1

. DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 225 976 - S * 7 - sP 021 753 .
AUTHOR ‘.; " Sullivan, Debra K.; And Others o : S
TITLE Implementat1on of the Stallings Classroom Management

. Staff Development Demonstration Project in Putnam
, County, West Virginia. |
INSTITUTION Appalachia Educational Lab., Charleston, W. Va.
SPONS AGENCY - National Inst. of Education (ED), Washington, DC.
PUB DATE . Nov 81

Ll

NOTE , 72p.; For related document, see SP 021 754.
PUB TYPE = ' Reports - Descriptive (141)
EDRS PRICE 'MF01/PC03 Plus Postage.

DESCRIPTORS Academic Achievement; Behavior Change; Change
. Strateg1es- *Classroom Techniques; Data Collection;
*Demonstration Programs; Elementary Secondary
Education; *Inservice Teacher Education; *Program

. “ Implementation; Staff Development; *Teacher Behavior;
- Teacher Effectiveness; *Teacher Improvement
IDENTIF1ERS *West Virginia (Putnam County)
KBSTRACT - | " ‘ o

The primary obJect1ve of the Stallings Classroom
Management Staff Development Model is to help teachers change so that .
they can manage their classrooms more effectively. In this model,
classroom observations and specific recommendations for teaching
behaviors are made for each teacher, and a series of teacher:training
sessions helps them to change their behaviors. Classroom observation
data are collected at the conclusion of the tra1n1ng sessions, and
teachers receive profiles showing results of their efforts at
changing. This ‘model uses the Secondary Observation Instrument (SOI), _
.which collects information on the teacher and other classroom data, .
records information about the classroom environment and participants
as in a photo "snapshot,” and records the interactions and activities
taking place each 5 minutes. In this report, an in-depth overview of
the implementation of this model is presented. Included is’
information on: (1) the data collection process; (2) data analysis
and interpretation; (3) teacher training processes; (4) project
objectives, rationale, and history; (5) characteristics of the
schools involved in‘the project; (6) demonstration project methods
and procedures; and (7) project evaluation. Included in the
appendixes are a sample .observer survey, comments from project
observers, and demonstration project pre/post profile summation
forms. (JD) ~ _ . : _ . ;

4 - .‘l

******'*****************************************************************
* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *
* from the original document . . *

***********************************************************************
. £ « .

L3




4

ff ' ' :

Implementation of the Stallings Classroom
- Management Staff Development
- Demonstration Project in :
. Putnam County,
West Virginia -

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION ¥ .
o\ ' . NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EOUCATION - 4 -
“PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS - EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
(W MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY CENTER (ERIC) R
N . . This document has been reproduced ds
Se\/l “ﬂ- -Fl n lebl recaw®d trom the person of ofganization s
N : —J %&:w\g i
' inot changes hdve been nidde 1o 1improve s J
Q L4 reproduction quality
w  Points of view or opinions stated in this docu
TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES munt do not necessanly represent otficial NIE-
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC).” ' posion or policy
' %
14
i 3
4
ki
} o
! w
-
By
© P Debra K. Sullivan
X . Coordinator of Reading
) Office of Educational Program Development
' ; : West Virginia Department of Education
' Joseph C. Basile, Il
Director
. Office of Educational Program Development
. ‘ : , West Virginia Department of Education
u ‘ Kenneth R. Higginbotham
YN s . b Superintendent
—~ " g . v Putnam County Schools
4 ! . . . N : ; .
" QO " ; Pytnam County Schools '
~ November 1981 ) . Winfield, West Virgimia 25213 2
l 0

©

« , :

ERIC * o |
' N o .

. : .

. , 0 : ’ R




TABLE OF CONTENTS
. ‘ ' : Page
List of Tables. .:. . . . . « « « « « « « « . . |
List of Figures . . . . . v .« « « o o 0 e v e e e e e e e e e e e ii
CHAPTER . ’
I Intrﬁduction. e e e e .'.,. R |
IT The ytallings Classroom Managemént Staff Development Model. 5
esearch Perspectives . . 5
DEScrlptlon of the Stalllngs Classroom Management Staff
Q‘velopment Model . . + « v v & o' v i e e e e e e e e .. 8
ﬁ% Data- Collectlon Process .' . . e e e e e e e e e 9
gg Data Analysis and Interpretatlon O B
%} Teacher Training Process. + . . . « o « « « « . - . . . 18
I1I Putnaﬁ%Cqunty Demonstration Project . . . . . . . . . . . . . .20
Oﬁﬁectlves and Rationale. n .« v o w4 o o o e e aee oo oo 20
Definstratlon Project History . . . S
De'crlptlon of the Demonstration Slte e ... . 26
Me}_ods and Procedures in the Demonstration Progect A
'ﬁDemonstratlon Project Awareness Meeting . . . . . . . . 29
#Data Collection: Pre-intervention. . ¢ 9 . 30
> %, Selection of Observers. . . . . . o% . . . . .. .30
Y‘ OBserver Training . . . R VA
Eg Pre-intervention Classroom Observatlons O 1
| Teacher Training Sessions . . . . 1
. Data Collection: Post- 1ntervent10n G |
Tdacher Tfaining Follow-up Sessions . . . . . . . . . . 36
Project Evaluation. . . . . w o v « v o o o o e e e e e e 36
Ouiside Evaluation. . « « « « o « 4 o 4 4 e e o . . . 36
. Fidal Project Meeting . . . . . . . . . . . ... . 37
Reconceptualization . . . . . . . . .« . o . . . oo 38
References. . . . J‘; O O 1
P ) ]
Appendix A: Graphi¢ of Putnam County Demonstration Project . . . . . . . 42
Appendix B: Demonstration Project Calendar of Events . . . . . . . . . . 44 !
X ‘
Appendix C: Demonstration Project Observer Survey and Compilation
of Results of Demonstration Project Survey . . . . . . . . . . . .. 47 v
Appendix D: Demonstration Project Observers' Comments. . . . . . . . . . 52
, ’
Appendix E: Demonstration Project Pre/Post Profile Summation Forms . . . 58 ’

-

n




o«

3

LIST OF TABLES

4 )
. » 8

Table 1: Stallings Staff Development Model Teaching Variables
(N=45) Listed By Two Major Grouping Schemes. C e

Table 2: Mean Percentile Scores on Comprehensive Tests of Basic

,Skills, Grades Three and Six, as Reported May 1981 .

Table 3: Mean Percentile Scores on Comprehensive Tests of Basic
iSkills, ‘Grades Nine and Eleven, as Reported'May 1981

v

; ©
:

[N

23




s

Figure 1:
Figure 2:

Figure 3:

LIST OF FIGURES

¥ .

Basic Skills Teacher Profile--Snapshot .

Basic Skills Teacher Profile--Five Minute Interaction.

Putnam County, West Virginia and Its Schools

ii

PAGE
16

17

. 28




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC

. | GHAPTER I
| INTRODUCTION

| :
F .
Thé ?utnam County Classroom Management- Staff Development Demonstration

Project was the result of long term systematic planning and goal-directed

.

program development by personnel within and without  the State of West

< .

Virginia, who -came together from time to* time to collaborate on various
instructional design, program development, and staff development projects. In

g

retrospect, the Putnam County ptoject represents the uniting of various key

» ¥

actors with the shared intent of deSigning, deweloping, implementing, evaluat-
ing and reconceptualizing ‘a staff development project that would impact a

school district, central office staff, classroom teachers, and students, and

provide data-based insights into instruction and learning in general.

[3 ’

During the Lberiod 1971 through -1979, individua’ls representing the

University of Houston (competency-based teacher education), University of

o

Texas (research and " dévéTopment in teacher _education), SRI International

'
Y

(systematic observation and teacher effects research), MLM Educational

"Consultant (gducational, program development and evaluation), and the West

Virginia Department of Education (instructional design and competency-based
staff development) collaborated on several educational development and
research projects: In 1975 personnel representing the Weést. Virginia

Department of Education and MLM Educational Consultant collaborated on the

. -

development 4nd implementation .of a statewide competency-based staff
development project in reading which generated cognitive, performance,
affective and consequence data from various levels of learnérs. As a result

of earlier .efforts, personnel in the West Virginia Department of Education

endorsed and agreed to participate in a teacher effects study being initiated

“in 1979 by the founder and president of the Teaching and Learning Institute

T
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(TALI). This proposed 1979 .developer/demonstrator project,' which was not
funded until 1980, and the evolving collaborative was a spinoff of earlier
independ%nt collabofative efforts by previéﬁsly mentioned key actors amd
agencies. Then, in 1980 Appalachia Educational Laboratory (AEL) sponsored a
éonference, "Classroom Management: Improving Basic Skills," in Montgomery, * -~

Alabama. Irbnically, this conference braughtitogether several "old friendgh .

who had worked together on various projects,'and added -a county school sygpe@‘

1]
o ’

* Pfevious to the conference, the founder and president of the Teaching and

superintendent interested in improving instruction in his schools.

Learning Institute had 'informed personnel’ in the West Virginia Department of

Education that the 1979 proposed study hdd been funded by the GNgtional

Diffusion Netwdrk‘(NDN). By that time, the West Virginia SEA representative
had, in addition to his other responsibilities, assumed the role of Title IT . .

Basic Skills Director, affording him the opportunity to apply new resources to

"+ meet targeted goals. Thus, the "AEL Conference indirectly provided the - .

opportunity for 'old friends" to finalize commitments and begin planning in

earnest.

The Putnam County Classroom Management Staff Development Demonstration -
@

Project was an example of educational decision-makers, working in a collabora- -

. ' - . ' ‘ ! 7‘
tive mode to benefit initially teachers and ultimately students. Four K%
\

educational agencies and-carefully selected staff at various levels formed a

N -
A, v

consortia to help teachers help themselves to become more effective. The .

- educational ﬁgenciesriand personnél forming the consortia were: (1) Putnam 8
County Schaols .(Co;nty Superintendent); (2) West Vifginia Department of
Education (the Director.of Educ;tional Program Development and the CooFdinator
of Reading); (33 Te;ching and Learning Institute (President) (4) Appalachia

>

Educational Laboratory (Educational Research and Development Specialist).

