers; 4)

Montgomery had insufficient teacher and central office involvement, placing

a heavy burden on the school administrator who sustained involvement in all

activities; and 5) St. Mary's involved all three role groups ad;quafe]y.

Overall, although MSDE recommended team involvement and although each

l.LEA did involve a cross-hierarchical team, role groups tended to follow

traditional behaviors, with administrators doing most of the planning and

teachers more heavily involved in training.
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Time Spent on the Topic

This section discusses time spent on AT during the first year of
implementation. Time across the school”year is discussed first, followed
by a discussion of use of time in the classroom.

1981-82 Schediles. On average, AT was used by each teacher.for just

over three months. Some teachers from all the counties begar using AT in
September or October 1981, but the majority of Harford teachers started
implementing in March 1982. Most teachers from all the counties used AT An
their ‘classrooms wntil June 1982.

Cecil, Garrett, and Montgc.ery counties accomplished cheir planned
time period for implementation (see Table 39). Harford had planned to use
AT for a nine-month period. Some of the teacuers were asked to try AT in
their classrooms as early as September 1981. However, official district;
wide implementation was not required until after an inservice scheduled in
January 1982. Inclement weather postponed the inservice until March 1982
which left only a three-month period for implementation. St. Mary's County
did not indicate a planned time period for classroom implementation.

{n the Classroom. Many teachers believed that AT required them to

spend a given percentage of a lesson period on each of the activity compo-
nents (e.g., reviewing homework), and they argued that such vigidity was a
constraint, somet{mes negatively influencing student needs. Other teachers
helieved that AT required that all components be implemented but that each
did not a have specific allocated amount of time. {These different percep-
rions occurred as a result of training provided -- some teachers learning
from A1 developers, some from those trained by developers, and some from

turnkev trainers.) Regardless of these differences, all AT teachers used




AT (all components) for a significant amount of time in the classroom --
between 50% and 80% of the time allocated for the selected subject.

Teachers implementing AT in mathematics used the instructional process
during at least 80% of the allocated mathematics time. In other subject
areas, feachers used AT for about 50% of the time allocated for tnat //r-\\
subject. This difference in the percentage of classroom time spent using
AT was due to the fact that it is designed for structured learning activi-
ties, and is not perceived by teachers to be appropriate for more creative
activities such as composition writing.

Asked whether AT required teachers to spend more time preparing
students (e.g., grouping, pre-testing), respondents were unsure. They were
alsc uncertain as to whether curriculum could be covered in a comparatively
shorter amount of time.

Rcles and Responsibilities

The SITIP design encourages involvement of a cross~hierarchical team,
including: 1) central office steff, e.g., supervisors in instruction or
coordinators of staff development; 2) school administrators, e.g., princi-
pals, vice principals, or department heads; and 3) classroom teachers.,
This section describes the people involved, what they did, and their
relationship to each other from three perspectives: wusual assigned roles,
activities undertaken, and interactive support, with reference to level of
effort and use of time for implenentation of AT.

Uqua{ Roles. Teachers, schuol-based administrators, and central
office st?ff were all invoived in AT. Of the ten central office staff
actively %nvolved in AT, seven had irstructional responsibilities, two were

primarily responsible for staff development, and one was a superintendent.

168 15,5

B NN BN BN NN NN BN BN ON BN I BN N N lm =l




et

+

Montgomery County central office staff did not complete the general survey,

but other data indicnte that administrative responsibility for the project
was shared between central office staff in staff development and instruction.
All but one of the 34 school administrators {nvolved in AT were principals,
with four from secondary schoold and 30 from elementary schools. Teachers
(except in Montgomcty) taugbt in self-contained classrooms, using AT for
regular classes. ‘

Activities and Leveis of Effort. Each local superintendent committed

~ross-hierarchical teams for a two-year {mplementation period in addition

to tﬁ; training and planninug activities of 1980-81. 1In general, traditional
responsibilities were assumed by each role group. Six activity areas were
identified, and central office staff and school administrators were asxed

to indicate level of effort (t.me and energy) spent on each (with responses
ranging from O to a high of 6). The areas of activity were: 1) administra-
tion (including planning and budget); 2) development of materials; 3)
designing and/or conducting inservices 4) supporting school implementation
(e.g., problem-solving, supplying materials, etc.); 5) dissemination; and

6) evaluation. (Mean ratings are presented in Table 45.)

Central office staff and school administrators spent similar levels of
ef fort on administration, inservice and suvpport, but schoel administrators
spent more than central office staff on macerials development, dissemina-
tion, and evaluation. Least effort was spent on materials development. An
oxamination of individual responses indicates that within each county
of fice (with the exception of Mcntgomery) at least one individual was
{nvolved in all six areas of activity. Most central office staff effort

was spent on inservice and eupport, followad by administration. If other
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central office staff were involved, they helped this individual, most often
in inservice and support, but also in evaluation, dissemination, and -- to
some extent —- administration. Although most school administrators distri-
buted their efforts in similar ways (focusing most on support, inservice,
and dissemination within their own schools), three broke this pattern,
indicating that they did very little in those three areas, two saying they
did even less in the other three areas and one spending more effort on
materials, evaluation, and administration.

All taree role groups were asked to rate the amount of time required
for AT in comparison to other projects in which they had been involved. On
a scale from 1.00 (substantially less time) to 5.00 (substantially more
time) they rated the following activities: 1) becoming informed about the
topic (e.g., inservices, background reading, etc.); 2) interacting with
other school personnel; 3) preparing and organizing curriculum and/or
resource materials; 4) record keeping and documentation; and 95) evaluating
student and/or project progress. In general, the AT implementers indicated

that the instructional process required between the same amount and slightly

more time compared with other strategies (see Table 46). Bquming informed
about the project (3.70) and interacting with other school personnel (3.65)
rated highest. Teachers found that all five activities required slightly
more time (mean of 3.61), with becoming informed ¢3.66) and record keeping
(3.65) rated highest. School administrators and central office staff found
AT to require slightly more time in the areas of becoming informed (3.92
and 3.75 respectively) and interacting with other school personnel (3.72
and 4.29), whereas preparing and organizing materials (3.21 and 3.00),

recording keeping (2.91 and 3.25), and evaluation (3.43 and 3.37) took
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Table 46

Use of Time:

Active Teaching

Role Central School Teachers | Total

Activity O0ffice Administrators
N=8 N=24 N=128 N=160

Becoming informed 3.75 3.92 3.66 3.70
Interacting with . 4.29 3.72 3.60 3.65
‘school personnel
Preparing/organizing 3.00 3.21 3.59 3.50
materials
Record Keeping 3.25 2.91 3.65 3.52
Evaluation 3.37 3.43 3.54 3.52

Mean ratings range from a low of 1.00 (substantiallv less time)
to a high of 5,00 (substantially more time),.
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about the same amount of time to perform in comparison to other teaching
strategies previously implemented.

Average ratings across the five activities for each of the counties
indicated that all the counties found AT to require slightly more time to
implement (3.52 and 4.00). Montgomery County gave the-highest ratirgs
(4.50) and these ratings were assigned to becoming informed about the

project, interacting with other school pegsonnel, ard preparing and organiz-

ing materials.

Interactive Support. Although each LEA had a SITIP team, most AT

planning and implementation activities were divided by role group: In
general, central office staff did most of the training, school administra-
tors (with central office staff in some counties) provided support by

problem-solving and troubleshooting, and teachers learned the process and

» .

put it into practice. MSDE staff interacted most with central office
staff. Developers interacted with LEA staff only at the Awareness Cenfer-
ence and Summer I[nstitute.

Implementers were askéﬁ to rate the support received from each role
group (from 1.00 very poor,, to 5.00 excellent). As indicated in Table 47,

for AT, central office staff were generally more positive in their assess-

ment, rating all but the developers as good to excellent. Teachers most of
whom did not interact with MSDE staff or developers, were in general, less
positive. However, overall mean ratings indicate that each role group was
per. eived positivelv by peers and other role groups in terms of providing

information, help, and general support.
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Table 47

Perceptions of Support Received: Active Teaching

Teachers School Central Office HSDE Deve]opers-
! Topics & Respondents 1 N Adninistrators | Staff E '
| Central Office 7 4.12 4.12 4.14 4.00 3.57 |
School Administrators 21| . 3.76 4.00 | 3.75 3.56 350 |
Teachers 98 3.45 .67 3.66 2.88 2.96 ‘
Total 126 3.56 3. 3.70 300 1 2 i
|

Mean ratings range from a low of 1.00 (very poor) to a high of 5.00 (excellent).

For implementation to be successful within a school, teachers and
school administrators should be mutually supportive. For district-wide
implementation (Harford, and to some extent, Cecil) support is needed
between all three role groups with central office leadership. In both
Cecil and Harford, mean ratings for all role groups ranged from 3.31
(teachers' ratings of school administrators in one county) to 4.67 (central
office staff ratings of teachers and school administrators in the other
county). All ratings in both counties indicated above average to excellent

support. A school-based implementation strategy needs school-based leader-

ship with central office support. In the two lighthouse schools, the
school adhinistrators rated the teachers' support .ore highly than the
teachers rated the school administrators. In the third county (using a

cavacity building strategy in a single school), the situation was reversed.

¥4

However, no rating was below 3.00 (average)é fn two of those LEAs, central

of fice support was considered average by school administrators and good .y

!

teachers, In the third LEA central office support was rated as poor by

botk. school administrators and teachers.
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Summary. Tasks undertaken, effort spent, and interactive support were
examined together to determine patterns of activity. Findings are summarized
by task.

e Administrative tasks ranked third in level of effort, with both
school administrators and central office staff within each LFA .
spending about the same amount of time. The type of impiementation
strategy influenced this task area very little for AT.
e Materials development required little investment from anv role
group, with least from central office staff and most from teachers.

¢ Inservice -- learning and training -- was a fairly time-consuming
activity and was, on average, about equally demanding for all role
groups. [t was highest for school administrators and was also
fairly high for one central office person in each of two LEAs
(Cecil and Harford where turnkey training was used). Tegghers in
Montgomery found this task more time-consuming than the):%

experienced for other projects.

e Support and interaction among role groups varied among role groups
and among LEAs. Only in Harford did role groups have similar
perceptions of the investment made (although there were differences
between the 26 schools) and central office staff received highest
ratings for their efforts. In general, although school administra-
tors ranked this task highest in terms of level of effort it took
only slightly more time than any other similar project and school
administrators received the highest ratings for their efforts in
the three school-based sites. With the exception of Montgomery
teachers, no role group or LEA found this task highly demanding,
and in that coun*y teachers awarded average or below average
ratings to LEA participants for their support.

e Dissemination was undertaken by school administrators more than by
centra! office staff, but required little effort from either group.

e Record keeping and evaluation were more burdensome to teachers than
to other groups, although school administrators in St. Mary's and
Montgomery also invested relatively high levels of effort on these
tasks., '

In general, AT required little more effort to implement than other rew

projects,

This section discusses the impact of AT on instruction in general and

more specifically, on teachers and students. Table 48 summarizes the

responses given by AT implementers to several statements concerning impact.

15
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Instructional Value. In general, the AT implementers agreed that the

instructional process was worthwhile and that 1t was not more work than it
is worth. These responses were falrly consistent across role groups and
counties. Teachers were slightly less positive about the instructional
value of AT in comparison to central office staff and school administrators.

The majority of LEA impleéenters indicated that the best aspect of AT
was the organization or structure of the instructional process. The
popularity of this aspect of AT was consistent across counties and role 4
groups. Teachers from Cecil and Harford Counties also liked the immediate
feedback on stu?e;u progress provided by homework, guided practice, and
seatwork, and the opportunity to review,the skills and concepts that had
been prrviously taught. .

Some additional comments made by local educators during interviews and
at the Follow-up meeting concerning the instructional value of AT indicated
that there were increased time-on-task, and greater consistency between

skills taught and homework assigned.

Impact on Teachers. The mean responses in Table 48 indicate that

teachers enjoyed AT and had acquired additional knowledge and skills as a
result of AT implementation. The LEA implementers felt that AT helped
teachers become better organized. Central office staff and school adminis-
trators from all the counties except Garrett mentioned teacher involvement
as a positive aspect of AT.

1o open-ended questions, 41.6% of the teachers expressed a dislike for
the inflexibility of the AT method, and 17.6% of the teachers disliked the

amount of record keeping. These responses were consistent across the
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Table 48 )
Impact of Active Teaching as Perceived by Active Implementers (Junc 1982)
P L _—
Central School
Role Office Administrators Teachers Total
Areas of Impact N N =
Instructional Value \\
1s it worthwhile/workable. 4,67 4.48 4,28 4.33
i1s it more work than it's worth. 1.56 1.70 . 2.06 1.97
Impact on teachers ¢
Ts enjoy 1t. 3.89 3.21 3.60 3.65
Ts gain knowledge. 4.11 3.93 3.53 3.63
Ts increase skills. 4.33 3.96 3.65 3.74
Impact on students /3
Ss enjoy it. 3.89 3,67 3.82 3.80
Ss are more involved in work. 4.44 4,30 3.82 3.93
Ss increase achie.cment, 3,50 3.62 3.50 3.52
Time
Ts spend more time prepavring Ss. ) 2,81 2.71 2.75
Ty cover curriculum in less time. 3.00 2.93 2.95
i . e _ .
NOTE: Mean rati- . range from 1.00 (strongly Disagree) to S.OO(SCrongly Agree).
. [
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TOUNTLES EXTEPT for the Montgomery teachers who did not express a dislike
for record keeping.

Tt

Impact on Students. LEA implementers indicated that students enjoyed

AT; were more motivated and involved in their work, and rgmqmbered mote of
what they had been taught. However, 21.74% of the implementers did not
like the lack of allowance for student dif ferences which they perceived as
a weakness in the AT model.

Many implementers believed that there had been an increase in student
achievement as a result of AT, but some were not sure since very little

testing had been done. Implementers indicated that the basis for their

\X opinion about AT impact on student achievement was acquired through pre/post
tests, teacher-made tests, book tests, and observation,

Summary . In general, AT has had an impact on both teachers and
students. Tea;hers are better organized and have a better understanding of
their students' progress. Students are motivated and actively involved in
Iéarning.. Time-on-task has increased as well as student achievement.
Central office staff and school administrators felt that teachers are more
motivated and involved in teaching. However, implementers consider the AT
method to be rigid in terms of teaching style, and inflexible in allowing
for student differences. It is difficult to use in multi-group situations
(although Cecil County had developed a way to use AT with two groups) and
with more creative or open-ended subjects or lessonms. Some teachers also

felt that the AT process may hold back the higher ability students.

participant Needs and Concerns

Veeds and concerns were directly expressed by respondents to the

General Survey which included the SoCQ (Stages of Concern Questjonnaire),
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and open-ended questions inviting identification of issues to be resolived.
Also, needs and concerns were identified during interviews and observations.
The following discussion presents SoCQ results, and then reviews issues.

\\\\ SoCQ. As discussed in the chapter on training in this report, AT

parEiqipants were somewhat ;doubtful about their readiness to put the
research into practice follswing the Summer Institute. By June 1982, the
picture had changed (see Table 49). In examining the results, it is
important to.remember that a large percentage of teachers (over 75%) and
school administrators (over 50%) were from Harford County and had been
introduced to AT after the Summer Institute. Therefore, no comparisons
from 1981 to 1982 are made here: r;sults are simply described.

Overall, the profile is relatively low, with the most obvious interest
collaboration\—— learning what others are doing and sharing ideas with each
other. The highest area of need relates to teachers' personal concerns
influenced by information and awareness dimensions. These results indicate
that teachers need clarification about AT, ‘particularly in the way it
impacts their own activities. The tilt on awareness suggests that commit-
ment needs to be sustained for all three role groups, but this 1s not a
major worry. Once personal and informational concerns are dealt with,
participants should begin to attend more to consequences -- lmpact of AT on
their students.

In general, the SoC profile for AT is positive, indicating active
implementation, with some affect concernms but no suggestion of decrease in
effort.

Issues. Although some participants made no recommendations, others

made several, with a total of 133 statements, 22.S6Z“of which recommended
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"no ch;nge" and 9.02% of which recommended expansion to other schools or
classes. Inservice and information materials were given.as future needs in
12.78% of the responses, with one person calling for trainuing Ly the topic
developer. By far, the greatest percentage of regponses (38.03%) recom-
mended changés in classroom implementation of AT. There were three con-
cerns, each expressed about as often as the others:

e Specific time allocations for the lesson components of AT are too
inflexible and teachers want to be allowed to modify tliem.

e The lesson development component of AT presents difficulties for
some teachers, suggesting a need for (individua;) on-site problem-
solving.
¢ Student grouping, or finding ways to take care of the needs of
certain groups of students, are not built into AT, and teachers
need help (not in Cecil County).
A fourth area, identified by a few respondents related to the review
component of AT, particularly the homework review. However, the exact °
nature of the concern is not clear.
Summary. Needs and concerns for AT relate primarily to the teachers’
g%le in the classroom, particularly the extent to which they feel con-
strained by the topic to work against the best interests (as perceived by
the teacher) of different student'groups, and to follow a given schedule
within a lesson period. Teachers do find AT useful and do want to continue
using it, but need the support of school administrators and central office |
staff to clarify requirements of the topic and find mutually acceptable \

solutions to perceived problems. \

Summary of Active Teaching Implementation

Active Teaching was implemented in five LEAs in 1" schools by 472

teachers with students in all grade levels. Most classes were in elemen-

tary mathematics. AT was used between 507% and 80% of the allocated time
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'appeared to have improved, and students were more actively involved in

for the subject selected for between three and nine months, with most

teachers using the process for just over three montﬁs.

With the exception of one county, all LEAs attempted to involve all
three role groups (and sustain that involvement) in planning and training
activities initiated by MSDE. However, teachers were least involved in
planning (particularly in Cecil and Montgomery Counties), and school
administrato%s in Garrett County were not sufficiently involved in planning
or training. (Data are incomplete for Harford, but all but one or two of
the large number of teachers using AT -- 434 -- were not involved in
planning and training initiated by MSDE.)

AT required very little mcre time to implement than other teaching
strategies, with most time spent on training and support (problem-solving),
and interacting with others in the process. Few materials were needed, and
little extra time was spent on evaluation. With one exception, interactive
support within each csunty was percelved by participanés as average to
excellent. )

The greatest value of AT was the organization and structure it pro~
vided for instruction. This was also sometimes perceilved as a drawback
when teachers believed that the structure prescribed specific allocations )
of time for each AT component. Another positive feature was immediate
feedback (for teachers-and students) on student practice provided through
the regular review. Student achievement (mostly determined by class tests)
N
learning. However, some teachers felt that AT did not meet the needs o“ v

high ability students and was not appropriate for creative or open-ended

lessons or subject areas.
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Needs and concerns related to issues mentioned above -- perceived

¢

inflexibility of AT, needs of particuiar student populations, and how best
to conduct the lesson development component. These classroon implementa~
tion issues are reflected by SoC data which suggest that teachers need an
opportunity for probleﬁ—solving in order to overcome personal concerns.
Also, clarification 1s needed as to whether or not (and 1if so, what)
componeng time allocations are required.

The above is a general summary across sites. Below, each county is

[}

discussed separately.

e Cecil, using a pilot/district approach, had central office leader-
ship and good involvement cf the pilot school administrators (with
one exception). Teachers, represented at three of the six MSDE
events, understood what was being done. Commitment and communica-
tion appeared to be appropriate for local objectives. There is
clear support for expansion to other sites, but the pilot teachers
need an opportunity to clarify the lesson development component and
areas of potential flexibility.

e 'Garrett, using a lighthouse strategy, had central office support,
with leadership by an advocate with a dual role (central office and
school). Teachers and school administrators, somewhat under-repre-
sented in planning, appear to’be working hard to make AT succeed. °
Flexibility of the model needs to be discussed, as does inservice
(possibly for other sites.) :

e In Harford, AT was mandated for mathematics, with elementary school
implementation initiated district-wide in March 1982. The central
office coordinator developed training materials ‘and trained other
central office staff who in turn conducted training in the elemen-
tary schools., With this large-scale effort there was less partici-
pation of implementers.in planning and in training conducted by AT
developers. There was some evidence that commitment and level of
understanding of AT may be low for some teachers, especially in the
one or two schools where administrators have provided little sup-
port. Opportunity is needed for teachers to clarify AT require-
ments and engage in problem-solving to overcome perceptions of
rigidity and to improve lesson development, review, and student
grouping. With such large numbers involved (and more to be added),
commitment, communication, and a consensus for clarity of the topic
and how it 1s to be implemented are extremely important and turnkey
trainers might need to review issues together before individually
working with teachers.

o
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e Montgomery, using a lighthouse approach, had a school-driven
project, with leadership by the school principal (the only person
sustaining participation in AT planning and training activities).
Interaction between central office and school was primarily for
administration of the project (budget, etc.). Interaction between
the principal and teachers was mostly training and support, and
appeared to take more time than in other LEAs. Teacher commitment
appeared to be comparatively low (possibly influenced by their lack
of interaction with peers from other counties in planning and
training events). Expressed needs relate to flexibility, consi-
deration of cost-effectiveness, and training conducted by devel-
opers.

e St. Mary's has used a capacity building strategy (staff develop-
ment) within a single school, involved all role groups in planning
and training, and appeared to have developed a team approach to
sharing the work load, with a school administrator primarily
responsible for coordination. Record keeping was perceived as
somewhat burdensome, and there is some need to address, perceived
rigidity of AT, and ways in which to improve the lesson development
component.

Although Harford began somewhat later than intended, all other ele-
ments of all other local plans for the first year of AT implementation were
carried out as specified in the PEPS. In general, the time, effort,
energy, and enthusiasm of local implementers illustrated a high degree of

commitment and resulted in changes in instructional practice in keeping

with the design of Active Teaching.

Mastery Learning

The following section describes the implementation of Mastery Learning
(ML) by the participating school districts and includes discussions of’the
scope and intensity of implementation, LEA participation in MSDE training .
and planning events, time snent on the topic, roles and responsibilities of

implementers, and participant needs and concerns.

184

194

i

~




. 4
Scope--and Intensity of Implementation

0f the 19 LEAs implementing one or more SITIP topics, six wrote
initial proposals for ML and the same six completed PEPS* forms for ML in
the fall of 1981.

During the first year of the project, all six of the counties involved
in ML carried out their implementation stratégies as planned in the fall of
1981 (see Tables 40 and 50).

Allegany used a lighthouse school approach in one school, grades K

through 12 in a variety of subjects. Twenty-seven teachers used ML in
approximately 22 classes.

Anne Arundel County followed a lighthouse school strategy with four
teachers in one high school using ML in biology.

Baltimore City used a pilot/district approach, implementing ML in 15
curricula areas in one high school with approximately 40 teachers. Balti-
more City has a five-year plan for district-wide implementation of ML. The

pilot high school which was selected as the SITIP site will serve as the

mode]l for a school-based staff development approach to ML and will help to
disseminate the ML instructional process to the other schools in the
district.

In Baltimore County, the lighthouse school used ML for mathematics,
involving three teachers in grades 3 and 4. The Péfs plan called for TV
to be used in support of ML, but for a variety of reasons, this was not

done,

*PEPS\—- Promising Educational Practices Submittal -- a summary of a
local plan describing eight elements. See the chapter on planning for a
complete discussion.

19,
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Howard County followed a- lighthouse school strategy in a single middle
school with two sixth grade teachers using ML in reading/language arts and
soclal studies. R

Worcester County used a lighthouse school approach in one elementary
school with flve teachers using ML in grades 1 and 2 and in mathematics.

As can be seen in Table 50, the scope and intensity of ML implementa-
tion varied amorg the six counties from two teachers to 40 teachers, from
one grade level to all grade levels, and from one subject to fifteen
curricular areas. Across the six LEAs, six schools were involved, with &1
teachers using ML in approximately 93 classes in grades K-12.

ML was used in only one school in,each of the six counties. Two
elementary, one middlé, two high schools, and one K-12 school were
involved. ML was used for mathematics in four counties, for.readingllang-
uage arts in three counties, for science in three counties, and for social
studies in three counties. Two counties used ML in other subject areas in

addition to the four listed above. Y

LEA Participation in Planning and Training

MSDE conducted three training and three planning activities for the
ccunties interested in implementing ML (see Table 51). A larger percentage
of ML respondents had been involved in two or more training events (37.33%)
than in planning activfties (36%) or in all six activities (9.33%).
Sustained attendance for all six activities was best maintained by school
administrators (of whom 37.5% were involved) followed by central office
staff and teachers (with 12.57% and 3.082 of them respectively‘participating

in all six activities).

186

~




. Table 50
Scope and Intensity: Mastery Learning
. LEA # Schools | Grades | # Teachers | # Classes Subjects
l Allegany ' 1 K-12 27 22 M, R/LA, SC, SS, Other
l Anne Arundel 1 9, 10 4 4 SC
. Baltimore City 1 10-12 40 57 15 curricula areas
l ” Baltimore Co. 1 3, 4 3 3 M
. Howard 1 6 2 2 R/LA, SS
. Worcester 1 ) 1, 2 |- '5 5 M
Totals 6 K-12 81 93 M, R/LA, SC, SS, Other
]
. M = Mathematics
R/LA = Reading/Language Arts
SC = Science
. S5 = Socilal Studies
Note: Numbers are approximates.
l L
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Table 51

Attendance Patterns for Training and Planning Events:
Mastery Learning (June 1982)

Total Training { Planning All
Respondents | 2 or more | 2 or more 6 Events
Events Events
o N % % v 7.

Total 75 100 37.33 36 9.33

Central Office 8 100 25 50 12.5

School Administrators 8 100 75 75 37.5

Teachers b 59 100 33.90 28.81 5.08

Ideally, for each county, each role group should have been represented
in all six activities, and individual representation should have been
sustained to maintain a sense of continuity and build a cross-hierarchical
kquledge base and consensus about the topic and how it was to be imple-
mented. At the minimum, each county should have involved representatives
from all threg role groups in at least two training and two planning
activities.

The following summarizes farticipation patterns for the counties

involved in Mi.: 1) Allegany central office staff, school administrators,

and teachers were appropriately represented in both training and planning
activities and at ieaSt one member from each rolg group was involved in all
six activities; 2) central office staff from Anne Arundel were under-repre-
sented, indicating that implementation was driven by the school administrator

who participated in all six activities, and the teachers who were representad

in two tralning and two planning activities; 3) Baltimore City role groups

were appropriately represented at both training and planning activities
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with at least one member from each group participating in all six activities;

4) in Baltimore County, teachers were nct appropriately represented in

planning activities, and none of thé‘;ole groups main;aining continuity of -
participation across all six activities; 5) Howard County central office

staff, school administrators and teachers were appropriately represented at

both training and planning activities, but none of the participants attended

the 1982 Follow-up and none went to all six activities; and 6) all role

" groups from Worcester County were appropriately represented in training and

planning, but no educator maintained participation across all six activities®

overall, all LEAs except Baltimore County involved cross-hierarchical
teams in at least two training and two planning activities. Only Allegany
and Baltimore Citygﬁad at least one member from each‘role group participat-
ing in all six activities. School administrators were more heavily involved
in planning than central office staff and teachers. Central office staff
were more heavily involved in planning than were teachers, whereas the
opposite was true for training.

