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CHAPTER ONE

*  INTRODUCTION

The institutional mission of Research for Better Schools, Inc. (RBS)

O

as an educational R&D laboratory is to help elementary and secondary
Schools in Délaware, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania improve'théir education-
al programs (RBS, 1979) To accomplish this, RBS has cooperated with edu-

cational agenciés at all levels in the tri—state area in developing and

&

i

disseminatlng models for school 1mprovement w1thin the context of state-
m o

wide school improvement efforts. )

The ﬁasic Skills Component (BSC) of RBS has adopted the mission of

T

‘helping schools in Delaware, New Jersey, anvaennsylvania'to improve their
basic skills programs.a Pursuant to ‘this m1ss1on and with the support of
the National Institute of Education (NIE), the BSC laurched a basic’ skills
improvement project in 1977. The/prOJect has two main obJectives. (1) to
develop a knowledge—utllization approach to the improvement of instruction
;:and, ult1mately, student achievement in the bas1c skills, and (2) to
develop and test strategles for 1nstalling and d1sseminat1ng the approach.

Over the course of the prOJect, many educational -agencies have cooperated
N 2 ¢

with the Basic Skills Component. The advice and assistance contributed by

v

these partners have been critically important to the accomplishment of the.

project's objectives. .

The result of the project's cooperative development work is Achieve-
3 .

ment Directed Leadership,,a.staff development program aimed at helping
. . . ’ . &

teachers, principals, and district administrators use knowledge and re-

s

search f1ndings to 1mprove basic skills instruction, and, ultimately, stu-

dent achievement. This document: reports on the field test of

e -

W

o

£




) Achievement D1rected Le

¥

as

Atest hypdthesis was that Achievement Directed Leadershi

~ outcomes of Achievement Directed Leadershlp in the field test district. = ‘ :

adership undertaken by the BSC in response to -

recommendations: of an NTE site review team and the NIE prOJect officer,

Dr. Barbara Lieb—BriIhart.' The overall purpose of the field test was to

a

sess the effectiveness of Achievement Directed Leadership. The field B

ip has a direct and

o

significant effect on instructional leadership énd classroom'proceSSes/

.
=

conditions, and consequently, on students' basic skills achievement. To

test .his hypothesis, the program was fully implemented in a school dis-

trict in the trl—state area served by RBS, and a large bédy of data was

strict.

collected both on program 1mplementat10n and outcomes in thls di
The second chapter gives a brief overv1ew of Achlevement Directed -
The th11d chapter details the evaluatlon “methods and limita-

The fourth chdpter dlscusses 1mplementation and

Leadership.

tions of the field test.

v T
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" ACHIEVEMENT DIRECTED LEADERSHIP A

-

Achievement D1recte{ Leadership is a program a1med at helping

'teachers,‘principals, and, central officerstaff use research knbwledge to

improve basic skills instruction, and,)ulfimately, student achievement in

elementary schools. It has four maln{elements.’ (1) a f-~us onxa set of

4
classroom variables that seems to be espec1ally important to basic skllls

achievement;'(Z) a variables management strategy, or 'im rovement cycle"
apag gy P yele";

(3) a method of coordinating ‘and focusinv lmprOJement efforts across the

levels of the d1str1ct h1erarchy, called the "leadership plan s and- (AQ\a

~

staff development program which prov1des the training necessary for 75\\

B

installation ‘and ‘maintenance of the leadership plan. The next four
sections of this'chapterﬁdescribe each of these elements of Achievement

Directed Leadership.

»>

The Classroom Variables .o RSN
. &

Recent research findings pinpoint many variables in elementary school

classrooms which are significantly related to student achievement (e.g:,
o . . ;

Brophy ‘& Good, 1974; Dunkin & Biddle, 1974; Medley, 1977; Rosenshine &

Furst, 1973). These findings indicate that students who have or_acqnire

o pmsrTLl

rior learning that helps them to learn new content and who spend an

. adequate amount of engaged time successfully covering, mastering, and

" reviewing content on which they w1ll be tested are llkely to perform

better on year—end achievement tests than students who do not act this

. - "\
way. . . ) 3

3
\

—

3
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All educators in a district, especially teachers, arc-urged to give
special attention.tb‘the folldwing student behaviors or focus variables: .
e Prior learning, knowledge possessed by students which-wiil

facilitate their learning of new subject matter (Bloom, 1976;
Carroll, 1963) - ’ . e :

» ' ¢ *Student engaged time, aﬁOunt,of time students actually spend on
assigned learning tasks (Anderson, 1981; Carroll, 1963; Fisher,.
Marliave, &*Filby, 1979; Rosenshine, 1979; Stallings & Kaskowitz,
1974) ° oL : ) L

1

S \
. e Academic performance, success students experience with daily
° learning, tasks, their mastery ‘of .curriculum units, and their |
review of content achievements (Block & Burns,  1976;" Bloom, 1976;
Crawford, 1978; Fisher, Marliave, & Filpy, 1979) ‘

- . . o

e ‘Coverage of criterion-relevant content, opporgunity_studenté‘have
to learn the content on which they will be tested (Cooley &

Leinhardt, 1980; English, }?80).

I3 .
- > i -
Exclusive attention by-educators to ‘one or another of the £focus vari-

_ables.without due attention to all will not be fully beneficial. Fuftherr.

. ’ . . )
more, these four variables are, in turn, influenced by myriad other
«© DR ! : \
variables. How the four focus and other variables are addressedsby

Achievement Directed Leadership is described in the discussion of the

inprovement cycle that follows.

¢ o o
The Improvement Cycle

[

-+

No mattér how valid the r%séafch, knowledge of significant cl?ssrdom
variables is often not sufficient for the Emprovemént of instrpctional
bractices. In qyéer to effect change, é practical method of appiying thisi;
researcﬁlto particular classroom settingsimust be included in the-
knowledge resource. " The variablés management process, OT improvement

cycle, is such a methgd, and in Achievement‘Diregted Leadership it is

applied to each of the focus variables.
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*depicted graphically in. Figure 1. ., =~ S
: ] ) . ?

3

-1mprovement cycle are concerned w

o

roeess-by which

5
LEY

The improvemént cyeIe*is‘a four—phase iterative P
& -
can identify and take advantagg of opportunities to

i

educators improve &

v

Phases one and two of the

b

classroom instrnctlon, variable by varlable.

- %

1th student classroom, behav1ors, while
‘

phases thrée and four dewl primarily w*th teacher behav1ors. The cycle is”

fr <

g
3 t > .
B v

. Phase - :

Collecting Information”
on Classroom
Conditions/Processes

tmplementing and
Monitoring
Modifications

Comparing Data and
Identifying Improvement
Opportunities

_ Selecting and Preparing
" Classroom Modifications

. ~ U
: T " phase Il
[0

Figure 1.% Improvement cycle used to manage elassroom variables related to

8 .

students’ achievement in read1ng/1anguage arts or mathematlcs.

b

-
.