- -

e . -

ke e Lk «




'ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

¢

.
‘

Realizing the challenges involved in”a’ far-reaching study of this nature,

T

" members of the consortia formulated a written plan that attended to all

) e b

project phases: design, developmeﬁt; implementation, evaluation and reconcep-

tualization. Enhancing the written commitment and potential for  project

o

success was the knowledge that consortia personnel held common beliefs about-

teaching and learning, respected ,each other's opinions and had proVen:track
. . i

°

records of “sustained, pdedicated commitment to the challenge of improving

teaching and learning. The capacity and ability of consortia personnel to

work together effectively was never in question. :Additionally, agencies and

i

personnel involved were willing to commit the necessary resources-~-human,

physical and fiscal--to”assure the success of theldemohstration project and

. . N
"

the resulting collaborative.
The Putnam County Classroom Management Staff Development Demonstration

Project was an outgrowth of the teacher effects research and research-based
effective teaching practices model developed by Dr. Jane Stallings, formerly
associated with SRI, and now president and founder of the Teaching and

Learning "Institute (TALI) in Mountain View, California. The purpose of this

particular staff development model is -to increase student achievement ‘through

L
»

data-based, systematic change in tegching behaviors. In deciding to utilize
the Stallings model, demonstration project planners chose .to integrate and
test the latest, relevant educational ;esearch and development (R & D)
technology into the demonstration schools and the subsequent t{gining of
teachers. u

The implementation of the Putnam FCounty Classroom Management Staff
Development Demons}ratiqp Prdject and the evolving collabdratibn, with the

various phases in the entire process, are detailed in, the following chapters

of this report. Appropriate graphics related to the demonstration project and

3 “ . »
IS
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the resulting. collaborative effort, as well as the overall flow of the

" a .

project, are referenced in the narrative and then provided for the reviewer's

perusal in the appendices.
Essentially, the Putnam County Classroom Management Staff Development

Demonstration Projéct is the result of common beliefs, respect for those

v

beliefs ‘and dedication .to improving teaching and, learning for the benefit of

.students. The knowledge gained through the imﬁ§ementation and evaluation of

this project will be used to.develop and disseminate a statewide model for

staff developmént in the areas of classtoom and instructional management.

s

. | J @ - .




CHAPTER IT = * .
THE STALLINGS CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT :
STAFF DEVELOPMENRMODEL o b
.‘ . ‘ ' -
I. Research Perspectives . )
Significant new knowledge about .the teaching/learning process in ) i

publit schéols has resulted from educational research undertaken in the

past 20 years. During the late 1960's and’ the 1970'€, prgceﬁs-product

research studies (classroom processes-educational products) identified

’
)

specific classroom teaching practices and variables related to increased
. 4

student achievement in low and medium skilled children and youth. The

°

consistency of findings atross several investigations has produced steady |
progress in identifying effective teaching practices.

First, large-scale correlational 'studies were ‘conducted at the

o

élgmentar& education level (Stallings and Kaskowitz, 1974; Soar and §oar,
1972; M;Donéld and Elias, 1976; ﬁrophy and Evertson, 1976; and Good and
grouQS, 1977) to examine actual classroom teaching practices and t?
determine these practices. influence hpon student. achievement outcomes.

Although these studies varied in several ways, there was sufficient
¢ .

commonality so that data resulting from these studies, most of which were

\

conducted in the basic skills. areas, provided relatively dependable

¥ .
knowledge regarding relationships between teacher behaviors and student «
learning of reading and mathematics in the elementary grades. Two of the

o -

most widely known and ‘utilized results of phese‘studies are the concepts

2

> £
of .students time-on-task and the direct instruction -model (Rosenshine,

- @

+1979).

R - ' P

Similar &tudies were conducted at the secondary education level,

(Stallings; Needels, and Stayrook, 1979; McConnell, 1977; and_Anderson,

¥ . Evértson, and Brophy, 1978) and generally supported the Hirect‘instrug-q

-

¢ e
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tion model of teaching. Furthermore,é/Stallings (1980) extended and

improved the time-on-task concept by dividing it further into interactive

instructional‘act{vities and non-interactive instructional activities. 'i /
Next, a series of field studies,‘conducted by basically thé same
- " £

® .
teams of researchers,- were conducted in order to investigate using the

"

research findings as a basis for designing teachers' inservice training. .
‘ ; ? .
Conducted in regular classrooms over /an extended period of time, the

teachers in these studies were practicing ones rather than specially-
's . ‘

hired or preservice teachers. Generally, the results of these studies (1) .)
showed s}atistically significant chqnges im key teaching behaviors, and
(2) favored the trained (i.e., treatment teachersix’over the untrained or

control teachers in Pproducing student learning gains on standardized
- Q

&

achievement tests. Results from these quasi-experiments supported

I

previous correlational outcomes and gave stronger evidence of a possible
»

n

causal linkage, as opposed to mere association, between - classroom

variables and student learning.

'Several of these_ researchers (Evertson and Emmer, 1980, 1981;
Sanford,. Llements, and Emmer, 1981; and Stallingé, 1980) are now dissem-
inating and diffusing their research. Different dissemination/diffusion
strgiegies ére being used. For example, the University of Texas R & D
Center for Teacher Education researchers have prodgced a serie$§ ;f‘
reports, several t;aining manuals, and a training viﬁcotape and have ) ////
conéﬁctq@ numerous dissemination workshops across the c;untry. Stallings
has_desiéged a system of awareness sessions followed by an apprecticeship
system. Apprentices are trained in both the Stalling; coding system and

: T

her staff development wofkshOps. After a three week rigofous training

system, apprentices return to their home agencies and " implement the

. w2

system for staff dévelopmen;.
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- allocated to silent readin%\ and written assignments, with teach
- 7 “

~
-~ Lo p

¢ = = v

Stallings' findings, based on a fourty-four school studyn(1980),

indicate that students make more gains in classrooms where' teachers spend
i ‘ .. . - A . ) | .. . ‘ . o, .
more time instructing, discussing homework, providing considerable
- N . . R

. c < ‘

supportive feedback, and haQing students read-aloud in small groups. In,

\ . . . . .
this ‘environment, the teacher is” well organized and interacts with

9
l

students during the entire class period. | ' .

Her findings (1980) also indicate-that in classrooms where students
1 . '

are not registering achievement gains, a major portion of class time-is
o o

-

w
- ¢

performing organizational and management -activities during the

- B

the class period. A basically noninteractive environment is

" »

The §fa11ings research-based staff developme model has been

L]
implemented by ap apprentice in the Cincinnati
: A 3 ) ,/'// ’ '
the model was necessarily modified to jsuit.the peculiarifies of the:
. ' ’ - <

-

e - . . ‘ " N
school system, it was a close replication of the bdriginal prdcess: Ghory

ubli¢ Schoolls. Although

3

»

and Cash (19819 report these findiﬁgs: ) ‘ N ‘

i
»

1. ~As a total group, sample teachers improved in the recom-

w3

N .

mended diréction on 25 of" 31 variables related to five

project educational priorities. g

Yo

2. For the total group the degree of teacher improvement was o ®

s estimated to 'be statistically significant in the recom-

.

’ mended direction on 9 of 31 variables. T
3. On the average, teachefé with the greatest need showed ‘
improvement across all éélected variables. ’
4. Teachers with the greatest ﬁeed showed statistically ) )

significant improvément on,}8 of ‘28 variables.

]
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The research findings of Stallings and Ghory and Cash indicate that

this particular staff development model is a successfuyl strategy used

alter urban teacher's performance on key variables related to studen

achievement. The Putnam Cbunty Demonstration Project was designed to

determine the model's applicability and success or failure in a rural
setting. The Putnam County demonstration project sought to determine if
rural teachers' performances on key variables related to student

&

achievement could be altered through the same process.

The primary objective of the Stallings Classroom Management Staff

Development Model, based on the need to increase learners' basic skills
achievement, is to help- teachers change their classroom behavioral pro- )

+

cesses in order to organize and gaf:ge their classrooms more efficiently
and more effectively. To this end, classroom observations are performed

J . . . . . ¢
and specific recommendations for teaching behaviors are made for each

[

teacher based on research findings and systematic classroom observations
of’ each teacher. A series of teacher trainipg sessions is conducted to
'help teachers try to'change their classroom behaviors and to support them

in ‘their attempts. Finally, classroom observation data is collected .

sometime after the conclusion -of. the teacher training sessions gﬁd\\ T

- teachers receive profiles which show the results of their efforts at

o

!

changing.
The Stallingé Classroom Management Staff Development Model follows a
distinct sequence of activities related to data collgction and teacher

: . *, . B ‘
training. The essential steps in the coordinated process are as follows:




. 9
DATA COLLECTION PROCESS TEACHER TRAINING PROCESS ) o
recruiting observers | .  recruiting teachers "
training observérs ‘
;onducting'classfoom observations |
processing data by computer '
analyzing and interpreting data planﬁing sessions based on data '

, s ' conducting teacher training sessions

conducting classroom observations
Y

&
processing data by computer

analyzing and interpreting data planning final session based on
data

conducting final teacher training
session v ‘ ;

o

A. Data Collection Process

. The Secondary Observation Instrument (SOI) is the cornerstone of the

2
a

data collection process.. Developed under a continuing National Institute

of Education Grant by Stallings and Margaret Needels during their tenure

at SRI, the S0I is a low inferenFe tool designed to collect reliable data
- , " ’ o
on classroom activities and »tepcheg-student interactions. The S0I, a
»teacher-focﬁs type of observation system, is the most recent instrument
developed by Stallings ;ndr is based on the earlier, §1eﬁentary level
" version. The SOI is recommended for use ‘in all classroom levels and,
thus, the secondary in the ﬂitlé should not be taken literally.
The SOI consists- of éhree major parts: IdentificationAénd iiassroom
Information,°C1assrodm Snapshot, and Five-Minute Interactions. Informa-

tion is recorded’ in each section related to student grouping, teacher

behaviors, and interactions between teachers and students.

..




I

, ' . The Identification and Classroom Information section located on the’
or '
front. of. the SOI provides' information necessary for“gg}a processing and

analysis. In addition to .information about the teacher, such as the

¢

% assigned teacher number, spaces are provided to collect other classroom

 data: number of students enrolled‘in the class, grade level(s), length

\ of class period, and number of aéults present. Information on  the
observation itself is also required in this section: name and ﬁumber of

the observer, date ofiﬁhe observation, and the chromological order of

booklets used for observations on a specific teacher. The Identification

1
¢

and Classroom Information section sets the stage for data processing and

analysis of the cofmpleted SOI. This section is coded only once during a

class period. ' . C ' ¢

The «Classroom .Snapshot is a one page form completed five times

r, f . N

- during each observation session. This Classroom Snapshot records

K}
'S

information about ihe classroom environment and the participants'as if

they wef? being photographed at one instant--a "mental Polaroid."

Complgted,immediatel& before the coding of each Five-Minute Inte;éction;

it records e?ery pefson's whereabouts and involvement. Essentiélly, the .