Time Spent on the Topic

This section discusses time spent on ML duri§§ the first vear of

implementation. Time across the school year is discussed first, followed

by a discussion of use of time 1n the classroom.

1981-82 Schedules. All counties had started using ML in the classroom

by February 1982.  The majority of respondents began implementation in
October 1981. Some teachers from each county except Howard were using ML
in May and June 1982. The majority of respondents ended implementation in

June. leachers in Baltimore County and Worcester began using ML in the
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classroom in Septembe} and continued until June. Teachers in Anne Arundel
started impleﬁenling in January and ended in Juna. Howard County used Ml
in the classroom during February and March. Teachers from Allegany began
fmplementing between October and February and terminated implementation .
anywhere between December and June. Starting énd e;ding dates for Balti-
more City implementation ranged from September t6 May.

Anne Arundel, Baltimore County, Howard, and Worcester accomplished

their planned time period for implementation (see Table 39). Allegany and

Rl
Baltimore City did not indicate on the PEPS form a planned time period for

classroom implementation,

In the Classroom. Once implementation began, the majority of teachers

used ML 100% of -the time allocated for the selected subjeét during the.
implementation period. However, the implementation period varied from o;e
LEA to another. Teachers from Baltimore County and Worcesier used ML to
teach all units in the designated sdbject area for.the entire school year.
Anne Arundel teachers used ML to teach all biology units between January
and June. Teachers in Allegany taught one unit using ML during the first
semester and twé units during the second semester. The Baltimore City goalﬁ
was for each discipline to use ML to teach at least thrce units by the end
of the school year: in general, teachers completed two units each. In
Howard Coﬁncy two teachﬁrs used ML to Leach one unit during the 1981-82
school year. ‘

Asked whether ML ;equired teachers to spend more time preparing

students (e.g., grouping, pre-testing), respondents agreed. In general,

the respondents also felt that ML did not allow the teacher to cover

190
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curriculum in less time. However, school administrators and teachers were
less sure about how to respond to the statement on curriculum coverage than
were central office stafﬁ: Many teachers fefi that although less curriculum
may have been cov%red, the curriculum that was covered was taught more

thoroughly and was retained by more ofrthe students.

A

Roles and Responsibilities . . -

The.SITIP design encourages involvement ‘of a cross-hierarchical team

-
.

including: 1) central office staff, e.g., supervisors in instruction or

‘ - ~
coordinators of staffr development; 2) school administrators, e.g., princi-
pals,” vice principals, department heads; and 3) classroom teachers. This

section describes tnae people involved, wha;'they did, and thelr relation-

ship to each other frgm three pergpectives: usual .assigned roles, activi-

~ties undertaken, and interactive support, with reference to level of effort

and use of time for implementation of ML.

" Usual Roles. Of the ten central office staff actively involved in ML,

four had instructional responsibilities, three were Project Basic coordina-

tors or facilitators,-bne'has primarily_responéible for staﬁf‘development,

~
>

one was -in research and evaluation, and one was responsible for curriculum.

+
»

Anne Arundel centrall office staff did not complete the General Survey. Of

4

the seven school aﬁministratgré actively involved in ML, two were from high

\

schools, one was fr?m a junior high/middle school, three were from elementary
schools, and one was from a K«lé school. Four thool administrators'were
prfhciéals, one was a department head, one a curriculum planner, and one a
teacher with special responsibilities.® These last three are referred to as
teacher-coordinators in'the-ngféatiée-that follows.

~

N
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" Activities and lLevels of Effort. Each local superintendent committed

cross~hierarchical teams'for a two-year implementation period in addition
to the training and planning activities of 1980-81. In general, traditional

responsibilities were assumed by each role group. Six activity areas werg

identified, and central office staff and school administrators were asked

to indicate level of effort (time and energy) spent on each (with résponses
ranging from O to a high of 6). The areas of activity were:,- 1) administra-
tion (including planning and budget); 2) dévelopment of materials; 3)
designing and/or conducting inservice; 4) supporting school implementation
(e.g., problem-solving, supplying materials, etc.); 5) dissemination; and
6) evaluation. -{(Mean responses are presented in Table 52.)

Central office staff and school administrators spent similar levels of
effdrt on all areas of activity except materials development (in which

school administrators were more involved) and inservice (in which central

of fice staff were more involved). Most effort was spent on support and

* least on materials débelopmentz Specific LEA results influence the means

presented in Table 52t

e ‘For administration, if central office staff put in more effort,
school administrators did less, instead spending time on support to

teachers.

o Materials development was relatively high for only once central
office respondent (Baltimore County), and two scliool administrators
(Baltimore City and Worcester).

e Inservice took more time for central office staff.

e With the exception of one person from each role (each in a differ-
ent LFA), all respondents invested energy in supporting school
efforts.

e Dissemination and evaluation tasks were dealt with similarly
between role groups and across counties except that in one county

A Y
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(Howard) neither activity was done by central office staff or
school administrators.

All three role groups were asked to rate the amount of tiﬁe reqﬁired
for ML in comparison .0 other projects in which they had been involved. On
a scale from 1.00 "(substantially less time) to 5.00 (substantially mgre
time), the ML implementers indicatea that the instructional process required

< .
more time compéred with other strategies (see Table 53). Teachers found

that all five activities required more time (mean of 4.30), with ‘preparing
and organizing material; (4.45) and record keeping (4.2.) rated highest.
Central office staff found ML t¢f require more time in becoming informed
(4.25) and in interacting with other school personnel (4.13) but about the
same amount of time as other strategies in preparing and organizing
materials (2.71), record keeping (3.12), and evaluation (3.13). School
administrators rated all the activities as ;equiring more time (mean of

4.28) with interaction with school personnel rated highest (4.63).

Average ratings across the five counties indicated that all the

counties found ML to require more time to implement (4.14 to 4.30) with

Anne Arundel, Howard, and Worcester~Counties giving the highest ratings.

Interactive Support. Each of the six LEAs had a SITIP team and in all

" six a single school was involved, which meant.that most activities were

y
school-based, and often schooi-initiated. 1In three cases, ML was coordi-

nated by a school-based person. S%nce most participants had been involved
in MSDE-initiated training, little training was done within an LEA. 1In

most Ea;es training and support were provided by school-based staff (teacher/
coordihators or school administrators) with sbme support from central

office staff. However, the latter group were primarily responsible for
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Table 53

Use of Time: Mastery Learning

Role Central School Teachers | Total’
Activity Office Administrators
N=8 N=8 N=56 N=72
Becoming informed 4.25 4,38 4,27 4.27
Interacting with 4,13 4.63 4.21 4,25

school personnel

Preparing/organizing 2.71 4.00 4.45 4.23
materials

Record Keeping 3.12 T 4,25 4.42 | 4.25
Evaluation : 3.13 4.13 4.14 4.03

Mean ratings range from a low of 1.00 (substantially.less time) to a
high of 5.00 (substantially more time).
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project administration and support for organizational problem-solving such
as arranging for common planning time, test scoring, etc. Teachers and
coordinators did most of the work relating to materials development -- -
aligning the curriculum to objectives and developing formative and summa-
tive tests. That being the case, it was important for teachers to-be
supported by school or central office administrators -- both in terms of
time to work together and in terms of acknowledgement and encouragement of
their efforts. Where such support was perceived as inadequate by teachers,
changes had to be made by administracors if implementation was to be
successful. (This occurred in one county in March, initiaéed by teachers'
Ao
request and facilitated by the MSDE TA.) = 3
implementers were qsked to rate the support received from each role

group and from MSDE and topic developers (from 1.00 very poor to 5.00

excellent, with 3.00 as average). As indicated in Table 54, for ML,

central office staff and school administrators were generally more positive -

in their assessmeht, rating all groups between 4.00 and 5.00. Teachers
were, in general, less positive, rating the groups between 3.00 and 4.00.

. ’ . N\

Central office staff gave the highest rating of support to teachers; school

administrators gave their highest rating to central office staff; and

teachers indicated that school administrators had provided the most su;port.

Ratings of teacher support by central office staff were between 4.00 -

and 5.00 in all the counties. School administrators rated teacher support
between 4.00 and 5.00 in five out of six of the counties with a rating of
3.50 in one county. Teachers were, in general, less positive in their
ratings of support frém fellow‘teqchers with two LEAs gilving ratings‘of

less than 3.00.
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Table 54

Perceptions of Support Received: Mastery Learning

Teachars School Central Office | MSDE Devélopers
Topics & Respondents N Administrators | Staff
Central Office 7 4.43 4.14 4.00 3. 4,14 :
School Adninistrators 8 4.25 4.67 4.75 4.50 4.50 ’
Teachers 53 3.39 3.59 3.1l 3.13 3.14
Total 68 3.59 3.75 3.39 3.35 3.40

Mean ratinga range from a low of i.00,(very poor) to a high of 5.00 (excellent).

[y

‘Central office staff and school administrators from all six counties

gave above average ratings of support from school administrators. However,

teachers from two counties rated principal support below average. This

same pattern was repeated for ratings of support from central office staff.

The teachers from one LEA gave below average ratings to all three role \

groups, and teachers from another LEA rated teacher and school administra-

tor support as below average.

, Summary.

examined together to determine patterns, of activity. Findings are summar-

ized by task:

e Overall administration was a major responsibility of a single
individual in two LEAs (Allegany, and Anne Arundel, with the latter
] school-based), but shared by three or four county and school-based
staff in three other LEAs, and shared between two central office
staff in one LEA. The overall effort spent on administration
seemed appropriate, with the exception of Worcester which seemed
high given the nature of the local plan.

e Materials development was the primary task of teachers, with high
involvement from teacher coordinators in Baltimore City, Anne
Arundel, and Worcester. )

e Inservice —— either attending to learn or conducting training --
was about equally demanding for all role groups. In the two LEAs

Assigned roles, tasks undertaken, and effort spent were

197




where only a few of the participating teachers had attended MSDE
training, inservice was conducted by an ML expert (Allegany) and by
the teacher coordinator with central office assistance (Baltimore
City). 1In other LEAs participants were trained by MSDE.

¢ Support and interaction among role groups varied slightly from one
LEA to another, but role groups within a district had similar
perceptions of the effort needed. The highest combined effort was
in Baltimore City, and the lowest Howard -~ patterns reflecting the
local plans, time lines, and scope of implementation. School-based
coordinators and/or principals provided support to teachers by
arranging for common planning time, obtaining information and
materials, and maintaining on-going interest in and acknowledgement
of teachers' efforts (e.g., Allegany, Anne Arundel, Baltimore City,
Worcester). Central office staff supported principgls. and linked
the school project to LEA interests (e.g., Alleganyj Baltimore
City, Baltimore County). In some cases the latter group also
provided-conerete--support -by- arranging for computerized record
keeping (Baltimore City).

o Dissemination within a school occurred in Allegany and Baltimore
City, by the principal in both cases plus the coordinator in the
latter case, but at a low level of effort.

® Record keeping and evaluation demanded more of teachers than they
were used to, and were also fairly demanding tasks for coordinators
in the three LEAs that incldded that role. One central office
person in Allegany and Baltimore County also found these tasks
demanding.

The school-based coordinator role was important, and compensated for
relative lack of involvement by principals or central office staff, or (in
Baltimore City) took on a workload that would have been burdensome for the
principal and difficult for central office staff to accomplish. This role
-- providing democratic leadership and taking care of logistics as well as
working hand-in-hand with teachers -~ was assumed by the principal in
Allegany (and partly shared with two key teachers), but in Baltimore County
and Howard it appeared that the teachers teamed to take on the tasks.

These patterns of roles and responsibilities were reflected in partici-

pant ratings of support.
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Impact .

This section discusses the impact of ML on i{nstruction in general and,

more specifically, on teachers and students. Table 55 summarizes the

Instyuctional Value. In general, the ML implementers agreed that the

ﬁﬁnstructional process was worthwhile. However, they were less sure about
whether the process was worth the amount of time and effort that was
necessary for implementation. Teachers were especlally unsure in their

response to the statement that ML is more work than it is woxth. Looking

.

. responses given by ML implementers to several statements concerning impact.

écfbsé the individual counties, mean responses to thi§'étatement ranged
from 2.00 to 3.80 (1.00 strongly disagree, 3.00 not sure, 5.00 strongly
agree). Since ML 1s a complex innovation requiring time for ;1anning,
materials development, and record keeping, it could easily be percelved by;
teachers as requiring too much work for the benefits received. However,
implement;rs, when interviewed during site visits, felt that even though ML
required a great deal of preparation time, séudents were doing better and
were, in general, more enthusiastic about what they were learning, thus
making the extra preparation worthwhile. .

The majority of LEA implementers indicated that the instructional
value of ML lies in the organization and effectiveness of the instructional
process. ML helps teachers to develop well organized and effective lesson
plans. Implementers described ML as focused and practical. Several of the
local educators indicated that they liked the philosophy behind ML, that

all childrin can master a given concept if given the chance. Implementers,

especially teachers, disliked the amount of planning and record keeping




Table 55

Impact of Mastery Learning as Perceived by Active Implementers (June 1982)

Central School |

Office Administrators Teachers‘ﬁ

-~

Areas-of Impact

Instructional Value

Is itqworthwhile/workable.
Is it more work than it's worth.

Impact on teachexs

Ts enjoy 1it.
Ts gain knowledge.
Ts increase skills.

Impact on students

Ss enjoy it.
Ss are more involved in work.
Ss increase achievement.

Time ’ !

Ts spend more time preparing Ss. 4,37 4.00
Ts cover curriculum in less time. 2.50 2,87

e

NOTE: Mean ratings range from 1.00 (strongly ﬁisagree) to S.OO<Strongly Agree).
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required by ML and mentioned how the structure of the method can be a
problem when student attendance patterns are irregular.

Impact on Teachexs. Thé mean responges in Table'55 to the statements

pertaining to the impact of ﬁL on teachers were positive, indicating that
teachers enjoyed ML (3.61), and had acquired additional knowledge and
skills as a result of ML implementation (3.85 and 3.69 respectively).
Teachers were less positive in their responses to these statements of ML

impact on teachers than were central office staff and school administrators.

Educators from Howard County were more positive about ML impact on teachers

than wete the educators from the other counties.
LEA implementers felt that ML enhanced the professional development of ' B
teachers, helped teachers to become better organized, and increased coopera-
tion between teachers and school administrators and central office staff.
However, teachers disliked the amount of time ML r;quired, especlally in
the areas of planning, record keeping, and materials development. Teachers
in two countics felt a lack of support from school administrators and

central office staff. Teachers commented on the reed for support from

school administrators for planning time and for the opportunity to interact
with other teachers using ML.

Impact on Students. LEA implementers indicated that students enjoyed

ML and were more involved in their work. Respondents were less sure about
whether ML increases student achlevement, and teachets were less certailn in
their responses about ML impact on students than were central office staff
and school administrators. Worcester Count, educators were more positive

.

in their responses to the impact of ML on students than were educators from

2631
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the other counties. Teachers commented upon how student; were more .involved
in the lessons and were more positive in their attitudes toward school.
Students liked the second chance that they received on summative tests.
However, impl;menters felt that ML held back the higher ability students

and was, therefore, more effective when teaching a homogeneous group of

\
J

students. °

The majority of resporndents indicated that student achievement had
increased as.a result of ML. Baltimore County estimated student gains as
twice those expected. However, several educators were not sure about the
amount’of student achievement gqins, since no formal assessment had been
done. Most teachers had used their own tests to measure the impacé ;f ML
on student achievement. Teachers from two out of three of the pillot site
counties reported that their students were achieving the mastery goals that
had been set by the individual counties.

Summary. In general, ML has had an "impact on both teachers and '
_students: Teachers are better organized and students are more involved in
learning. However, ML requires ; great deal of preparation on the part of
teachers and support from school administrators in order to make it work.
Teacliers believe that ML 1is not equally applicable in 2ll subject areas,

and can hold back higher ability students.

Participant Needs and Concerns

The following discussion presents results of the Stages of Concern
Questionnaire (SoCQ) and reviews needs and concerns identified through

surveys, interviews, and observations.

202
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€0CQ. As discussed in the chapter on training in this report, ML

participants were fairly well prepared for implementatiom by the end of the
>

Summer Institute, althougﬁ teachers'’ pegﬁpnal‘concerns were rather high.

By June 1982, patterns of concerns had changed a little (compare Tables 21

and 56). In 1982, concerns were higher on awareness, and lower on conse-

quences and collaboration, although the overall profile did not change a

great deal. Sincgapany of the 1982 respondents had become involved after

the Summer Institutes, there are few surprises in these data. Of most

interest is the relatively low collaboration céncern, suggesting. little

interest iﬁ what others are doing.

Examination, of Table 56, in comparison to Table 17, identifies differ-
ences among role groups, all three of which changed from 1981 to 1982. The
mq§t significant changes for teachers related to consequences and collabora-
tion: attention to management and their own work loads and roles was of
far greater importance to them than thinking about impact on students a;d
activities of colleagues. In contrast, school administrators became much
more interested in what others were doing with ML, and central office staff
concerns became generally lower. The relatively high awareness concerns
for all three role groups suggest that ML was one of many things partici-
pants were involved with and may well be not the most important.

Results suggest that most of the ML work load fell on teachers, who
would probably benefit frod’supporg from the other two groups -- in the )

form of information, management assistance (e.g., materials development, or

test design and scoring), and acknowledgement of the efforts they have

hd -
F—

made.
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Issues. Although some participants made no recommendations, others
made several, with a totai of 48’statements, 10.42% of which recommended
"no change" and 16.75% of which recommended expan ig; to other schools

or more units of instruction. A 'research and evaluation design was

requested by 10.42% (three LEAs), and recommendations were made to use-.

. .

resdprces to buy books instead of implembntigé ML (2%), not to Eorce
teacher participatio; (2%), and to keep other staff (in the séhool and LEA)
informed about the project (2%). The greatest number of recommendations
related éo gfaining (22.92%) and support (51:252).

e While 20:92% of the responses requested more staff development, 27
recomnended fewer workshops. ;

In three LEAs support needs (12.5%) were defined in terms of
central office —- that ML school-based activities should be coordi-
nated with county curricular objectives and that central office
commitment should be more evident. ' )

Teachers expressed needs for assistance, time to plan, materials,
and clear simpler guidelines or procedures (16.67%). One school
administrator expressed a need for more financial ‘support.

.,

With the exceptio{ of the research and evéluagion design, ali these
recommendations were also mentioned by follow-up participants.’

Summary. The greatest needs and concerns for ML relaée'to the workload
carried by the teachers and the kinds of suppork they would like to have.

{ .
They want ML to succeed, but they need help in the development and mapage-

.
- .
-
.

ment of the curriculum, testing, and instruction t ensure alignment and

overall quality. In contrast, needs and concerns of school administrators

and cqptrai office staff are low, although a few are interested in increas-

hl A

ing the extent to which ML fits with LEA priorities. The needs of teachers

\

'II" lll' ‘llll !II'
‘s

for support and the need for school-based projects to be coordinated with

21y




school or LEA efforts are linked: the former is unlikely to be satisfded

&unless one or both of the other& occur. °*

Summary of Mastery Learning Implementation

\
Mastery Learning was implemented in six LEAs in six schools by 81

teachers with students in 93 classes at all grade levels. Most classes

were in basic ;kills, but many subject areas were used. ML was used 1007%
of the allocatg@ time éor the selected subjects for a period of from two
months to the full school year, with thé averagé per teacher being two to
three units of indtruction.’

With the %xception of one LEA, all systems attempted to involve all
‘three role groups in planning.and training activities initiated by MSDE,
although overall participation for Baltimore County was patchy due to staff
reassignments, In general, central office staff were most inv;lved with
planning, teachers-most involved for training, and school administrators
involved in both about equally. , .®
ML took more timé to implement than other teaching strategles tried by

-

participants in the past. Support to teachers, inservice and interaction

»’

with others, materials development, and record keeping all took more time,
/.,2 .
with teachers most involved in the ladt two activities. Although most

central office staff and school administrators considered the support

received from each other and from teachers as being above average; teachers
. ' s

were less satisfied with the support they had received, especially from

central office staff.

Since all ML projects were school-based, with one planning expansion

. .
H - ” .
. - . . . B B . .

.
-

_acruss the district if the project 1s ‘successful, but the other five having

-~ o
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a lighthouse strategy, roles and responsibilities are not surprising.

He -ver, the role of coordinator was of interest. In three ;chools a
teacher-coprd-nator was appointed, with a reduced teaching load and clear
1eadershié and authority. In two cases this occurred from the beginning of
the project and was a strong positive influence in implementation. In the
third sqhool leadership was assignéd to a teacher-coordinator in March and
resulted in clearer communication and better arrangements to support  «+
teachers. (Incumbenfs classify thg;selves as school administrators:)

The gréatest value of ML was that it increased teachers' knowledge and
skills in effective lesson development and instructional organization. In&
some LEAs, interaction among role groups was also considered'ko be a
positive outcome. StudenEE‘agpreéﬁated the "no fault" tests, and there was
.some evidence of increased student.achievement. However, teachers were
doubtful that ML was worth all the work, and disliked spending so much Eime
on planning and record keeping. There was also some concern that ML might
hold back high ability students, and ML was difficult to_ implement when
student attendance was irgegular.

Needs and concerns related to some of the points mentioned above.
Teachers need help in ensuring quality and in finding ways to reduce the
workload. It would probably be useful for all LEAs to review rheir imple-
mentation strategies, theirlarrangements of roles and responsibilities in
relation to leadership and support, and the extgnt to which school-based ML

(curriculum alignment, tests, and methodBs of instruction and testing) can

or should be linked to district efforts.
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The above 18 a general summary across sites. Below, each LEA is

discussed separately.

Allégany, using a lighthouse strategy in a K-12 school, had a
strong cross-hierarchical team, with good representation of all
role groups in all activities. Commitment and communication were
excellent, with a clear understanding of ML by all involved.
Educators liked the ML philosophy and found that the, process
improved student achievement, but they were concerned about the
possible negative impact on high ability students and the amount of
planning and develcpment time needed. Needs relate to support for
teachers in the form of staff development (but not workshops),
problem solving and materials. '

Anne Arundel, using a lighthouse strategy in a high school, had a
tightly-kpit school-based team of biology teachers (led by a
coordinator) who understood ML and its implications and who worked
hard to develop quality tests and instruction. They liked the
oppcrtunity to use a new strategy that gave students a "second
chance," but had some concerns about classroom management issues.
They would like to explore relationships of their program with
county objectives, use ML for a full year, and apply a research/

- evaluation design.

Baltimore City, using a pilot/district strategy, had an energetic
and committed cross-hierarchical team in a high school, with strong
leadership from a teacher—coordinator. Alternative staff develop~-
ment strategies were developed, with some teaches sharing work
among a team and others working alone, but all 45 committed to
develop and teach at least two units. Participants found ML to be
an effective organizational strategy that gave students a second

chance and kept them involved and, in about half the classes, .

resulted in improved student achievement. They were concerned
about the time needed for planning, the testing component (format,
student's studying for mastery but not transfer, record keeping)
and the possible negative impact on high ability students. Needs
relate to support for:teachers by simplifying and clarifying
procedures, problem solving and staff development (but not work-
shops), and encouraging rathner than mandating participation.
Program expansion is recommended, and a research/evaluation design
is requested.

Baltimore County, using a lighthouse strategy in an elementary
school, experienced staff reassignments, but the teachers and
central office staff worked hard to compensate, with the former
using ML systematically for the full year, resulting in some
improvement in student achievement (MET). Use of a new teaching
strategy and the resulting student involvement in learning were
considered positive features of the program, but there was concern
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over time needed and the possible negative impact on high ability
students. Planning time and staff development are needed.

e Howard, using a lighthouse strategy for the sixth grade in one
school, maintained participation in activities prior to implementa-
tion, but was not represented at the.March follow-up, and initiated
1ittle interaction with MSDE and other LEAs. Classroom use occurred
during February and March, with some improvement in student achieve-
ment perceived by teachers. Although involvement in a new strategy
was considered valuable, time was a problem, and needs were expressed .
for staff development; support, and a research/evaluation design.

e Worcester, using a lighthouse strategy in an elementary school,
relied heavily on teachers' efforts, with subsequent leadership
from a school-based coordinator. Participants found ML to be a
practical and effective new strategy resulting in some improvement
in student achievement (MET), but requiring more thoughtful piﬁ-
cesses of planning than were anticipated. Needs relate to support,
staff development and communication.

In geperal, all LEAs carried out all elements of their PEPS plans.
Considering the compl;xity of ML, and the fact that in many cases teachers
had to reorganize or rewrite curriculum, and in all cases they had to
‘develop critef{on—referenced tests, the nature and extent of implemegtation

N ]
was impressive. \ln order to improve quality and maintain energy and

'enthusiasm, support \for teachers 1s needed for the 1982-83 school year.

N 1 4

- Student Team Learning

The .following section describes the implementation of Student Team
Learniné (STL) including discussions of the scope and intensity of implemen-
tation, LEA participation in MSDE train{ng and planning events, time spent
on the topié, roles and responsibilities of implementers, impact, and

. participant needs and concerns.

Scope and Intensity of Implementation
- Iy . o

) of the 19 LEAs implementing one oY more SITIP topics, eight wrote 3

! A
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initial proposals for STL and the same eight completed PEP§* forms in the
fall of 1981. Some of these'counties had used STL before the SITIP project,
making it difficult to determine the_numb;r of teachers imple;enting STL as
a result of SITIP. ‘Therefo;e, the numbers in Table 57 are estimates based
on information obtained from the general survey, the follow-up meetings,
project director interviews, and visits to pllot site schools.

During the first year of the project, Baltimore County used a pilot/
district approach, focﬁsing on two schools (elementary and middle) in
mathematics, reading/language arts, science, and social studies. Seven
teachers (three from the elementary schcol and four from the middle school)
used STAD, Jigsaw, and TGT in approximately 17 classes.

Calvert followed a lighthouse school strategy with one middle school
implementing both STL and TV. Three teachers have used STL in grades six
through eight in reading/larguage arts and social studi;s.

Charles uséd a lighthouse school approach with one middle school using
STL {2 grades six through eigﬁt. STL was used in various subjects by
approfimately 19 teachers. .

In Montgomery, STL was usedvin one junior high school, gragdes seven
thrbugh nine by seven teachers in approximately 21 classes for various
subjects.

Prince George's used a capacity-building strategy originally implement-

ing STL in three elementary schools in language arts, one school in each of

the regions of the coun@y. Project coordinators report that STL has

-

-

" . - M N

\

*PEPS -- Promising Educational Practices Submittal -- a summary of a
local plan, describing eight elements. See the chapter on planning for a
comp leted discussion.