The follow1ng description 1llustrates how the 1mprovement cycle is

applied ‘to on
& .
. working with the princip

e of the focus variables, student engaged t1me. A teacher,

Y T g,
al or another educator, attemptSito assu\E that

student engaééd time is at a 1evel conddcive to high student achievement.

o
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In phase one the principal or assisting teacher collects data on engaged

™~ -
time in the teacher s clagsroom in a manner similar to the way data were

collected in relevant research studies. By comparing thése data with‘data

fromlclassrooms i research studies, the teacher and princ1pald or other

assisting educator,. determine in phase two whether an improvement oppor-

-

tunity exists. &

a .

2 i - ’
If they find that the level of” student engaged time is already at an

ideal level they would not’ complete the remaining phases of the cycic,‘

but instead.would go back to phase one, scheduling dates for subsequent

. data .collectidn. If improvement is poss1ble, they decide in phase three

e

‘ upon a strategy to effect the necessary change. 1In the fhird phase the *

-

involved instructional leaders take into account many other classroom

<t

variables that may affect student achievement indirectly through their
impact on the targeted focus variable. After preparing to implement the

classroom modification, the teacher proceeds to implemént and monitor the
. ’ . . . 7 T
change in phase’four. o

.
~

Instructional leaders are able to assess the effectiveness of the
classroom modification by repeating phases one and two, wherein. they
O .
collect and analyze new, data after &n approp1iate interval of time has
. G

-

elapséd. For example, 1f the strategy 'has had little or, no effect on

" students'’ engaged time, they would proceed to phases three and four. again,

adjusting‘the classroom modification or introducing "a new modification as

1 )

cireumstances’dictate;- . : 4, o

ve o
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. - ‘ \ The Leadership Plan : .

K N}

The leadership 'plan is a means by which central office and school
staff can coordinate and focus their efforts to establish. and maintain
instructionally effective-classrooms. This plan, derived from selected E

studies on effective classrooms, schools, and distr1cts, spe-ifies several

role—related functions for educators at each level of the school district,

}f s and makes explic1t channels of commun1cation between levels. Each level

performs its functions using the improvement cycle and focuses on the goal

%

of improving, or maintaining, the classroom focus variables. The follow-

ing three sections discuss how the leadershipaplan operates at the : :

b

classroom, school, and district levels.

B R -
- Classroom
‘. ‘ The leadership plan emphasizes the importance of the following » "
wé,‘ : teacher functions: planning classroom activities and procedures; managingépj

3

. - ‘ the classroom, and delivering 1nstruction. Since research indica&es that
students' hievemcnt is vitally related to their classroom behaviors
(1 e., the focus variablea), the leadership plan calls for teachers to

) giVe these_behaV1ors spec1al attention by performing their‘role—related‘

functions according to 1nformation supplied through the 1mprovement cycle.

Fignre 2 is a graphic representation of the leadership plan for the

.

classroom level. As shown, students' classroom behaviors are signifi-

an

cantly influenced by their entering behaviors; especially those which

.reflect their prior academic learning. According to the leadership plan,

teachers take these entering behaviors into consideration as they plan

‘ ‘ . inatruction for students. This is represented in Figure 2 by the solid

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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arrow connecting students' entering behaviors with the teacher. Furthef—
more, the teacher uses the improvement cycle to attend to all other class-
room variables as they plan, manage the classroom, and give instruction.
The arrow connecting teacher and classroom is double headed, howeﬁer, to

ES

indicate that each influences the other.. Fiﬁally, students' year-end

achievement is directly related to their classroom behaviors. Figure 2

recognizes this, ‘while also taking irnto account the relationship between

" students' entering behaviors and .their year—end achievement.

f-a-——-n--—oddo——— --------------------
1 i

CLASSROOM

STUDENTS' Prior Learning STUDENTS'
ENTERING =] Student Engaged Time  |——w- YEAR-END

BEHAVIORS o Academic Performance ACHIEVEMENT
tnstructional Overlap .

]

1

TEACHER -
Plan v -
¥ S . Manage
' Instruct

Figure 2. The leadership plan: the classroom level.

Teaching in the classroom is a complex process, and it'occurs in the
ﬁcontext of 1arger and even more complex settings, the school and district,
which fré;uently influence the conditions and processes of the classroom.
The leadership plan calls for teachers to regularly\cooperate with the
’principal and other teachers in ?1anning for and implementing improvements

at the school and district_levéls as well as in\theirlrespective class-

TOOMS » K




School
Although research has not yet made clear the relationship between
principals' leadership and classroom instruction (Koehler, 1981), some
research, and the_expérience of the BSC and its projec¢t partners, suggests
that several kinds of principal support are needed to maintain at the |
classroom level the type of instructisnél leadership described in the
previous section. This support derives from priﬁcipals' performance of

the following functions: planning for and with teachers, training

teachers, and providing participatory supervision to teachers.

These principal functions are intended to facilitate teachers' use of-.

the improvement cycle and foster teacher growth. Figure 3 represents the
use of the’leadership plan for the school, énd shows the relationship of
the pfincipai to the teacher and classroom. The arrow from claésroom to
principal indicates that the principal is continually informe& of class-
room conditions and processes through regular classroom visits, teacher
reports, and participatory supervision activities with ﬁhe teacher in the
use of the improﬁement cycle. The double-headed arrow connecting
princiéﬁl‘and teacher represents a two-way flow of information. This
exchange of information occurs in regular priﬁCipallteacher conferences.
The leadership plan calls for these conferences to be held frequently, and
, to include review of the classroom data on each focus varigble.
District

Something is known of the characteristics of effective distriﬁts and
of the critical elements ‘that contribute to a district's success in

implementing planned change (e g., Berman & McLaughlln, 1975; -Pincus &

14




Williams, 1979). However, research and documented knowledge have little ‘

specific to say about how these factors affect instructional leadership in
schools and classrooms. It is the experience of the BSC and its partners
that several kinds of central office support can help to establish and

sustain the kind of instructional leadership described above at the school

and classroom 1e§els.

- CLASSROOM
“ STUDENTS' Prior Learning STUDENTS'
ENTERING - Student Engaged Time YEAR-END
BEHAVIORS ) Academic Performance ACHIEVEMENT

Instructional Overlap

|
TEACHER
Plan

Manage
Instruct

PRINCIPAL
Plan
Train
Supervise

Figure 3. The leadership plaﬁ? the school level.

The functions of central office staff are similar to those of princi~

pals, and are equally concerned with the classroom dimensions which affect

student achievement. These functions, however, are primarily directed to

the support of principals. The central office functions are: planning




O
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with principals, training principals to perform their role-related
functions, énd providing participatory supervision to principaIs. These

central office functions are intended to facilitate efforts of principals

to promote and support growth of teachers as instructional l=aders.

Figufe‘é depicts the relationship of district leadership to the prin-
cipal, teacher, and classroom; The solid double-headed arrow between
principal and district indicates a two-way flew of inrormation. Althéugh
much of the communication will be informal,‘the principal and district
leadership should also have formal conférences in which the§ review the

documented outcomes of the principal's conferences with teachers.