' 1 Snapshot, a@lit is commonly called, yields data about m;terials being
o used, activities occurring, “grouping_ patterns, and involvement of

\ teacher, other adults, and students.
The final part of the SOI -is the FivL*Minute Iéteraction (FMI). This

component that records two different types of information. First, the

chronological order of the particulér FMI being coded and the FMI's

starting and stopping times are indicated. Second, the interactions and

4 . . . .
activities in the classrpom are recorded with information falling into

- four columns: who, to whom, what and how. Approximately 300 verbal
‘ . interactions are recorded per observation session.

ERIC | - ’
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-

The who column contains codes pertaining to a person

]

or a group of persons. These codes are used to identify

the initiator of the actidn.

»: - The to whom column contains the same codes found in

the who column. However, in this case, it refers, to the

pefson(s)'to whom the initiator (the_who) is directing a’

comment or action. .

The what column c“ntains the categories of observed
statements or behaviorg. The codes detail the essence of
the comments or actions, such as open-ended questions or
commands . ’

The how coluén gives information -about the action

and describes its content or effect. Examples of codes

in this column are reading, organization, and behavior.

-
1)

11
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’ : In completing the SOI, the observer follows this sequence of activities:
1. Complete Identification and Classroom Information Section on

" cover of SOI prior to start of class period.

‘ 2. Divide the class period into five equal segments, noting the
starting time for each Snapshot. .
3. . Complete Snapshots, and Five-Minute Interactions during the
) class period. .
A graphic display of this sequencé follows.. »o ‘
‘ \ CLASS PERIOD -
S | S S S s S
N N N N N .
A A A A A :
Camplete P o P P |- P "P .
| sor - s | rMr 41| s/|'FPMI $2 | S | FMI #3 | S | FMI #4 | S | FMI #5
Booklet H H H H. . H
Cover 0] loh 0 ) )
' T T T T T.
#1 #2 #3 #4 #5

Data are collected on the SOI for teachers during the same class

period on three consecutive days. Therefore, a total of fifteen class-

room Snapshots and approximately 900 verbal interactions are recorded.

-

The observers are trained by Stallings, Needels, or one of their

N

apprentice trainers. Seven “full Hays are devoted to the training

including practice in simulated and real-life situations. At the end of

s g

that time, observers are "licensed" only if they have met or exceeded an

eighty percent reliability level for each separate code.

4
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Data Analysis and Interpretation
Once .the data has been collected using the SOI, the data collection
are forwarded to INTRAN, Inc. in

’
s

¥

/
zﬁhstruments, priﬁted in booklet form,
fMiﬁneapolislfor opticgl scanning and processing. At the completion of
this process, INTBAN sends a compuéer tape to Stallings;for the final
step, the computer-generation of -teacher profiles. : .
The teacher profiles generated by the classroom observation Eéta
include foftyﬂﬁivg ‘teaching variables which, for the purpose of the

ruction, and off-task (Stalling%,

Putnam County - Demonstration Project, may be listed. by - two grouping
schemes. Orte: scheme classifies the variables as being related to inter-

-

4

[§

/ * active instruction, non-interactive inst
- v ) :
1980). The other manner of grouping the variables is by their relation-
.ship to instruction, classroom management, and feedback and discipline.

Tablé 1 depicts the complete categorization of the forty-five.variables

from the computer-produced teacher Classroom Snapshot and Five-Minute

fi
Interaction profiles.

[
&

s
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Table 1

Stallings Staff Development Model Teaching Variables
(N=45) Listed by Two Major Grouping Schemes

3 -

Variables Grouped.by Three Classification Types

Pl

"Variables Grouped by Three’Categories

1
T

v3

Interactivé'Iﬂstru@tion‘Variables (N=28)

Instruction Variables (N=20)

14 A3

Adult to Individual Student '
Adult to Groups

Adult to Class

Student Direct Question/Reading

Adult Direct Question/Reading

Student Response/Reading

Student Reading Aloud o

Adult Inmstructing Group -~

Adult Instructing Groups/Reading

Adult Instructing Everyone/Reading -

Adult Acknowledgement/Reading .

Adult Praise/Support N

All Interactions/Reading-’

All Interactions/Task

F99 All Interactions/Positive :

F108 Student Comments Assignments

F120 All Interact1ons/C1&ss Assignment .

F136 Adult/Different Student Starts Interaction
F137 Different Student/Adult,Star;s Interaction
F138 All Instruction

F139 All Supportive Corrections
Fl141 Making Assignments e o
S4 Total Reading Aloud

S5 Total Making Assignments @

S6 Total Instruction

S7 Total Discussion

S8 Total Practice Drill .

S11 Total non-Math or Reading Instruction

F5
F6
F7
F8

'F17
F25
F43
F45
F48
F49
F61
F71
F94
F95

v

Non-Interactive Instruction Variables (N=8)

Machine Instruction

‘All Adult Movement

2 Adult Manage Class/No Student

° Teacher Class Manage/No Students

Total Silent Reading o ’
Total Written Assigniients

Total Test Taking °

Total Classroom Management

0ff-Task Variables (N=9)

v

All Social Comments

All Interactions/Behavior
All Interactions/Negative
Adult with Qutside Intruder
All Correctives

All Intrusions

Total Social Interaction
Total Student Un1nvolved
Tortal Discipline

F8 Student Direct Question/Read1ng

F17 Adult Direct Question/Reading

F25 Sfudent Response/Reading

F43 ,Student Reading Aloud

F45 _ Adult Instructing Reading’

F48 Adult Instructing Groups/Reading

'F49 Adult Instructing Everyone/Reading
F50 Machine Instructing

F94 All Interactions/Reading

F95 All Interactions/Task

F108 Student Comments Assignment

F138 All Instruction .

S3 Total Silent Reading - *

S4 Total Reading Aloud ’

S6- Total Instruction -
s7 Total Discussion . .
S8 Total Practice Drill

S9 Total Written Assignments,

S10" Total Test Taking

S11 Tota} non-Math or Reading Instruction

Classroom Management Variables (N=17)

F5 Adult to Individual Student

Fé6 Adult to Groups

F7 Adult to Class

F56 All Social Comments )

F91 All Adult Movement

F120 All Interactions/Class Assignment
F122 Adult Manage Class/No Student
" F135 Adult with Qutside Intruder

F136 Adult/Different Student Starts Interaction
F137 Different Student/Adult Starts Interaction
. F141 Making Assignments

F142 All Intrusions

S2. Teacher Class Manage/No Students

§5 Total Making Assignments

S12 Total Social Intervention

S13 Total Student Uninvolved

S15 Total Classroom Management

Feedback and Discipline Variables (N=8)

F61 Adult Acknowledgement/Reading :
.F71 Adult Praise/Support

F96 All Interactions/Behavior

F99 All Interactions/Positive \

F102 All Interactions/Negative

F139 All Supportive Corrections

F140 All Correctives

S14

Total Discipline
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Examples of the teacher profiles follow. Figure 1 is a sample

profile generated bf] data related to the Snapshot, and Figure 2 is a

sample profile generated from data from the Five-Minute ,Inter-
.
actions. . )
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BASIC SKILLS TEAGHER PROFILE } . ‘ ,

- - SNAPSHOT . - | i % STUDENTS INVOLVED
TEACHER NAME s . ’ . - oo
TEACHER NUMLERS . | ; ¢ ,

» N 1] i ' ‘
STANDARD PEVIATIONS FROM THE MEAN ALL 1 YOUR i
-------- LESS|FRFQ,=======M4+++4+3++MORE FREQ,+++++¥++ CLASSES CLASS
. < 2111111118 1000000000 ¢ 0000000001 1111111112 >
‘ N <--------- av,vanansrg ’ seegSeavaasas .---------”
JARTABLES < 0987654321 0987654321 1234567890 1234567890 > : .
32, TEACHER CLASS MANEGE/NU STUDENTS: PROPORTION:OF TIME X : 15,965 13,333
) TITAaL SILF.T F2AUING ) X 0n,612 00,000
AT 106aL READING ALOUD s - X 09,204 00,000
>5 TUTAL MAKINGTASSIGNMENITS ° X v 06,643 07,382
3h TOTAL 1IHSTRUCLTION . X A 19,792 23,089
57 10rap DIScusstoN X- 02,642 28.187
34 TLUTAL PRACTICF, DRILL X ~ o 01,737 00,000
39 TETAL wRITTEN ASSIGNHENTS X | 27.193 00,000
S0 10TaL TEST YakIng > ] X 02.379 12.41b
>11 TOTAL NOM=MATH OR READING INSTRUCTION ; X i i 00,425 00,000 :
512 TOTAL SUCIAL INTERACTIUN | : X 04,316 12,416
313 TOTAL STUDEMT UNINVOLVED' o ! X ’ 05,893 02,684
514 TOTAL DISCIPLINE ‘ < X 00,308 00,000
515 TOTAL CLASSRUOM HANAGERENT 05,949 05,704
N . A !
) TEACHER ACTIVITY BY GROUP = COUNTS FOR YOUR CLASS ’ .
w4 o S L S+L S
L SINGLE SMALL LARGE SMALL +LARGE EVERYONE -
o 2 2 0 "2 Y T )
SR — _. S - " .
N : FIGURE 1 T o
-

91




. BASIC SKILLS TEACHER PROFILF . ‘ . )