.
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Table 57

a

Scope and Intensity: Student Team Learning

LEA # Schools | Grades |# Teachers | # Classes | Subjects
Baltimore Co. 2 3,5,6,
7,8 7 17 M, R/LA, Sc, SS
Calvert 1 6,7,8 3 4 R/LA, SS
Charles 1 6,7,8 19 35 | M, R/LA, Sc, SS,
Other
Montgomery 1 7-9 7 21 M, R/LA, Sc,
Other
Péigiee's 10+ K,1,2,
8 4,5,6,
9,10,1 28 41 M, R/LA, Sc, S5
4
Queen Anne's 1 9-12 . 6 ' 15 M, 8S, Other
Washington 3+ 4,6,7 20+ 30+ | M, R/LA, SS, other
Worcester 1 K-5 15 14 M, R/LA, S¢, SS,
i Other .
Total 20+ K-12 105+ 177+ | M, R/LA, Sc, SS,
) " | Other
Note! Numbers are approximate
M = Mathematics ~ )
“R/LA = Reading / language, arts |
§c¢ = Science .
§S = Social studies
- 23
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expanded to at least ten schools (nine elementary and.one senior high
school) across the thrée regions with approximately 28 teachers for various
subjects as a result of the SITIP project. -

Queen Anne's planned to use a capacity-building approach in which 10%
of the teachers in the high school woui& imélement STL in their classrooms.
During the first year of the SITIP project, approximately six teachers
implemented STL in grades 9 tl'é)ugh 12. ’

Washington also planned to use a capacity=building strategy, hoping
that 50% of the t;achers receiving training in STL would implement the
process in their classrooms. Approximately 20+ teachers in at least three
schools have used STL as a result of the SITIP project,

During the 1981-52 school year, Worcester implemented STL in one
elementary school with approximately 15 teachers in grades K through 5 in
various subject areas.

As can be seen in Table 57, the intensity of STL impleﬁentation varied
among the eight counties from approximately 10+ schools, elementary and
secondary grade levels, and varied subject areas in one county to three
teachers teaching two subject areas in éhhr glasses in one school in
another county. Across the eight LEAs, épproximately 20+ schools were
involved with af least 102 teachers using STL with approximately Lzz+
classes in gradeq.k—lz.

| STL was used in at least 13 elementary schools, in five junipr high/
.midAle schools, and in two high scﬁools. Seven out of eight counties used
STL 15 mathematics, reading/langu?ge arts, and social studies. Five

counties used STL in science and five LEAs used STL in subject areas other
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than the ones listed above. All the LEAs used STL in at least two differ-
ent subject areas.

LEA Participation in Plapning and Training

MSDE conducted three training and three planning activities for the
counties interested in implemenging STL (see Table 58). A larger percent-
age of the respondents had been involved in two or more tfaining events %,
(62.07%). than in planning activities (48.2é%) or in all six events (20.697%). .
Sustained attendance for all six azzlvities was best maintained by school

administrators (of whom 55.55% were involved) followed by teachers (with

15.38% of them participating in all six activities). Only one central

office person was involved in all six events.
Table 58

Attendance Patterns for Training and Planning Events:
Student Team Learning {June 1982)

®

Total Training | Planning ALl
Respondents | 2 or more | 2 or more 6 Events
s Events Events
N % Z % %
Total 58 100 62.07 48,28 20.69
Central Office - 10 100 60 40 Z0
School Administrators | 10 100 77,77 88.88 55.55
Teachers - 39 100 58.97 41.03 15.38

7
y -~

Ideally for each county, each role group should have been represented

in all six activitties,.and inddvidual representation should have been

sugtained.

At the minimum, each county should have involved representa-—

tives from all three role groups in at least two training and two planning

activities.
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The following summarizes participation patterns:

L

e In Baltimore County, all three role groups were appropriately
represented in at least two training and two planning activities.
the school administrators were the only participants that sustained
. attendance over all six activities. .

:

s Calvert County did not involve central office staff in the two

- planning meetings; school administrators and teachers were appro-
priately represented with teachers maintaining attendance across
the six activities.

e School administrators and teachers from Charles County were appro-
priately represented in the training and planning activities with
sustained attendance across all six activities by both groups,
however, central office staff were involved in only awareness
conferences. N

e 1In Montgomery County, teachere and central office staff were
involved in two or more training activities with the former also
involved in two or more planning activities. Principals were
involved in one planning activity, but none of the role groups

. sustained involvement in all six activities. )

e In Prince Geoxge's County, teachers were appropriately represented
{n both training and planning, central office staff were appropri-
ately represented in training events, and school administrators
were not involved in any activity. Attendance was not sustained by
any of the participants.

e All three role groups in Queen Anne's County were appropriately
represented with sustained attendance by central office staff and

teachers.

¢ Teachers, school administrators, and central office staff were
appropriately represented in training and planning activities but
no participant sustained attendance across all six activities in
Washington County.

e Worcester County teachers, school-administrators, and central
office staff were appropriately represented at training and plan-
ning activities with the two‘'former groups maintaining attendance
across all 'six activities. L.

Oversll, Baltimore, Queen Anne's, Washington, and Worcester Counties

were the only LEAs that involved cross-hierarchical teams in at least two

training and two planning activities. Nonme of the LEAs had at least one

*r
member from each role group participating in all six activities. Three
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counties had sustained involvement by two out of three role groups and two
counties had one féle group involved across all six activities. School
ag;inistrators were more heavily involved in both training and ﬁlanning
than central office staff and teachers. Cen;ral office staff and teachers

were fiirly equally involved in both training and planning.

Time Spent on the Topic

This section discusses time spent on STL during tHe first year of

implementation. Time across the school year is discussed first, followed

.

A

by a discussion of use of time in the classroom,

. 1981-82 Schedules. The majority of STL implementers began using the

process in September and October of 1981. A few teachers were still
beginning to implement asolate as April 1982. The majority of teachers
stopped using STL in May. However, in two counties a few teachers Qaq’
terminated implementation as early as February and March 1982.

Calvert, Montgomery, Prince George's, and Worcester Counties accom-
plished their planned time period for imple?entation (see*Table 39). The
majority of teachers in Charles County did not use STL over a time period
of seven months. Baltimore, Queen Anne'é, and Washington Counties éid not

indicate a planned time period £gr classroom implementation on the PEPS

form. In Baltimore County, the majority of teachers had begun by November

1981 and finished in May 1982. Queen Anne's County implemented STL over a
seven- to eight-month period. In Washington County, teachers used STL over
the entire .school year.

In ‘the Classroom. Once implementation began, the majority of the

teachers (64%) used STL up to 25% of the time and the rest of the teachers

- « . ' ¥
. -
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used 1t from 26% to 50% of the time. Only one teacher used it more than
50% of the time. Teachers seemed to be using STL occasionally for certain
units or for certain topi;s within a units

When asked whether STL required teachers to spend more time preparing

students (e.g., grouping, pre-testing). respondents tended -to agree.

“

A
‘' R Em Em .

. However, the mean response (3.54) was lower than expected since STL does

require teachers to spend time grouping students in order to obtain teams

? with heterogeneous ability levels. Ih general, the respondents also felt
that STL did not allow the teacher to cover curriculum in less time in

comparison to other instructional processes.

Roles and Responsibilitiesl

The SITIP design encourages involvement of a cross-hierarchical team
including: 1) central office’staff, e.g., sgpervisors in instruction or
coordinators of staff development; 2) school administrators, e.g., princi-
pals, vice principals, department heads; and 3) classroom teachers. This
section describes Ehe people involved, what they did, and their relation-
ship to each other from three perspectives: usual assigned roles, activi-
ties un&ertaken, and interactive support, with reference to level of effort
and use of time for implementation of STL.

Usual Roleg. Of the nine central office staff actively involved in

STL, five had instructional responsibilities, two were involved in staff
development, one was in research and evaluation and one was a Project Basic

coordinator.

0f the ten school administrators actively invoived.in.STL, three were °
from high schools, four were from junior high/middle schools, and three

were from elementary schools.
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Activities and Levels of Effort. Each local superintendent committed
cross-hierarchical teams for a two-year implémentatiop period in addition
to the trainiﬁg and planning ac%ivities of 1980-81. In general, traditional
responsibiliéies were assumed by each role group. Six.activity areas were
iden;ified, and.central office staff and schqgi/administrators were asked !
to indicate level of effort (time and energy) spent on each (with responsas

ranging from O to a high of 6).* The areas of activity were: 1) adminis-

trat’Hn (including “planning and budget); 2) development of materials; 3)

designing and/or conducting inservices; 4) supporting school implementation

(e.g., problem-solving, supply materials, etc.); 5) dissemination; and 6)

3

evaluation. (Mean responses are presented in Table 59.) ‘

Most effort was spent by central office staff and school aé%inistrators

-

on providing support to school staff, followed by administration, and least
effort was spent -on materials -development. Some specific points include:

e In the threée capacity-building and one of the pilot/dist§ict LEAs,
school administruators spent little effort on administration but
their central office staff spent much more.

e Only four respondents (three of whom were central offtce staff)
gspent much effort oh materials development,(a high need for STL).

e Inservice effort was low for about half the respondents 4in each
role group.

e Support was fairly high for all respondents, with the exceptions of
school administrators in two counties (Washington and Worcester)
and two central office staff in Prince George's.

"o Dissemination and evaluation efforts were higher for central office
staff than for school staff, with Washington very low in both.

*Data are not available for central office staff from Calvert, Charles, !
and Montgomery Counties, and for school administrators from Montgomery and
Prince George's Counties.

»
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Table 59

" Level of Effort

Student Team Learning
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‘strategy, two chose a pilot/district approach, and three focused on capacity-

All three role groups were asked to rate the amount of time requirgd.
for‘STL in compa}isod to\other projecgs in which th;? had been involved.
On a scale from 1.00 (substantially less time) to 5.00 (substantially more
time), the STL implementers indicated that, in general, ‘the instructional
process required more time compared with other strategies (see Table 690).
School administrators found that all five activities required more time
(mean of 4.34) with becoming inform;d (4.86) and interacting with_other
school personnel (4.57) rated highest. Central office staff ﬁéﬁnd STL to
require about the same amount of time as otﬂe; strategtes for all
activities. Teachers rated all the activities as. requiring more time (mean

of 3.86) with preparing and organizing materials (4.03) and record keeping

(4.00) rated highest.

Interactive Support. Each of the a2ight LEAs had a SITIP team, but

roles and responsibilities varied, partly influenced by the implementation
strategy selected, and partly influenced by the nature of STL, which was
perceived by many participants as a teacher-owned strategy needing little

{invblvement of other role groups. Three counties chose a lighthouse

building -- one within a s;hool, and two across the district.

In all three lighthouse_gites, central office staff were virtually
uninolved. School administrators carried out administrative tasks, gained
a;d.provided informétion, and provided support to teachers, who spent most
effort on becoming informéd and developing materials. [nteractive support

occurred to some degree within the schools, but in general, teachers worked

pretty much on their own.
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Table 60
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Use of Time: Student. Team Learning

Role Central School Teachers | Total _
- Activity Office Administrators
N=9 s .N=7 » N=38 N=54
. Becoming informed 3,44 . 4.86 3.97 4.00 ’
h Interacting with o 3.44 4.57 ' 3.78 3.83

school personnel

Preparing/organizing 2.75 4.00 4.03 3.83
materials

" Record Keeping 2.78 4.14 4.00 3.82
Evaluation 2,78 4.14 3.53 3.48

Mean ratings range from a low of 1.00 (substantially less tJme)
to a high of 5.00 (substantially more time).

~
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In the two pilot/district counties there was slightly more ipvb%vement

of central office staff who spent most effort on support, inservice, and

- - - - [P [

. Q@ministration. In Worcester, the school administrator was most involved

*
in materials development and evaluation (complementing the central office
efforts). In Baltimore County, %55001 administrators took more responsibil-
ity for administration and support to teachers. In that case (Baltimore

thers assumed most re;ponsibility for materials, while in P

more was’ spent in learning about STL and evaluating its use. 1In both LEAs
teachers interacted somewhat more with the other two role groups than was
the case gor the lighthouse schools. .

Three counties selected a'capacity-buildingbapproach, with Queen
Anne's focusing on the high school, Prince George's dividing the activities
by its three geographical regions, and Washington also conducting regional
training for teachers, following an orlentation session attended by all
school administzators and central office supervisors. School administra-
tors weré least involved for these three countie;, and when they were,
their tasks were mostly in supporting teachers. Central office staff
carried out administrative tasks, conducted inservice, and provide& support. /
Teachers spent most time learning about STL and developing méterials, and
interacted more with other role groups than did teachers in pilot/district

or lighthouse sites. In Washington, a team of four teachers conducted all
1 .

training dessions, and all three role groups conducted training in Queen

Anneés. d

./
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0f all four SITIP toplcs, STL required the least cross-hierarchical

m e

s 3

- -

- -

activity, and local plans reinforced this to a large extent.

Implementers were asked to rate the support recelved from each role

-

group (from 1.00 very poor to 5.00 excellent with 3.00 as average). As

indicated in Table 61, for STL, central office staff were generally the
.

most positive in their assessment (average rating of 4.23). School

-

administrators were also posit%ve in thelr ratings-of support from the

three role groups (average vating of 4.14). Teachers were, in general,

less positive gaverage rating of 3.56) in their ratings. Central géfice

staff and school administrators gave the highest rating of support to

teachers; teachers gave their highest rating to school administrator;.
Table 61

Perceptions of Support Received: Student Team Learning

Teachers School Central Office | MSDE Developers
Topics & Respondents 1 N Adpinistrators | Staff
Central 0ffice 7 4743 3.86 4.40 4.57 471
School Adfiinistrators 8 | 4.43 4.00 4.00 4,44 421
Teachers 3 3.66 3.90 3.14 3.90 4.08
Total 52 3.88 3.9 N 3.41 4.07 417

Teachers received a mean rating of 3.88, with teachers themselves

awarding the lowest rating (3.66) for support received from each dther.

School administrators.received a mean rating of 3.91, awardi&g them-

-

selves a rating of 4.00, but awarded less by central office staff (3.86)

and teachers (3.90).
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Gentral office staff received the lowest mean rating (3.41) with

_. L _teachers awarding 3.14, school administrators awarding 4, 00, and central

g e e e e e e

office staff awarding themse€lves 4.40.

MSDE staff received a mean rating of 4.07, with the highest awarded by
centr»1 office staff (4.57), with vhom there was the most interaction, and
the .owest ny teachers (3.90) with whom there was least interaction.

Topic developers from Johns Hopkins University visited several of the

[y

Y

counties, conducting training in STL. The counties rated support from.the
devetopers from 3.78 to 4.50 with an average rating across the eight
counties of 4.17.

Summary. Tasks undertaken, ef fort spent, and interactive suppori were

examined together to determine patterns of activity. Findings are summarized

» +

by task.

A summary of roles and responsibilities by task follows:

A

e Administrative tasks were assumed mostly by a single individual in
each LEA, school administrators for lighthouse schools, central
offite staff for capacity-building and for pilot/district counties,
although in Baltimore County one school administrator was alsc'
fairly heavily involved.

e Materials development, in general, required most effort from
teachers. However, one central office person ‘in each of three LFEAs
(Baltimore County, Prince George's, and Queen Anne's) and one
school administrator (Worcester) also were involved to some extent
in developing materials.

e Inservice -- learning and training -- was, on average, equally
demanding for all role groups, but was fairly high for one central
officer person (Baltimore County) and for four school administra-
tors (Baltimore County, Calvert, Charles, Oueen Anne's). Teachers s
found this task most time consuming in Calvert, Queen Anne's,
Worcester and Washington. (In Washington, inservice was set up by
central office staff but conducted by teachers.)

» Support and interaction required little more time and effort than
any other project on the part of teachers, but school administrators
invested more in Baltimore County, Calvert, Charles, and Queen
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Anne's. Central office staff invested most effort for these tésks
in Queen Anne's and Worcester, and to a slightly lower extent in

Baltimore County and Prince George's.

e Dissemination required little effort of anyene.

-

e Evaluation and record keeping were a little more demanding for STL
' than for other new projects, with school administrators fairly
heavily involved in QGBen Anne's and Worcester, central office
staff moderately involved in Baltimore County, and teachers about
equally involved in all counties.

E]

Impact

This section discusses the impact of STL on instruction in general and
more specifically on teachers and students. Table 62 summarizes the
responses given by STL implementers to several statements concerning
‘impact.

Instructional Value. In general, the STL implementers agreed that the

instructional process was worthwhile and that the process was worth the
amount of time and effort that was necessary for implementation.

The LEA implementers described the STL process as relevant and manage-
able. They appreciated the strategies for providing immediate feedback on
student progress. Implementers also mentioned the exciting ‘classroom
atmosphere and }ncreased student-teacher interaction as advantageous
aspects of STL.

Implementers from seven of the eight counties disliked the amount of
time needed. Some were concerned about the organizational requirements and
some suggeste& that STL was misused by some teachers. Educators also
mentioned the need for classroom materials, the fact that the ingtructional
process does not lend itself to all subjects, and that the strategy can be

difficult to use when absenteeism is high.

.
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Table 62

Iﬁpact of Student Team Learning as Perceived by Active Implementers (June 1982)

Central School
Role Office Administrators Teachers Total
Areas of Impact N = ,
Instructional Value I
Is it worthwhile/workable. 4.71 4,70 4,22 4.36
Is it more work than it's worth. 1.86 | | 2,22 2.03 2.04
Impact o teachers
. !
Ts enjoy it. 4.57 4,22 3.92 4.06
Ts gain knowledge. 4,14 4,44 4.18 4,22
Ts increase skills. 4.00 4,25 3.95 4.00
Impact on students )
Ss enjoy it. ' 4,86 4.78 4.32 4,46 '
Ss are more involved in work. 4.43 4,13 . 4.00 4,08
Ss increase achievement. . 3.79 3.95 3.64 3.70
) |
Time ‘
Ts spend more time preparing Ss. 4.00 3.78 3.55 3.64 \
Ts cover curriculum in less time. 2.57 2.78 2.37 2.46
NOTE: Mean ratings range from 1.00 (strongly Disagree) to 5.00($trong1y Agree).
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Impact on Teachers. The average responses in Table 62 indicate that

teachers enjoyed STL and had acquired additional knowledge and skills as a

result of STL implementation. Average ratings on these three statements

across the counties ranged from 3.60 to 4.83 for enjoyment, 3.89 to 4.60
for gain in knowledge, and 3.67 to 4.60 for increase in skills. Implement-
ers felt that STL provided teachers with a new instructional strategy that
they could use in their classrooms.

Impact on Students. LEA implemehters indicated that ‘students enjoyed

STL and were more involved in their work. Implementers from all the

counties agreed that STL helped to motivate s;ydents, improve peer .
relationships, and increase the student's self image. However, educators
in three counties mentioned that STL may be too cempetitive for some

¢ students. Some implementers also believed that STL could have a tendency
to hold back high ability students. ‘

The majority of implementers from all counties felt that there had

been an improvement in student achievement as a result of STL. Most

teachers had used teacher-made tests to measure the impact of STL on

Etudent achievement. Teacher'observation was the next most popular method

of assessing impact of STL on learning.

Summary. In general, STL has had an impact on both teachers and

students. 'Teachers have acquired a new teaching strategy that they can use
( to provide some variety in their lesson pians. Students are more interested

and involved in their work, are more willing to cooperate with their peers,

and seem to be retaining more material as a result of STL. However, some

¢

implementers have mentioned that STL is not as applicable to all subject

areas, can be difficult to use when absenteeism is high, and may hold back
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higher ability students. STL also requires additional teacher time for

record keeping and grouping into teams.

Participant Needs and Concerns

The following discussion presents results of the Stages of Concern

Questionnaire (SoCQ) and reviews needs and concerns identified through

= 1 IR
I
3
|
]
1
i

surveys, interviews, and observations.

§2§Q. As discussed in the chapter on training, STL pgrticipants of
the Summer'Institufe were well prepared for implementation. By June 1982
the m;st significant changes related to management and consequences -- both
of which gecreased (compare Tables 21-and 63). The 1982 overall profile
indicated that STL was one of several programs OT projects engaging partici-
pants, that interest in the ac;ivities.of other implementers continued to

be of high interest, that management of STL was not causing problems, and

that impact on students was not a major concern (probably because most
implementers found that students enjoyed STL).

Examination of Table 63 reveals some role differences. Central office
staff and school administrators have similar profiles, both interested in
others' activities and considering STL of relatively low importance among
their other responsibilities. The former satisfied their information needs
during the school year; the latter satisfied their managehent concerns and

became more interested in collaboration. Teachers' management concerns

were slightly reduced ov%f the year, but every other dimension remained the

same except awareness which Increased, indicating that STI. became a less
prominent part of the teachers' efforts.

Results suggest that STL bec:.e routinized in many cases. If level of
use remains high routinization is considered positive, but if use becomes

sporadic (as has happened in a few schools) routinization can lead to
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fading out.  The relatively high interest in collaboration can be used to
,.l“_* maintain energy (e.g., through n'etworking, exchange visits, etc.).
- Issues. Although some participants made no recommendations, others
fade several, with a total of 43 statements, 11.63% of which recommended
" "no change" and 39.53% of which recommended expansion.by involving more
teachers, more schools, or using more of.the STL strateglies. In one county
change was recommended for evaluation, but specifics were not clear. The
greatest number of recommendations related to training (13.96%) and support '
(32.56%).
e For training, 4.65% requested visits to other classes or schools
using STL, and 6.98% requested more staff development, particularly

summer workshops. (Training recommendations were not made by
Baltimore County, Queen Anne's, or Worcester.)

e For support, 9.30% needed materials, 6.98% wanted more substitute
time or assigned teacher aides, and 2.33% recommended that paper-
work should be eliminated for the project. The remainder were
concerned about role group participation -- 9.30% advocating
greater involvement of central office staff, and 4.65% suggesting
there should be stronger evidence of commitment. (Support needs
were not given by Baltimore County, Charles, and Queen Anne's.)

These needs were also identified by follow-up participants, and it
appears that tﬁe‘concern over local involvement and commitment gradually
increased during the year, and 1s reinforced by the SoC results. f%
Summary. The greatest needs and concerns for STL relate to interactive
support -- networking between schools and classes and also building evidence
of cormmitment from all role groups (more so in some LEAs than in others).

Materials and preparation time are also needed by some teachers.

Summary of Student Team Learning Implementation

Student Team Learning was implemented by eight LEAs in at least 20

schools by more than 100 teachers working with approximately 177 classes in

v

229

T NN NS WS NN BN an BN BN BN BN Bm B am BN

=




Al

most grade levels. STL was used for about 25% of the time ,allocated to the

selected subject areas, most of which were basic skills, social sgudies, or

science.

‘ Participationbin planning and training activitiés fnitiated by MSDE
was consistently maintained by teachers fro; all LEAs; school administrators
were well represented by all but two LE@s; central.officg staff were fairly
well represented by four LEAg. Tn general, although project administration
;as the responsibility of central office staff or school administrators,,
teacg;rs were relied on more for STL than for the other three topics.

STL took slightly more time to implement than other teaching strategies
tried by participants, with overall mean ratings across role groups equal
for support/interaction, traihing/learning, and materials development. The
nature of the topic and the local plans (implementation strategy, role and

scope arrangements) resulted in relatively little cross-hierarchical

‘interaction, with least for the lighthouse schools and most in the capacity-

building LEAs. Participants rated the Bdbport they had received from each
other lower than that received from MSDE and developers (ranging from a
mean of 3.41 -- about average —— for central office stafif, through 3.88 to
teachers and 3.91 to school administrators -— good, to 4.07 for MSDE and
4.17 for STL developers).

The greatest value of STL was that 1t benefitted students by increasing

motivation, peer relations, and self esteem, and appeared to improve

achievement. Also, teachers benefitted by being involved in a new instruc® .
tional strategy, and acquired new knowledge and skills.' However, teachers

in seven counties found STL took time, required more materials than were
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readily available, was too competitive for some students, and difficult to

implement when absentéeism Qas high. However, most felt that STL was worth

the work required; . /
i

Needs and concerns related more to district organizational issues than
to classroom implementation (although 16.28% of specified needs did relate
to the classroom). Greater commitment and involvement are needgﬁ in three

LEAs; involvement of other schools and teachers are advocated in six LEAs;

.

and inter-school or class visits and inservice are needed by four LEAs.

Overall, if LEAs want STL to be perceived as a county project, less of the

burden should be placed on teachers.

The above 1s a general summary across sites. Below, each LEA is

v

discussed separately.

‘o Baltimore County, using a pilot/district approach in‘one elementary
and one middle school, had a cross-hierarchical team with good to
excellent mutual support among all role groups, although teachers
would like to interact more with their peers. Commitment was high
in both schools, although STL was used somewhat less in the middle
school fwhich was being reorganized from junior high status)?
Participants found that STIL increased student motivation and
achievement, and was a relevant strategy which teachers and students
enjoyed, although it wa's somewhat time—consumigg. Participants
recommended expansion.,

o Calvert, using a lighthouse approach in a middle school, had a
cross—hierarchical team with relatively little central office
involvement. TeacheTs and students enjoyed STL, and student moti-
vation and achievement increased. Teacheys needed assistance or
time for planning and materials developmerit and recommended involve-
ment of other teachers and inter-class visits.

- o Charles, using a lighthouse approach in a middle school, had a
cross-hierarchical team with relatively little central office
involvement. Student motivation and achievement increased, but i
teachers found STL time-consuming. More staff development, use of
other STL strategies, and a (different) evaluation design were
recommended.
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e Montgomery, using a lighthouse approach in a junior high school,
was primarily the teachers' responsibility. Student motivation and
achievement increased. Recommendations included involvement of
other schools, cross-school visits, summer workshops, and more
central office involvement.

e Prince George's, using a caﬁacity—building approach within the
three regions of the county, had least involvement from school \
administrators. The use of a new strategy helped teachers, and
students' achievement and motivatyon increased. Greater commitment '
was needed, plus more staff development and use of other STL
strategles. | ) - 7

Queen Anne's, using a capacity-building approach within the high
school, had a cross-hierarchical team with good to excellent mutual
support. Student motivation and achievement increased, and 1t was
recomnended ‘that other teachers should become involved.

k)

. @ Washington, using a capacity-building approach district-wide,
conducted an orientation for all school administrators and super-
visors, then conducted regional orientation and training sessions
for vilunteer teachers. A cross-hierarchical team was involved __

’ with average to excellent mutual support. Student motivation
increased and teachers enjoyed using STL although it was time~
,» consuming. %ncreasediiﬂVolvement was strongly recommended. &
e Worcester, uéing a pilot/disfrict apprgéch in one elementary
~School, had a cross=hierarchical team y;th good mutual support.
\\\) Student mbtiva;ion and achievement incredsed although STL was
time-consuming: The project expansion and use of a (different)
.t evaluation design were xecommended.