' | CLASSROOM
‘ STUDENTS’ Prior Learning STUDENTS'
ENTERING o * Student Engaged Time | —w! YEAR-END
BEHAVIORS . Academic Performance ACHIEVEMENT
instructional Overlap

TEACHER
Plan
Manage
Instruct

PRINCIPAL DISTRICT
Plan Plan
Train Train

l Supervise Supervise

Figure 4. The leadership plan: the district level.
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District leadership and the_principal give explicit attention during their
own cqnferences to the Statué of classrooms with respect to thg focus
variables and to the teachers' plans for and success in improving instruc-—
tion. During the conferences and throughout ﬁﬁe year, the instructional
leadership plan calls for the district leadership to be confinually“alerf
to opportunities to assist orincipals with the conduct of their own
leadership responsibilities'and functions.

. The arrow from students' year—end achievémént_to the district indi—.
cates the importance of these assessment data to central office staff.
For example, dufing district/principal conferences, district leadership
evaluates the ctlassroom informatibn compiled by the principal in terms of
students’ éast.achievement and district goals for their achievement in the
current year.

Although the district relies primarily on the principals for informa-
tion concerning schoois and classrooms, district leadership may also
acquire information directly through personal visits and reports, The

arrows in Figure 4 from classroom and teacher to district leadership

acknowledge this, and are broken to indicate that central office staff's

visits to classrooms and with teachers are necessarily much less frequent

than those of principals.

v

Staff Development

In order to implement Achievement Directed Leadership, educators need
to (1) be informed of the program; (2) understand and develop skills in
the use of instruments -and procedures‘associated with the improvement

cycle; and (3) plan for implementation and maintenance of the program in

12




‘ their own organizations. In short, they require a program of specialized

staff development. The fourth main element of Achievement Directed
Leadership is such a program.

The staff development program is not canned, and canndt be effec-

'tlvely implemented by instructional 1eaders who use the.program materlals - {
simply as recipes. Initlal training and support should be acqulred from i
an external agency. However, school distripts should not depend continu-

ally upon outside assistance. The major thgust of the staff dévelopmente

program is to assist school districts and séhools to acquire their own

capability to sustaih Achievement Directed Leadership in their organiza-

o

tions, and, if they choose, to lend initial implementation assistance to

N
\
\

\

oéher schoolldigtrigts and schools.
The orientation to Achievement Directed teadgiship is short and -
‘ should be given by. a kndwledgeainlé session leader.' The pt;rpose of this
orientation experience is to inform prospective users afout Achievement
Directed Leadership and the staff developmént program. The decision to
édOpt all, or part, of the program may requireaadditional information and

"discussions.

There are two kinds of training which help educators develop under-
standing and skills in the use of Achievement Directed Leadership. One

kind trains instructional leaders in the management of classroom variables
and is divided into two separate packages, one relating to content vari-
o ' '

ables and the other to time variables. The other provides instructional

leaders with training specifiéally related to their roles and functions in

the leadership plan.

e

- -
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Training in the management of the content variables focuses on the
importance of prior learning and coverage of criterion-relevant content
and describes the activities of the improvement cycle associated with each

variable. Workshop experiences prepare district staff and principals to

b
N
~

assist teachers in the preparation and use of integrated instructional > - -
, _ ~
plans that attend to these two variables. These plans also provide a '

means for instructional leaders, including teachers, to monitor content

coverage and mastery of content during the course of the year. v .
Training aiso prepares all instructional leaders to be competent |
managers of student engaged time. Portions of the training'are presented
on videotape. Precoded videotapes of actual classrooms provide practiee
in classroom‘observation. On completion of training,’ trainees can'coliect
data on student engaged time, comparevtheir data with data from Similar
classrooms reported in research studies, select researcﬁ—based classroom
strategies to exploit identified oppértunities for 1mproving student
engaged time, and” implement and morniitor the classroom modifications.
Although current training does not treat students' academic perform-
ance as a focus variable, the approach recognizes the critical importance
of this variable. In the thixd phase of therinstructional improvement
cycle, special attentiOn is given to the success of students with daily

7 " -
work, to their mastery of curriculum units, and to their maintenance of

previous achievements. - . .
It is recommended that Achievement Directed Leadersh1p be 1mplemented

district—wide, and to this end, separate versions of instrnctional leader-

ship training are provided for educatorsAat each level of the district.,

Training makes‘clear‘the‘roles of the respective levels in the leadership




plan. It also details tﬁe functions of each level, provides background
information relative to each‘function, and suggests ways'leaders can
faeiiitate perfopmance of these furctions. In short, this‘training»is
designee to aid all instructional leaders to coordinate and focus their

efforts to establish, support, and sustain effective classroom instruction

withifh effective schools and districts.

-

~ Training in the 1eadefship plan is not a brief intensive experience

as is the initial training for management of the classroom variables.

"Rather, leadership plan training is an on-the-job, continuing experience

in the solving of veal,problems associated with the implementation and
institutionélization of Achievement Directed Leadership.

Since problems assoeiated with implementation and'insgitdtipnaliza—
tion are often shared across levels of the schoolvdistrict, the leadership
training\is designed towassisf the echool distfict with the planning and

conduct of leadership seminars or conferences that address these problems

on a cross—level basis. Although the assistance of an external consultant

may be required to plan and conduct early leadership seminars, these
experiences are intended to prepare leaders to assume early management of

their own planning and problem-solving sessions. -

§(¢4
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CHAPTER THREE
FIELD TEST EVALUATION PROCEDURES

This chapter describes the procedures used in condugting the fiéld:
test of the basic skills iﬁstructional}improvement’approach'dufing the
1981-1982 school year. Separate sections describe thé gener;1 context for
the test{ present thé conceptual frameworkpfor the .-study, indicate the
data collecﬁion procedures that were employed, ngte data analysis plans,

and discuss study limitationms.

s

Context for the Field Test

During the l;te spring and suﬁmer of 1981, districts which might
serve as sites for the field test were investigated. One main site was
Seleéted as the focus‘éf the field test.l This site, referred to as the
) New Jersey School Dist?ict, agreed to mount a reasonablyxfull implementa-
tion pf.Achievement Directed Léadership during the 1981-82 schgol,year.

The New Jersey Scﬁdol District had céoperated with RBS in the

development of the BSC approach for three years prior to the field test

year. Developmental efforts were undertaken with a few volunteer teachers

1During the 1981-82 school year, the BSC also worked with and
collected information from two other school districts (ome in Pennsylvania
and one in Delaware) in regard to implementation of Achievement Directed

Leadership. Each of these two districts represented an opportunity to
7

S test supplementary questions about the effectiveness of Achievement

’Dirgcted Leadership. _A report on each.district's utilization of the
program is found in the appendices (Appendix A for the Pénnsylvania
District and Appendix B for the Delaware district). '

-
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“in each ‘of four elementary schools. The field te?t represented expansion

f:‘ ' .
and full implementation of the Achievement Directed Leadership program in

. the district's ejght elementary schools and one middle school. Implementa-

tion‘plans indicated that the districtuwould‘endeavor to reasonahly

replicate all elements of the Achievement Directed Leadership program.