FIVE MINUTE INTERACTION AVG FREQ PER DAY
TEACHER NAME: ) ' .
TEACHER MUMOFR:
N STANDARD pEVIATIONS FROM THE MEAN ALL + YOUR
. - o memma=== £S5 FREN,~======M4+++++++MORE FREQ,t+++++++ CLASSES™ CLASS
. , o o ~ < 2111181111 1000000000 0 00000000081 1811111112 > :
< es 0o e oo oo gooe g, eegrtesocooe eeeccsesnes >
VARTABLES : : ‘ < 0987654321 0987654321 p 1230567890 1250567890 >
F5 APULT 10 IHD, STUDENT ' ' X . ) 89,123 34,333
Fo ADULT TO GKOUPS X ) 13,377 0F.000
F7 AVULT TY CLASS ' . X 44,298 148,333
Eh © STupguT BIRECT PthTION:RFADING ] X R S 13,211 02,333
F17 .+ ADULT DIKECT QUESTION,READING X b o 41,211 04,6k
Fe2s . STUNENT RESPOHSE,PELADING . ‘ X 42,74 06,333
Ful STUDENT READING ALUUD o X o ) o 27.614 00.000
FdS ADULT In3TRUCTING READLING X " 63,430 71,000
Foas AVILT LASTRICTING GRUUPS/READING ' X " 07.667 00,000 .
Fag AMUILT LNSTRUCTING EVERYU'IE/READING o . o e X 33,219 T71.000 :
F50 MAUHIME THSTRULTING § X ) ’ , 07,596, 00,000 . .
FYe Al SOCTAL COMNENTS * X - 02,u0u4 03,333
° . kol AUULT ACKRNTALENDGEMENT/READING : " ) X . 16.851 05,333
F71 AMULT FRAISE/SUPPORT X Co- 19,360 '05,333 S
F73 ADULT CUPRECTIVE FtEIaAcx/PRonwa - : X “/) 02,982 00,000
F7s APULT FELDDALK/GUILANCE . X\ S 02.991 00,000 "
Flo ¢ ADULT CORPLCTIVE FEFLIVACK K . CX ’ ) 13.868 00,000
Foi ALL ADULT neverEnr X 17.386 00,000
P9y LLL ['ITERACTINNS/PEADING - ( ' : x ° , ) 206,550 171,656 ’
b 35 ALl THTERACTTONS/TASK ° . X 01,588 00,000
Fab aLL THTERACTIONS/REHAVIUR X 0,202 02,000
F29 ALL INTERALTIONS/PUSITIVE . X 04,263 03,665
F102  ©  ALL IMTERACTIONS/HEGATIVE : ' X T ) 00.553 00,000 -
F10d .  STUDENT CDUMENTS, ASSIGHHUENT _ : ¢ X 09,930 06,333
. F110 STUNENT [OM'T KNUW, ADULT°PROBES " X 00,272 -00.000
F120 ALL INTEPACTLINNS/CLASS ASSIGHMENT v X . 69,728 116,533
F122 AUULT MAYAGE CLASS,NO STUDENT ’ : X ‘ 33,886 58,000
F135  ADULT wITH NUTSIDE INTRUDER ' o o i X N 01.825 00,686
Flin ADULT/DIFFERENT STUDENT STARTS INTERACTION s X B 26,675 05,333
F137 DIFFERENT STUDENT/ADULT STARTS INTERACTION ’ X 20,526 14,646
. F138 - ALK INSTRUCTIQN ' ) X . 73.789 71,000
. F139 ' LALL quwpoa;iﬁgﬁcupRECTxuus ) ' X ’ 05,031 02.666
F1uo ALL LuRHLcT kS 2 X 12.039 03,6686
Fiul MAKING ASSTGNMENTS : N o o e X . 27.344 55,333
Flue ALL xNTﬂUSlng - ’ - : X N 06.244 0},333
M d e * ' “ 2 N =
. ' . oy 3
1. . ' ) . ¥ 1' ' )
, ) | . . . : | g'i |
Q - ! ﬁ%m "TGURD 2 ’ ‘ : .

ERIC . - | o | S
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C. Teacher Training Process .

In the Stallings Classroom Management Staff Development Model, a
small group of teachers attends a series of five workshops conducted by a
Stallings-trained apprentice: - Each workshop, while focusing upon a

specific topi@,and content, is implemented in such a way that fosters a
supportive, problem-solving envirpnmént. The purpose of the small-group
n

approach is to help teachers attempt to alter their own teaching Rgrfor*
mance baSeé’on identified individual ngeds. Each teacher is provided
with a packet of materials to read prior to each workshop.
Workshop 1 sets thg framework for the remaining four
” ' sessions and puts the entire étaff development process
yithin.a research context. The Stallings et al. research

2

and findings are explained and discussed. Teachers are .
i

then provided wigﬁ their individual teaching profiles and
. each variable is explained in detail. Each teacher

receives his/her own set of recommendations for behavior

. change based upon the results of the profile and .a

Y

imggﬁsgiison to effective teaching behaviors determiped
%through Stallings' research. At the end of the session,
: o

i teachers “select a limited number of teaching behaviors

they intend to alter.

Workshop 2 focuses upon student achievement levels, \1
- : C e
° 1

vl

Em?nghodg to informally assess student reading ability are

. presenﬁgd as are methods to develop vocabulary for

~

students achieving at various levels. )




b

' .~ In Workshop 3 classroom manaéement is the focal ‘

point. ‘Teachers are acquainted with efficient ways to

make assignments and to make their expectations clear to

»

students. - . A

AN

Worksggg 4 is devoted to behavior management .

Techniques - for motivating students toward good behavior. -

®
band achieyementkare‘discussed as well as ways to handle
behavior problems. ’ ' o
workshop 5 provides information concerning ;direct
instrnction,,questioning, and feedhack. fhe need for and
A . :
inportance of snpportive corrective feedback is empha-
lwsized, |

. o 3
+ The data“collection procedure gescrib d f%rlier is duplicated to

collect post-workshop data on teachers 1nvolved in the teacher training/

sessions This data collection process, and the subsequent data ana1y51s

’ m

4and 1nterpretation, is performed sometime prior to the end of the. school

year. A final follow-up. workshop is then conducted and teachers are able

to compare their,two profiles to see whether recommendations from the

.

workshops were followed. S v -

e
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/ ' CHAPTER III

, PUTNAM COUNTY DEMONSTRATION PROJECT

I. Objectives and Rationale K

The Pﬁtnam County Scﬁbol system wasl involved in a demonstration
project of the ~Stallings Classroom Management Staff Development Model
during the 1980-81 school year. The objectivés of the demonstration
project were to: ) ‘ §

1.0 Install, momitor, evaluate, and reconcépéualize a demon-
“ stration site in Putnam County for the Stallings Class-
a room Manggemept Staff Development Model..

2.0 Establish a f§a$ework around which a comprehepéive
instructional i&provement program in Putnam County could
be expandéd.

3.0 Build'?mong“Putnam County educators an awareness of, and
the need for, £he projected comprehensive'instructionai .
improve&ent program. . A : »

‘Thi$‘demons£ration project was ptecgdéq by an extensive community-

I

" based needs assessment completed in  1979. The resultant 1979 Comprehen-

sive Needs” Assessment of Putnam Couﬂty Schools was presented to and

accepted*by the Pgtném County Board of Educ?tion. This extensive needs
aSSesgment.higﬁlighted‘the need for a continued emphasis on basic skills
instruction in thé early childhood, middle childhood, and adolescént

.- years of the educational brdéram.
An examination of student achievement data for the Cgunt§ emphasizes
the need for ipgerbention in the school system: Tﬁe West Virginid State

Department of Education (WVDOE) administers a statewide testing system @

for all students in the third, sixth, ninth, and eleventh grades. The

s - , - l

' Ea

-




- bl

)
[ ’

norm-refegensed teé; used in this assessment is the Comprehensive Tests

of Basic Skills (CTBS) Form ' S. Table 2 presents thé results of the

lastest administration of the CTBS for grades three and six. Shown are
the results, in terms of mean percentile séores, for the nation, West

Virginia as a whole, the five counties surrounding Putnam County, and

-

~Putnam County.
Inspection o% Table 2, at grade thrée, reveals that out of 14 CTBS

subscale scores and their totals, West Virginia students as a whole tied

o

or "beat" Putnam «County students a total of nine times. Iﬁspecting grade
. . o (3 . i - o <.
three in Table 2 in terms of comparing Putnam County students to students

-in the five surrounding counties is.even more revealing. In 52 out of a

LN

possible 70 cases of CTBS subscale scores, the five surrounding counties'

-

students "bettered" Putnam Cgpnty students. Put another way, the Putnam
County third grade students "beat'" their surrounding county‘students only
18 out of 70 times on gradé three CTBS subscale scores.

Table 2 also presents grade level six results of the administration -

g

of the CTBS for the nation, the state, five counties surrounding Putnam:

County, and Putnam County. This table shows that in every instance of

v

comparing Putnam County students to West Virginia students as a whole on

\

the subscales of the CTBS, the West Virginia students out-performed the

‘
a

Putnam County students. When compafing Putnam County sixth graders in
i
five surrounding counties on the subscale scores of the CTBS, in every

possible case the surrounding- counties' students tied (a single case) or,

outperformed Putnam County students.

Table 3 presents student achievement data for grades nine and eleven

1 - -

on the CTBS in'a'manner much like that prEsehted in’ the previous table."

When comparing the West Virginia students in genéral to Putnam County

-~ - N

{).
~.‘ ) . ' R ~O




Table 2

Mean Percentile Scores on Comprehensive Tests of ngic Skills,

&

Grades Three and Six, as Recported May, 1981*

-

\

R4

24

_ Reading ' I.anguuhl Arts Mathematics -
Locala ' r ‘ : | Tota , i < | Tota1 | I‘.’i?i : Social
Vocabu- | Compre- | Total . | Spelling | Mecha- | Expras- | Languaga | C - '|+Concepts | Appli- Matha- } Skills | Scienca | Studies
laxy hension | Reading- : nics sion Arts tation éntlonf wmatics 1 .
' : | < Grade Three

National " 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 . 50 ‘50 50 |. 50 50 50

West Virginia 59 57 59 54 62 | 57 58 760 55 49 55 | -57 57 60,
Cabel1 Co. 61 57 60 56 67:| 60. | 6l 63 59 52° { 58 59 60 61
Jacksm €6 " | 65 60 “| 63 $2 63 60 62 59 | 57 52 s6' | w60 [* 62 61
Kanawha Co. 65 61 64 |+ 59 68 62 63 64 58 50 58- | 62 62 66

Mason: Co. 60 55 57 53 64 |~ 57 58 59 | .57 | .50 55 | - 56 | 57 59:

Wayna Co. 60 56 58 53 |- 64 59 59 60 54 50 55.| 57 56 58"
Putnas Co. 63 of 57 60 53 62 61 58 55 52 a7 | so 55 | 59 61
“ “ Grade Six T .

National © 50 50 T 50 50 50 50 50 | .50 50 50 50 50 50 50

Wast Virginia 56 57 56 55 58 59 58 59 51 49 54 55 "] 57 57

I cabelt co. 59 60 60 59 58 63 | 62 60 55 50 56 59 62 61
Jackson Co. 62 67 | 65 59 62 67 65 66 | 55 52 58 |. 63 | 65 +65
Kanawha Co. + 63 62 62 56 , 61 63 61 65 | ..52 51 57 60 |* 61 62
Mason Co. 55 59 57 58 59 62 61 62 51 |- 48, | 54 57 | ‘s6 58
. Wayne Co. 57 57 < | 57 - 52 63 60 59 62 51 53 56 57 57 " 56
\ _Putnan Co. 55 52 53 48 50 55, 51 52 41 39 44 | 48| 53 53

: El{ll rce: Charleston o-uJLm;, jedpe'iday‘. May 20, 1;01», Ps. ,SF. ' ) 54




Table 3

Mean Percentile Scores on Comprehensive Tests of Basic“Skills;
Grades Nin€ and Eleven, as Reported May, 1981

\

Reading o Language Arts : Mathesatics .