The extent to which LEAs fu}fillgﬁ their-PEPS plans varied, partly
¢ L4
because PEPS objectives were for two years and current data describe only
- ) - <
the first year. To date, the thrae
\

planned participation, since within eac

ghthouse sites have exceeded theilr

school a greater number of teachers -

or classes have been involved? One pilot/district (Baltimore County)
satisfied its pilot site objectives. The other involved 15 teachers ip one
school and hopes to involve up to 35 more teachers in up to 16 schools. Of

the capacity-building sites, Prince George's planned for 27 classes in from

ﬁ? 9 to 27 schools and éctually involved 41 classes throuéh 28 teachers in
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approximately 10 to 15 schools. Queen Anne's planned involvement of 10% of
the teachers in one high school: three teac;ers used STL. Washington
planned for use of STL by 50% of the teachers who participated in training:
20+ teachers used STL.

In general, classroom implementat%on of STL taused few'hroblems
al..ough teachers would have liked more readily available materials.
Counties followed through with their plans -- ;ometimes exceeding their
objectives -- and in many cases are preparing to expand use. With

{increased interaction and support in some cases, STL should exceed its

level of use for the 1982-83 school year.

Teaching Variables

The following section describes the implementation of Teaching Varia-
bles (TV) including discussions.of the scope and intensity of implementa-
tion, LEA participation in MSDE training and planning events, time spent on

the topic, roles and responsibilities of implementers, impact, and partici-

pant needs and concerus.

Scope and Intensity of Implementation

Of the 19 LEAs implementing one or more SITIP topics, nine wrote
initial proposals for TV. lowever, only six counties conmleied pPEPsS* forus
for TV in the tall of 1981 and five counties implemented TV during the
1981~82 school year.. Cecil, Harford, and Howard Counties had planned on

using TV in addition to one other topic. However, they changed their minds

xpEpS -— Promising fducational Practices Submittal ~- a summary of a
local plan describing eight elements. See the chapter on planning for a
complete discussion.
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after the Summer Institutes. Baltimore County dropped TV during the school
year mainly because local circumstan;es ;ndicated that they had insufficient
resources‘(expertis; and §tability) to implement a combined project.

During the first year of the project,&the counties involved in TV
carried out their implemgntation strategles as planned in the fall of 1981
(see Tables 39 aﬂd 64). All LEAs focused primarily on the "time" variable?k\

In Calvert County, both "time" and "content" variables were implemented
in grades 6 through 8 in one middle school. For "content" curriculum
alignment between P;oject Basic objectives, the CAT, currfculum, and
textbooks was completed for reading/language arts and mathematicgmip the
summer of 1981, and teachers kept records of opportu;ity to leamni. by class
grade and objectives for each reporting period throughodt the year.
H0wever,‘the "prior learning" element was not attem;ted. Time—on-;ask data
were collected by two teachers who observed all teachers in all academic

»

subjects.\ "Time" and "content"” data were analyzed and stored on a micro-
computer. q

Frederick County used a pilot/district strategy with approximately 12
teachers in one school (grades 7-12), observing for "time" in a variety of
academic subject areas. The "content" var£§ﬁ1e was addressed at the
heginning of the school year when a match was determined between curriculum
and CAT objectives. . /

In Kent County, eight teachers were observed on the "time" variable in
one elementary school, grades one through four in reading/language arts.

Montgomery County implemented TV in one elementary and one middle

school. Both schools implemented the "content" variable through the newly
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Table 64

Scope and Intensity: Teaching Variables

|
LEA ‘# Schools| Grades | # Teachers # Classes | Subjects
Calvert 1 6,7,8 18 18 M, R/LA, Sc, SS, other
Frederick 1 7-12 12+ 12+ | M, R/LA, Sc, S8 °
Kent 1 1-4 8 8 R/LA
Montgomery* 2 2-6 1 - 18 M: R/LA
Somerset 1 1,2 2 2 R/LA
Total 6 1-12 51+ sg+ | M, R/LA, Sc, SS, other

Note: Numbers are approximates

-

* Teachers at one school were using TV as a data collection technique for AT.

M = Mathematics {

R/LA = Reading / language arts

Se¢ = Science

s$S = Social studies

X
{
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adopted curriculum in reading/language arts which is designed to match

curriculum and CAT objectives. At the elementary school, approximately

reading/language arts and mathematics. These implementers were using.TY as

. a data collectfgn technique for AT which was also being implemented.
Approximately seven sixth grade teachers at the midé}g.school implemented
the "time" variable in reading/language arts.

Somerset County implemented the ‘'time" variable in one elementary
bChOOi with two teachers in reading/language arts, grades one and two.

As can be seen In Table 64, the scope and intensit;”;f TV implementa-
éion varied among the f;ve counties from two teachers in one elementary
school in one county implementing the "time" variable in reading/language
arts to 18nteachers in one middle schog} in one county implementing both

- the "content" variable (recording opportunity to learn the objectives as
well as aligning the objectives to the CAT) and* the "time" variable in a
variety of subjects. Across the five counties, six schools were involved
in grades one through twelve in a variety of subject ;reas.

TV was used in only one school in four of the counties and in two
schools in one ot the counties.\ Three elementary, two middle, and one
junior/senior high schools were involved. TV was used in reading/language

) a;£s in all of the Sgunties, in mathematics in three of the counties, anq
in science and social studies in two of the counties. One county used TV
in other subject areas in additggn to the four listed above.

I.FA_Participation in Planning and Training ,

——

MSDE conducted three training and three planning activities for the

< counties interested in implementing TV (see Table 65). A larg.r percentage
i\
: i
S 4
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fgur teachers in grades two through five implemented the "time' variable in.
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of TV respondents had been involved in two or more training events (62.96%)
than in pianning activities (40.74%) or in all six activities (25.95%).
Sustained attendance for all six activities was best maintained by central
office staff (of whom 50% were involved) followed by school administraturs

~

and teachers (with 20% and 18.75% of them respectively participating in all

v

six activities).

Table 65

’fAttendance Patterns for Training and Planning Events:
Teaching Variables (June 1982)

Total | Training | Planning All
Respondents 2 or more | 2 or more 6 Events
Events Events
i N - % % A %
Total 27 100 62.96 40.74 25.93
Central Office 6 100 83.33 50 50
" School Administrators 5 100 100 80 20
Teachers 16 100 1 43.75 25 18.75

[@eally, for each county, each role group should have been represented
in all six_activitieg, and individual representation should have been
sustained to maintain a sense of continuity and build a cross-hierarchical
knowledge base and consensus about the topic and:how 1t was.to be.lmplemented.
Aérthe min&mum, each county shogld have involved representatives from a]i

» ) )
thrée role groups ig at least two training and two planning activit&es.

The following summarizes participation patterns for the counties
/

N

~~volved in TV:

e Calvert role groups were appropriately reprecented in both traiding
and plannding activities. However, teachers were the only role
group maintaining involvement across all six activities.

L3
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® All role groups from Frederick County were appropriately represented
in both planning and training with ‘central office staff sustaining
" involvement across the six activities.

e Central office staff and school administrators from Kent County
were appropriately represented in training and planning, with

= . central office staff sustaining involvement. Teachers were
\\apperriatgly represented in training (data are not available for
planning).

e Montgomery school administrators were appropriately involved in
training and planning activities and were the only role group
maintaining involvement across the six activities. Teachers were

) appropriately represented in training activities. Central office
staff were appropriately represented in training with no informa-
tion available for planning.

»

.
- -‘ - ‘- - -

e In Somerset County, central office staff and teachers were appro-
priately represented in training and planning and maintained
invelvement across the six activities. School administrators were
involved in two training events and one planning activity.

Of those impiémenters responding to the General Survey, schoel adminiﬁr
trators were more leavily involved in both training and planning than were
central offic; staff and‘teache;s. Central office staff were more heavily
involved in both training and planning tﬂan ware teachers.

L

© Time Spent on the Topic ) ' .

This section discusses time spent during the first year of implementa-
tion. Time across the' school year is discussed first followed by a discus~
sion of use of time in the classroom and then in the school.

1981-82 Schedules. For the "time' variable, observations in Kent

began in April. The majority of the teachers in the other four counties

began TV implementation.in September 19¢1 and finished in May-June 1982.

Somerset County conducted "time" observatiogs in'February through June.
Calvert and Montgomery Counties accomplished their plannea time period

for implementation (see Table 39). Kent County goi a later start than
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planned. Frederick and Somerse€\$ounties did not specify a time period on
their PEPS form. , A ‘

In the Classroom. For the "time" variable, most counties made three

classroom observatiohs‘for each teacher. Each teacher applied improvement
straregies following analysis of observation data if strategies were

determined (occurred in four of the six schools). In Calvert, participat-
ing teachers applied a modified vé;sion of the "content" 'variable for most

of the school year. N

TV did not require teachers to spend more time preparing students

(e.g., groupfng,_pre—testing), nor did it affect curriculum coverage,

except to a small extent in Calvert where teachers implementing "contenc"

.

“found that slightly more time than usual was required to cover the curricu-

lum. '

.

In the School. TV is designed as an action research approach for

"tlme," requiring teachers who wish to improve "rime-on-task' to develop
and implement appropriate strategies., While TV suggests some strategiles,
most are usually developed by teachers working with each other (énd school
administrators and central office staff also in some cases)., Strategizing
or'problem-solving meetings are considered "out-of-classroom” activities.

[n all cases informai strategizing occurred between the observers and
the teachers observed on an individual basis soon after data were analyzed.
L.ittle time was spent on Such_informal activity. In two counties, cross-
hierarchical teams reviewed data tagether (in two schools data were rein-
forced by video-tapes of classes) and participated in mutual problem~-solving.

These sessions were more formal, occurred fairly frequently, often as part

23 > -




of regularly scheduled staff meetings led by the school principal. In one

county, formal strategizing is to occur in the summer of 1982. In all.

.

schools, observation required time, and when teachers observed each cther,
scheduling and use of substitutes had to be arranged.
Comprehenéive‘implementation of the "content'" variable was not speci-

fi‘éd on any LEN PEPs, and did not occur in any LEA.

. %oles and Responsibilities ' .

. The SITIP design encourages involvement of a cross—hierarchical team
including: 1) central office staff, e.g., superv;sors in instruction or
csordipators of staff development; 2) échool administrators, e.g., princi-
pals, vice principals, department heads; and 3) classroom teachers. '?his
section describes the pegéle involved, what they did, and their relation-i
ship to each other from three perspectives: wusual assigneé roles, activi-
ties undertaken, and interactive support, with reference to level of effort
and use of time for imp%@mentation of TV.

Usual Roles. Of the nine central office staff involved in TV, two had

3
staff development responsibilities, and seven had instructionusl responsibili-

«
.

ties. Five of the latter were actively involved in TV. School administra-
’ ' ©

tors involved came from lementary schools (three principals), middle/junior

high schools (one principgl, one vice -principal) and one junior/senior high

school (principal).

Activities and Levels of Effort. Each local superintendent committed

'

cross-hierarchical teams for a two-year implementation period in addition

to the training and planning activities of 1980-81l. Six activity area<

were identified, and central office staff and school administrators were

-
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1
to indicate level of effort (time and energy) spent on each (with responses
- ranging from O to a high of 5). The areas of activity were: 1) administra-

tion (including planning and budget); 2) development of materials; 3)
)

-

designing and/or conducting inservice; 4) supporting school implementation
(e.g., problem-solving, supplying materials, etc.); 5) dissemination; and

6) evaluat{pn. (Mean ratings are presented in Table 66.%)

' N

Levels of effort were most similar for central office staff and school

administrators in.the areas of dissemination and materials development, | v

A

followed by training, support, and evaluation, with most difference on

administration (see Table 66). The greatest combined effort was spent on

-

" support and the least on materials development.

e With the exception of Montgomery, each LEA had at least one person -
investing considerable effort in administration, although in
Somerset the work seemed to be fairly evenly shared between the two .
role groups.

s Materials development was low for all respondents.
e Triining was higher for central office staff than school administra-
tors, with Kent investing most in this area.

.
[}

e Providing support was very high for all respondents except one in
each role group from different LEAs (Kent and Montgomery).

. Disseminatioh, the same for each role group,.was highest in Somerset
and Montgomery.

e FEvaluation was relatively low (and equal) for all central office
staff and school administrators in Calvert and Kent, slightly
higher for school administrators in Montgomery and Somers%t.

H] { .

4

¥Data not available for central office staff in Calvert and Montgomery
and for «chool administrators in Frederick. :
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éll three role groups were asked to rate the amount of time required
for TV in comparisoﬁ to other projeéts in which they had been involved. On
a scale from 1.00 (substantially less time) to 5.00 (substantially more
time), the TV implementers indicated that the instructional process required
more timé compared with other strategies (see Table 67). Teachers found
that all five actibities required slightly more time (mean of 3.71) with
becoming informed (3.94) an; record keeping (3.81) rated highést. Central
of fice staff found TV to require more time in becoming informed (4.33),
1nteracting with school personnel (4.33), and record keeping (4.00).
School administrators rated all the activities as requiring more time (mean
of 3.73) with the exception of evaluation (3.25).

Average ratings across the five activities indicated that all the
counties found TV to require slightly more time (3.47 to 4.16) to implement

N
’

with Frederick County giving the highest ratings.

Interactive Support. Fach of the five LEAs had a SITIP team, with

lighthouse implementation strategies in four countles and a pilot/district
approach planned in Frgderick. Leadership was provided by central office
staff in two counties, by school administrators in one, by a teacher in

one, and by a cross-hierarchical team 1n Somerset. Observation was conducted
by teachers in four counties, although school administrators later assumed
most of that task in one LEA, and central office staff observed in Kent.
Arrangements for observation were complex, usually requiring a substitute

to replace the observing teacher who then either tracked a class of students
(e.g., in junior high school) or negotiated scheduling with teachers to be

observed. These arrangements (support) were usually undertaken by the
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i ) Table 67 ' .

o Use of Time: Teaching Variables

Role Central School Teachers Total

Activity Office Administrators i

N=6 N=5 N=16 N=27
Becoming informed 4:33 © o 4.00 3.94 4,04
Interacting with 4.33 3.80 3.69 3.85

scﬁgol personnel

Preparing/organizing 3.33 4.00 ’ 3.44 3.52
.materials
. .
Record Keeping \ 4.00 3.60 - 3.81 3.82
\
r‘ Evaluation 3.50 3.25 3.69 3.58

Mean ratings range from é}low of 1.00 (substantiall less time)
to a high of 5.00 (substantially more time).

L2

25

244

.‘
'
_
.
i
-
_
_
_
N
_
_
_
_
_
]
_
_
/.—




school administrator. I[a all cases, observers and those observed learned
from each other —- formaliy or informally sharing ideas to improve teaching
techniques. TIn Montgomery aéd Somerset, meetings involving more than the
two people directly involved required support and participation from all
part}cipants. Only Calvert emphasized the "cqntent" variable with teachers
interacting with each other and much responsibility undertaken by a coordi-
nating teacher support.:d by a school administrator.

Implementers were asked to rate the support received from each role
group (from 1.00 very poor to 5.00 excellent with 3.00 as average). As
indicated in Table 68, for TV, central office staff.were generally more
positive in their assessment, rating all groups between 4.00 and 4.50.
School administrators rated teachers highest (4.60) and considered central
office support average to good (3.40). Teachers rated their colleagues as
average to good (3.56), and awarded the lowest rating to central office
staff (2.81 -- just below average) .

Table 68

Perceptions of Support Recelved: Teaching Variables

! Teachers School Central 0ffice MSDE Develop:ars
Toplcs & Respondents i N Administrators | Staff i
Central 0ffice g 5,36 4.4 “4.14 | 4.00 ! 316
school Admingstracors . .| 42 | 4.08 | 4.16 3.95 ! L
Teachers o 1348 | 3.67 3.36 R RS
~otal izn 3.66 i 3.78 3.52 139 ! 1.49
} ! : L

awarding the lowest rating (3.56).
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Teachers received a mean rating of 3.96, with teachers

themselves




School administrators received a mean rating of 3.85, with central
office staff awarding the highest rating (4.50). .
Central office staff received a mean rating of 3.19; MSDE received a

mean of 3.56, and topic developers were awarded a mean rating of 3.37.

Summary. Roles, tasks, effort spent, and support provided were exam-

ined together to determine patterns of activity. Findings are summarized

by task. !

o Administrative tasks ~— planning and budget -- were mostly assumed
by central office staff, although in Calvert a school -administrator
invested considerable effort in this area. The least effort was
spent by Montgomery ‘participants and most by Kent.

e Materials development was low for all participants, although
slightly more effort was invested by Montgomery and Calvert.

¢ Inservice -- learning and training -- was ‘hout equal for all role
groups. (Most participants were trained at MSDE-initiated events,
and topic developers conducted additional training in Kent and
Montgomery.) .

o Support and interaction took more time than for other projects for
four central office staff (in three LEAs), for three school adminis-
trators (two of whom were in LEAs where central office staff were
virtually uninvolved), and for teachers in only one county. (These
findings reflect the fact that team problem-solving has occurred in
only two counties and has taken relatively little time.)

o Dissemination required effort by school administruLors in Montgomery
and Somerset, with central office staff also investing fairly
heavily in the latter LEA,

e Evaluation and record keeping were slightly more demanding for TV
than for other new projects, with the highest mean investments by
Montgomery and Somerset.

Impact

<
inis section discusses the impact of TV on instruction, in general,

and, more specifically, on teachers and students. Table 69 summarizes the

Y

responses given by TV implementers to Several statements concerning impact.
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[nstructional Value. I[n general, on a scale from L.00 (strongly

-

disagree) to 5.00 (strongly agree), the TV implementers agreed that the
instructional process was worthwhile (3.98) and that it was not more work
than it was worth (2.33). Teachers tended to be less positive in their
responses to these statements than central office staff and school adminis-
trators. Responses to these statements were fairly consistent across the
counties with one county less pogitive than the others. v
' N

TV implementers mentioned several aspects of the instructional process
which they found tc be valuable. TV was described as a logical research-
based method to improve classroom management by fotusing teachers' atten-
tion on how they utilize classroom time. The ”coﬁtent" variable (as

-

used/adapted) was found to be a manageable way of breaking the curriculum

A
into instructional "steps,” was easy to implement, and matched participants'

.

needs.' However, TV was considered time-consuming, and in two LEAs partici-

pants found the record keeping to be burdensome. Also, one teacher consi-

dered the improvement strategies suggested by TV to be gverly simpli;tjc,
another thought that TV was not cost-effective, and a third found that
observation interrupted the class and caused students to "act for the
observer.”" Alil three teachers were in the same county.

[mpact on Teachers. As.can be seen in Table 69, LEA respondents felt

that teachers had acduired additional knowiedge and skills as a result of

TV fmplementat ion (3.97 atd 3.89 respectivelv). However, the educators
~ 1y
were lews sure ahout whether teachers enjoyed 1mplementing v (3.31).

4 -
Teachers were less {ositive in their responses to these statements of TV

» kS

imnact on teachers than verv central office statf ¢nd schcnl administrators.

¥3




Table 69
Impact of Teaching Variables as Perceived by Active Implementers (June 1982)
Central School
Role Office Administrators Teachers Total
Areas of Impact N =
. e e e
Instructional Value ( i
Is it worthwhile/workable. 4.16 4,35 3.81 3.98
Is it more work than it's worth. 1.83 2.20 2.50 2.33
impact on teachers -
Ts enjoy it. 3.50 3.80 3.07 3.3]
«Ts gain knowledge. 4.17 4.20 3.75 3.97
Ts increase skills. 4.17 4.25 3.69 3.89
]
Impact on students |
{
Ss enjoy {it. ‘ 3.00 3.80 3.1 | 3.76
Ss are more involved in work. 3.50 3.50 3.44 | 3.46
Ss increase achievement. 3.09 3.68 3.1 | 3.1
Time i
!
Ts spend nore t! e preparing Ss. 2.33 2.20 3.u6 b 2,74
Ts cover curriculum in less time. 2.83 2.80 2.56 % 2.67 W
e e e e = et s e — SN RS N

NOTT: Mean ratings range from 1.00 (strongly Disagree) to 5.00 Strongly Agree).
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LEA implementers felt that TV made teachers aware of the quality of
their instruction and enabled teachers to learn new techniques through
observing and interacting with other teachers. They appreciated the
training and assistance provided by MSDE in two LEAs. However, teachers ir
three LEAs were concerned about the time needed to implement TV.

[mpact on Students. LEA implg$enters were Jess sure about TV impact

on students. Responses to the statements on student impact (see Table 69)
were between 3.00 and 3.50. School administrators tended to be slightly
more positive in their responses to these statements. Teachers used a
variety of measures to assess achievement, including mainly &eacher-made
tests and teacher estimates but also _he CAT, the Maryland Functional
Reading RQSC’ and the Nelson Reading Test. Only-one teacher noticed
significaﬁt improvement, and two school administrators and two centrai
office staff noticed slight improvement. Most respondents were uncertain
that TV had affected student achievement. This uncertainty 1is not é%rpris—
ing since, for the "time" variable implementers in only one count™ claim to
have made systematic changes in thelr teachiﬁg strategies. [n three others
minor changes have been made, and in the fifrh, data indicated that engage-
ment rate of students was satisfactory -- requiring very minimal changes.

Summary. In general, the impact of TV is somewhat uncertain. Local
educators have acquired knowledge and skills in determining time-on-task
aéd have learned by observing each other. The "content" variable has
allowed teachers to systematically record students® opportunity to learn,

g

and has contributed to the aligument of curriculum objectives, Instruction,

and the CAT. Although one teacher found substantial improvement in student
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achievement, most were unsure of the impact of TV on students. 1f only the
"rime" variable was implemented and if data indicated satisfactory "on-task"
rates, teachers did not change and no impact was made. Where this occurred,
the impact of TV was counfirmation of appropriate instruction (in terms of
time-on~task) by the teachers involved.

Participant Needs and Concerns

The following discussion presents results of the Stages of Concern
Questionnaire (SoCQ) and reviews needs and concerns identified through
surveys, interviews, and observations.

SoCQ. As discussed in the chapter on training, TV participants were
less well prepared for implementation than were those involved in other
SITIP topics in July 1981 (see Table 21). At that time, SoCQ data indi-
cated that several participants were recoqg&fering their plans, and in fact
between August 1981 and February 1982 four LEAs decided not to implemsqpt
V. Q\

Role group responses have changed over the year (compare Tables 20 and
70), with the greatest differences evident for school administrators, whose

»*-
concerns have decreased in all areas, and particularly in management,

information, and awareness. Current data indicate thaw sc2901 administra-
tors see some personal implications of TV, and they arc iné;rested in what

' X .
others are doing. Central office staff interests have changed very little
oxer the year, although current respondents are not interested in refocus-
fng: they will support TV although it's not their main priority. Teachers'

concerns increased for consequences and collaboration, and (slightly) on

personal and management issues. Now that they understand the TV "time"

Lff;q
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Table 70

Teaching Variables

SoCQ Responses, June 1982:
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variable, they want to know how to put it to work so that students and they

themselves can benefit.

Results suggest that cross-hierarchical teams should engage in strate-
gizing -~ not only to determine ways to improve classroom instruction based
on needs identified by observation, but also to resolve some of the teachers'
personal concerns.

Issues. A total of 17 recommendations wete made, with some of the 27
survey respondents making no suggestions and others making several.
Representatives of two LEAs (11.76% of total responses) recommended "no
change"; 17.65% recommended elimination or more-selective use of TV; 29.41%
recommended expansion -- use of other variables, or inclusion of other
schools or teachers; and a teachegnyh one county wanted TV to cgntinue but
was afraid it might "fall by the wayside.”" In one LEA, one teacher sug-
gested that if attention 1s focused on instructional (process) improvement,
administration should not also require curriculum change; another suggested
that teachers should be given thé information about TV then left to chose
their own imp:iovement strategles. The remaining recommendations related to
support (17.65%) and training (11.76%):

o Suggestions relating to support igdicated that communication should

be improved between role groups, that the role of central office
staff should be clarified, and that MSDE should invite all TV

participants to attend SITIP meetings (e.g., follow-up meetings).

@ Respondents from two counties requested more inservice, with one
specifying involvement of TV developers. -

/
None of these needs had been identified at Follow-up meetings: at

. .
. 3

that time participants were more concerned with the’ mechanics of observa-

tion and coding for student engagement on the '"time' variable.

22,
<4y,




Sﬂmmarx. The greatest needs for TV relate to interaction among the

participants, both in terms of support and commitment and in acting upon
the data collected througﬁ observation. Clarification may be needed in

some cases, in terms of the real objectives of participant;, of the reai
nature of TV (both variables), and how those two factors can be matched.
Summary of TV Implemenfation

r
TV was implemented in five LEAs in six schools by at least 51 teachers

in approximately 58 classes across all grade levels except kindergarten.
Most classes were in basic skills but other subject areas were also included.

Most of the counties made at least three cbservations per teacher for a

period of from two months to a full school year. The “content® variabie

" was Implemented to varying degrees by three counties, with Calvert follow-

ing through most systematically throughout the year.
participation in planning and training activities initiated by MSDE

was maintained fairly well by all role groups from all counties. However,.,
central office staf} were much more involved in Frederick and Kent than in
Calvert and Montgomery; school administrators were mere involved in Mont-
gomery and were 'reassigned” in Frederick and Somerset and so missed early
activities; and teachers played more important roles in Calvert and -- to
some extent in Frederick. In Somerset representation was fairly equal for
all role groups.

TV took slightly more time to implement than cther similar p.ojects
tried by participants, with overall mean ratings quite different for each

role group and for all tasks except evaluation (3.58). With the exceptions

of Calvert and Montgomery, central office staff found TV more time-consuming

2Y




than did teachers or school administrators.. Apart from administration,
interacting/supporting required most effort for central office staff in the
three countie in which they were involved. Three school administrators
and teachers in four schools also found interacting/supporting to require
high levels of effort. In no site did all three role groups report similar
levels of effort, and in only two schools did teachers' investment in
interaction come close to either school administrators or central office
staff. (Given the nature of TV, this may be considered unfortunate.)
Learning/training was, in most sites, an area of h£gh investirent, with
similar investments by the actively involved role groups in Calvert,
Frederick, and Montgomery, and -with slight differences between role groups
in Kent and Somerset. (Given the complexity of TV, this area éf activity
was expected to be fairly high, and it was -- meany9.04.) The naturé of
the strategy -- lighthouse versus pilot/district -- had a slight effect in
that in the latter case central office staff invested slightly more effort
than did counterparts with lighthouse school strategies.

Perceptions of support tendeq to rerlect the extent of role group
interaction except in one county where teachers rated themselves as just
above average and every other group as below average or poor. In all other
cases ratings ranged from above average to excellent.