Field Test Framework

L)

Table 1 presents the overall franework that was used to guide the

- field test. The .framework contains five levels: (1) the BSC; (2) central

office staff/district (e.g., superintendents, assistant superintendents,

curriculum supervigors/coordinators); (3) principal/school; (4) teacher/

classroom; and (5) student/classroom. At each level, the functions listed.

in the table refer to the prescrlbed activities for that 1evel that ¢are
deemed essential for implementing the approach At the BSC level the
primary Functlons are plann1ng and conducting initial orientation of dis-
trict Staff to the 1mprovement approach planning andldellvering training
to district staff in the:hse of the approach, and providing follow—up
technical assistance to ensure and upgrade the quality of implementation.
Essentially, these three functions are concerned with the process of
initially installing and mainta}ning the improvement approach in the field
teet Sites. Ideally, implementation of AChievement ﬁirected Leadership

helps school districts to develop the capacity to establish and sustain

the instructional improvement approach. Appropriate central office staff

. should acquire a strong commitment to the program, as well.as the knowl-
[ 4 X .

o

) .
edge and skills needed to implement it. Therefore, an important objective

©
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. Table 'l
Field Test Framework

Field Test

. . Field Test ® . N
Level -Functions Objectives Methods
BSC Plan and conduct district e Document the process of e Observe orientation and training
~orientation to the improve- ° initially installing the sessions '
ment approach improvement approach o
. S ' : : e Observe Implementation Seminars -
Plan and deliver initial e Document (the outcomes of . -
training to district staff- installing the improve- e Interview participants (i.e., dis-
in the use of the approach ment approach in terms * trict leadership and supervisors)
© of acquired knowledge, A
Provide follow-up technical skills and attitudes ¢ e Survey pafticiﬁanté"reactions
assistance to district to ' to orientation/training
facilitate implementation of : '
the approach
9istrict Plan and conduct principals' e Document the process and - e Observe orientation aga training

orientation to the improve-=
ment approach

Plan and conduct training
of principals in use of the
approach (i.e., their role-
related functions)

Engage in participatory—
supervision with principals

outcomes of staff develop-
ment for principals

Document the process and
outcomes of participatory-
supervision

‘

~~ference Form

sessions

v
Tnterview district staff and prin-
cipals about district/principal
supervisory conferences

e Analyze District/Principal Con-

e Survey principals’ reactions to
orientation/training

£
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Table | (continued)
Field Test F:amewdrk‘

< Field Test

orientation to the improve-
m¢ nt approach
e Plan and conduct training of
) teachers in the use of the
. improvement cycle/focus
o : - variables

¢ Engage in participatory-
supervision with teachers

outcomes of staff develop-
- :
ment for teachers

Document the process and

outcomes of participatory’
n . .

supervision

.Document primcipals! use

of the improvement cycle

>

P
‘e

7 ) Field Test -
Level Functions Objective Methods //
Principal o Plan and conduct teachers' e Document the proéess and e Observe orientation and training .

sessions ,

Interview principals and teachers
about district/principal supervi-
sory conferences’

Analyze the Principal/Teacher
Conference Form

Survey teachers' reactions to
orientation/training

Validate classroom observatioms.

0¢

Teacher .o Plan lessons and classroom
activities

e Manage ‘the classroom

.

e Deliver instruction

B

Document teachers' use of
the improvement cycle/focus
vandiables to guide plannlng,
management, and delivery of
instruction

Interviéw teachers about use of
the improvement cycle and its im-
pact on planning, management,, dnd
delivery of instruction

Obtain confirmatory repotrts from
principals, district, staff, and’

BSC field staff of tegchers use
of cycle o
Survey teachers' use of iﬁprove—
ment cycle o




Tab 1e’continued)

Field Test Framework

room behaviors identified as
critical to achievement

& Demonstrate appropriate

levels of achievement in
basic skills subjects

provement approach on criti--

cal student behaviors

Document impacts of the
improvement approach on
students' achievement in
reading/language arts and
mathematics

engaged time; imstructional over-
lap; academic performance; and

. Field Test Field Test
Level Functions Objective Methods
) N ]
Student e Demonstrate student class- Document impacts of the im- e Analyze student;beha§iors: student

prior learning

e Analyze 'students' achievement .-
based on standardized achievement
tests used in the district

T¢

I

o
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of the fj:eldvtest was to document both the processes and outcomes of the ‘
QSC'S work with the district level. o |
At the second and third levels within the field‘test framework,
district leadership and principals share common funcpions: planning,
training, and supervision. = Ideally, central office Stﬁff:ére responsible
for planning and conducting the principals' orientation and training énd L
for providing participator§ supervision to principals with respect to the .
principals’ responsibilities.‘ Principals, in tu?n, are responsible for
planniﬁg, training, and supervising teachers. The field test objeétives
at the district level were to document the processes and outcomes of
principals' staff devélopment and central office participatory supervision
of principals. ' At the priﬁcipal level, the objectives were to document
the processes and outcomes of staff development for teachers, participa-
tory supervision of teacher‘\s by principals, and principals' use of the ‘
improvement cycle.
The primary funétions at the teacher level are planning, managing the
clégéfoom, and delivering instruction. Utilized prdperly, the improVement
cycle can aid the'teacher%to improve his/her performance in éhese func-
tional areas. The field test"objéctive at this level was to aocument
teachers' use of the improvement cycle and fo;us va;iables‘in performing

these functions.

At the fifth level of the framework, students are expected to demon-

- strate behaviors that promote effective learning (i.e., behaviors associ-

ated with the BSC focus variables) and to perform at appropriate levels of.

achievement in basic skills. At the student level the field test was pri-

el
%

marily concerned with the assessment of expected outcomes of the approach, '




namely, improved student classroom behaviors and improved achievement in

basic skills subjects.

Data Collectibn Procedures

As indicated in the last column of Table 1, multiple aata sources
were used to adaress the field test objectives at each of the five levels;
The variety of sources is indicated in Table 2. 'Due tonresource con—
Straiyts and feasibi1ity considerations, most of the information was

selereport in nature. In order to enhance the reliability of these data,

" attempts were made to "triangulate" wherever possible. Several types of

"educators (e.g., superintendent, principal, teacher) were questioned about

the same topics in order to gain insight into their various perspectives.
Consistency of findings‘from~different sources adds credibility to argu-
ments‘of effectivaness. Each of the data sources is briefly described
below. A copy of many of the forms/insfrumepts is included—in Appendix C.

e District/School Documéntation: Proposals,‘plans, correspondence,
reports, and memos wWere collected from the district and reviewed.

e BSC Contact Reports: This was a formal process.for documenting
all BSC field work. The reports describe objectives, activities,
- outcomes, and future plans for each contact.

e BSC Observations and Informal Interviews: BSC observers attended
some orientation and training sessions and made impressionistic
dotes. Other informal observations and discussions occurred
throughout the course of the field test.