Locsle ° ] Total i 1 Total ::::tl: Sochl
Vocabu- | Compre- | Total Spelling | Mecha- | Expres- | Language | Compu- | Concepts | Appli- Mathe- | Skills | Science | Studies
o lary 1 hension | Reading j <nics. | sion Arts ’ tation - cations | matics ’ .

) , " Graaé Nine ) )

National T s0 4 50 | .50 §.. 50 50 50 50 50 | 50 - 50 50 | 50 50 50

West Virginia 50 - 54 53 | sa | 55 | se 55 62 47 49 49 50 54 54

cabet1co. | 54 | 58" 57 56 57 | 61 59 53 so0 | w1 |.s1 54 59 57

{ sackson Co. - 52, 8l 56 [ 56 | 54 | 59 57 | s8 |- b4 54 | 55 34 56 55

T anawha co. 57 60 | 60 59 59 62 61 59 54 55 .| 56 57 59 60
;' Mason Co. 46 54 51 52 59 54 54 55 |, 47 51 52 | 50 54 51°
Wayne Co. 52 55 . 54 54 56 57 56 55 49 51 52 52 |.ss L, 57¢

| putnas Co. 47 49 48 46 45 53 48 47 44 45 | 45 45 50 49

| . ' i?.' .. ) ) Grade Eleven ' _ -

< | National | so 50 |. 50 50 " | 50 50 50 50 50 50 | 50 50 50 50

West Virginia | 47 51 | 49 49 54 53 52 49 47 48 46 46 52 52

) Cabell Co. 57 59 | 59 57- |, 59 | «61 | 60 | 54 50 * 52 517 | 54 58 59"

Jackson Co. 50 . 53, 52 48 56 | 55 52 47 42 48 a4 | a7 52 49
Kanawha Co. - 51 55 " .53 52 |- 54 | 58 55 54 51 52 51 | 51 56 58"

" Mason Co. 41| 45 43 as | 53 | a8. | 47 | a7 46 50 ‘| 45 | 43| sa 51
Wayne Co. 47 51 49 47 55 |. 50 49 49 44 47 45 45 48 51-

- Putnas Co. 50 50 51 46 | .55 56 52 | a4 45 47 a2 | as 53 50

.

£

'ce: West Virginia State-County Testing Program
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students at the ninth grade level, in every single case the West Virginia
students had higher mean percentile scores on the 14 reported CTBS
scores.: Cbunﬁy-}evel analysis is even more revealing. Table 3 shows

that, in every possible cell of .comparing CTBS scores between the five

»

"surrounding counties' students to Putnam County Students, the Putnam

)
i

County students were outperformed.
\

Student achievement data does not- get much better ‘at the eleventh

grade level as shown in Table 3. Again on the 14 CTBS subscale scores,
West Virginia students as a whale either tie or "beat" Putnam County

Schools a total of nine times. When looking at Table 3 in terms of
. . ’ R

comparing scores from students in five surrounding counties to Putnam

Countygstudents on CTBS, it is, revealed that in 49 out of 70 possible

cases, ‘the five surrounding counties' students bettered the Putnam County

o

students. .

@
v

Although student achievement scores on a'norm~referenced test eannot
be’' considered an accurate reflection of students' knoyledge, they -do give
some indication of the degree to which programs are effective. The
supetlneendent and the Putnam County School Board were not satisfied that

"all was right" in the county's educat10nal program.

It is not enough, however, to realize that a problem exists. A

specific plan must be developed and implemented which addresses the
problem and leads toward an amelioratioe of it. After considering
various strategies, tee Superintendent of Putnam County Schools, with the
sppport of the Putnam County Schdoi Board; decided to implement and test

the Stallings Classroom Management étaff Development Model in a selec;

number of schools in the county, involving a select group of teachers.-

v
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II. Demonstration Project History

v

The Pntnam’County Classroom Management StaffiDevelopment Demonstra-
tion Project sprang from the shared commitment of key 'project personnel
to sﬁudyiand learn more about the teahhing and learning process, and .
subséquently to apply this knowledge to increase student achievement.
,Dr. Joseph C. Basile; 11, Direetor of the‘Office of Educational Program
Development, and Mr. Kenneth Higginbotham,“ Superintendent of Putnam
County Schools, 'were sponsored to the IDSO series of Regional‘Exchange
(Rx) workshops conducted by Appalachia Edn;ational‘Dahoratory (AEL): with
'the initial contact having been made by Dr. Merrill: L. Meehan, Education
Research and Development Spec1alist and the AEL state consultant to West
Virginia. At the first awareneéss workshop, Stallings presented her‘model
for improving baaic Skills'instrudtion. Prior to this, the West Virginia
Department of Education, through Basile and Dr. Nicholas. Hobar, at that
time the Director of the Division of Professional Development Systems»
had endorsed the Stallings project in 1979 in a support letter included
in Stallingslv applioation to the National Diffusion Network (NDN) to
become a developer/ demonstrator;

Because of the“initial intereét generated by the first AEL-Rx work-
shop, an in-depth follow?up workshop was scheduled and was attended by
Basile, Higginbotham, and Meehan. At this time, Higginbotham took the
lead in organizing overtime sessions with various key actors relating to
involving the Stallings Classroom Management Staff Development project‘in

-« . v

his schogls. As a result:of these meetings, the staff development

project was begun in Putnam County as a demonstration project.

L]

In. order to implement the project in Putnam County, " the West

Virginia Department of Education funded the training of an apprentice by

s
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III.

- . -

w
)

v

Stallings 35 November 19%0, The appréntice-candidate was chosen directly
from the - staff . under ﬁasile's “direction.’: The Stallings-trained
"apprentice," Ms. Debra Sullivan, was then "loaned" to Putnam County
Schools "in order to implement the National Diffusion Network (NDN)
demonstration project. )

A graphic display of the processes and procedures illustrating the

‘Putnam County Classroom Management Staff Development Demonstratioo

’

Project is included in Appendix A." A calendar of events detailing the

kN N ooeb ) 2
chronology of the project is included in Appendix B.

Description of the Demonstration Site '

Putnam County is situated in the west-central part of West Virginia.

Winfield, the county seaﬁ, is located near the Kanawha River, approxi-

v

‘mately 25 miles.northwest” of Charleston, the State Capital. The general

terrain of the county is hiliy ekcept for the broad lowlands of the
. i

Kanawha Valley and the rolling land of Teays'Valley. According to the

1980 census, 38,181 persons live in Putnam County. This number reflects

a 38.2 percent increase in populatlon s1nce the 1970 census was taken A

r

ten year populatlon pred1ct10n projects 56,324 persons in 1990 or a 47 5

percent increase over the 1980 total.

There are fifteen elementary schools, four middleschools, four.high

schools, and one vocational technical school in Putnam County serving a

-

. population of 8,261 students (1980-81 figures). Four hundred and sixty-

four teachers and thirty-four principals and assistant principals were

employed by the school syste@ durlng the -1980-81 school year. .. -

'

-

Two secondary schools were selected to be sites for the demonstra-

tionr project. Buffalo High School, housing 356 students and a faculty

-

including four full- and part-time language arts ‘teachers (1980-81
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L]

figuresa, is the smaliest secondary School in the county. It is located
‘
- in a very rural area and, according to school records, draws its student
group from a low to middle SES citizenry. Hurricane High School .is the
. largest (923: spudents)' secondary school in the county,’ supporting a
C . . .
- ~ language arts faculty of seven teachers (1980-81 figures). School
records for Hurricane High School,.whiqh is“located near é major iﬁ£er- » .
state higgway and’ is situa;ed ﬁpprdximatély half way beéween4the twdl
S largest cities in thé State, indicate tgatlthe s;?dent éopulation has a .

LI b ) L

¢
middle to high SES.
ﬁ ‘map dof .futnam County is included , as Figﬁfe 3. The names and
- locatigns of all schools in the county are included on the map, with the

schools’ invblved in the demonsttation project& being designated by

» s d

P

asterisks.

\
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IV.. Methods. and Procedures in Demoristration Project

-

i e

A. ‘Demonstration Project Awgreness Meeting

A project. awareness meeting was held on January 14, 1981, at the

Putnam County Schools central office in Winfield. The purpose of “the

o

awareness meeting was to “acquaint the participants in the demonstration

1

# project with one another and with the scbpe of the Putnam County Class-

room Management Staff Development Demonstration Project. -The roles
' . f
various individuals’would play in the project were discussed as well as

the project's position in the total Putnam County Comprehensive‘Educatioh

S Plan. Kenneth Higginbotham; Superintendent of Putnap County Schools;

I

Joseph C. Basile, II, Directdr,'Office of Educational Program Develop- -

3i ment, West Virginia Department of Education; and Debra Sullivan, Reading n
AN - . ,‘g.! . : -

S <

~>Coordinator; West Virginia Department of Education,,éach spoke to the
group, relating their per®eptions of the roles in the project. Attending

L o o

' . ? . . ; - l
the meeting were the six observer trainees; the eleven language arts

- ' teachers from Buffalo and Hurricane High Schools; Kenneth Rucker,

o o o

Director of Adolescent Curriculum for Putnam County Schools; 'and James

t

‘Melton, principal of Buffalo High School. -

.

-

The Superintendent of Putnam Coudty Schools addressed the group and
explained hisvconcépt of a compfg;éﬁsion instructional improvement progam
for the county. Such a plan would have three discrete but interrelatea

components: curriculum alignment and articulation, classroom and school

~
» . )

. management, and studéhﬁ.hssessment.‘ He indicated that while the county .
" £

school system had many fattors in its favor (e.g., well-paid teachers)

large number of teachers with degrees beyond the Bachelor's level, a -

Q

booming population) that these were offset by relatively low student

. achievement scores and feedback from a number of Putnam County-educated

»

e | 3o

~ N
e T
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stpaent§ who had dropped out .of college, c;tingbtheir pe}ceived inabiiity
tb compete academically with.other-gthdents. He told the teachers that
their échools h§d beéen selected b§ him to participate in the demonst:a-ﬂ
tiofi préject because‘he\wa;teﬁ to det;?hine the’ effects of the prcjéétéfé

g e

two very different settings. ‘ v//

e

The Director of the Office of Educational %rogram Development ™

(WVDOE) presented the State perspective and informed the group where this

.