The greatest value of TV was that participants gained knowledge and
skills by using a logical research-based procedure to focus attention on
use of time in the classroom. In three LEAs teachers benefitted by apply-

ing speci{fic improvement strategies. Observers also learned by observing

other teachers and thus became aware of quality instructional strategie:.

»
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While teachers valued that learning they were also somewhat unhappy when
pulled out of their own classes to observe, feeling they were losing time
with their students. In two LEAs, use of the ''content” variable contri-
buted to curriculum alignment. However, participants in three counties
found TV to be time-consuming, and in two counties record keeping was
burdensome. During the first five to six months of implementation many
participants experienced problems with data collection and analysis,

_ espécially in defining various categories of unengaged behavior. Although

those problems were resolved at the spring Follow—up meetings, another
problem seemed to persist: the question of what to do once data were
analyzed.

while not specifically stated by participants, that problem is implied
by several of the participants’ recommendations relating to support,
training, attention to other variables besides "time,' and cholce of
iﬁprovement strategies. Concerns data reinforce these suggestions an also
indicate a need to resolve teachers' personal concerns and clarify role
group interaction.

The above 1s a general summary across sites. Below each LEA is

discussed separately.

o Calvert, using a lighthouse approach in a middle school, iwmple-
mented "time" and “content" for the whole school year finding that
TV matched their needs. Although there was relatively little
direct involvement of central office staff, they were percelved as
supportive. Participants rated each other as good to excellent for
their mutual support. Key teachers, particularly the mathematics
teacher, were important to the project singce they collected and
analyzed data. Teachers gained knowledge and skills through
nbserving and sharing and also through the curriculum alignment
process. Strategizing was informal. The "content" variable was
considered more useful than "time," and there weve few problems in
either case. Toward the end of tlie year more staff became invalved,
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and participants were considering refinement and expansion. Parti-
cipants suggest that implications and actions for improvement need
to be considered 6n a broader base -- possibly by subject-area or
grade-level teams.

e Frederick, using a pilot/district approach in a junior/senior high
school, had a cross-hierarchical team with good mutual support.
Several teachers collected '"time" data on many of their colleagues
-~ a useful learning ﬁrocess but time out of their own classes was
considered a drawback. (TV as developed provides norms for elemen-
tary classes only, and Frederick decided to establish secondary
school baselines.) Some informal strateglzing occurred but plans
indicated that formal strategizing will follow analysis in the.
summer of 1982. Participants considered TV to be logical, and
increased teachers' awareness of the relationship of the use of
time to achievement and of their own teaching styles. However, it
was time-consuming and one teacher asked, "Where are we going?"
Participants recommend improved\gommunication and hope that TV does
not "fall by the wayside." ‘\\

e Kent, using a lighthouse strategy, experienced some ingtial problems
due to staff reassignments, but conducted training in the spring of
1982. "Time'" observatlions were subsequantly conducted by the
central office supervisor who found TV to\be a logical method to
look at student behavior and provide objeé%ive feedback to
teachers. Participants would like more MSDE-initiated training,
and plan to expand their use of TV, possibly using "content.''*

e Montgomery used a lighchouse approach in two schools ~- at a middle
school, and -- in conjunction with Active Teaching -- at an elemen—
tary school. Both schools used video~taping to back up observation
(which was conducted by both principals and teachers) and strategiz-
ing occurred in staff meetings where teachers viewed tapes and
of fered improvement ideas to each other. School administrators
were most active in MSDE-initiated events, which resulted in some
criticism by participants of central office seeming lack of interest.
Support between groups within the LEA was percelved as below
average to very good, with teachers receiving the highest ratings.
Participants considered TV to provide a logical focus, with the
"content” varlable helping to organize instruction into manageable
steps. The overall SITIP de?ign, use of research, and training

s were appreclated, and some teachers found specific strategies to be
helpful. However, it was time-consuming, some teachers considered
TV inappropriate for their students or class arrangements, said
that video-taping interrupted the class and that students "acted"
for the observer, and indicated that they would prefer simply to

*Since teachers did not complete the general survey, a comprehensive
picture cannot be drawn for Kent.

256 ~ i)

t

-




1]

. learn 'the procedures and then be left to determine their own
strategies or level of involvement. Commercial and teacher-made
tests indicated improved student achievement, which seemed to
relate to use of the "content' procedures. Recommendations include
clarification of the role of central office, greater involvement of ~
teachers in MSDE-inftiated activities, and consideration of modifi-
cations to reduce teachers' concerns as they deal with both new
curriculum and the TV process (especially at the AT-TV site).

e Somerset, using a lighthouse strategy, had a cross-hierarchical
team with excellent mutual support. Particlpants appreciated the
SITIP design, training and assistance from MSDE. ''Time" observa-
tions increased teachers' awareness of the quality of their
instruction, .and observers liked the systematic method to look at
student behavior and provide feedback to teachers. Working as a
team to develop improvement strategies by category was useful. .
However, record keeping was burdensome. Participants recommend
involvement of other teachers in the school for "time." Also,
record keeping procedures could be revised. Somerset staff have

#¢ established a successful base for their program and should be able
to expand with little difficulty. '

L]

I
In general, given the complexity of TV, participants made reasonable

»
) |

prograss in their first year of imp%gmentation. Two suggestions may be
considgred for next year -- systematic application of both "time" and
"content,” and teaming to strategize for improvement. So far, in accord-
ance with intended LEA plans, most ef fort has been spent on éastering the
mechanics of TV: the groundwork has been done so that next year, LEAs may

build capacity and see greater improvements.

Summary and Conclusions

The four preceding sections of this chapter each focus on 1oc51 imple-
mentation of one of the toplcs: Active Teaching (AT), Mastery Learning
(ML), Student Team lLearning (STL), and Teaching Variables (TV). This
section examines implementation across all four topics and across all 19

- }

local edncation agencies (LEAs), under the following headings: scope and

intensity of implementation, LEA Barticipat{on in MSDE-~initiated

’ N
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activities, roles and responsibilities of local implementers, Impact, and
participant needs and ¢oncerns.

Scope and Intensity of Implementation

During thé 1981-82 school year 19 Maryland school systems were involved
in SITIP, 15 implementing a single topic and four implementing tw? or three

topics (see Table 71). Over 65 schools were involved, with more than 688

teachers working with over 886 classes in all grade levels. Read ing/lanugage

arts was the most popular curricular subject, followed by mathematics,
science and ;ocial studies. Teachers also tried SITIP topics in various
other subjects.

Actual implementation was compatred with that which was planned (compare
Tables 39 and 72). 1In the discussion that follows, each dimension is
reviewed. It should be noted that 1981 PEPS were for two years and current
data relate only to the first year.

Topics. LEAs revised topic selection only for Teaching Variables,
with four counties dropping the topic early In the 1981—62 school vear, and
implementing LEAs concentrating primarily on one variable. In general, the
revisions were influenced by the complexity of TV: the perceived demands
-sere greater than the perceived rewards. In all cases, topics selected
were considered by local educators to be relevant to their interests, and
the extent of implementation reflected the level of effort participants
were willing to invest. The complexity of the topic as implemented deter-
mined the level of effort invested at the classroom level.

Strategies. level of effort (i.e., time and energy an LEA was willing

to invest), role group enthusiasm, and perceived local need seemed tc be

Q
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Table 71

Scope and Intensity: All-Topics As Implemented (1981-82)

-

e .
{ l #LEAs #Schools | #Teachers | f#Classes | Grades | Subjects
i e
} . i Single
| Lpic i School Multiple
!
Y - . I S e [ - . [P S - o = =]
" Active leaching . 1 33 472 514 1-12 | M, R/LA, Sc, SS
t ' LY
" ~ Mastery Learning { 4 2 6 81 93 K-12 M, R/IA, Sc, SS, Other
! {
; Student Team ’
i Learning ‘ 4 4 204 105+ 177+ K-12 M, R/LA, Sc, Ss, Othe~
b ’ ~
, ; Teaching Variables | 3 2 6 51+ 58+ | 1-12 | M. R/IA, Sc, SS, Other
w “ | L
° | TOTAL g 19 65 638 856 K-12 | M, R/LA, Sc, SS, Other
S S t R SR SO (S AU
Key: M = Mathematics
R R/LA = Reading/Language Arts
Sc¢ = Science
SS = Social Studies
.
A
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Strategy, Scope and Target:

Table 72

Topics as Implemented

&=,
Curtizulum Subjects Scpet
Allagany XL 13 1 27 2 x-12 M, K/LA, Se, SS H:1002; others 10-20%
(1-30 per 1),
Anas ATundsl "o LS 1 ) 4 3-12 Se Se:10T
Balttasre City \Fl. 0 1 A0 7 10-12 Varicus <1002 (Vs per T)
4
Saltimore County S 1A Ls 1 b) 3 3, & o M:100X
sTL ro 2 ? 17 3-8 M, RILA, Se, SS 15-50%
"
Calvert STL Ls 1 3 4 [ 23] R/LA, SS
™ L3 18 it} -3 M, R/LA, Sc, SS 3 obs per T, M, R/LA: 100X
"ccotent”
Cactl AT * A 16 k13 4, -8 | M, /1A M:30-1002; R/LA: 20-0
2
Qarlee STL p¥3 1 19 33 5.8 M, R/LA, Se, SS, Other 3-492
Preder fck T/ | A 1 12+ 12+ 7-12 a4, R/LA, Sc, SS 3 obs per T
Gartett _AT Ls 1 ? 19 \2 M, R/LA, S, 35 M:100%; othats 40-$0%
Karford AT o 26 434 434 1-6 H H:80-12002
Roward [0 8 18 1 5 5 i, 2 .4 M:12X (1 pec T)
Lent ™ L 1 [} [ 1-4 R 3 obe per T
b e g
Koatgomery AT-TV s 1 b 3 2-% M, R/LA H-80%, R/LA.152
(149 1S . ) 21 1-9 ¥, R/LA, 5S¢, S5 $-100%
W s 1 6 13 L) M, x/La
! trisce Ceorge’s s a lwoe] 28 ] a0 | x-2,6-61n, 2/1a, sc, 58 10-25%
9-11
VSRR P e —
Queen Arve't sTL [ 1 é 15 9-12 M, §5, Other wo dets
tc. Hary's AT [+ ] 1 10 3 9-12 M, R/lA, 5S¢, S5 H-80-1C0%, others 20-30X
Somarier v s |1 ? 2 2 |arm 3obe per T )
r—ﬁ—»-»whw«*ﬂu— o o
Vashingioe 113 [% ] » 0+ e 4,6, M, /LA, $5, Oczher 20-50%
Vorcestar L s 1 ] 3 1,12 o s::&uz
sTL (%] 1 13 14 k-3 M, R/IA, Sc, $S, Gther
#Scopat  Par.ent of sltocated *fee for subject salectad, end for TV otmber ot obeervationa pet teachar.

Sakjecty Xey

M o= dachenatice
LA » Languane at:is
R = Ressfog

S¢ » Sclence
$3 = Secial stadies

\

Scrategy Xey.

CB « Capscity butiding
W = District-vide

1$ = Lighthouse school
0 = Ptlot/discrice
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the three strongest factors influencing LEA selection of an implementation

strategy -- of which there were four: 1) district-wide, 2) pilot/districe,
3) capacity buillding, and 4) lighthouse school. In all cases stracegies
were implemented as planned in the 1981 PEPS.

e The district-wide strategy was used by one LEA implementing AT in
all elementary classes (434) in the spring of 1982 for 80 to 1007
of the time allocated for mathematics. Continuation at that level
plus expansion to all middle school mathematics classes is plannca
for 1983. This strategy demands the greatest level ([ effort
(because so many people are involved); high enthusiasm by central
of fice staff (transmitted to other role groups); and perceived need
by all role groups (especially the superintendent). Since AT is
the least complex topic, district-wide implementation was feasible
given available resources. :

e The pilot/district strategy i:volves one or a few schools in the
first year with commitment from central office to become actively
involved in dissemination/implementation to many more schools in
subsequent years. Four LEAs used this strategy.-- one for each
topic -- with two each involving one school, one involving two
‘schools, and one involving four schools. The extent of expansion
was not clearly specified in PEPS, but activities underway in two
of the four LEAs suggest that several more schools will become
involved in the 1982-83 school year. This strategy requires effort .
and enthusiasm from all involved, particularly central of fice staff
who usually take responsibility for involving additional schools
after the first year. LEA central office staff worked actively
with other role groups in implementing the topic in the pilot '
schools, and are planning for expansion. The extent of 1nvolvem:at
and progress within the pilot schools is related to topic complexity.
with greater expansion probable for less complex topicc. However,
locally perceived need &nd commitment -are high in the ML LEA, which
may overcome the demands of complexity and encourage greater
progress. -

e Capacity building is essentially a staff development approach wnich
encourages voluntary implementation following trainiag conducted by
those first involved with SITIP. Five LEAs selected thils strategy
—-- four for STL and one for AT. In two cases attention focused
within one school, with participation objectives atrained. [u the
other three cases, participation was encouraged for many schools.
Wwhile one LFA met its goals and another exceeded its objectives for
the number of schools and classes involved, another set a goal of
use by 50% of those teachers trained, and the third heped Tor use
by 50 teachers in sixteen schools. Nelther of those two counties
appear to have achieved thelr goals 80 far (and plans were for two

1y re
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years). Locally perceived need and commitment influenced resource
allocations so that trainers could invest effort on building
capacity and following through, with on-site coaching as new
teachers began implementation. Most effort was spent by trainers.
Training was conducted mostly by teachers at three sites, mostly by
central office staff 4t the other two LEAs, with school administra-
tors also involved in two counties. The topic developer also
assisted in training at three of the STL capacity building sites.
Both topics implemented through capacity buildirg are classroom-
focused and are less complex than ML or TV. Success relates to the
effort invested in training, not only in workshops but also in
follow-up assistance.

The lighthouse school strategy, used in 13 schools by ter LEAs,
focuses implementation of a topic in a single school. Success may
be broadcast informally and additional schools may elect to adopt
the topic, but no formal commitment is made by central office staff
to actively encourage or train others. The strategy was used for
AT at two sires, for ML at five sites, for STL at three sites, and
for TV.at fou sites. Diverse patterns of interaction and leader-
ship evolved for this strategy, ranging from a small teacher-cen-
tered project to a cross-hierarchical team effort. In several
cases participants would like to expand to include other teachers
or other schools, but that oaly appears likely where central office
staff have been involved and can see the value of the project.

For AT, one LEA has a district-wide strategy, one a pilot/district,

one a capacity buildirg strategy in one school, and two have lighthouse

schools.

schools.

For ML, there ar. one pilot/district site and five lighthouse

For STL, there are one pilot/district, four capacity building

LLEAs, and three lighthouse schools. For TV, there are one pilot/district,

and four lighthouse schools. While no strategies were changed from the

1981 PEPS during the first year of implementation, there is some indi‘ation

that a few of the lighthouse school sites might become more like pilot/

district sites. The relative value of a given strategy (in terms of

institutionalization from a local perspective, or of widespread use from a

more general perspective) cannot yet be determined but may become apparent
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in the second year of implementation. The strategy determines how the work

is shared among role groups.

School Sites. All types of schools were involved, with all grade
levels from kindergarten to twelfth grade. Most teachers were voluntarily
involved, but in Harfcrd elementary teachers were required to implement AT,
and in some other counties teachers were expected to participate. In two
capacity building sites the number of schools in which fopics were imple-
mented was less than planned, but the goal was set for a two-year period.
In four LEAs the number of teachers implementing was less than planned, L.
in three sites more teachers were involved than planned. The number of
classes involved was greater than planned in five sites. In four cases
grade level configurat}ons were changed.

Contrary to conclusions drawn in other studies, no greater difficulties
were experienced in secondary schools than in elementary schools. The 16+
secondary schools were involved irn ali strategies except the district-wide
approach and used all four topics and a variety of content areas. There
were two differences between types of school during implementation: 1)
seéondary teachers were more likely to focus on curriculum and efementary
teachers were more likely to focus on grade level; and 2) while principals
were involved in both kinds of schools, if an additional "leader" was
needed it was somewhat easier in secondary schools for a dep;rtment head or
teacher coordinator to have "free' time than for elementary teschers to

have ne¢essary arrangements made. However, both groups did attend to

curriculum and grade articulation, especially for ML and TV.
|
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Curriculum Subjects. For three tnpics (AT, ML, and TV) developers

recommend implementation in basic skills, with AT focusing of mathematics
and ML adding science. Academic curricula are considered most appropriate
for ail four topics. The most popular curricular areas were: reading/
language arts (17 LEAs), mathematics (16 LEAs), science (12 LEAs) and
social studies (11 LEAs). The largest range of curricular areas was
explored by baltimore City. Participants indicated most impact was on
students and ~cst acceptance by teachers when topics were used for fairly

structured cu*riculum.

Scope and yime. The topics were implemented from between one month

and the full school year, with greater time spent than was planned in three
cases,, and lvss time spent in four cases. Within the implementation time
the scope of use occurred as plarned ranging from 5% of the time allocated
to a curriculum for a gi.en class, to 100% of the allocated time. Most
time was spent for AT and ML on more structured curricular areasdéuch as
mathematics. Where STL was implemented some teachers used the topic
sporadically. LEAs implementiag a topic for at least 50% of the time
allocated for the selected su“ject area for at least five months include:
Allegany, Anne Arundel, Baltimore County, Calvert, Cecil, Garrett, Mont-
éomery, St. Mary's, Washington, and Worcester. If that level of implementa-
tion 1s maintained, impact on student achievement should become apparent.

The overall scope and intensity of implementation (number of schools,
teachers, curricuium areas, and time used) were determined largely by the
strategy selected, but also by the PEPS, which in turn, reflected the LEA
felt need or commitment to the topic. Scope was reduced when time and

energy were scarce.
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LEA Participation in MSDE—Initiated Activities

it was considered important that in each LEA for each topic implemented
there should be a core SITIP team including at least one representative of
each key role group (£eachers, schocl-based administrators, and central -
of fice staff). Team members were encouraged by state staff to participate
in all activities initiated by MSDE. If individuals were reassigned it was
hoped that their place would quickly be taken by one of their peers. The
rationale for the team apprcach was based on research of planned change
which argues that 1) expertise and commitment is increased if those who are
to carry out the tasks are involved in appropric.te planning and training
events, and 2) knowledge shared is more lasting than knowledge held by one
individual or by one role group.

Table 73 summarizes participation of the three role groups for the
MSDE-initiated activities in training (awareness confeicnces, summer
institutes, follow-ups) and planning (proposal preparation, spring and fall
planning). The last column indicates sustained participation in all six
activities of particular individuals. Information is presented for each
LEA, and separately by topic if more than one topic was implemented.

[deally, all three role groups shouid be listed in all seven columns.
Baltimore City achieved full Qgrticipation, with Allegany close, missing
only the prasence of a school administrator at the spring planning session.

Sustained involvement was important to maintain continuity. Eight
. FAs maintained involvement of a central office person, ten LEAs maintaiﬁed
invoivement of a school administrator, and eight maintained involvement of

a teacher. For six sites (four lighthouse schools and two capacity
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Table 73

Participation of Role Groups in MSDE~Initiated Activities

Treining Planning
All
County Topic Conf. SI FU Prop. Sp. ? r. P Activities
Allegany ML 123 123 123 123 13 123 123
#1ne Arundel MU 123 12 123 23 12 12 2
Baltimore City ML 123 123 123 123 123 123 123
Baltimore County ML 23 12 123 3 12 23
STL 23 12 123 123 12 123 2
Cajvert STL 123 12 123 123 12 12 1
v 123 13 12 123 12 1 1
Cecil AT 23 123 123 23 23 123 23
Charles ST 123 12 12 12 12 12 12
Frederick v 123 123 123 13 13 123 3
Garrett AT 123 13 123 23 13 13 3
Harford AT 123 123 23 data incomplle te
Howard ML 123 123 123 123 23
Kent 3 123 123 3 23 23 3
Mont gomery AT 23 123 1 23 2 2 2
STL 23 13 1 3 1 12
23 123 123 23 12 2 2
Prince George's STL 3 13 13 13 1 13
Cueen Anne " s STL 1: 12 123 123 123 123 13
St, Maoy's AT 123 123 12 123 123 12 12
Somer et ™ 123 123 123 13 13 123 13
Hashington STL 123 13 123 23 123 123
Wor_cster ML 123 123 123 23 12 12
) ) o STX—- 123—_ 123 123 123 12,‘1[)_‘»__1,2 12
Toplc Key Activities Roles
AT = Active Teaching Conf. = Awarencss Conference 1 = Teachers
M, « Mastery Learning SI = Summer Institute 2 « Schnol Administrators

RIC

STL » Student Team . arning
TV = Teachtng Variables

FY = Follow-up

Sp. P = Spring Planning

Fl1. P = Fall Planning

Prop. =~ Proposal Preparation
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building LEAs) no one sustained participation iﬁ alil six-activities. At
three sites minor problems occurred as a result of lack of sustained
{nvolvement: 1) a lack of awareness of other LEA actlvitles required
greater dependency on within-LEA resources (knowledge, networking support)
in one case, and 2) commitment and energy to implement the topic fully was
relatively low in two sites.

Training activities were best attended by teachers, who were represented
(for all LEAs) in at least two of the three events -- usually the summer
institutes and follow-ups. With the exception of two sites, all LEAs sent

school administrators to at least two training events, with slightly less

participation in the summer institutes than in the other two events. With
the exception of one site, all LEAs sent central office staff to at least
two training events with the awareness conferences being the most popular.
Lack of involvement in training by central office staff caused no problems,
since leadership was assumed by the priacipal at that site. Lack of
involvement in training by school administrators at the lighthouse site may

have contributed to feelings of lack of administrative support expressed by

teachers. At the capacity building LEA, no problems are immediately
apparent since leadership and staff development responsibilities are
assumed by central office §taff.
Planning activities involved central office staff most although five
countics (eight topic sites) did not involve this group more than once.
With the exception of feour countles, all LEAY involved school administrators
De exception of four counties

in at least two planning activities. With t

(five topic sites), all LEAs involved teache%s in at least two planning




activities. Only eight LEAs involved representatives of all three role
groups in at least two of the three planning activities for a given topic:
none of those sites experienced cross-hierarchical communication problems
since all role groups fully understood what was to be done.

Low involvement by central of%ice staff caused problems only when two
issues were not clearly understood and agreed upon: 1) Iimplementation
strategy and its implications, and 2) leadership -- responsibility for

R -
troubleshooting and prov.ding support to teachers. For instance, a light-
house strategy requires school-based leadership and does not commit central
office staff to active dissemination to other schools, and yet school-based
staff may need central office assistance or may think they are involved in
a pllot/district approach. Such misunderstanding, caused by poor communica-
tion during planning, had negative eff:cts during implementat;on in two
LEAs.

In two of the four LEAs with low involvemer.t by school administrators,
principals were reassigned. The new principals were subsequently brought
up to date by both teachers and central office staff. No problems are
currently apparent due to low involvement in planning by school administra-
tors.

In LEAs with low teacher involvement in planning, problems appeared in
two cases, both relating to teachers' personal concerns about the Impact
and demands of the topic and resulting in resistance to implementation. To

some extent, these concerns were alleviated by on-site training provided by

school administrators and topic developers.
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The MSDE-initiated activities were "critical events' serving as focal
points for inter-LEA communication and used by some LEAs as oppoytunities
for the SITIP team to clarify their own efforts and check progress. Where
role group participation was adequate (at least two groups represented in
at least two training and two planning activities -- all except one LE3),

fewer communication problems occurred. Lhere role group participation was

|
1
adequate and at least ome person from each role group sustained involvement

in all activities, the only implementation problem that was apparent was
that of scope, i.e., plans were,slightly more ambitious than could be
carried out (two'ML LEAs). Where role group particiﬁation was adequate and
the person(s) assuming 1eadership.;:E?§ined involvement (12 LEAs), few
implementation problems occurred as long as the leaders shared information

with others.

Roles and Responsibilities of Local Implementers

The following discussion explores three areas: 1) influential factors,
2) activities and levels of effort, and 3) interactive support, in an
attempt to determine the nature and extent of effort spent on SITIP and hcow
the responsibilities were shared among the role groups.

[nfluential Factors. There are three main factors influencing patterns

and levels of effort: 1) the implementation strategy —- whether it is
school or district-based, using a capacity building, pilot/district,
lighthouse, or district-wide approacl; 2)‘the nature of the imnovation -~
its demands and relative complexity; and 3) the organizational norms --

local characteristics which determine decision—making and communication

practices.
X




A1) topics were used in lighthouse schonls tranging from twe to. Al to

five for YL) and eari topic had a pilot/district gi-e {ore <chool per :opic
except AT which had rcuvr schoels in one LEAYT. Cnly AT had a Jiotvo (-wide
LEA (!n elementurv schoolsy. (apacity huilding was u° ¢ Jor & -

with « -ingle ~chool apnrcact for Al and for two <F the rfour 31~ roes.
when site data are comb ined, there is a dominant strategy for ;aab ropic.
Also, it is known whether the strategy 1s desigred fo included active
Anvolvement of central office staff, is essentially school-based, or *s
teacher driven. The dominant AT strategy requires Aactive invnlvsmént cf
all role groups. ML sfraregies are school-based and put most demnands or
the teacher. STL strategies require initial c¢fforts from all role groups
but then demand most from teachers. The dominant TV strategy is school-

based with most effort required of the observers rollecting time daca (most

o

¢

of whow are teachers, but all role groups carrv nut that task}.

The nature and complezitv of the topics (as designed) suggest that all

role group~ need to be invoived for ML and TV, but AT and STL require much

lesw t o 2.2l osfice .ra‘r and school adriiny-trtors, [f M oap! 'V oare

implemented as de<ivned and one or more role group do relatively iitrle
work, others must make up the difference.  Altho-gh ML was implemented with
fairly high fidelity, only one of the two TV variables was implemented as
desigred, with the other addrecsed in part by two LEAs. The topics in
order of complexity as implemented are AT, STL, TV, ML (with AT least).

In leoking at the data on effort expended, and comparing topics, the
following should be kept in mind: ‘

e Active Teaching: Strategies require active involvement of all role

groups. The topic as Implemented {s simple and classroom-based.
S7ppe is larger than for any other topic (33 schools, 472 teachers).
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e Mastery Learning: Strategies are school-based. The topic as
implemented is complex and suggests a need for cross~hierarchical
coordination. Scope is moderate (81 teachers in six schools).

e Student Team Learning: Strategiles are primarily teacher—oriented
or classroom-based with initial involvement or light monitoring by
school administrators and central office staff. The topic as
implemented is fairly simple and classroom-based. Scope 1is moderate N
(100+ teachers in 20+ schools).

o Teaching Variables: Strategles are primarily school-based with
active involvement by central office staff in three of the five “
LEAs. The topic as implemented is moderately complex suggesting a
need for interaction between observers and teachers observed.
Scope is low (50+ teachers in six schools). b

N

Activities and Levels of Effort. Irn each LEA a cross-hierarchical

team was covmitted to implement each of the selected topics for two years.