e Post-Training Questionnaires: Specific questionnaires tailored to
~each training event solicited participants' reactions to training,
self-assessments of acquired knowledge and skills, and general
comments. '

“ea

e Post-Training Interviews: Interviews were conducted with district
staff and principals to obtain in-depth information regarding the
effectiveness of training and their perceptions of the Achievement
Directed Leadership apptfoach. ' -

. 23
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/17 Table 2

Summary of Field Test Data Soﬁrces, by Level

~
) - T - » ' _ _ Level of Analysis #¥ -
BSC | Dpistrict | Principal | Teacher Student,
Data Sources Level Tevel- Level ¢<| Level Level

Disttict/School Documentation Q x | X 0 0

BSC Contact Reports ‘ - X X X 0 0

BSC Observations and Informal X X X

. Interviews ' '

Post-Training Questionnaires X 0 X

Post-Training Iﬁtérviews X 0

District/Principal Conference X 0 0. 0
Forms

Preliminary and Final Superinten— X 0 1 -0 0
dent Interviews ' '

Final District Staff Interviews . . X 0 0 0

Final Principal Interview 0 X

Prinéipal Questionnaire X 0

Principal Partiaipafory Supervision
Interview ) S . X 0

Principal/Teacher conference Form - X 0

meacter Nuestionnaire . Q 0. X Q

Final Teacher Interview ' 0 0 X 0]

Instrucfional Overlap Forms 0 X :

Classrbom.Observation Forms 0 '-X

| standardlzed Achleyement Tests X

NOTE: X indicates primary data source

0 indicates secondary data source

o C 31




e District/Principal Conference Forms: This form was used by
district leadership and principals to identify opportunities to
develop effective strategies for instructional improvement.

e Field Interviews with Superintendént, District Staff, Principals,
and Teachers: Specific interviews tailored to each group were
administered at the.end of the school year. These were generally

. designed to elicit information about roles and activities during
the year, perceived success and problems, and overall reactions to
the approach. The superintendent was also interviewed at the
beginning of the field test. .

e -Principal and Teacher Questionnaires: Forms (primarily close-
ended) directed to each specific group were designed to obtain
information on the extent and quality of implementation and
reactions to the approach. These were administered once towards
the end of the school year.

e Principal Participatory Supervision Interview: Special interviews .
were designed to describe principals’ experiences in using the
improvement cycle and in conducting participatory supervision with
teachers. ) '

o/

e Principal/Teacher Conference Form: This form was designed to help
principals and teachers implement the improvement cycle and con-
duct participatory supervision conferences. The form summarizes
information on prior learning, instructional overlap, success and

_ _ mastery levels, engaged and allocated time, and engagement rate.

- This information was to be used to identify opportunities for

' improvement. - -

e Instructional Overlap Forms: Various forms were used to summarize
the degree to which-each teacher's instruction matched the content
on the appropriate achievement test. '

e Classroom Observation Forms: These forms were used to structure
observations and to describe and calculate allocated time, engaged
¢ time, and engagement rate. '

} e Standardized Achievement Tests: These tests are part of the
district's testing program and are administered in spring each
year to all students. The New Jersey School District used the
California Achievement Test (CAT). In addition, scores from the
stdtewlde basic skills competency test were available. Total
reading and mathematics subscores were collected ; students took

2Scores for special education and English as a Second Language
(ESL) students were not included in the collected data.

25 |
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the level of the test des1gnated by the test publisher as appro— '
priate for their grade. : v

It is clear from this wide variety of information sources that the scope

of the overall field test data base is quite large.

~  Data Analysis Plans

The guiding principle in the data analysis was reduction of the

. enormous quantity of information to a simple, straightforward, and

meaningful level. ' Since much of the data was qualitative and[or self-

report, the analyses were primarily descriptive; .Interviews were

abstracted hsing a structured format,. and general themes were reported idf

narrative fashion; Survey checklists and observation data were summarized

in terms of descriptive statistics, including frequencies, means, and

percentages. Quantitative data were collapsed into meaningful categ"ories C ‘
wherever possible. ‘

General indices were constructed‘to summarize implementation-and ¢
classroom process data. ~The implementation index synthesized information
on principal and teacher attitudes and behaviors related to use of the key
elements of the Achievement Directed Leadership‘program. The classroom
process indlces‘related student engaged time and instructional orerlap
data to existing research findings in terms of expected levels of student
achievement. Both implementatioh and classroom process indices were

developed to examine the relationship between these variables .and student

achievement. The procedures for deriving implementation indices are

“ found in Appendix D.- Because the validity and reliability of these

33
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indices are subject to question, gadtion must be exercised in interpreting
results.

The primary level for reporting implementation and achievemené data

‘was the school. Where appropriate, grade level data within a school were

examined. Analysis of.élassroom data would have been ideal, and attempts

were made to collect data at the student level. However, initial analyses

’

indicated severe data completeness problems and lack of representative-

ness. nAna%yses at the school level can“be made with reasonable confidence

since there were numerous data. points and sufficient sample sizes.

Analysis of'achievemént.data was guided by the Title I norm-

referenced evaluation model (model Al} see Tallmadge & Wood, 1976). This

- -

model compares students' Standing relative to national norms at one point
.in time to their standing relative to national normé at a éubsequent po%nt
in time. All things considered, position relative to the norms should not
Substanﬁially change across test dates. Introduction of an appropriate
educationai intérvenﬁion is hypofhesiied to acco;nt for bhanges in rela-
tive:student achievement obsérved. .Normal curve equivalents (NCEs) were
used as the basis for analysis. These are standardized scores with a mean
of 50 and a standard deviation of Zla06. Scores were collected for each
pafticipating field test{échool at each grade within a school for 1980;>.
1981, and 1982. A "diaggial" analysis of result; was conducted, i.e.,
results of.students in grade three in 1982 were compared with results of
gtudeﬁts in grade twd in 1981.énd‘grade one in 1980. The compar%son from
year to year is, therefore, eséentially for the same groups of students.

Scores do not.exist, of course, for field test second graders before 1981,

or for first graders before 1982. Therefore, school means spanning the
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three years (1980, 1981, 1982)'d,o not include scores for these two grades. ‘
. Change from 1980 to 1981 was used as a baseline to compare with gains
registered from 1981 to 1982. ' . - -

There are no hard and fast rules.for interpreting the significance of

—t —

NCE gain scores. Some evaluators suggest a change of one—thirdiof a

o

standard deviation (i.e., seven NCE points).as a rule of thumb for
educational significance, while others note that any change (i.e., one NCE
point) is good (Tallmadge,. & Wood, 1980; Tallmadge, 1976). Examination of

the-standard error of the difference between means for samples in this

\

‘study suggested that a. change of five NCE points from year to year could -

r

be regarded as an appropriate rule of thumb for determining the educa-

tional significance of ga1ns.

A= N ’ 2

Limitations of the Field Test - ' ‘

Due to the developmental nature of the Achievement Directed Leader—_

ship program, as well as feasibility and resourcé constraints, no appro-
priate control or comparison groups were available for the field-test.