Aemonstratibn fit within. the scope °€ the statewide educational system.
He sFateﬂ'that thé'p;oject would pefhaps be a model other counties couldl
use in developing their own instructional improvement progfams. |
eq ’ ~

The Reading Coordinator (WVDOE), who would train observers and
teachers, spoke of the‘broject as beiﬂg a time to 1e$rn; both ffpm'the
successgé and fgilugés thé¥%‘ﬁonld oéchr. In addition, she ‘collécted
peréonal information on the teachers and observers at this time, using a
simplevéurvéy form. . i

B.. Data Collecfionf' Pre-intervention

The'Secondary Observation Instrument (SOI), was admiﬁistered,at’the-
start of the project (pre-intervention) and again at its conclusioi
(post-intervention). Teacher trhining sessions (i.e., the intervention)

were structured around SOi-generated individual teacher profiles and

teacher effects/classroom management research findings.

o -

1. Selection of Observers *

a P

In December 1980, the superiniendent appointed a committee for the

purpose of choosing persons who would be involved in collecting classroom
i

observation data for the project, This observer selection committee was

compr{ged of the director of adolescent education for the county, the
3 y
principal and two teacher representatives from each high--school involved

v
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in the projecﬁ. The teacher representatives were fgom'the langhagg-artg

department andiwopld, therefore, be involved in the subsequegt geéchér
tfaiﬁing sessidhé and ‘data collection process.
. \ ‘ -

) KN Although St%lllngs pr1mar11y used trained graduate students to
R z ro
fcollect classroom‘pbservatlonﬁdata 1n her progects the superlntendenb
directed the committee to make its seléctions from the county's substi-
tute"teacherxlisf. This course was chosen because it was felt that the
. 5 N ' e o 0 ;
Putnam County teachers involved in the project would: - °
4’ . A (I
: , “1. feel more comfortable with peers (i.e., teachers) col-"
“ o ‘lecting data.in their classrooms; ' .. - o ;'
2. feel more cbmfortablé.with the data collection process if ‘ T
i they knew and chose the observers; and
3. feel more committed to the project if they had a Yoice in °
selecting observer trainees., v
A . C The committee adopted the following’ criteria foX the selection of
- observers from the substitute teacher list: - T ’
\ ~ : . : . B
) ) : general intelligence =~ . * ,'-:i B
o R - professipnalism , ' o ‘ .
- ‘ éxperience S ‘_ . ~(
. academic major . . °
- : ‘ stab111ty in.the communlty - ' s
Lo . \ - o w 4 . T {
i o . Based upon ‘the number of teachexs from each hlgh school who would be . '
2\. 4 -~ .
Q involved in the progect the cbmmittee recommended'that two observers be .
q- -s
chosen fOr Buffalo High School (BHS) and that four observers be selected
I for Hurricane High School' (HHS). - L
The following observer trainees were selected: )
Janice Sayre (BHS) g . . .
. : Lela Johnson (BHS) ’ _ -
Helen Blankenship- (HHS) ‘ .
Jean Keadle (HHS) ’ ‘
Glenn Christian (HHS) * )
’ Lillian Roach (HHS)
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- A brief self-reporting’survey was used in the projept,fo,collect
back§round data on the observers. The majority (5) of the obse:vers held

Bachelor's Degrees in Education ““with the most exper1enced observer

i . - . * R °

holding a Master's 'Degree plus~ fifty-three hours. 'Flve «9f the nslx

! ) ¥ .
observers'were females and the éxtent of teaching experience ranged from
[ . 4 : .

two years as a substftutefteacher.to forty-one years as a teacher and

counselor. + All of the observers' primary exper1ence had been at the
‘ s

adolescent education level. A EOpy of the results of the survey .are
» included in Aphendix C. . -~ . N

2. Observer Training : 4

+

“

The observer‘training was conducted by Drh'Jane Stallings, Teaching .

a0 - = Ve N . .
“and Learning Igstitute, Mountain View, €aliformia, and Debra Sulljvan,
- . 2

West V1rg1n1a Department of Educat1onp. The group met at;Winfield High

School Cultural Center from .8:30 'a.m. ~to 4:Q0 p:m. daily' for seven
working.dayshbetween,January 19vano~January 27, 198]. Trainees_were pdid
' full-day substitute rates based on the county formula.
- On the f}rst day of the workshonjﬁpart1c1pants were greeted by the
Super1ntendent of Putnam County Schools and the D1rector of Educational

3 N '

Program Development West Virginia Department of Educat1on each of whom

4
)

' made opening remarks deta1l1ng the sCope of the Putnam- County Classroom

»

Management Staff Development'Demonstration Prpject and the crucial role-

the observers would play througpout the progect The gounty Director for

Adolescent Curriculum was present also

M

In an effért té model certain teacher behaviors, the workshop

leaders used teaching strategies which utilized the various learning

El

e

o

modalities. Furthermore, throughout the training, observer trainees
‘received continuous oral and written feedback on their progress. . -
~
£
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4 v @

The observer training sessions included four ctual\-classroom

vy N

' @

. . v
practice-obsefvation periods by each observer trainee. The observations

were conducted at.Winfield High School, using three..volunteer.language
feo o 5" .w ' . .
arts teachers as the 'subjects, with trainees being paired in a daily
rotation. This pairing and rotating facilitated the trainees' learning by
S

providing them with opportunities to have real life observation exper-

iences, to discuss codes in light of what they experienced in the class-

[

room, and to compare-their codes,with another trainee who witnessed the
fdentiéal classroom situation. The West Virginia trainer accompanied

trainee pairs to check on their progress: and reliabjlity. After each

. ) . [ M " . 4 . o . .
classroog practice sessron, she met with tHe trainee pairs to discuss

<«
.

. . R4 . PER . .
their observatjons and to do reliability: counts and comparisons on each

code.

'

During the final session, the observer trainees were evaluated. This

evaluation was accomplished in several ways:

: ’ . [ )
1) a written exam, covering the meanings of the various codes,

coding of common interactions, completion of several "snapshots"

from the observation booklet, and determining/ completing §imp1e

incomplete interactions

2) an intrarater reliability. check, based on coding videotape

‘

sequences and ofal vignettes

© E
\

3) an interrater reliability check between partners based on-that

»

‘day's practice classroom observation, including completion of

-
.

the classroom log ' !

@

Each trainee was expected to exhibit an eighty percent intrarater

and interrater reliability rating for the codes. The ratings for the six

trained observers ranged from eighty-one to ninety-seven percent, with an

average of ninety-one percent.

v
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. ) E § ’ . tr
Obsexvers provided both informal and written feedback about the b

\ .

. » s . , " . . . . . -
o » sessions. Althouph the trainees' comments were quite favorable about the .
. - [ .
.- : - * L Y
- training Sessions, one @rea surfaced consisténtly as being a problem; v -

*

namely, the.quality of the:wideotapes used in the sessions. The video-

) . . . -

tapes were second generation copies of Stallings. tapes and the auditory:

ot : " quality of the copies was popr. A complete copy of each observer's
& ‘ . . ! 3 “ .\ . . . . . ‘ : ’ .
comments concerning the training sessions is included in Appendix D. v
L] A . Q
. _ . 3. Pre-intervention Classroom Observations )
y . — PR M i
‘ &,

Before leaving the'f%naL observer training session, the observers

N -

' were given their classroom observation assignments in -their respective
. . . » ' 1 » ¢ '
high schools and the-materials needed to complete the observations.’  Once

again, the observérszwere paid subst&gptq rates for their involvement.

n @ o

! . -4 . > -
The teachers involved.were informed that classroom observations would-be

\

conducted on February 2, 3 and 4, 1981.

Each observer coded two or three of the teachers involved in the

study per day, one class period per teachef, over the three day data
5" collection period. Féllgwing data collection on the firste and third ° .

e

days, the observers met with Sullivan, the obsérvation trainer, to "clean
up" the observation booklets (e.g., deleting stray marks). These

informal meetings also served as a check on the coders' reliability in

.
<

that the trainer scanned the booklets, looking for complete interactior

-

: : > N . Iy
sequences and-ptoper use of the various codes'.

The data collection materials were boxed for mailing to INTRAN, Inc.

v
>

in Minneapolis, Minnesota, where they were computer scanned. Following

this process, INTRAN forwarded the materials to Stallings for the final

®

computer operation, generation of teacher profides. The turn-around time .

for sending the classroom observation materials and receiving the teacher

.

profiles was 36 calendar dayﬁ. :

- N

‘EMC U . 1, .

B A rimext provided by nic: . "
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£. Teacher Training Sessions

» v ’ A

A series of five teacher 'training sessions (i.e., the intervention)

was conducted by Sullivan, teacher trainer, "féllowing the Stallings'

model. The sessions were held weekly® at Winf;gldwﬂigh School . Cultural

[N s

Center for two and one-half houfs'pétAéessibn. "Teachers from the schools

”

met in separate sessions, . with the four Buffalo HigH School teachers

[y . .

being scheduled -in the morning and ‘the seven Hurricane High School
teachers méetingrin the afternoon. ' Because the sessions were held ddrihg'
class time, the teachers involved were granted release time and their

classes were covered by substitute teachers. It is interesting to note

here that many of the project trained ebservers served as substitutes

\ -~

during the teachef training seésions. After tpe first teacher Eraining
'seésion, teachers completed a Teacher Requngibility'fot St@dent Achieve-
ment Questionnaire (see companion document on évaluation of thé projéct).
The structure of the te&cher‘ traiﬁing sessions facilitated the
buildiﬁg of . a éupéort!systéh among teachers present. This was  accom-
‘plished thgouéh group sﬁaring of ideas; successés, and failures relatéd
to.teaching and learning. The ;ission leaderrguided~£he teachers through
certain p£oces§gs and content, but called upon the.tegchér participants
to focus upon certain teaching vgriaSies weékly‘and.to attempt to imple-
ment associated teaching behaviors in the direction of research findings.
At the beginning of each sessioﬁ, they reported back to the group,
explaining what-ﬁhey‘h?d attempted to do during the pfecéhing week, and
;entionigé the problems, insights, successes, and fgifures they exper-

‘ienced as a result. The teacher trainer visited with some of the

: . !
teachers at various times during the course of the training session,

coming at the teachers' invitations.
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A

' intervention classroom observation §chedules.

<
L

D. Data Collection: Post-intervention -

. ~

Prior to'the end of the school term, a short "refresher" course was

conducted for:the_observersw The :purpose of the one day session .on May-

6, 1981,‘was~t§ errcome "coder drift", any movement away fro% correct

coppletion of the observation iﬁstru@eﬁt. Qbservers' knowledge about the

codes, their speed and ac;urac%§~and their reliapilities wereuverifiéd éy

the obse}ver‘tr;iner; Five observer§~attended the session, one haviﬁg
) ) _ .

withdrawn from -the project for personal reasons. At the end of the

. -
‘ )

¢ ) ‘ : . : .
session, observers. received their data collection materials and post-

- )
1

a . i -

‘beilOqup data was gol;eéted'ﬁsing,the“SOI on May 11, 12, and 13,

v
[

~ 1981. Once again, observers '"cleaned ‘up" their bookléts, three per

'ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

teacher, and the trainer”scanned their booklets for internal reliability.

e

Observation materials were mailed t6é INTRAN for scanning and were

forwarded to Stallings for generatibn of  teacher profiles, with.turn-
Ed
around time being 18 calendar days. i

.