In order to determine level of effort, activity areas were identified and

respondents asked to rate them. All role groups were asked to rate the
work required by the SITIP topic in comparison to other similar innovations,
using a scale of 1.00 (substantially less time) to 5.00 (substantially move
time) for five activities: 1) becoming informed, ¢) interacting with
gchool personnel, 3) preparing or organizing materials, 4) record keeping,
and 5) evaluation. In addition, school administrators and central office
staff were asked to indicate their level of effort (time and energy) rating
from 0 (none) to 6.00 for six activities: 1) adminisiration (including
planning and budget), 2) development of materials, 3) designing and/or
conducting inservice, 4) supporting school implementation (e.g., problem
solving, supplying materials), 5) dissemination, and 6) evaluation. Data
from both sets of questions were analyzed by topic, by LEA, and by role
group, and compared with each other, with responses to questions relating
to perceptions of support received, and with observation and interview

records.
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The general pattern of allocation-of effort is the same fos both role
groups with the greatest difference for administration (which is higher fo:
central office staff).

L%Yels of effort were estimated by central office staff and school
administrators for six given areas of activity.* Central office staff
levels range from 1.53 (materials devel&pment) to 4.13 (support) (see Table
74). Overall patterns of level of effort are similar across topics for

s
central office staff, with the least difference for inservice. FLevels of
effort for school) administrators are simiiar for each topic on three areas
of activity (materials development, training, and support), and for three
topics for administraticn (seijTable 75). Small differences are apparent
between the four topics for evaluation. Disseminition efforts are similar
for Mastery Learning and Student Team Learning, and higher for the other
two topics.

Time spent on SITIP topics in comparison to other similar topics was
estimated by all three role groups. (See Tables 76, 77, 78.) For central
of fice staff, time investments were about the same.forlm;teria]s
development (all topics), and s%ightly more demanding in terms of becoming
informed and interactirg with school staff (all topics except STL), and for

»
record keeping and evaluation (AT and TV). STL took about the\same amount

of time as other projects,

*No data are available for school administrators from Frederick (TV)
and Montgomery (STL) and central cffice staff frem Calvert (TV, STL),
Montgomery (Arl, STL, TV), Charles (STL), and Anne Arundel (ML). ‘Yowever, -
central office staff in those four counties did not play very asctive roles
in the first year of implementation.
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Level of Effort: Central Office Staff
(A1l Topics)
o
2 8
Fs) ol
@ 5 §
- 0 o s kS
8] -t 3] =
w [++] ol I%) Cal IS
-l ol E M £ «
c ] [e] ] 3
-l 4] [H] Q. 0 r;
15 o 0 =% 3 N
= 2 A & A &
5.0 4 : ' l '
\ ; : SN :
4'0 —n‘ : ’ : / //:\\ \. . .
-. ’ . . K P . \\ . 1)
s . . /',;
L '.\‘ ; ///./\ \\\\.
N 2T\ o ;
N . ,' \\\ .
A ~ .

LEVEL OF INTENSITY

2.0 \

1.0 7

3.0 4 N
\

N 3

AREAS OF ACTIVITY

Mean ratings

.... Mastery Learning

range from a low of O (none) to a high of 5 (a great deal).

Active Teaching Student Team Learning

. Teaching Variables

'3




Table 75

\ Level of Effort: School Administrators
\ (All Topics) :
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) Table 76

Time Spent in Coamparison to Other Projects:
Central Office Staff
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]

S 3
® ~ ©
~ [ - -t
« € o ) o0 1]
- - E o h -] w
b £ s - 1y -t -1
] S o ] c & —_
o~ LT Y - (Y- o
“ ] c o9 >
= o - - o W [<

b . .
. .
. . .

T

. T e, .

b e . S
e Rl T “\\\“\
. . .
L s e e Dt e TS,
3 - .
. .
. .
. .
. . . .
2 . R :
. , . .
. . .
. i .

.

. . . .

. . M
! : . '

. .

. . .

. 0

. . .

. N

.

0 .

Table 77
Time Spent in Comparison to Other Projects:
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1.00 (substantially less time) to
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For school administrators, SITIP topics took more time than .other
projects for all activity areas except materials development (AT), record
keeping®(AT), and evaluation (AI and TV),lwith most comparative investment

-~

in becoming informed about STL.

;

Teachers found that‘all topics required more time than other projects
- in all activities, with ML moss demanding in all areas. The least demand-
| ‘ing area was evaluation (for all éopics except ML).
Given the dominant strategies and the relative complexity of the
; topics as implemented, the following points are of interest:

e Active Teaching made greater demands on the people organizing and
supporting implementation than it did on the teachers using it,
with the greatest combined effort spent on learning/training for
topic use, and supporting implementation through staff interaction.
Teachers found AT relatively undemanding.

e Mastery Learning made more demands on teachers than on other role
groups, although both school administrators ard central office
staff spent time on becoming informed, on interactive support, and
on administration.

e Student Team Learning was more demanding for school-based staff
than for central office staff, with most combined effort spent on
learning/training and interactive support:

e Teaching Variables was relatively undemanding for school-based
staff, with central office staff spending most time on interactive
support and learning about the topic.

e The average investment of effort, combining all role groups per
topic, relates to the complex’ty of the topic as implemented, with
most for ML, followed by TV, STL, and AT.

e The patterns of investment (how work is shared among role groups):
are related to the implementation strategy used for all topics
except TV. (In that case the nature of the topic influences
patterns depending on who carries out the observation tasks. This
decision is also influenced by the organizational norms of the
LEA.)

Interactive Support. The nature of the strategies selected and of the

topics as implemented largely determine the extent and nature of interactive

3
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support among role groups. A third factor is individual commitment, demon-
strated by initiative, encouragement of others, «ud taking on work that
needs to be done. These (lesdership) behaviors 2:& sometimes linked
directly to a (senior) role group, hut ar. also apparent in people with no
formal authority. LEA norms also influence interactive support.

In addition to observations and interviews, data were collected about
support by asking participants to rate role groups on a scale from very
poor (1.00) to excellent (5.00). Results -are presented in Table 79.
Reéponses are ver& strongly influenced by visibility. That is, 1f respond-
ents came in contact with. supporters or saw clear evidence of support they
were more likely to glve a favorable response (e.g., STL developers were
actively involved with all three role groups on-site or at follow-ups and
received an overall rating of 4.17). If respondents received support
second~hand they were more likely to credit the supporter they saw rather
than another who may have developed or organized the support received
(e.g., most AT teachers did not come into contact with MSDE staff or topic
developers and awarded ratings of 2.88 and 2.96 respectively).

Focusing on local educators' perceptions of each other's support, the
following points are of interest:

e Teachers consistently award lower ratings to all support sources
than do other role groups, and for all but TV they rate other
teachers as less supportive than school administrators. Combined
ratings award teachers highest for TV and second highest for all
other topics. (TV is the only topic requiring teacher interaction:)

@ School administrators consistently award fairly high ratings,
perceiving teachers as slightly less supportive than themselves for
AT and ML and more supportive for STL and TV, and finding central
office staff more supportive for ML, equal to themselves for STL,
and less for AT and TV. Combined ratings give school administrators

highest scores for all but TV. (The first year of SITIP for all
topics 1is primarily school-based.)




) Table 79
Perceptions of Support Received, by Topic and Role .
‘ Sources of Support
Teachers ' School Central Office MSDE Developers |- ¢
Topics and Respondents K . Administrators Staff
Active Teaching-
co 7 412 4.12 4.14 4.00 3.57
SA 21 3.76 4,00 3.75 3.56 3.50
T 9§ 3.45 3.67 3.66 2.88 2.96
TOTAL 126 3.54 . 3.74 3.70 3.09 3.09
Mastery Learning
co 7 4.43 ’ 4,14 4.'00 3.71 4.14
SA 8 4.75 4.67 ‘ 4.75 4.50 4.50
T 53 3.39 3.59 3.11 3.13 3.14
TOTAL 68 3.59 3.75 3.39 3.35 3.40
tudent Team Learning B
co 7 4,43 3.86 4.40 4,37 4.71
SA 8 4,43 : 4.90 4.00 4,84 4.11
T 37 3.6% 3.90 3.1 3.90 4,08
TOTAL 52 3.88 3.91 3.41 4,07 4,17
Teaching Variables
co ' , 6 4.59 4.50 4,00 3.67 .3.33
SA s 4,60 4,25 3.40 4,40 4,00
T 16 3.56 3.50 2,81 3.2% 3.19
TOTAL 27 3.96 3.85 3.19 3.56 3.37
- TOTAL
co 27 4.36 4.14 44 - 4.00 3.96 .
SA 42 4,08 4,16 3.95 4.01 3.87
T, 204 3.48 3.67 3.36 3.16 3.23
TOTAL 273 3.66 3.78 3.52 3.39 3.40

Mean ratings range from a low of 1.00 (very pOoré &o a high of 5.00 (excellent).
. 7
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e Central office staff consistently award high ratings, placing
. themselves first only for AT. (All four strategles were used for
AT, and when staff development occurred it was the responsibility
of central office staff at all but one site.)

¢ Nearly all ratings indicate that each local role group provided
very good to excellent support. Average or below ratings were
awvarded to teachers for AT and ML (by themselves), and to central
office staff for ML, STL, and TV (by teachers) and for TV (by
school administrators). (As stated earlier, ratings reflect
supporters' visibility. They are also negatively influenced if
organizational norms block communication across role groups.)

. For a topic to be successfully implemented, each site needed a toric
advocate or team perceived:by local participants as being "in charge."
initially, project directors'were naned (central office staff or school
administrators), but, as implementation got underway, 1t became apparent
that in some cases the title did not necessarily mean that the incumbent
provided support and leadership. By the end of the year, most sites had a
topic advocate, two had a team sharing leadership, and in two cases Jeader~
ship (as a source of energy and initiative) was somewhat uncertain. Topic
advocates were sometimes teacher coordinators. (In four cases incumbents

previously held positions of authority, and in three cases they "evolved"

into the leadership role.)

Problems occurred when there was uncertainty about project leadership
and when school-based staff were not informed of central office plans or
decisions or did not receive materials sent to central office by MSDE or
topic developers. Positive affect and high productivity were likely when
everyone undcrstood what was to be done and appropriate resources were mage
available.

The greatest resentment and the least or poorest implementation

oceurred im cases where school-based staff felt they had been insufficientiy
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represented in planning/decision-making and were subsequently left relatively
uninformed. If kept informed, and if the role group had been represented
in planning, even if participants did not like all the decisions, they did
implement the topic and they were not hampered by anger and resentment.
Decision-making and communication practices were determined primarily by
organizational norms, but were subsequently inéluenced by individual local
‘parnicipants, by the overall SITIP design, and by MSDE-initiated activities.

Summary. As earlier stated, there are three factors influencing the
amount of work done, how the work is shared, and how productivity and posi-
tive affect are maintained. The factors are: the nature and complexity of
the topic as implemented, the implementation strategy (including planned
scope) selected, and the organizational norms of the LEA. Points of
interest are:*

@ The nature and complexity of the topic determine the amount of work
that must be done for implementation in a given class or school.

e The nature of the implementation strategy determines how the work
is shared among role groups, and the scope determines the number of
people involved. '

® The organizational norms of the LEA determine how decisions are
made and communication maintained. The nature and extent of these
processes influence topic and strategy selection and scope planned.

¢ While changes may be made (and were made) in selection of topics
and strategies during planning, changes were not made in those
areas during (the first year of) implementation, with the exception
of reduction in scope.

}

e If changes are needed during implementation, they occur through .
processes relating to decision-making, communication, and coordina-
tion -- affecting the organizational norms of the LEA. Such
changes were made in many cases, and were far less common for sites
where all role groups had participated in planning activities.

*These findings challenge those of the RAND study of educational
change, and expand upon the work of Fullan & Pomfret and Louis, et al.
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‘Impact .

For the first year of implementation, objectives focused on getting
the topics in place and ensuring that everyone understood what was to be
done. SITIP impact (in terms of improvement in student achievement scores .
or teachers' instructional skills) is in;ended in the second year for most
PEAS. However, participants were asked to judge impact by rating given
statements on ; five-point scale from strongly agree (5.00) to strongly
disagree (1.00). Statements related to instructional value of the topic(s),
and impact on teachers and students (see Table 80). Also, during site
visits and interviews, additional data were collected.

Instructional Value. Participants agreea'that topics were worthwhile

and workable, and were not more trouble than they were worth. School
administrators were most con;inced. STL received the highest "worthwhile"
rating, and AT was perceived as requiring least work (for topic val;e).

All topilcs were perceived as practical and relevant, with all but 1V
providing useful new strategies of instruction or clear organizational
methods for iessﬁn planning and classroom management. TV observers became
more aware of the quality of instruction. However, all topics except AT
took time, and for all topics except STL, record keeping was found to be
burdensome.

Impact on Teachers. Participants agreed that teachers gained knowledge

and skills and enjoyed using the topic, but teachers were less certain of
such impact than weré the other role groups. In some LFAs school administra-

tors and central office staff stated strongly that topic use had definitely

28é g Y
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Table 80
\
' Impact of Topics as Perceived by Active Implementers (June 1982)
* Topie Active Teaching Mastery Learning Student Tean Learning Teaching Variables Overall
’ Role co SA T Total | CO SA T ToE:l co SA T Total co SA T Total [K¢] SA T Total
Areas of Impact N = 9 27125 161 8 8 56 72 7 9 38 54 6 5 ‘16 27 30 49 235 34
‘i Inatructional value K
It 1s worthuhile/workable. 4,67 4.48 4.28 4.33 [4.37 4.81 3.89 4.05 J4N71 4.70 4.22 4.36 | 4.16 4.35 3.81 3,98 | &.50 456 414 4,24
It is more vork that it's worth. 1.56 1.70 2,06 1,97 ]2.75 2.38 3.00 2.90 {1.86 2.22 2.03 2.04 |1.83 2.20 2.56 2.33 | 2.00 1.96 2.31 2.22
Impact on teachers
Ts enjoy it. 3.89 3.21 3.60 3.65 |4.00 4.13 3.48 3.61 {4.57 4.22 3.92 4.06 |3.50 3.80 3,07 3.31 | 4.00 3.61 3.59 3.68
Ts gain knowledge. 411 3,93 3.53 3.63 |4.63 4.63 3.63 3.85 [4.14 4.44 4,18 4,22 | 4.17 4.20 3.75 3.97 | 4.27 4.17 3.67 3.81
Ts increase skilla. 4.33 3.96 3.65 3.74 |4.25 4.50 3,49 3,69 |4.00 4,25 3.95 4.00 | 4.17 4.25 3.69 3.89 | 4.17 4.13 366 3,79

Impact on atudents

N Sa enjoy fit. 3.89 3.67 .82 3.80 |4.00 4,38 3,724 3.84 |4.86 4.78 4.32 4.46 | 3.00 3.80 3,19 3.26 | 3.97 4.00 3.84 3.88

' $s are more involved in work. 4idd 4,30 3.82 3,93 [3.75 4.13 3,53 3,62 |4.43 4.13 4.00 4.08 | 3.50 3.50 3.44 3.46 | 4.07 4.16 3.75 3.84

oNo Sa increase achievement., 3.50 3.62 3.50 3.52 [3.56 3,93 3.37 3.46 {3.79 3.95 3.64 3.704] 3.09 3.68 3.13 3.21 { 3.50 3.74 3.47 3.51
L Time

Ts apend wore tics preparing Sa. 3.1 2.81 2.71 2,75 |4.37 4.00 3.87 3.94 [4.00 3,78 3.55 3.64 | 2.33 2.20 3,06 2.74 | 3.50 3.12 3.15 3.)8

Ts cover curriculum 1in less time. 3.11 3.00 2.93 2.95 [2.50 2.87 2.86 2.33 |2.57 2./8 2.37 2.46 | 2.83 2.80 2.56 2.67 {2.77 2.92 2.80 2.70

HOTE: Hean ratings range from 1.00 (Strongly Diaagree) to 5,00 (Strongly Agree),
CO = central office
SA = achool sdministrators ’

T = teachers
S = student
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increased teachers' abilities in classroom management and instruction, and
some teachers (especially for TV and ML) stressed that they had gained in
understanding how their (various) actions or procedures influenced student
achievement and time-on-task. However, there was some concern that some

teachers (primarily in STL) did not implement the topic "correctly."

.

Impact on Students. Participants agreed that students were more

involved in their work and enjoyed the topics (although teachers were agiin

less certain than the other two role groups, and all role groups were
somewhat uncertain for TV). For all but TV, participants found that use of
the topics increased student motivation and helped them retain more of what

was taught. 1In general, participants were uncertain if topic use had

i

B N - |
- BN BN BN BE NI BN BN O W

increased student achievement, although in many cases, they attributed some
'increase to topic use (usually determined by teacher-made tests). For two
ML sites and a fV site, data from national tests indicated significant
improvement. However, participants argued that all topics did not allow
for student differences, that all but TV might hold back the "better".
students, that ML and STL were difficult to implement when absenteeism was

high, and that STL was too compefitive for some student$.

Participant Needs and Concerns

The following discussion presents results of the Stages of Concern

Questionnaire (SoCQ)* and reviews needs and concerns identified through

h ™

surveys, interviews and observatioms.
50CQ. Participant responses of June 1982 for the four topics are

presented in Table 81, which may be compared with responses made after the

*See Table 4 for a su@mary of this measure
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1981 ngmer Institutes presented in Table 2I. The 1981 data suggested that

-

‘the ardzr of probable successful implementation of the four toplcs would

. .be: STL, ML, AT, and TV. Also, data suggested problems of Aimplementation

for TV retated to relatively low Interest of some participants. Ir fa. t
those LFAs subsequently dropped TV. By the summer of 1987, rhere was s o
less difference between topics in terms of indicators for success,

The relatively high awareness concerns indicate chat sIT[P topics are

only one set of many actlivities or projects in which participants are

involved —- not necessarily the most importdnt. Informatrional concerns are

siightly lower than in 1981, and it shpuld be remembered that many of the
1982 redpondents were trained within thein 1EAs and do not have a two-year
knowledge base. Personal cohcerns are.equal to 1981 or slightly lower,
with the highest scores for ML, which, when related to scores on othex v
d1mensions, suggest that respondents (mostly teachexs) need support.
Management concerns increased for ML ‘but dropped for other topics, pacticu-
larly for the two t]assroom-focused topics (AT end STL) indicating that
most xmnlotenterc are cnpxng yell with topic 10g1sr1r,. Consequetnce
concerns are clese for all mopics, having increased Slightly for TV and
decreased for other topics. This dimension relates to participants' s N
attention to topic impact.on students (through assessment of achievement),
and concern levels w2y iIncrease somewhat nextlyear. Interest in collabora-
tionca- what other topic implementers are doing, etc. -- remained thetsame
for TV, and decreased fot all otKer topics, indicating that this need has

been addressed during the year. Refocusing scores decreased for all \

toplcs, indicating that participants do not intend to redesign or drop

pus

toplcs.




The overall pattern of responses suggests that:

i

)
;- - -

e If the SITIP topics are as worthwhile as developers claim and many
implementers report, their relative importance may need to be
recongidered (to increase SITIP priority level) by those partici-
pants with high awareness scores. .

P ’ e For all but AT, networking and other activities are needed to
continue to address collaboration needs.

e TFor all but STL, and mostly for ML, personal concerns need to be
addressed, which usually means that teachers need clarification
about what is expected of them, support in terms of time or mater-
ials, and acknowledgement of efforts and accomplishments.

e For ML, and to some extent TV, manégement concerns need to be
addressed, possibly in similar ways to personal concerns, with some
technical information also provided.

e TFor all topics concerns reflect the fact that implementation is
\ occurring as planned, but more complex topics require greater
support efforts to attend to personal and management concerns.
L]

Recommendations made by participants for the 1982-83 school year fell
into four general categoriles: support, training, dissemination, and topic
changes. Also, about 24% of responses indicated that no changes were

needed. Needs are summarized as follows:

A

e Support needs were defined by respondents as demonstration of
commitment and involvement (especially from central office staff),
clear communication (especially relating to guldelines or plans),
provision of materials, planning time or provision of teacher
substitutes or aides to allow for common planning by participating
teachers, and problem-solVving assistance for teachers. Most such
needs were identified for AT and TV. About 15% of responses
identified support needs. .

e Training or inservice needs were identified by about 17% of the
respondents, with most for AT and ML. Several respondents said
they would prefer to learn by inter-class or inter~-school visits
followed by "sharing sessions" rather than by formal workshops.

< -~

e While about 21% of responses (about evenly spread across topics)
recommended dissemination for expansion of topic implementation to
other classes or schonls or by use of other variables (TV) or
methods (STL), about 3% suggested that implementation should stop
or that topics should be used only by volunteers.

286
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e Changes to the topic were recommended by about 24% —- all for AT.
It is likely that this group of respondents needs more accurate

information about the relative flexibility of the topic, and they
may also need to be involved in activities to increase commitment.

Participant needs and concerns appear to relate to the n: ture and
extent of cross-hierarchical coﬁmunication and collaboration, thg implemen-—
tation strategy used, and the complexity of the topic. That is, fewest
needs or problems occur when each role group fully understands what is to
be done and can obtain assistance (information, supﬁort, training) from
each other or from "outside" without too much diffigulty. Such effective

communication and collaboration are influenced by the level of commitment

t;-or interest-in the topic and reflect the organizational norms of the
LEA. Demands are grester for the more ambitious strategies (e.g., district-
wide implementation) than for, say, a 1ighthouse school. However, in
lighthouse sites, concerns and needs increase if quss—hier;rchical communi-
" cation is poor, since participants seem to experience a sense of isolation
and/or ‘resentment at ﬁerceived exclusion from needed information. -Alsv,
the greater the complexity of the topic as implemented, the greater the
need. However, needs relating to COpic complexity occur only when communica-
Qion and collaboration are insufficient for the implementation strategy
used.
Summary

SITIP topics were implemented in 65+ schools in 19 LEAs by nearly 700
teachers working with all grade‘levels and many curricular areas. While TV
was only partially implemented and STL sites did not use all’three STL )

methods, toplcs were implemented with fairly high fidelity. Four implementa-

L
tion strategies were used: a district-wide approach in one LEA, a pilot/
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district appfgzch in four LEAs, a capacit;(building approach in five LEAs,
and a lighthouse school approach in 13 schools by ten LEAs. Scope and
intensity varied across sites, but ten LEAs L@plemented a glven topic for
at least 507 of the time allocated ?or the selected curriculum area for at
least five months. 4

Participation of role group representatives £; "eritical events" In
planning and training initiated by'MSDE was fairly good. Sustained involve-
ment in all six activities by at least on individual was achieved for all
except six sites (four lighthouse schools and two capacity building LéAs).
Participation in at least two tréining activities occurred for teachers in
all LEAs, school administrators of all but two sites, and central office T
staff of all but one site. Eight LEAs involved representatives of all
thtee role groups in at least two planning activities. Central office
staff were involved in at least two planning activities for all but‘five
LEAs;(eight topic sites); school administrators for all but four LEAs; and
teachers for all but foui LEAs (five topic sites). While role group '
involvemené in training was appropriatgwand helpful for implementation, low
involvement in planning by teachers or central office staff caused problems
due to insufficiept communication or inadequate participiyion in decision-
making. (Low participatioh by ﬁfhool administrators did not cause problems
because the other two role groups made effaorts to get them involved on-site.)

SITIP topics take mure time to imblement than other improvement
projects -in which participants had been involved. The amount of work at
the classroom level was determined by the complexity of ihe topic as

¢ ’

implemented. The number of people involved was determined by the LEA
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planned scope. The way in which the work was shared among role groups was

determined by the implementation strategy used. Productivity and affect
were strongly influenced by processes of decision-making and communication
which were determined by the organizational norms of the LEAs. Most effort
for all topics was spent on interaction and support and on learning about
or conducting training on the topic. In almost all cases role groups
awarded each other average to excellent ratings for interactive support.
Lower ratings were influenced by relative visibility of the supporter and
by the adequacy of communication and coordination.

All topics were perceived -as having instructional value, being practi-
cal and relevant, but taking time to implement. However, they were not
more trouble than they were worth (although ML teachers were somewhat
uncertain on this point). Teachers galned knowledge and skills, especiall;
in classroom management and the organization of instruction: Students
appeared to retain more of what was taught and were more motivated jfor all
but TV). Studept achievement gains were made, mostly as measured by
teacher-made tests. There was some concern that topics (except for TV) did
not allow for student differences.:

Needs and concerns relate to support, training, dissemination, and
topic changes. Specifically, participants suggest that commitm;nt should
be demonstrated, communication increased, plans clarified, materials
provided, time made available for team planning or materials development,
problem-solving assistance provided, and training conducted or inter-class
of inter-school visits arranged. - Expansion to other ciasses or. use of
additional variables (TV) or métﬁods (STL) was recommended, and clarifica-

tion or adaption of AT was requested.
289 - -
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All sites did implement topics following PEPS very closely. Improve-
ments were made in the organization and delivery of instruction. In order
to maintain or increase productivity and positive attitudes, some changes
were made by participants, not to the top?c but in the way in which they
carried out communication and coordination. Overall, the first year of

local implementation of SITIP may be considered very successful.

’
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VII. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

This chapter discusses technical assistance (TA) provided by the Mary-
land State Department of ‘FEducation (MSDE) in support of local implementa-
tion of the four SITIP topics: Active Teaching ¢AT), Mastery Learning
(ML), Student Team‘Learning (STL) , and Teaching Variables (TV).
¢ Tn terms of technical assistance, this study focused on the
seven-month period beginning December 1, 1981. However, some data have
been collected on MSDE s role since mid-1980. Following an overview of the
research perSpectives, some general background information is presented,

followed by a discussion of the TA system in terms of 1eadership, tasks,

and successas and challenges.

Research Questions’”and the Role of the Researchers .

The initial research design did not include attention to technical
assistance because it was not a part of SITIP at the beginning of the
project. However, i1t was understood that as data were analyzed findings
would be used to determine improvements. In che spring of 1981, findings
indicated a need for TA. In the fall of 1981, when the interim SITIP *
report was completed, and the research design revised for the 1981-82
school &ear, tgo changes were made relevant to the delivery of technical
assistance: 1) it was decided that TA should be studied; and 2) 1t was
decided that an action research model should be ;sed with researchers pro-
viding a) reports of crytical events within ten days of their occurrance,
b) oral summaries of findings during the monthly TA meetings held at MSDE,

*

and c) copiles of other studies relevant to TA or the ‘topics implemented.
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These decisions were put into practice, and one member of the research team
became a participans observer at TA meetings.