Thus, the'evaluation was not rigorous in an experimental sense. The
design can be categorized as nonexperimentalprather than t;ue or quasi-
experlmental (Campbell & Stanley, 1966). A nonexperimental evaluation
design does not imply, however, that the test was performed in a haphazard
way or that it-did not provide indicators of the success or»failure of the
BSC approach On the contrary, a wealth.of consistent information was
gathered that, collect1ve1y, iends credence to beliefs about hypothes1zed

program effects. Although indicators of desCriptive or correlational 4.

relationships are not as credible as.indicators of experimental, causal '




relationships, they, nevertheless, provide support for arguments

o

concerning program effectiveness.
Limitations to the field test evaluation fall into four major

categories: (1) timipg issues, (2) design issues, (3) analytic'issues,

and (4) data issues. Any interpretation of field test results must -

recognize the implications of the issues. Each of the issues is discussed

- below in more aetail.

Time issues - ST .

The Achievement Directed Leadership program is a large scale_and
fairly complex educational innovation. Such an innovetion requires a con-
siderable length of time to become fully implemented in a school disfrict.
It is not a program that can be '"plugged in" at the start of the echool
year; rather, a gradual and exeended implementatioﬁ process Shoﬁld,be
employed. For the field test, it .was expecfed that full implementation
~ would requi;e at least an entire school year. According'to the developers
of the approach, Significant changes in egudent behavior aﬁd echievement.

might not occur in the first year of implementation of the approach since

practitioners would still be acquiring proficiency in their roles and
N

\

functions. A mofevrealistic objective for a one year impleﬁentation is
gpe.heiping of educetipnel practitioners, particularly

princiﬁals and teacher;;‘to establish the proper conditions in schools and
classrooms which research‘indicates will ultimately faciiitate improvement

in student learning. Nevertheless, the BSC considered the assessment of

student outcomes to be a foremost objective of the field test.

I3

hoge




3,

/

ﬁesign issues

\

A second major limitation relates to the overall evaluation design.
Perhgps the most critical probiem in the ‘field test is whether any' '

observed changes or improvémentg in student behavior and achievement can

be attributed seclely to the effects of Achievement Directed Leadership or

2

to other féctors occurrinmg in the field test diétrict. There is wide-
spread agreement among evaluation researchers thég the most powefful w;y

of demonstrating that an intervention has a real effect on some outcome is
to employ an exPerimentalvdesién in which, typically, pre and posttests

are given to a randomly selected group receiving the treatment and to other
randdmly selected groups recelving either no tréat?eﬁt or some variationm.
Howéver, an‘experimentaf or quasi—experiﬁental design was not app?opriéte

or feasible for the field test-for the following reasons. First, the New

Jersey School District was interested in adopting the improvement approach

on a district-wide basis. . Under this condition, there would be na classes '

or schools within the.district that could serve as valid controls or

—

comparisons. Second, an experimental design would not have been feasible

to implement given the administrative structure and operating'constraints

.

of the district. ' Third, pursuant to earlier discussions with the NIE, it

was understood that an'experimentgf design was not a desidergtum of the
field test. - » |

One way that the ?iéld;test evaluation deélf with the design problem
was to coﬁpa;éAresults Qith national norms and baseline data. HOWever;

o

although norms and baseline datd were available for.the assessment of

students’' achievement, there were no comparable data for measures of

program implementation and three of the student behavior variables (i.e.,

-‘537',30
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"’academlc perfoxmence, Student engaged time, and instructlonal overlap).

There was no way of determining the status of these variables in the d1S~'

ot

trict in previbus years; consequently, assessment o§ the impact of the
approach on students was primarily limited fn analysis of data gathered -
during the field -test year (1981-32). |

Inte{views and observations with school and central office staff
indica;e that there were nolmajor demogfaphic changes during ]981-£982
thet nould account for Snbstantial-qhanges.in student achievement and that

[

A TS
no new inséructional programs were introduced during the field test year.

Analytic issues

9 .
The third set of limitations relates to analytic issues. Two

impernant considerations are unit of analysis and the data analysis model.
Idealiy,‘the preferred unit of analysis for examining echievement gains is
theiclassroom because Achievement Difected Leadership is-intended to
directly affectvstudents in the classroom, and because>any’pther unit of

analysis above the classroom fails to capture expected variation among

. teachers in their use of the approach. Hodever, analyses were performed

/‘ o

primarily at, the school ievel and secondarily at the grade and/or distFict
level because of the difficulty of obteining implementation, process, and .

achievement data at the classroom level. For example, obtaining classroom

e

"level data would ‘require gathering and matching achievemenf results from

13

1980, 1981, and 1982 on each student within a class. Massive manipulation

of class lists and massive reorganization. of 1980 and 1981 data would be

required to perform this match. Cdnsiderable effort was expended in attempt-

ing to do this, but resulted in a rinal dana set that included only about

81
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40 percent of the 1981-1982 student, ,population.. ‘Statistijcal tests demon- ' ‘

' strated that this group was not representative of the overall group. In' = -

addition, implementation data at the elassroon level were suspect, as

-

diScussed later in‘this sectien. Conqequently,Tthe-ig;estwievel unit of
analySis'chosen for impgct assessment was the grade level. Thenmatch
between students moving from one grade level to the next, while not per—
fect, was felt by district staff to be very_good, and theseudata were much

[ ' Ca

more easily obtainable than the classroom level data. The assumption made

Q

by the field test design is that the effects of grade 1eve1 populagion

changes were minimal. C ‘
Many authors have noted"limitations that must be considered when the

norm-referenced evaluation model is used to analyze achievement effects

(e.g., Horst, Talimadge, & Wood, 1975; Echternacht, 1978; Ozenne, 19785.

While most researchers recognize theSe limitations, the model is still ” » .

considered acceptable (e. g., U. S. Federal Register, 19/9 Dermaline &

®Rader, :1981; Maye, 1981; Tallmadge & Wood, 1980) and is.probably the most

feasible and frequently—used evaluation paradigm for assessing achievement “
gains. The’major limitation ‘of the model ref‘tes to the assumption ‘that

the achievement status of-the evaluation group Temains constant relative,
tc the norm group over the pre to posttest interval ifvno special treatment
is provided. The validity of this assumption is unknown. Also, since-the
field test evaluation relied:on available ai 1 accessible data, results by
gradejfrom year to year were based on different test levels. This repre- . .
sents. a considerable problem for the interpretation of gains across yearst"

The assumption that is made in the field test is that the norming pro-

cedures used in test standardization result in comparable samples for each

(%)
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‘_, successive test level. Since schools were usegd as'sampling units for the
- .
norming studies, this assumption seems reasonable. However, it must be
o - / -
'recogniZed ‘that the comparison groups ‘do change;, somewhat, from year to

— . 1
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year. o .