E. Teacher Training Follow-up Sessions
4 . '

The teacher trainer met individually with teachers at their schools

on June 3 and 4, 1981. At this time, teachers were given their post-

’

intervention teacher profileg. The profiles w¢re organized in such a way
ghat teachers could compare thei;_pre- and post-}ntervention teaching
behaviors. (See sample profile summation forms, Appendix E.) Teachers
were givén a second Teacher Re§ponéibi1ity fo; Student Achievement

Questionnaire, to be used as a post-intervention evaluation instrument.

- .

Project Evaluation

A. Outside Evaluation

At the request of the“countf superintendeﬁt, an outside evaluator,

o

x 1, .
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Dr. Mexrill L. Meehan, Educational Resea?ch ahd'Develobmenp Specialist

-
Y

. from the Appalachia Educatipnal Laboratbry, evaluated the demonmstration

..

¢ -

. . . ’ . .
_project. This evaluation utilized both. process and product evaluation_ .

4

..

méthods. Process evaluation focused on the evaluative comments made by
‘4 N . re. . . . . . . .,. . Lo

¢ ‘ . teachers during taped interviews upon completion. of the demonstration

project; open-ended interviews conducted with the two building princi- -

‘pals, the superintendent of schools, and the trainer; teachers' concerns

about the project, ‘and teachers' expressed feelings/réactions as the

-demonstration project unfolded, Prodg;;mgyaluhtioh focusedfon rapings of

of the project; ' B

the teachers' Levels of Use (Hall and L

- w

-teachers' pre-post-intervention changes in the "correct" implementation
of specific classroom teaching behaviors; and teachers' pre- ppst-
intervention changes in their perceived responsibility for student °

. aclievement in the classroom. - The results of this ewaluation may be e
*

* 4 '
found in the companion document on the evaluation of the proj

B. bFinal Project Meeting

A final pijéct meefing was held on June 8,.1981, with Higginbotham,
, . Superintgndént; Basile, West Virginia Department of Educat&on; Sullivan,
West Virginia Department of Education; and teachers involved in the
demonstration ﬁroject. The purpose of the nleeting was to provide the

- teachers with the opportunity to voice their reactions, opinions, and

a
v

recommendations with reﬁi:d to the continuation and expansion of the
t

project. In addition participating in small .group discussions,
-3 -~
teachers completed a written reaction survey which was designed to gather
. k4

.

information relative to their feelings/perceptions .as the project

~

unfolded.

ERIC e 10
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o V. Reconceptualization

\ .a

Reconceptualization has been an'integral part of the demonstration

. -

*prOJect since the beginning, with the results of the evaluation compOnenta

'to’be integrated into decisions regarding theuexpansion and revision of

s - ) \
Rl . .

the project. Since the final project meeting on June 8, 1981, biweekiy

meetings have been held biweekly for key actors in the demonstration

[

project. The purpose of the meetings, attended by Higginbotham Ba511e»

o

Meehan, ard Sullivan, has been threefopld:

1.0 To consider the_degreehof success of the project’

based upon'the'results of the'project evaluation

1
)

and to share these resuLte statewide and with a
broader nationai audiense.
To design and implement an expanded classroom
and 1nstructiona1 management component of the

> Putnam County Comprehen51ve Instructional

Improvement Program, based on recommendations
made in the pnojeet épaluation and others
suggested by the project‘management team.
To design and implement the overali Putnam
County * Comprehensive Instructional Improvement
Program as it relates to curriculum alignment
and articulation, classroom and school manage-
ment, and student assessment.

At this time, in the area of classroom and instructional managepment,

plans are being made to expand the staff development process to include

teachers from nine elementary, middfe, and secondary Putnam County

Schools. Promotional materials are being .prepared in readiness for




.-
- . . .
. . - f

teacher awareness meefings which will be held in-late Octobey and early

November 1981. Plans are uhderway to conduct ébserver iretraining

¢ - > -

sessions and to collect classroom observation data 'in November 1981, with
2

‘teacher trainihg sessions to be started in December.1981. -

r

ERI!
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- CALENDAR OF EVENTS

Putnam County Classroom Management
Staff Development Demonstration Project

1979 West Virginia Departméht»oquducatioh endorsement of

Stallings project

[N
A

Summer 1980
November 10-26, 1980 . Apprentice‘trafning at TALI

December 1980 Observer trhinee selection.procéss

B
4

Appalachia Educational Qaboratory;RX‘Workshops

January 14, 1981 " Project awareness meeting with administrators, teachers

and observers

[y

e
Qo

{aﬂuary 19-27, 1981 Observer training sessions

ngruary 2-4, 1981 Classroom observations ’

February 5, 1981 - Classroom observation data sent to ;NTBAN, Inc. for-

: processing

February 26, 1981 Teacher trainer visit to demonstratioq‘sites
" March 3, 1981 ’ 0 Superintendeht'% decision to seek ou;side evaluation

yMarch 9, 1981 JRéceipt of :;acher profiles

March 11, i981 . Teacher training workshop #1 ’

March 16, 1981 Teacher trainer visit to demonstratioh sites

March 19, 1981 Teacher trainidg WOrkshop ﬁZ ]
' Ma;ch 31, 1981 Teacher trainer visit‘tg demoﬁstf;tion sites

April 1, 1981 Teacher training workshop #3 " “ t"

April 8,.1981 ’ Te;che; training‘w;rkshop #a .°°n i
April 9, 1981 * Teacher trainer visit to'deﬁonstration sites.

April 22, 1981 . . Teacher trgininé workshop'#5“ ’ . 7
May 6, 1981 Ogsérver rétréining sess}on j’

May 11-13, 1981 . Classroom observations o a

May {3/ 1981 Classroom observaciﬁn data sent ﬁo INTRAN,vIng. ’

MaY 27-28, 1981 J Outsidekﬁvaluator conducts intervie;s‘ .

-]




{ . . .
46
\ i { s .
June-1, 1981 Receipt of ‘teacher profiles . : .
v A " .
June 3-4, 1981 Teacher training workshops to review final profiles
June 8, 1981 Final project meeting with teachers involved in project . .
P June 1981 - present Biweeklv Putnam County Comprehensive Instructional
. : Improvement Program on-site management team meetings
"
g 0 -
i '
L g +
* 4 -~
-~
' - ’
,Q | S0
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OBSERVER SURVEY .

Grade levels taught

@

Subject areas taught

Number of years experience as a teacher
Highest degree attained - .

1: On what basis do you feel that observers should be selected? -

”

v

2. Do.you feel that oﬁservers should, be: (check one)

volunteers

selected by teachers involved in the study

selected by administrators y

selected by SEA L ' ¢

]

3. How do you feel that the’féct that observers are volunteers might affect A
their participation in this program?,

] - - N '

4. How do you feel that the fact that observers are paid might affect their
participation-in this program? “ ‘

. ¥

.
] ) '

\4
| v

5. How do you think your teaching.style will be affected by your participa-
tion in this program? )

e

» 6. How do you think the Qays'in which you werk with other teachers will be
affected by your participation in this program?

<o
o

13 . - o

7. What did you like most about the observer training sessions? >

E}

8. What did you like least about the observer training sessions? .

o
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OBSERVER SURVEY o

Grade levels taught ‘ / > - -
- 7-12 (3) . ‘ : o
- 9-12 (1) - )

- 6 and 8 (1)

Subject areas taught

English (3) - .

Social Studies (1)

Band (1)

American Studies (1)

Biology (1) -
- Math (2)

Typing (1) g .

Science (1) '

Latin (1)

Guidance Counselor (1)
.Business Education (1)

Library Science (1) ‘

Number of years experience as a teacher

\

-

]

3 (2) . e
Substitute - 2 years (1) , !
. 41 (1)

4 + 10 years as substitute (1)

' Highest degree attained

B.S. (3)
B.A. (1) -
M.A. + 53 hours (1)

4
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/. -
1. On what basis do yow® feel that observers should be selected?
- Should be teachers (1)
- According to teaching field (1) -
- Experience in classroom (3)
- Personal qualities (e.g., good judgment) (1)
- Characteristics they exhibited as teachers (1)
- Belief in the program (1) .

2. Do you feel that observers should be:” (check one)
(0) volunteers -
(4) selected by teachers involved in the study
. (1) selected by administrators . °
‘ (0) selected by SEA )
3. How do you feel that the fact that obserVers are volunteerS'might
affect their participation in this program? “ -

- May not be as concerned with accuracy

- May not realize importance of task,

- Dedication to doing a good job might not be as great, .
unless they are really very interested in project

- Volunteers would definitely be interested before par-
ticipating

- Not sure this would make any difference

- Volunteers may not take program as seriously
®bservers,
4. How do you feel that the fact that observers are paid miyght affect

their participation in this program?
- When pay is -received, observers would feel tHat they were
doing a job that requires skill and that thfy are account-
able for the results.
- They would“have a* greater incentive to do’a good job and

to continue with the project.

) ' - It is a lot of work - I'm not sure how motivated one
would be without some end results. Volunteers would have
to be very interested in education improvement.

- I do not know that it would affect participation other
than the fact that some might not be able to take part
without some pay.

- Paid observers would take the- program seriously and try

'~ to be accurate and fair.

5. How do you think your teaching style will be affected by your
participation-"in this program?
- It is impossible to participate in the program without
absorbing the ways a teacher can become better at his/

- her job.
- As a substitute, I have already stopped wasting so much

time in non-task duties and have changed my attitude .
toward some of the studerts.
- I have been made aware of the neceSS1ty to encourage .
students.
- No answer - 1 am retired.
= This program will greatly improve my teaching style. I
will waste less time and will have more student partici-
pation. \




’ . -

"6,  How do you think the‘ways ‘in which you work with other teachers
will be affected by your participation in this program?

-. Get along with others, be more tactful, léarn to collab-
orate with others. ,

- Other teachers have ideas that are valuable, and I know
that by asking I can gain ideas to use.

- I have become aware of the importance of teachers com-
municating with each other.

- I have a feeling that some teachers resent "observation.

- I think I will understand other methods of teachers

) better than I did before my observations.