For the seven months (December 1981 to June 1982), two questions were
addressed by the study:

e What is the nature and extent of technical agsistance provided by
MSDE in support of local implementation?

e What is the impact of technical assistance?
Each of those questions was sub-divided into elements such as:
organization and coordination, problems and solution processes, Jssistance

areas and methods, personal "rewards," local perceptions of TA vélue, etc.
N Data were collecte&iby process observation of all monthly TA meetings
and follow-up sessions, and some on-site visits; formal and informal inter-
views'of state and local staff; MSDE and LEA responses to questionnaires;
and analysis of logs used by TAs to record all SITIP-related activities.

N
Since not all TAs kept comprehensive records, references to use of time in

the following discussion are general estimates.

General Background

[N

The following discussion first\summarizes the factors and administra-
tive decisions influencing the formation of a TA system. It then describes
TA responsibilities and participation in SITIP during 1981 and the general
status of the system at the end of November when more comprehensive data
collection on TA was initiated.

Influential Factors

\

The initial design for SITIP and many of the preparatory activities

were carried out by MSDE staff assigned to the 0ffice of Project Basic
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A
(which coordinates the state competency-based education program) and the
Office of Developmental Projects (oDP) (which was responsible for MSDE
inservice coordination).* Since SITIP was supported by all MSDE instruc-
tionally-oriented divisions, staff from the Dirisions of Instructiom,
Instructional Television, and Library/Media Services were also involved in
varfghs ways. The original design included awareness and training sessions
conducted by topic developers, and follow-up sessions (probably two in the
1981-82 school year) conducted by MSDE staff from ODP. However, the
following factors combined to bring about changes in the original .design:

e Awareness Couferences provided participants with- less- practical
information than had been hoped for. -

e SoCQ data following Awareness Conferences indicated high needs for
‘participants that probably could not be satisfied by the Summer
Training Institutes.

e Local plans (spring 1981) indicated a general lack of readiness to ¥
implement the topics easily. ’

e Differences among topics and their varying implementation require-
ments suggested that people providing technical assistance needed
to acquire a great deal of knowledge, and- it might be easier to
share the workload among more than the (first-planned) ODP staff.

e Other MSDE divisions were willing to become more involved.

Administrative Decisions

With these factors in mind, senilor MSDE staff decided that the overall
SITIP management (and coordination of technical assistance) should be the
responsibility of the Assistant Deputy Superintendent (who was also Project

Basic Director), and that a team of techuical assistants (TAs) should be

*°n July 1981, six months after SITIF began, ODP was reorganized and a
new branch of staff development was formed in the Division of Certification
and Accreditation. The same ex-ODP staff members, with the exception of
the ODP Director, continued to be involved in SITIP.




formed, with members drawn from Project Basic, the Staff Development Branéh
of the Division of Certification and Accreditation (C$A), the Title I
Branch of the Division of Compensatory, Urban, and Supylementary Programs

(CUSP), and the Divisions of Imstruction, Instructional Television (ITV),

. and Library/Media Services. Individual TA incumbents were to be '"good

field people," and knowledgeable about instruction and classroom effective-
ness. Together the TA team was to have the knowledge and skills needed to
<

help LEAs plan, provide training, implement, evaluate, and disseminate the
toplcs selected. Division work assignments were to be such that eéch TA
wbﬁié be expected to spend at least two days a month on SITIP (beginning
July 1981). Division directors assigned staff. By the time the spring
planning sessions were held, at least one TA had been assigned to each
toplic (who continued to work on it throughout the project). Soon after, it
was decided that technical assistance would in;orporate follow-up sessions,

and that specific activities would be determined by topic TAs according to

the needs of the LEA implementers.

Respounsibilities and Partlcigation of TAs in 1981

Two TAs were assigned for each of the four topics, all under the
leadership of the Assistant Deputy Superintendent (ADS). Of the eight TAs
providing assistance for the 1981-82 school year, five attended the appro-
priate Awareness Conferences, six attended the appropriate Summer Institute,
and séven attended and helped to plan and conduct the fall planning session.

For TV, one of the TAs was not assigned until December 1981.*% Table 82

*The first person assigned was so reluctant to accept the role that a
new designee had to be named and appropriate arrangements mide (initiated
November 19%) .
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Table 82

Participation and Assignments of Technical Assistants (1981)

a Training Attendance | Planning Involvement
Topic Divisien Usual Role AC SI FU| Spring Fall
Active Instruction Branch Chief, Basic Skills X X X X "X
Teaching (CB)
Instruction Specialist Mathematics (M) X X X X X
Mastery Certification & Branch, Chief, Staff X X X X
Learning Accreditation Development (CD) -
CusP Specialist, Title I (ST) X X
" Student Team Project Basic Administrator (AP) X X X X X
‘Bearning Library Specialist, Staff X X X
Development (SL)
Teaching Project Basic Administrator (AB) X ¥ % X
Variables 1TV Specialist, Instructional ~—
Television (SI) \




summarizes usual assignments of TA {ncumbents and their participation in

t

1981 events.

In the fall of 1981, all TAs were confident that they understood their
-

respective topics and how they should be implemented in the classroom.

They were familiar with LEA plans and (most) knew how to design staff

development activities for local implementers. Considered by their peers

and supervisors to bﬁ%knowledgeable in assisting local educators, they

understood their responsibilities and thought they could handle the SITIP

assignment competently. However, two were concerned that other responsi-

bilitiles mighf ﬁrévent them from giving adequate attention to SITIP, two

wanted to see their topics implemented at a well-established site, and the

one who was assigned at the end of 1981 (SI) felt that he had "catching up"

to dg but would be ably assisted by his partner (AB) and AP (who took

reSpoﬁ\ibility for several general across-topic tasks)
During the first 12 months of SITIP (December 1, 1980 to November 30,

1981) each TA spent between 11 and 45 days on SITIP-related activities.

Table 83 summarizes time spent by the seven TAs assigned at that time who

subsequently continued to provide assistance to LEAs. On average, each

person spent just under ten days learning about the topic assigned and

planning topic activities, about seven days on other topics or SITIP in

géneral, and about eight days actually assisting LEAs. Time investments

varied slightly among individéals and topics, with about equal amounts of

time (45-47 days per topic) spent by TAs involved in AT STL, and TV, and

less (36 days) by TAs involved with ML.




Table 83

-

-

Time Spent by Technical Assistants (December 1980 through November 1981)

I:.

TV*

assxennd

in general

AT ML STL Total
fdays means #days means #fdays means | #days means | ffdays means
N=2 N=2 N=2 N=1 N=7
learning, pianning, 20 10 10 5 12 14 14 68 9.7
documenting on toplc
learning, planning, 14 7 12 6 8 6 6 ‘ 48 7
meeting about other
topics, or SITIP
assisting LEAs in 12 6 14 7 3.5 25 25 58 8.3
planning or begin- .
ning implementation
I A U G

AT
STL

Active Teaching

Student Team Learning

ML
™

un

Mastery Leaxning
Teac hing Variables

*For this 12-month period, only one person was assigned to TV.
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Sincé most LEAs did‘not begin implementation until late October 1981,
most TA work until that timexnas preparatory and administrative: they
learned their topics, becane familiar with local plans and educators and
SITIP in general, and %egan/to see how their regular work related to SITIP.

TAs had no sﬁeciai training, were given no additional help, and were
not relieved from any of their usual responsibilities, although there was

' official" agreement that each could spend two days a month on SITIP.

There were three major fectors which supported the incumbents' TA efforts:

1) the averall SITIP design and leadership which combined a sound research
base with flexibility for local implementation, 2) the topic partnerships
and TA team meetings which maintained comnunication and facilitated-shared

decision-making and work assignments, and 3) the commitment and energy of

the TAs themselves (which was sometimes strained, but which did not weaken) .

\ -‘

The Technical Assistance Systenm

<

As indicated above, the TA systen consists of eight TAs representing
four MSDE divisions and the Of fice of Project Basic. TA incumbents' usual
toles are content area specialistc (4)', administrators (2), or branch
chiefs (2). The system is coordinated by the ADS. The following discus—‘

¢

sion focuses on: leadership, tasks, and successes and challenges.
Leadership ) .

The SITIP design and the TA system reflect MSDE leadership which
initially included staff of ODP and Project Basic with direction from the
state superintendent and the ICC. "It currently includes the sdme individ-.

uals (with the exception of the retired ODP director) plus the TAs.
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The philosophy or style of leadership is democratic, encouraging
partici%atory decision-making and voluntary involvement. Interactive
communication is praciiced not only between individuals or role groups

\

within MSDE or within an LEA but also between MSDE and the LEAs. Actions

are usually based on the assumption that educators care about students and

~

want to bring about instructional improvement, and that they will do so if

they have access to sound models and relevant information. It is also

recognized that state initiatives are not necessarily local priorities, but

E .
consensus for action can be encouraged by allocation of grants to LEAs and
provision of in-person assistance. Considerable efforts are made to build

a sense of shared endeavor. Goals ate suggested and cholces are offered

T

o N

However, within the TA system individual autonomy exists only as long

(including the bption of non-participation).
;s progrém implementatioﬁ is facilitated. If‘a TA (or partnership) chooses
actions which are counter-productive, ADS tells.the TA to make changes.
This happened rarely, since }pe TAs are all enthusi;stic about SITIP and
engage in problem-solving to share successful strategies with each other.
The TAs see themselves as linkers -- linking the LEAs tofthe knowledge
base and topics and networking among sites;‘;s facilitators —- heiping LEAs
achie;e théir own goals;'as coordinator ——‘sharing materials and organiz-
ing activities such as follow-ups. All TAs agree that their primary
objective is to provide assistance to address loéal needs in Qrder‘to

facllitate implementation. In addition, four advocate encouragement of

dissemination within and among LEAs, e acknowledges that TAs ensure that

*
-

forms and fund;ﬁgznzggedures are completed correctly, and one notes that
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the TAs assisted in the

: A
Y/ SITIP design and the organization o£ the
* v

\
1982 Conference —- activitieg suggesting an objective relating to coordina-

“ tion for instructional improvement. These perspectives and objectives

illustrate the MSDE leadership style for SITIP.

>

System Tasks

There are ten task areas: 1) general administration and budget, 2)
planning, 3) knowledge building, 4) materials identification and develop-

ment, 5) training, 6) general support, 7) site visits, 8) evaluatioﬁ, 9)

communication, and 10) dissemination. Before the discussion of the task

y
areas, use of time and ways of rharing the work are reviewed.

&

Together these tasks take about 25 person days per month, i.e., each

TA and the ADS spends between one and five days per month on SITIP. Levels

of effort vary between individuals, but combined efforts for each pair of
TAs indicate thdt for each topic there are about 20 interactions taking a
total of three to four days of person time per month. These interactisns
vary from a ten-minute telephone call, to a statewide mailing of informa-
tion, to a two-day follow-up training séssion. Most interactions are
proactive, that is, initiated by the TAs (about 65% for STL, 85% fof AT,

and about 90% for ML and TV).

Work is shared in different ways for each pair of TAs, with decisions

s

‘influencgd primarily by the incumbents' usual roles and assignments. In

ERIC -

two cases there is a lead/support relationship, in one case TAs split
responsibilities by site, and in one case TAs work as a team. For AT, SM
is the key contact for all LEAs, carries out all field work, and is very

rd

active in all SITIP activitiés, while CB is responsible for work that can
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be done "in the office." For ML, CD was involved in SITIP before ST, ini-
tially perceived the TA tasks as a branch responsibility, and so assigned

two staff members to assist ML sites. Subsequently, CD and ST divided the
\ .
sites between them, although one of CD's staff remained the key contact for
. one LEA and others were "on call" if needed. Fod STL, AP was involved with
SITIP from the beginning and the key contact for allasites. AP and SL work

takes responsibility for several general SITIP tasks, and the latter takes

primary responsibiljity for materials. For TV, AB was involved with SITIP

from the beginning and was joined by SI at the end of 1981. They now work
ag'a team. Each pair was free to determine how- the work should be shared,

but the ADS reﬁuired that each LEA knew its key contact and that all LEAs

received the help they needed. )

N

. ~
General administration and budget are primarily the responsibility of

KDS, who invites TAs to make requests or recommendations about allocation
of funds (e.g., for follow-up sessions), and to participate in decision-

making. Each TA partnership is responsible for monitoring LEA use of

I as a2 team for all planning, but the former interacts more with LEAs and

grants (an average of $5,000 per year per LEA), and for efficiently‘manag—

”

ing resources allocated for materials and training for a given topic. )

.

Gengral administrative and budéet tasks are carried out by the ADS and

administrators usually reporting to him (one of whom is "outside" the TA

less than 5% of their time spent on SITIP.

Planning is an, on-going process and occurs in several ways. At the

l system). Combined effort of the TAs on administration aad budget takes
l monthly TA meetings members review progress and plan improvements. They

learn from each other how to facilitate local implementation, and they also
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look for ways to coordinate SITIP with other state initiatives or educa-
tional groups. For instance, since the 1980-81 Awareness Conferences were

considered successful, similar conferences.were planned for 1982 and 1983,

not strictiy a part of SITIP but strongly related since the first focused
o; classroom effactiveness and inservice and the second on planned change
and instructional activities, with all four topics addressed by nationally-
recognized researchers. SITIP TAs helped plan these conferences, worked
with LEAs to identify lccal educators who should be invited, and used
information and materials to enhance SITIP. Also, &As explored ways in

which institutes of higher educaiion (IHEs) might become involved with

. v

SITIP. The ADS involves members of the Instructional Céordinating Council
(ICC) in planninﬁjby keeping ICC members informed about SITIP and by
invitipg ICC inpuE. At the end of 1981 TAs were primarily concerned with

short-term planning to take care of immediate needs relating to specific

AN
local activities. Ry mid 1982, planning concerns were both short-term and
\

long-term, individual\TAs offered more ideas (rather than simply reacting

to ADS' ideas), and some members advocated various ways to coo%dinatg SITIP
with othér‘activities and groups. In addition to planning within the TA
systém, there were the MSDE initiatives described in the chapter on planning
of this report. While all but one of the TAs were involved in the fall

1981 planning meeting to help LEAs revise or finalize implementation plans,
fewer were involved (for their own topics) in the spri;g planning session,

ahd only two or three were (slightly) involved in reviewing initial local

- l proposals and providing information to LEAs in .the early part of 1981.

R .
-

After the fall 1981 planning meeting, hg@ever, all TAs were involved in
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helping LEAs develop PEPS. The collection of PEPS was duplicated and
distributed to all LEAs’early in 1982. (D was most involved in early
Rlanning activities and AP was m;st involved in coordinating PEPS efforts.
Combined TA effort relating to PEPS .takes about 2.3% of time spent on
SITIP.

Training (from a system perspective) included the three 'kinds of

MSDE-initiated activities described in the chapter on training in this

report. In addition, after each qf the Summer Institutes and before the
1982 Confereqce the developer/presenters conducted training sessions which
were open to'all MSDE staff. SITIP TAs assisted in planning and partici—‘
‘pated in these events 1if ‘they were involved with SITIP at the appfopriate
time. The extent of responsibility or sense of ownership depended on
individual assignments. For instance, although five of the TAs attended
the Awareness Conferences, only CD believed at that time he would have
continued responsibility for training and assistance -- for all topics at a
general level. As incumbents received a;signments and understood their
role&they pagtiqipated hot only out of professional interest but with
responsibility to design, organize, or facilitate activities and foﬁ}ow-

through on application of training provided. This task area took about 22%

of the TAs' SITJP time, with almost all spent on designing, organizing, and

conducting the follow-up sessions.

General support tasks took about 107 of the TAs' time and were the
most frequent kind of interaction between LEAs and TAs. Most interactions
were information exchanges or prqblem-soiving discussibné, while others

were requests for materials or topic clarification, and some focused on




*

4

logistics such as making arrangeﬁents for site visits. Interactions were
almost all by phone, each required individual attention by the topic fA
functioningﬁas the key contact, and several required subsequent action such
as linking LEAs with similar interests or obtaining .and sending materials.
Site visits took Aver 40% of the TAs' time, since each top%c site was
visited at last twice during the 1981-82 school yeir. These visits were
not for compliance monitoring although TAs did gain an understanding of the
nature and extent of implementation at each site. In some cases TAs
conducted topic training or assisted central office staff in designing or
conducting training. TAs always visited classrooms and usually, talked with

all three LEA role groups. They collected copies of locally developéd

" materials and distributed others. They participated in trouble shooting to

address concerns of oA%’or more role groups, and exchanged "good ideas"
learned at other sites or from topic\developers. They helped LEAs contact
topic developers when necessar;. In general, they proGided resource
support (money, materials, an extra body), technical support (expertise,
training on the topic), process support (ideas about alternative ways of
getting things done), and affective support (recognition and acknowledge-
meﬁt of local efforts). Individual style or degree of formality varied,
but all TAs understood local norms and observed local protocol and most
tried to establish colleagi;l relationships with local educators.
Evaluation of SITIP is conducted by RBS. TAs do not evaluate local
implementation. Each LEA is responsible for evaluating itself.‘ Since

local expe;tisé in evaluation is low and since it is not cost-effective for |

each LEA to duplicate efforts.in development of measures etc., the TAs
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ways to build local capacity without increasing effort invested.

* H

explored
In the summer of 1982, the TAs worked with RBS to develop an evaluation . .
design (with measures)’which incorporates elements described in PEPS, A
requiresnsome activities and offets alternatives for others, and encourages

a coordinated effort between LEAs and FBS. TAs will help LEAs to use this
local evaiuation package during the 1982-83 school year. In the seven

months of the study, TAs spent just over 4% of their time on evaluation,
mostly working with RBS on the local evaluation package, and also on

review{ng interim feedback reports and on helping some LEAs with their self
evaluation. Most work in this area was done by AP and SM. ' .

3

Communication within the TA system 1s interactive. That is, primarily

during the TA meetings and also at other times TAs share information with

each other and with ADS and they receive information from ADS. All TAs

have equal opportunity to initiate ideas and influence decisions. While

ADS sometimes decides what should be done, -the TAs usually work together to

determine how something should be done. For instance, in the suumer of

1982 ADS decided that the ICC and Project Basic facilitators should receive

a "progress report" on SITIP: the TAs designed ahd conducted appropriate

presentations. The monthly TA meetings (each taking one to two hours) are

crucial for maintaining communication among TAs: 1deas and materials are

exchanged, progress reports and interim evaluation reports are made, infor-

¥

mation is shared, planning takes place, and ‘policies and decisions are

announced " While the ADS and three TAs (each representing a differént

" topic) attended all TA meetings during the seven-month study, two TAs
{ .

attended less than 50% of the meetings and on two occasions neither TA for




at

-~

ML was present. Since the system is somewhat informal; if a TA misses a
meeting he or ‘she must eiéher ;eek out a participant or a pérticipant must
seek out the missing TA, Between partners "catching up" on meetings
appears to cause few problems as long as the participating TA iritiates the
information update. 'However, wheﬁiboth partners miss a meeting they are
likely to be informed only if ADS makes a point of assigning‘a specific

communication task to one of the participants. Frequent and interactive

communication occurs most between SM, AP, and AB.

A

Communication between SITIP and other organizational groups is impor-
tant because SITIP is designed as a collaborative effort, and because if it
is to survive and grow it cannot have "project" status but should be
incorporated into or coordinated with related instructional activities.
Since the TAs are drawn from five MSDE divisions and the Office of Project i;k
Basic each -can, to some extent, act as a boundary spanner; Since§ADS is )
the chair of the ICC (which is made u; of MSDE Assistant Superintendents
directing,ﬁSDE divisions with instructional responsibilities), and also
coordinates éhe monthly meetings of LEA Assistant Superintendents for
Instruction, he too .can span boundaries. Through these linkages opportuni-
ties were identified to sha}é information among groups and plans were made

for further efforts. Since data from the Awareneé@ Conferences ldentified

communication problems, subsequent efforts were made to send messages t

4 -
Ce

several individuals within a given organization (e.g., LEA or MSDE brandh

. or division) and to send important information in more than one way or at

several times (e.g., information on classroom effectiveness or instructional

improvement is synthesized in documents and video tapes which were distri-
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bufed in var&ous ways and used during trainiﬁg activities). This synergis-
tic approach to communication (in evidence e;en in the initial design
calling for involvement of cross—hierarchical teams) is purposeful and
well—coordiﬁated and has cogzributed ;o the success of SITIP since it
increases mutual understanding, éositive attitudes, and productivity. TAs
spend 10% of their time maintaining communication with each other and with
coordinating groups. This time includes system planning and some knowledge

building.

Dissemination is defined here as involving or informing others about

SITI?, beyond those intended in the original plan. To date, SITIP TAs have
been involved in. two dissemination activities: 1) they assisted ADS in
making presentations at a Regional School Improvement Conference, and 2) -
they exchange information wigg topic developers and conference presenters
who in turn tell others about SITIP (subsequently resulti?g in inquiries
from other states). These activities took about 6% of the TAs time over
the seven-month period. Plans are underway to involve professional associa-
tions. In addition, since some lighthouse sites may become pilot/district
sites, TAs will probayly assist LEAs with dissemination.

In considering the ten tasks areas described above, it should be
remembered that they are carried out by a team of nine individuals each of
whom devotes a relatively small percentage cf his or her time to SITIP. It
ghou]d also~be remembered that oqu two of tﬂe TAs report to ADS. The
relétive success of SITIP does ﬁot rest on the usé of authori;y or on
formal staff assignments and high resource aliocations, but\appears to be

-

strongly related to effective communication and collaboration and leadership

k4
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which taps motivation such as desire for professional growth and sincere
interest in program(improvement.

Successes and Challenges

The following discussion explores some of the problems or role con-
straints,experienced by the TAS, the ways in which problems are resclved,

the personal rewards of the TA role, and the role accomplishment.

Problems and Solutions. The biggest problem is thatg TAs have compet~

ing responsibilities for their time. While everyone believes that SITIP
caﬁsﬁave significant impact on instruction and therefore desérves reasonable
levels of effort, each TA is held accountable for various other tasks. The
fact that the TA role was not built into SITIP from the beginning and that
even at the spring élanning‘%essions those incumbents involved then ‘had not
been assigned the role as it was finally defined, meant that incumbengf

experienced confusion and some resentment and frustration as they adjusted
workloads and expectations. )

In several cases TAs had to learn a great deal in a fajrly short time.
In some cases the immediate superxvisor was suéportive of SITIP and helped
the TA design his or work workscope so that tasks are interactive (e.g., CB
is SM's supervisor. SM's first responsibility is related to mathematics
and all AT sites address that sub;:ct. SM can legitimately spent time on
SITIP, and CB spends less but ensures that SM branch tasks are taken care

of). 1In other cases the supportive supervisor modified the workscope to

allow for time to be spent on SITIP (e.g., ADS 1s the supexrvisor for AB and

‘AP). However, even if a workscope is modified, supervisors' expectations

may not focus on SITIP. In those cases the individual TA must elther
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contribute his or her own time (and gaﬁg’ao) or reduce time spent, and in

# s for SITIP and not for the division

*he latter instance the reduc
~

accountability. None of~the TAs think they have sufficient time for SITIP

(and several believe that demands will increase in the 1982-83 school
year). "SITIP is only one of ten things I would like to do full time."

Problems also occur as TAs work with LEAs. These may be characterized
k4

as buréaucracy, variety, competition, and energy. In the first case TAs

must learn the norms of each LEA and try to untie the red tape to encourage
the inter-role group support that SITIP needs. An LEA with a traditional

~
bureaucracy takes the TA's time and energy. Variety®among LEAs and the

various strategies used means that TAs cannot develop standardized methods

or materials, but must respond to each according to the situational needs.

Competition amang the LEAs also creates a few problems since they do not

always remember that each has its own implementation strategy with a scope

that each finds manageable. TAs spend time and energy discouraging competi-

tion and helping LEAs to benefit from good ideas that can be shared. TAs

4

also find that sometimes energy wanes. This happens to themselves and the

LEAs when people are reassigned or a new stage is reached and the only way

to progress 1s for more learning to occur, either by individual reading or

some form of training or coaching. It also happens when a local role group

is overburdened and considers that the group above them in the hierarchy

»

-
does not recognize their efforts. Then the TAs must point out achievements

a
and find wayé for the local educators to build better interactive support.

In some cases LEA energy was low right- from the beginning of the project

and TAs worked with some for several months to "get something to happen."

o —— T
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One reason for slow startup was reassignment of a key actor. Another was
unanticipated events such as teacher contract problems. A third was that
some LEAs seemed to think that local plans supported by external funds do

not necessarily have to be implemented as long as it looks as if implemen-

tation is occurring. This "lip-service compliance" attitude was rare but
when it did happen TAs needed ﬁatieﬁce, persistence, and a thorough knowl-
edge of local norms to facilitate a change resulting in local energy being
spent on SITIP. |

While all TAs felt confident in their knowledge and skills relating to

.

the process of assistance ("it goes far beyond clinical supervision"), some
b
were concerned about insufficient expertise in specific areas, (e.g.,

secondary schools), and others found that they needed to know more gbout
the topics and specific elements of the topics than they had anticipated.
These needs were addressed by individual efforts -- reading or visits and
discussions with expér%s (sometia;s outside Maryland). Relative lack of TA
expertise did not appear to cause major problems in the LEAs, althoggh a

few minor prob&fms occurred when an LEA had a sophisticated need and the TA

N s

%
(or delegated staff) attempted to assist rather than refer the LEA to an

expert. Referencing -- networking LEAs with each other or with developers

or expert practitioners outside Maryland -- was an effective way for TAs to

-

cope when they did not have the time or knowledge to assist.

.

Personal Rewards. The literature on technical assistance suggests

that an effective TA is not highly visible, does not create dependency,,
does not use authority as a power base, is more of a respected outsider

than a member of the local family, and yet cannot retreat into isolation

Ly

310

-

.
s .
.




-~

when problems arise. This*suggests“that TAs with individual motivating
drives for personal power, affiliation (affection and inclusion), or
isolated autonomy will either be frustrated, or effective only to a limited
degree. An achievement motivation supported by a belief in social power
(democratic, shared leadership for the benefit of the group) seems appro-
priate for effective TAs. Incentives that may be provided from "outsid;"
are evidence of group success, acknowledgement by supe;vagors of Zndividual

efforts, and opportunities to learn more or take on additional responsi-

-

bilities. Lo T . .
In many cases the SITIP system and individual TA attitudes and behavior .
reflect the conclusions drawn from the literature. The strongest TA drive
seems to be achievement in terms of helping LEAs implement their pla;s as
well as poggible. One TA has a,;ery strong drive toward social power, and
three others kworklng in d¥fferent topics) also demonstrate this m;tivation
by facilitating ﬁétworking and valuing ideas and activities of local repre-
sentatives in topic events. Six TAs consider their involvemegt in SITIP to
be an opportunity to learn and apply the best available knowledge on
instructional improvement and planned change, helping personal and proéeé»

sional growth. 4lso, one partner in each topic has a secondary drive or J

style: 1) oue is nurturing but does not appear to have created dependency{

2) one has a fairly high affiliation drive which means that he is véry

éccepting of others' activities even when they are somewhat ilnappropriate

for local implementation, 3) one appears to prefer to work alone, but work

arrangements with the partner are such that few problems seem to result,

and 4) one likes higher degrees of autonomy and visibility than appear




.
. LI ‘
L

appfbpriate for the partnership.and the TA tasks, but rearrangements of/ ]

workscopes are being made t? resolve this.