Data issues:

B
< P4

The final set of field test limitations has’ to do withAfhe quality;ofA

,

implementation and™ eTassroom’ ‘process ~data. Although the ideal case. would *

have been for the BSC to collectvhard,=objective,data, economic and feasi-
bility constraints precluded that option. thnsequentlv, all implementa-
tion and classroom process data wére based on sclf reports. The relia—'
bility of this infornafion\at the classroom level isisomewhat questionable
and may, in manv instances, give spuriously highlestimates. For this
‘ ' reason, data were aggregated at the school level (for implementation) or
‘ grade level (for classroom process) In additionm, dde to the -enormous
.quantity of qualitative ?nformation,'data measuring similar'variables were

aggregated into summary, indices. Although more confidence can be placed

in these aggreg " data, some fine details may be lost in the transla-

‘tion. The aggregated 1nformat on on program implementation and classroom

processes seems to give fairly accurate, although  somewhat global, indi-

-

cators of activities and events at the field test schools.

In summary, it must be recognized that the field test was not
designied to be an experimental study. Because of this, Several
agsumptions were made which limited the study's ability to establish

causal relationships between-program dmplementation and observed changes

An.student behavior and achievement. The evaluation limitations do not,,

33
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. however, discount evidence gleaned from the field test. Rather, they

emphasize the need for caution in interpreting results. Overall, the

analysis of data collected during the field test provides a fairly
ent Directed

accurate pictufe of the'implementatioh and impact of Achievem

©

Leadership in the New Jersey School District.

- -
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CHAPTER FOUR .-
) . |
FIELD TEST FINDINGS: NEW JERSEY SCHOOL DISTRICT - |
This chapter presents the field test findings in the New Jersey -

School District regarding inétallation and implementation of Achievemenf' |
Directed Leadership as well as the outcomes felated to the improvement
program. Following a brief overview of the‘district, field test findings
are discussed in relation to the five levels described in the evaluation
framework in Table 1 on page 193 BSC, district, principal, teacher, and

student. Thg’discussion of findings for each level {ndicates how the

~ improvement pfocess is expected to function at -that 1evé1, what activities

and outcomes actually occurred, and what conclusions can be drawn. The
. J -

levels are interrelated in that results at the first four levels Suggest

expectations for outcomes at the student level. A section between the
3

teacher and student levels summariges-pfogram installation and
implementation,:and details how expectations for student level outcomes

are derived. A concluding section summarizes field test findings in the

New Jersey School District.

GQ%“‘ ' District Overview

a . :
The New Jerley School District was selected as the site for the field

test because of ité comprehensive implemention plans for Achievement
Directed Leadership. Although the BSC had been working in this district
for three years, the previous work involved only.a few teachers in each of

four elementary schools and focused on the development of classToom

" materials.




In 1978-79 two schopls (Schools A and H) became development sites; a
few basic skills teachers at each school were trained in an early version
) ci the time management materials and worked through the imprcVement cycle
once, i.e., classes were observed, opportunities for improvement
identified, and strategies selected and implemented one time. School H
was'eliminated as a development site for the following year'(1§79—80) due
'~ to its small size andvrelatively high student achievement scores.

In 1979-80 a few basic skills teachers from School A, along with
others from Schools C and G, were trained’in~time management; a few

teachers from School A were also introduced to the management of instruc-

tional content. Teachers at School A worked through the improvement cycle

for time management twice during the year; teachers at Schools C and G
worked through the cycle once. Implementation of contént management was
not attempted at. School A.

In 1980-81, selected teachers from all three schooLs were trained in

the management of content. These teachers attended® to instructional

 overlap throughout the year, in addition to working through the’

.
-

improvement cycle once for time‘management.

.In 1980 the district acquired a new superintendent, an experienced
urban educator who had been an assistant superintendent of another urban
school district in the state. He felt that the BSC approach had Signifi—‘
cant potential for improving basic skills instruction and achievement, and

decided to implement the approach in grades K-8 district—wide during the

1981-82 school year, the year of the field test. pIn addition, a former




”

.

high school administrator with strong professional interest in curriculum
and instruction was appointed assistant superintendent. These top level’

administrators played major roles in implementing and maintaining the

improvement program throughout the field test. Other key central office
staff involved in the field test_included the superintendent's administra:L
tive assistantcaad several staff from the* district's newly created Depart-
ment of Instruction (DOI). The superintendent's administrative assistant

had been a respected district principal and was responsible for the

district's testing program, scheddling, and communications. The DQI staff

acted primarily as curriculum coordinators.:

This district consists of eightaelementary schools, one middle
schoel, and a senior high school. All but the latter participated ia the
field test. Some characteristics of the nine field test schools are o
suﬁmarized in Table 3. Three field teSt elementary schools contained

Agrades K-6 and five contained grades K—7, The middle school; with grades

7 and 8, was substantially larger than most of the elementary Schools. -

However, the elementary schools also varied in size, with the average

| daily ‘enrollment ranging from 152, at School H, to 573 at School F.

Although the district is relatively small its student body had much
in common'with the student populations of many large urban areas: 1ow
sécic—economic status, a high rate of Studant turnover (in 1979 more than
20 percent of the students were 1ea§ing the system before completing high-

school), low Stﬁdent achievement scores, and a high percentage of minority

(90 percent) and English as Second Language students. In an effort to

i reverse the pattern of low achieyement, the new superintendent, at the




Description of Field Test Schools: New Jersey School District

Table

3

L School |School |School {School {School {School |School {School |School
Characteristics- A B c D E F G H I
Grades-in School X-6 K-7 |'K-6 k-7 X-7 RS K-6 KR-7 7-8 -
| Average Daily Enrollment | 377 259 | 431 | 328 | 323 573 | 317 | 152 | 662
Avgrage Daily Attendance ) 927 | 91% 907 | 932 | 93% | 90% | 91% | 91% | 82%
ate : ' '
Number of Classroom ' )

Teachers 20 17 18 18 17 32 14 8 27
Average Class Size 17 13 19 18 20 20 20 17 25
Average Years Expefience O&er Over Over Over Over Over | Over Over

of Teachers. ° 10 10 10 10 10 10 5-10 10 10

\‘
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time of his appointment, accepted the cﬁallenge of gaising Histrict-test ' )
scores by the end of the 1982-83 school year. The strong intérest of the>
school board in improving student achievement encouraged central office |
;support of Achievemeﬁt Directed Leaderéhip, and probably accounts, in
part, for the administration's insistence on full implementation of the

"' program. 'Th% success in impleme;tingvthe program as well as concomitant

outcomes is discussed,‘by level, in tha sections that follow.

The BSC Level

In Achievement Directed Leadership, the functions of the BSC, or any
external agent, are t;‘plaﬁ and deliver orientation and initial training,
and to provide follow;up téchnical assistance to practitioners to help _ T
them implement the approach. The goal of the BSC is to tranSfer.the plan- '
ﬁing, training, and implementation .functions to local staff through a ‘
capacity—bﬁildiqg approaéh. Respbnsibility fqr these functions should
gradually shift from the BSC to the district. For example; regarding
training, tﬁe BSC ideally pro?ides district administrators with initial
éraining in program coﬁcepts, models appropriate training skills, and
directly assists in the district's own initial training efforts. The

expected outcome‘of these activities is the district's ability to ade-:

quately conduct its ‘own training for all staff. This section of the

]

 report -briefly describes how the BSC performed the functions of an ex-

ternal agent as well as the outcomes of its efforts.