1t

LT What did you like most about the observer tra1n1ng sess1on°
- practice in classrooms
- informal, well-organized, packed with good informdtion
. - opportunity to work with others in project and to be-in.
the classroom as an observer (2)
- similarity to classroom situations (I always have liked

school.)
8. What did you rike least about the observer training sessions? .
- coding videotapes (3) - necessary but tedious
) - nothing - it was all good .

- . length of the day

ERIC- .
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MEMORANDUM

»

TO: Debra Sullivan
FROM: Lela Johnson ) o
SUBJECT: Secon&ary Observation System Training Program

INSTRUCTORS: Jane Stallings, Debra Sullivan

, Because the Secondary Observation System Tra1n1ng Program is a key factor.
in the Comprehensive Educational . Development Program in Putnam County, it
necessarily must be thorough and effective. The data used to implement the
program must be as accurate as possible; therefore, the observers or data
collectors must have a training program to allow for individual learning
differences and yet get the material across in a limited amount of time. v

I was initially involved in the program when Mr. Melton, principal of.

Buffalo High School, spoke to me briefly and asked if I would be interested.

Because he took the time to speak to me personally and let me know it was a

project of importance and something that he felt I should seriously consider,

my interest was aroused and 1 decided to participate. During the first
meeting held at the Board Office, I became convinced that the project. was
worthwhile and that my choice to participate had been the right one.
o

Since the training program was to last only seven days, the codes had to
be learned before coming to the first session. Everyone came prepared
allowing us to get ‘down to business immediatqu We were very fortunate to
have two very competent instructors, who not only taught us the d1ff1cu1t
observation system, but also taught us to be better teachers. The program was '
difficult and involved a mastery of the coding system, being able to judge ﬁi%
which codes to use in each different situation, and accomplishing all this

with quickness and accuragy. Our teachers were very effective and gave us-a

number of different experiences ‘using a variety of teaching techniques. We

not only had practice in our class using video tapes and written vignettes,

but we were given four English classes to code.' It must also be noted- *that

when Jane Stallings had to leave, Debra Sullivan took over alone with confi-

dence and professionalism. We were drilled, guided, taught, and tested with

purpose and copstant positive reinforcement. ’

I feel that the training proéram is thorough and adaptable to the needs
of each individual learner. I would suggest that some different video tapes »
be used--perhaps to be made by the county or state education departments. In
my own particular case, I would have benefited from several more practice
sessions in actual classrooms. Aside from these few suggestions, the training
program, in my estimation, is all that it should be.

«

6, »
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Debra Sullivan T ‘ . . .
Page 2

. ~ “

. The entire project has taken on a new significance for me in a very short

. period ‘of’ time. In Seven days I féel that I have learned as much about being
" a gpod teacher as I have about the coding system. The implications for our
county are beneficial and important to students and educators alike. After
being exposed to the dedication of Ken Higginbotham, Joe Basile, Jane

Stallings, and Debra Sullivan, it would be very difficult to avoid viewing the
project with enthusiasm and hope. ‘

'

cc: Kenneth Higginbotham

£
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The observer training session that I- just completed was one of the most
educational experiences I believe 1 could have ever had. Truly, the things I
learned about teachlng, and how to better manage classroom time was indeed
helpful, and I just want to say 'thank you" for being allowed to participate
in the program. Al;ogether I felt if was very successful. ' .

There were,.however, some areas which were a little weak, but I know from
being with the proposers of this endeavor, not intentional.
(1) I felt the observers chosen for this project should have been noti-
- fied and better informed by the principals of the schools selected or by the
- Superintendent's office, and K not by the ‘teachers involved at the selected
schools.

(2) Several times there was a conflict as to how to correc¢tly code a
specific interaction. The manual had several mistakes pertainipg to this type
of situation. ‘ ' o :
(3) The snapshot was skipped over too lightly at the beginning of the N
- session, 1 felt, and then covered more extensively at the end. In my opinion
" it should have be n the other way around. v

. (4) There should have been at least two more practice sessions of coding
in'an -actual classroom situation.
. |
(5) The video tapes that the observers had to'watch for practice were
terrible. They were difficult to understand and at time‘\zii/could not tell

)

"exactly who was speaklng

The teachers for the observers training session were absolutely unbeat-
K able. Dr. Stallings and Mrs. Sullivan were always positive in their approach,
which came through to everyone in the group. The 'instructors were always
handlng out «praise, 7's, where as I felt perhaps I need more correction, 9's.
- Dr. Stallings and Mrs. Sulllvan did a great JOb with all the material they had’
' ) cover. .

I hope I have not come across as negative about the training session, or
the project, because I feel quite the opposite. I feel this project will
benefit any teacher who participates with a wealth of knowledge about teaching o -
and classroom management, I know I sure did.
, I am really grateful to the people who chose me to be a part of the *
. project. It was a privilege and an honor. I sincerely wish the best for the
project and to everyone who made it possible. ) i

Thank you,

Janice Sayre

L] * . 5\0




o ‘ . . February 2, 1981
CRITI

OBSERVATION TRAINING - PUTNAM COUNTY

(Debra Sullivan - Instructor) ‘
| ‘

P

The Secondary Clasdroom Observation Training recently completed was

considering the time and materials available. T+e
R ‘ , .
nd assignments were excellent.

©

effective to, a -hygh degre
}

instruction, the exercises

*

One recommendation I {would like to-make is that a '"Classroom Activity”

! v ' N
ment, I believe, would pay off in shorter training time, greater observer

v

reliability and trainee confidence., ) ’ o o

)
!

L Y s?
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. CRITIQUE

. Thé Elﬂfs was very well taught. Both Jane and Debra were wonderful

instru

tors.

. . 1 . . .

The informaiity was conducive to learning.

A smaller room might be better, for heating, etc.
i

obser

' Obser?e}s need mbre information well in advance of the training. Several

eas‘saiq they would like to know more about the project.

-

fapeslwould be an excellent method of learning, but those we had were
.inferjior in quality. -

Schedules need to be firmed, whenever possible, to avoid conflicts with
previously scheduled happenings.

Homework assignments were well organized and very helpful.

|

LILLIAN ROACH

57
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Demonstration Project

Pre/Post Profile Summation Forms
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| o w" A
i . DEMONSTRATION PROJECT; . * ,
) _ PRE (FEBRUARY)/POST (MAY) PROFILE SUMMATION /= Correctly Implemented
TEACHER: 4 ’ B ) " -
SCHOOL: | ’ - ’
Interaction Varxables (Frequency of occurrence per class perlod) Recommend Doing It:} Pre Post Implementation
F_ Fs_ ADULT To INDIVIDUAL STUDENT _;*,’“_‘f_‘_‘ R -
| F6 ' ADULT TO GROUPS ~ ~ e & - ]
| F7. ADULT TO CLASS D )
F8  STUDENT DIRECT QUESTION READING - ’
F17 -~ ADULT DIRECT QUESTION READING _ ~ ~—~ —— ~ "~~~ 7=~
| F25  STUDENT RESPONSE READING " "~ R D ' :
| _F43  STUDENT READING ALOUD - B ’
| F45  ADULT INSTRUCTING READING = N N s
F48  ADULT INSTRUCTING GROUPS/READING e - L e
] F49  ADULT INSTRUCTING EVERYONE/READING ~ = 0 -
_F30- . MACHINE INSTRUCTING R d
"F56 . ' ALL SOCIAL:- COMMENTS e ,
~F6l_ 'ADULT ACKNOWLEDGEMENT/READING o e e -
| F71 ADULT PRAISE/SUPPORT  ° e | | ] -
*F73 . ADULT CORRECTIVE FEEDBACK/PROBING
—E» F75 ‘..ADULT FEEDBACK/GUIDANCE =~ -
‘4 F76  ADULT CORRECTIVE FEEDBACK "
_F91  ALL ADULT MOVEMENT - , s .
; | F94  ALL INTERACTIONS/READING . - :
-F95  ALL INTERACTIONS/TASK e X N
d | F96  ALL INTERACTIONS/BEHAVIOR. -~ = T . . :
o | F99  ALL INTERACTIONS/PQSITIVE - ’ . -
A F102 ALL INTERACTIONS/NEGATIVE ~— ~  ~ , .
| | FI108 STUDENT COMMENTS ASSIGNMENT B e Celo )
o—| F110 STUDENT DON'T KNOW ADULT PROBES ﬁ#‘:_
s| | F120 ALL INTERACTIONS/CLASS ASSIGNMENT N___ ‘ .. : - . .
d 7| F122 ~ADULT MANAGE CLASS NO STUDENT o ] . ‘ ’
f [~ F135 ADULT WITH OUTSIDE INTRUDER . ~
. F136 _ ADULT/DIFFERENT STUDENT STARTS INTERACTION -
6y " F137 . DIFFERENT STUDENT/ADULT STARTS INTERACTION : :
| F138  ALL INSTRUCTION 5 "
L4/ Fi39 ALL SUPPORTIVE CORRECTIONS. 1 ) -
F140  ALL CORRECTIVES ’
F141  MAKING ASSIGNMENTS “ .
Flaz ~_ALL INTRUSIONS . ' ;? . |

ECA2/4 . " -
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DEMONSTRATION PROJECT

PRE (FEBRUARY)/POST (MAY) PROFILE SUMMATION ‘= Correctly Implemented

TEACHER: o o o o
- SCHOOL. L .

: ‘ , : - ? Correct
Sn»a‘l)shot”\’Aa’riravtlles (Repo(rted‘ih % of observed time) nR_ec_gmmend Doing It: 'BES ‘ Post Implementation
k Sﬁ?_ “'ATE.ALHFR CLASS. MANAGF/NO STUDENTS gROPOl;TldTJ E)T" TIME T ‘
sy TotaL suewT READNG | &

sy h"TOTAL REJ\DINL, ALOUD o - N ' N y
| SVSV ‘V TOTAL MARING AbeGNMENTS o 7 I
S0 ToTAL Cwetcrion R
L s7 I‘OTAL DIbCUSSIVO‘NV - B - T 0 .
F SS TOTAL PRACTICE BITI—I;L B :% I
’ S"f») TOTAAL \;JRTT@N ASSIGNMENTS A o B A; |
r 'bTO I‘C;T;\I: TEST TAKINC_ S - N
ir Sit . FOI‘AT NON__MAT—}V{"CTITWITE[;LDIN(;»I__I\TSTT{J(;T_I_C;I:T - \ .

' te tomL sociaL mmmemos .|
] g13 MT(A)TALT STUDENT_ UNINVOLVED - - “
CswowmaLoyferee ‘ '
| SIS TOTAL | “ASSROOM I'TIT\I;AL:[;P“IE—I\JTA“‘MM o ; - ! \
AAL/L
, L T 7w