H - - -

i
1
+

In addition.to the intrinsic rewards relating to individual motivation

>

or drives, some incentives are of fered by ADS. For instance, acknowledge-

‘ment and visibility were apparent when the TAs made presentations on SITIP

- .

to theiProjeqt Basic facilitators, members of the ICC, and participants of -~
the Regional School Improvem;nt Conferénce. (The ADS could have simply
circulated written reports, or made the presentacions himself, but chos€/
instead to invite TA involvement.) At TA meetinés, ADS highlights successes
(he also, p;ivately, identifies areaé/in need of improvement for individ-

) uals). Opportunities for additional.learning and takigg on responsibili-
ties are provided by the ICC (Division Directors of TAs) and ADS through TA
involvement in such activities as the 1982 Conference and professional
conferences outside the state,‘through interaction‘wiéh RBS and people such

as Rosenshine and Berliner, and through participatory decision-making which

encourages exploration of improvement or expansion of SITIP.

Role Accomplishments. Amqng the'?As there 1s agreement that they
helped ensure local implementation (not "lip-service complianceﬁ), built
commiément,‘maintained energy,.and encouraged networking and sharing among
LEAs. ("We prevented atrophy, facilitated, clarified objectives, improved

- skills, encouragad, found resources, networked.') They did these things

while maintaining very good collaborative relationships with local educators.
("Monitoring is easier but it's not useful...the LEAs and MSDE staff grew

and learned together.")




/
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The TAs represented MSDE to the LEAs: When local educators were asked
to rate MSDE support they were essentially rating the TAs (see Table 79).
In examining reséonses it should be remempered that visibility influenced
ratinés: if a role group interacted with a TA higher ratingé were more
likely. (If interaction was fairly high, ratings directly reflect respon-
éenté' opinions.) Ove;all ratings averaged 3.39 (above average), with mean
ratings from central office staff an school administrators indicating that
they found MSDE support "very good,' while teachers Fafed fAs as "about
average." Teachers interacted far less with TAs than did other role
groups, especially for AT in which a large number of teachers were involved
in a éistmict-wide strategy (and awarded the TAs 2.88, "just below avérage").
However, ratings from centrél office staff and school administrators éor AT
indicated that TA support was "above average" to "very good." "Very éood"
to "excellent" ratings were awarded for ML by school administrators, for
STL by schoél administratoré)and central office staff, and for TV by school
administrators. In all cases these very high ratinés reflect opinions of
role groups that had fairly frequent interaction with TAs. They also
reflect honest opinions. (In some cases, on questionnaires respondents
circled "excellent” twice, ‘or emphasized their response in similar ways.
In other cases local educators sought out researchers to volunteer comments
reflecting their appreciation of MSDE efforts "MSDE got 1its act together.
This is one of the best things they‘ve done.") The highest ratings were
awarded when the TA(s) interacting with a given site or rolé group directed
his or he; effcrts for the benefit of the local group (team, not a hier-

) ~
archical faction) by focusing on the local PEPS-objectives and the topic as

<&




designed. Somewhat lower ratings were awarded (and none were much below

average) when TAs had to deal with local bureaucracy or lack of energy and

]

activities became\?olitical, or when TAs gave mixed messages either by lack

3
of consensus between partners (which was rare, and quickly corrected), or

by interpreting or expanding upon the topics differently from the topic as
designed or as (locally) planned. ’ .

An important part of technical assistance consisted of the Follow-ups
-- initially designed as cross-topic meetings to enhance training. Dis-
cussed in detail in the chapter on training, the Follow-ups were designed
and .conducted by TA partners. Local needs identified at Follow-ups should
have been addressed by TAs. Needs most often expressed were: topic infor-
mation, resources, and materials (30.56% of responses, with the greatest
need Fglating to STL); opportunity to interact/network (12.5%, with most
for AT); specific "how tos" on the topic (11.81%, with most for TV); and
dissemination strftegies (8.33%, with slightly gore for ML than other
topics). In most cases these needs were addressed. However, resource
allocationé by MSDE are considered as high as is feasible and therefore
materials and funds were not increased.

The value of technlcal assistance lieg~in the extent to which local
needs are met by MSDE TAs. Some needs are readily recognized and readi&y
stated (e.g., requests for training materials); some are experienced but
not readily,stated (e. g., frustration with a situation which prevents the
key actors forking together); some may not be recognized by local educators

(e.g.ﬂ*‘compliance" level of implementation); and some may be perceived as

needs by one group but not by others (e.g., differing degrees of fidelity
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of implementation). Each TA partnership deals with these various degrees

of needs, often having to ignore one in order to address the immediacy of

another. There is no single prescription for success. However, the

following profileé‘attempt to outline, for each topic, the relatiomship
E
between 1oca1.imp1emegfacion and MSDE technical assistance.

e AT is the least complex topic but all four strategies were used for
imp lementation, and the largest number of local implementers was
involved. Since the developers' training had been research-oriented
and somewhat confusing to local educators, immediate needs focused
on toplc clarification. Since so many implementers had not been
involved in early SITIP activities, LEAs also needed to apply
strategles to build mutual understanding and commitment. As
implementation got underway, further clarification and support to
maintain energy were needed. MSDE TAs met these needs by building
a strong knowledge base, exploring not only the research directly
relating to AT, but also information on planned change and effective
instruction (especially for mathematics). (The other TAs drew on
this expertise.) A focused achievement orientation motivated the
TAs to analyze the "real needs" and respond accordingly, even when
they were sometimes tempted to "enrich" implementation by introduc-
ing extra information or other topics (e.g., STL as a technique for
student practice within the AT model). TA behavior seemed appropri-
ate since local needs were not repeated over time, fidelity is
fairly high, and energy levels are being maintained.

e M. is the most complex topic, but was implemented in only five
schools. Local commitment,was high and leveloper training was
adequate. Local needs developed as implementation got underway and
realities were understood. Needs were about equally divided
between technical expertise (etg., test development on Bloom's
taxonomy that directly reflected objectives and instruction) and
organizational problem-solving (e.g., arranging for common planning
time, or tying the local hierarchical levels together). MSDE TAs
had difficulty meeting these needs, partly because they initially
defined their tasks differently (e.g., the purpose'and structure of

*  the follow-up), and partly because they organized themselves " :
(including delegated assistants) in such a way that communicaticn:

i
i

suffered. In general, TAs successfully addressed organizational |
provlem-solving tasks, in two sites by serving as the key to avert
major“broblems and linking the local team for positive action, and
in two other sites by helping maintain good working relationships
throughout the year. (The fifth site had a self-energizing teanm
more in need of rechnicdl support thin process assistance.) TAs
tried to "enrich" before implementers were ready, and they had
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insufficient time to develop ithe level of technical expertise
sometimes needed. However, by the end of the year there were
strong indicators that TAs for ML had rearrange& responsibilities

. .and .perspectives-which-probably-will-be-highly succedsful. for the

second year of local implementation.

STL had the largest number of sites, is relatively simple to imple-
ment, and began well because developer training was successful.
Developers readily provided assistance on request which meant that
MSDE -TAs could focus on processes of planned change more than
technical know-how (although they do have a thorough understanding
of the STL methods). Local needs emphasized materials and included
need for more indepth understanding of the STL methods as implement-
ers tried the topic. Few organizational problems were overtly
obvious. MSDE TAs had a very ggrong "social-power" motivational
drive backed by a task orientat%on, resulting in attention to the
needs of local implementers (rather than to their own ideas). LEAs
were actively involved in planning follow-ups and interacted (with
TA linkage) to help each other. Support ratings were highest for
this TA partnership. ’

TV is the most complex as designed but is less complex as imple-
mented. All LEAs used a lighthouse strategy, most focusing on the

M"time" variable. Training was complex and somewhat overwhelming

and so initial needs were both affective and cognitive (to overcome
resistance and confusion). Once coding procedures were mastered,
needs shifted to determination of implications (actions/strategies
for improvemeént). At-one site, local reassignments and other

conditfions resulted in need for extepnsive problem-solving help.
Much TA energy was spent on that LEA, and at other sites TAs were .
more involved in general .process assistance than in technical help.

With a!fairly high affiliation drive, backed by a task ortentation,
TAs rebuilt the affect (which was so negative after the summer
training). Once LEAs were again favorably inclined, and had been
consulted in planning for follow-ups, their needs were highly
technical. TAs were less able to cope with these needs (and could
deal with "time" more readily than with "content").

Overall, LEAs have three kinds of needs: technical/cognitive, organi-

zational/process, group/affective. . A}l can be resolved by thoughtful

analysis and application of knowledge about topics, planned change, and

.interpersonal communication, and all need attention at some time. FEach TA

more readily addresses one kind of need, but all try to address all three.

.
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In general, TAs accomplighed the objectives of the role. However, as

LEAs EEéiggdphere will be more demands on_the TAs' time and energy. Also,

{f SITIP is to become incorporated into state and local instructional
activities, a"laiger number of people (at all levels) need to know about
and gpprove of what is being done. Th;.TAs anticipate these needs and
would like to see further allocation of resources (mostly MSDE staff time);
real acknowledgement by their supervisors of the legitimacy of time spent
on SITIP (either by present incumbents or others); and more interaction
between topics, between LEAs, and between SITIP actors and others with
responsibility for' instructional improvement. They all wish that the TA
role had been build into the original SITIP design and hope that they have
advance notice of future responsibilities. Their greatest concern 1s that
each site (new and old) needs "energizing" and that must be done by the TAs
or by local topic advocates, but some LEAs do not have an advocate that can

span school boundaries and the TAs do not have the time to visit and assist

every school.

Summary and Conclusions

In response to needs jdentified in the spring of 1981, a technical
assistance system was established to support local implementation. Most of
the eight TA incumbents assumed their role in July 1981, with about 10% of
their time officially allocated to SITIP. One incumbent was assigned at
the end of the year. '

Coordinated by the ADS, the TA system reflects, in the way it functions

internally and in the way most {ncumbents interact with LEAs, a. democratic

leadership style. It 1s rational since it uses research to make data-based
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decisions, flexible since its design allows for useful, changes to be made,

and democratic since it encourages participatory decision-making.

The system 1s responsible for: SITIP adminigtration; on-going plann-
ing; knowledge building and utilization; materials identification and
development; training; general support to LEAs in program management and
problem-solving; encouraging local implementation according to local plans

' often through on-site assistance; assisting RBS and LEAs with evaluation
tasks (but not actually evaluating local efforts); facilitating iInteractive
comnunication among LEAs, MSDE groups, anh others; and dissemination of

s SITIP to others, including those outside Maryland.

Although the system and individual TAs experience probléms such as

effective use of relatively little time and finding appropriate ways to
: deal with local problems, in most cases they resolve them, often by

rearranging workscopes or tapping relevgpt expertise. ~

The TAs are task-oriented, see their ultimate objective as improving

students' learning experience, and consider: SITIP to provide them with
opportunities for professional growth. éxtrinsic rewards focus on learning
opportunities, participation in decision-making, and (to some extent)
visibility within MSDE or outside Maryland. ("It's great to be a part of a
significant ‘and successful program like thi;.")

The nature and extent of local implementation would have been consider-

ably less without the TAs. They provided information and encouragement,

established networks and shared successes, and crossed hierarchical bound-

aries to help LEks resolve problems. Their efforts were well-recelved by

local educators with whom they interacted,. since the TA role was quickly

understood and appreciated by almost everyone.
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Future needs and concerns relate primarily to the time needed to

maintain local energy as new sites are added. Also, there 1s some emerging

evidence suggesting that some LEAs have passed the trial stage and are
developing sophisticated needs for highly technical expertise. While some

TAs can deai with Such needs, others are currently less able to do so. \
(Influential factors include time, knowledge, and ;tyle.) The 1982-83

school year will bring new challenges. Based on evidence to date, the TA

system will meet those challenges and build on present successes.
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VIII. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
| |
W - 3 vious chapters of this report have discusséd major areas of acrivity.”

Specific activities and participant roles have been described for each of

the four SITIP topics, and reference has been made to impact or results of

¢
the interactions between various factors and activities. This chapter

briefly reviews activity areas and attempts to synthesize major findings.

¢

Activity Areas ' /

SITIP areas of activity to date included: planning, training, imple-

mentation, and technical assistance, all initiated and coordinatéd by MSDE
and all inviting voluntary LEA participation.
Planning .

MSDE planning was i;itiateq in mid 1980 with tﬁe idea of combining and
utilizing some research and some proven practices in order to build practi-
tioner capability and improve instruction. The preliminary design, devel-
oped by staff of the Offices of Developmental Projects and Project Basic,
was approved by the State Superintendent, by LEA Superintendents, and
adopted as a collaborative project by MSDE instructional diviﬁions through
the Instructional Coordinating Council (1CC). By November 1980, plans were
being implemented to encourage local adoption of Active Teaching (A1),
Mastery Learning (ML), Student Team Learning (STL); and Teaching Variables
(TV). 4

Following four topic Awareness Conferences 19 LEA teams developed ,
proposals requesting funds to implement one or more of the topics. In most

cases initial proposals indica.ed that staff commitment was a strong factor

in topic and site selection. Proposals also demonstrated a relative lack
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of understanding of topic implementation requirements, and did not provide

enough information for MSDE staff and bthers to visualize local implementa-
tion.

’ These factors, plus data collected during the Awareness Conferences,
influenced the decision to address two objectives at the scheduled Spring
Planning Sessions. The first (already determined by the SITIP design) was
for MSDE to invite LEA suggestions for the design and content of the
(three-day) Summer Training Institutes. The second was for MSDE to clarify
the SITIF desién and to help LEAs clarify their own plans. While the first
objective was satisfactorily addressed, the second was addressed to varying
degrees, with less suc::;ZEexperienced for the more complex topilcs.
Following the Summer Institutes, it was a?iarent that‘some LEAs wanted
t; change or refine their plans. Also, LEA superintendents wanted to see
all local plans, preferably in a conclse common format. MSDE staff assigned
to provide technical assistance (TA) wanted to make sure they understood
local plans, and how they could best plan Follow-ups and on-site activities.
In September 1981 LEA representatives forﬂall topics attended a one-day
planning session at which they were asked to address these various needs by

' summarizing their (revised or refined) plans on a Promising Educational

Practices Submission (PEPS) form. Assistance was provided by the TAs and

by the MSDE Title IVc specialist who had adapted the PEPS from forms used

to validate federally funded programs. Egz}y in 1982 the collection of
PEPS was distributed to all LEAs. The acti;ity helped clarify local needs
and intentions and the PEPS format was useful as a_communication device.
However, some local educators considered the activity political and a waste

of time. Analysis of PEPS indicated that some LEAs were still uncertain
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about scope aﬁé intensity and the effort required, and many had very weak

evaluation plams.

While some plans were clarified or refined, others were changed. The
most obvious change related to selection of topic (influenced primarily by
complexity); others related to the strategy or scope. In general, LEAs
made changes\to‘reduce the level of effort needed for implementati;n.
Training

There were three kinds of training events conducted by MSDE: Awareness .
Conferences, Summer Institutes, and Follow-ups, each designed to build upon
each other.

Awareness Conferences were conducted at two-week intervals beginning
December 4, 1980. LEA superintendents from 20 of the 24 LEAs agreed to
send cross-hierarchical teams to all four in order to determine whether
they wished to implement any of the topics. MSDE staff and faculty of
Institutes of Higher Education"were also invited. Advance reading materials
were sent to all 300 invited guests in November. Each conference focused
on one topic and egcb was conducted by the developer or research team who
designed the topic. Benjamin Bloom (ML) attracted a large crowd but > '
provided the least practical information. Thomas Good and his assistant
(AT) emphasized research to a greater extent than participants wanted.
David Helms and the RBS team (TV) were fairly well received, and Robert
Slavin and the Johns Hopkins Team (STL) provided participants with a .
relevant overview. The Conferences introduced state educators to SITIP aqﬁ

offered awareness level information on instructional strategies proven to

be effective in increasing student achievement in academic subjects. 1In

.
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general, participants had inadequate information for the developggnt of

. clear or comprehensive implementation plans. Also, communication between

i
i

[m

MSDE and LEAs and between role groups within LEAs had rarély succeeded in
ensuring that p;rticipadls understood the SITIP design or objectives.
For each topic, developerg ¢onducted a three;day Summer Training
Institute for local implementation teams and a one-day orientation session
t for MSDE staff. Results indicateq that STL implementers were ready to
carry out their plans, ML implementers were ready but had personal concerns

~
about the amount of work to be dome, AT implementer: were Somewnhat uncertain,

4

and many potential TV implementers felt overwhelmed which led to some LEAs

dropping the topic.

Follow-ups were designed and Condugted by MSDE TAs for top;c implemen—
ters according to their needs. All included local~'share and tell" sessions
which facilitated networking, and three involved outside "experts" who

clarified topic elements and reinforced SITIP validity. For STL each LEA

team attended two Follow-ups (with the second including classroom observation

of STL), fo AT and ML teams attended a two-day "retreat," and for TV, eacu

LEA team met with two or three others that were geographically close by.
Foilow—ups helped clarify, encourage, and energize. While local educators

enjoyed "enrichment" activities, their needs were better met by activities

.
a I m .-

focusing on the topic or elements needing clarification. s

Training activities required considerable resources in terms of time,

energy, and consultant fees. Factors contributing to some degree of dis- »

satisfaction or only partially accomplished objectives included: 1nadequate

communication of expectations (among participants and to presenters);
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insuf ficient attention by presenters to expressed needs of participants and
to real pracEical implicat{gﬁs for implementation; insufficlent opportunity
for participants to shaie théir)ideasrand concerns; and too much informa- ,
tion or "off tbpic" information presented given available time, needs, and
energy. Factors contributing to success included: credibility of presenters
and ;alidity of topics; use of time that allowed for varied activities,
media, and interactions; clearly understood expectations by all involved;
attention to participants' needs iin preparation) and to their interests

and concerns (during the event); and use of focused, relevant, practical

information with a sound knowledge base.

Implementation

In 19 LEAs, at 65 schools, toplcs were implemented by over 688 teachers
in more than 886 classes of a®l grade levels. Many subject "areas yere
addressed, with mathematics being most popular. .

Four stratggies were used: 1) district-wide involving all teachers in
all elementary schools for one LEA;'Z) pilot/district; used by four LEAs
introducing the topic in one or two schools the first year with central
office commitment to expand; 3) capacity building used byk¥13e LEAs introduc-
ing the.topic through staff development and encouraging voluntary particig%—
tion; and 4) a lighthouse strategy used by ten LEAs in ?hich a single
school is committed to implementation and others may beéome involvéd if the
"]ight of success" 1s sufficiently bright to attract them.

Scope and intensity varied, but ten LEAs implemented tl‘e topic s.ele_cted

)
for at least 50Z of the time allocated for the curriculum subject for at

least five months. L,
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All topics took more time to implement than other improvement programs
"

in which implementers had been involved. Most effort was spent on inter-
acq¥ve support, followed closely by learning/training. Admini tration took
more time for central office staff; materlals development or selection took
teachers' time; and record keeping, evaluatiop, and dissemination were

somewhat less time consuming than other activitfes with the exception of AT
‘ T

for central office staff.

-In all cases, toplcs were perceived as having instructional value and,

¢

in general, worth the effort &pended. Teachers gained knowledge and

changed instructidnal practices. Students showed some evidence of increased

L i
motivation and achievemenﬁz e
: -y S/ -
Needs and concerns weui program-oriented and changed over time as

participants learned moré or resolved issues. By the end of the first year

A

- of implementation, most common needs related to support, training, dissemina-

-

tion, and topic adaptation or clarification. That id, participants wante%
help in incorporating the topic, expanding their use,kor clarifying the
extent of feasible flexibility of Ehe"topic,

At the end of the 1981-82 school year; the five LéAs that had not been

’

involved asked if they could partiéipate. TAs conducted brief orientation

- -

sessions, topic selections sére made, and PEPS drafted so that small grants
could be awarded. This made SITIP a voluntary statewide program.

Technic;l Assistance ) ~ Sy
Eight MSDE staff were agsigned to-é}ovide technical assistance in the |

summer of "1981, each permitted to spend two days a month on SITIPﬁ'and all

“~ Al

part of a system coordinated by the Assistant Deputy Superintendent. Their.
y

r
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major objective was to facilitate implementation of local plans by providing
/

information, building an interactive communication network, conductiné

training, and providing on-site assisggnce. These e“forts took slightly
~y

more time than allocated, and efforts were unevenly distributed between TA
A .

partners with, on average, one spending about twice as much time as the
other. No formal training was provided for TAs but .they all had field

experience, a task orientation, an@kbetween them they helped each other to
ﬂ__r\\\

/

resolvé difficulties. Their efforts were appreciated by LEAs ang/moqt ¢ \\\ :
§

fﬁ_hd intrinsic rewards in their involvement in SITIP. WithouL the fas

T
many sdtes would not have achieved the scope of implementation or havp /j?
j Q

resolved problems as successfully as they did, f .

The first three areas of activity (planning, training, and implementa-

tion) were included in the original SITIP design. Technical assistance was
added after MSDE staff reviewed the resultg of early activities. The four
areas addﬁgssed, together with the influence of research findings relating
to instructional improvement and p}anned change, made up the design and
p%ilosophy of SITIP which resulted in voluntary participation of all

Maryland 1FAs in a sound program of instructional improvement.

Critical Findings

SITIP is complex, flexible, and to some extent, its relative success
is dependent upon the structure and organizational norms'of the state.
Hoyever, some f{indings of this study may assist others in planning instruc-
tional improvement eftorts, especially because some clarify earlier studies
and others challenge conclusions drawn by other researchers. Findings are

presented in a sequence that begins with decisions that might be addressed




o
by local educators in planning and goes on to issues that intermediate or

state education agencies might address. y

e Initial staff interest or commigaent to implement a new program or
. practice can be built if: 1) the LEA superintendent permits staff
to look at new ideas with the intent to implement if appropriate,
2) the innovation and its presenter/developer have validity and
credibility, and 3) staff believe that they do have choices and can
influence decisions.

o Staff interest (of all role groups, but particularly those that
have the most work to do) is the most important factor in sclection
of the innovation and in determination of elements of the implemen-
tarfion plan.

s

o Cross-hierarchical planning facilitates mutual understanding which
Q;}ps to prevent problems during implementation (such as communica-
tion breakdowns, resentment, feelings of isolatign). v,

e Representation of the various role groups in planning and subseqyent
decision-making builds understanding dand commitment, ensures inclu-
R sion of role group perspectives, and strengthens organizational
knowledge so that If reassignments are made knowledge is not lost
and new staff will not be given a one-sided briefing.

A

- o The complexity of the innovation is determined by looking at the
extent of new knowledge tc be acquired, materials to be identified
or developed, methods to be used in the classroom and in the
school, and organizational arrdngements to be made. Although some
generalizations are possible for large scale adoption, in most
cases each LEA needs :o determine innovation complexity for itself.

o Complexity ratings may differ for elementary versus secondary
schools especially for the dimension relating to organizational
arrangements which are more easily made in secondary schools than
in elementary schools. Also, a curriculum focus reduces complexity
for secondary schools while a cross-curricular grade level focus
reduces complexity for elementary schools.

¢ The complexity of the innovation determines the amount of work to
be done for a given school site.

¢ The implementation strategy determines how the work is shared among
role groups and how the burdens shift. among role groups over time.

¢ The implementation strategyv plus the scope (number of schools,
teachers, curricular subjects, grade levels, amount of time for the
innovation to be used for each class or subject) determine how much
work’ is to be done within a given LFA.

\
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The nature and extent of communication and decision-making
determine productivity and affect.

The organizational norms of the LEA determine communication and
decision-making procedures.

Incremental knowledge building with a series of interactive training
and planning activities help to build an accurate understanding of
the innovation's complexity and potential rewards, and allow
revision or refinement of plans.

Once implementation begins the innovation is usually not adapted
and the strategy does not change for the first year.

L4

Changes made during implementation sometimes reduce scope‘in order

to maintain quality without stressing resource allocations. y

The most commonly changed factors are organizational norms -- .

3

communication and decision-making, coordination and leadership --
the way things are done and who does them.

)

Changes in organizational norms are influenced by two forces acting

almost simultanecusly but not necessarily collaboratively: external .
"pressures," e.g., TA recommendations; and internal 'pressures,"

e.g., topic advocate recommendations or teachers' concerns.

Regardless of the nature of the innovation all role groups must

carry out certain tasks which are, in order of investment: 1)
interactive support (acknowledgement, shared knowledge, problem-
solving, resource allocation); 2) learning/training (before and ~
during implementation); 3) record keeping; 4) materials identifica-
tion or development; 5) evaluation; and 6) administration.

Perceptions of interactive support reflect participants' assessment
of each others' commitment. Judgements are based not only on how
much useful help was provided but also on the visibility of the
supporter (with lower ratings for low visibility).

[t 1s preferable for each role group to perceive high support from
close role groups rather than distant ongs. Therefore, visibility
should be reduced with distance (e.g., Teachers should perceive
principals as supportive. If there 1s a problem a state TA may
help central office staff (who turnkey ideas to the principal) or
the TA (with central office permission) may help the principal.
But the state TA does not provide support to the teachers when it
should more appropriately come from the principal).

Repfegenfatives of all role groups need a thorough understanding of \
{nnovations to be adopted so that: 1) plang, are realistic, 2) re-
assignment do not result in the organization's loss of knowledge,

I'4
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3) interactive support can occur, 4) no one group is overburdened,
and 5) there is a reasonable chance for institutionalization and
dissemination beyond initial pilot sites. '

Impact in terms of student achievement was evident to some extent,
although not formally expected for the first year of implementation. .
Results suggest (tentatively) that greatest impact was made by
Mastery Learning, followed by Active Teaching. Student Team
Learning appeared to influence student affects more than achieve-
ment. Teaching Variables data are inconclusive.

People providing technical assistance (TA) are most effective when
they are: 1) responsive to the needs of the group (of implementers),
2) task oriented ang knowledgeable about local norms, the innovation,
and processes of planned change, and 3) skillful in facilitating
shared decision-making and coordinated communication.

Designs or plans for instructional improvement are most likely to
be successful if: 1) participation (of organizations) -is voluntary,
2) communication is multi-dimensional, 3) planning is interactive

‘with training, 4) training and technical assistance are provided

during implementation, 5) "lip service compliance' is not accepted
as implementation, 6) adjustments of scope are considered legitimate
and relate to resources available, and 7) each participant has some
degree of choice about his or her involvement (nature or extent) in
tEe effort. These elements were present in SiTIP.
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