Orientation of Administrators _ , ' . . ‘
Although several New Jersey School District administrators were
introduced to the time and conteﬁt materials during the course of the

earlier development process, all administrators scheduled to participate

-

k£

in full-scale implementation received a basic orientation to program comn-
cepts and field test requirements during May and June 1981. "THE_BSC’held
a series of orientation meetings with the superintendént andAhis Adminis-
‘frqtive Council. The council was comprised of four éssistant super-
intendents, another special assistant to ghe superintendent, and the

president of the principalst assgciation.l Thié.sqries of'meetings pro-

vided the council with a systematic‘over;iew of;the program. As a :esult

of the meetings, the council endorsed the.improvementrapproach ‘as a &is—

trict priority‘for the coming school year and plans were made'for sched-

‘uling' and conducting orientation for all district principals.' Principal ‘
orientation, conductéd by BSC staff late in June, consisted of -an overview

of the principal's role and responsibilities within the pfogram. This

overview was intended as a brief introduction prior to formal principal

training scheduled later in the summer.

Initia® Training of Ceﬁtral Office Staff and Principals

Initial training of central office staff and principals in the time

rd

and content variables was cqnducted‘by the BSC during a week in late

-

L3

lThe Council was later expanded to include- the president of the
local teachers' association.




-
%

~ o

-

summer devoted ‘to general administrative training. <Alth6ugh most of'the

week was devoted to this training, part.pf~the agenda also included other

district business. Consequently, the amount of.trafning timevactually_

allocated to the programuwas somewhat less than originaliy anticipated and

desired. Training workshops covered major program concepts and skills as

well as ftmplications for planning and implementing the approach at the'

individual school and classroom levels. | : ‘W_-,
Ali principals and- assistant principals in the district as well as

most of the central offiee staff attended the time and content workshops - = |

conducted by the BSC. Participants from the centraf office included the

superintendent,'the assistant superintendent.for eurriculum and instruc-

tion, the assistant to the superintendent, and 11 members of the dis-

trict's Department of Instruction (DOI). A total of 15 hours was devotéed

to training in management of the time and»content variables, and to plan-

ning for implementation. In addition to the two majoruwe%ksheps—presented~—f—n

during the week of administrator training, BSC staff conducted a half-day

planning session with all administrators to. prepare them for leading

teacher orientation later in the fall. The pgimary BSC field person for

the New Jersey Schoel District felt that more administrator'training would

have been helpful. | | ‘

In general, training was well received by central of fice staff and

principals. Reactions to the training are -summarized in Table 4. The

results show a very high degree bf satisfaction with-all aspects of the

training, with all workshop ratings in the "very good" to "superior"

range. The highest ratings were given to the expertise of the training




Summary of Participant Reactions to Training Workshops:

-

Table 4

-

New Jersey Schobl District

Rating Category

i

Content Management Workshop~ i
Central Office Staff, Prlncipals (n—26)

Al

Time Management Workshop
Central Offlce staff, Principals (n=26)

[A200N

4.7

Expertise of training staff 4;6 .

Quality of presentation/training 4,1 4.4

Quality of materials 4.4.= 4.5

Reievance'of content 4.1 2 { 4.4

Likeliﬁood khaf program will : . ’ .
work in your situation 4.0 3.9

.OVERALL RATING T 4,2

HNWesu:

w
[¢]
s}
-
®

Superior

Very Good

Average

Below Average

Poor ' \

Data sources:

3

post-training questionnaires




staff. Participants in the training Sessions/Were_also-asked to assess
their understanding of the major training objectives and to indicate hg§
confident they were in applying the concepts and techniques learned to a
school situation. Detailed results‘are presented in Appendix E. Overall,
administrators felt confident about'their ability to perform the tasks
needed to implement the improvement program. Most respondents to the 7
training questionnaire did“not report a need for further instruction and’
assistance, although a few principals who were interviewed after training
expressed a desire for further assistance. Post- training interviews indi-
cated that training was perceived as adequate. Comments suggested that
administrators felt slightly more confident about their conteut implemen-—
tation skills than their time impiementation or teacher<orientationv
skills. It was recognized that participation in the impro rement effort
represented a major change in principals' roles as instructional leaders.
' This caused sone initial anxiety for a few principals, although most |
seemed reasonably comfortable with the modifications. Observations of the
training sessions by BSC staff coxrroborated.the post—training questioh—
naire and interview findings; iHowewer, opservations indicated that'the
level of progran understanding and skills varied considerably across prin-
cipals and that level of commitment to the approach ranged from medium to
high following the initial ttaining.

In summary, the initialvtraining provided by the BSC was generally
perceived by central office administrators and principals as successful in
providing the knowledge, skills, and commitment needed to begin implemen-
tation of the improvement approach in the New Jersey School'District.

klthough, due to scheduling problems, the amount of training was somewhat

Lo
1
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less'than that;suggested by the BSC, central office staff and principals
were vieyed bydthe BSC as sufficiently prepared to proceed with implemen-—

tation plans.

Ongoing Support

BSC technical assistance and implementation support should ideally be
minimal’after_initial program‘orientation and training because the school
district should assume major respgnsinility for program implementation.
However, since tne field test was limited to a one-year effort, the BSC -
provided more hands—on assistance in the early stages than is suggested by
the AchieVement Directed Leadership model. Assistance from the BSC field

| numerous times throughout the year to attend meetings, help solve "
implementatiqn'problems,'plan and model activities, answer questions, and
reinforce understanding of maJor concepts.

The BSC played a major role in supporting the district's leadership
seminars. These seminars were a'series of working seSSions incorporated

: -—within the superintendent s regular monthly meetings with principals. -

Since improvement was a district priority, seminars focused primarily on
golving problems related to program implementation and on specific imple—'
mentation planning issues. For example, the sessions‘focused'on issues
such as establishment of an overall managenent plan for the program,
deuelopment of formal plans for conducting.teacher training, discussion of

principal/teacher conferences, and developﬁent'of institutionalization

strategles for the next school year. The sessions also served as a

»

v

staff was available to the district as needed Field staff were called on-

primary vehicle for providing follow-up training to principals. BSC staff
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met with the superintendent and appropriate district leadership prior to

each seminar to decide on roles and responsipiiities for conductingithe
session. ‘Initially, the BSC was a major contributor to the;actual conduct

of the seminars. However, the BSC involvement gradually diminished as ‘the

"superintendent assumed more responsibility for planning and conductlng the

.

sessions. . By m1d—year, the superintendent's role was, primary and that of
the BSC secondary, as suggested by the improvement approach Interviews
with distﬁ?ct administrators indicated that support receiVed from BSC

staff was perceived as adequate and beneficial- ) - ,

'In addition toﬁregdlar 1eadershipwseminars with principals; periodic

{

meetings were held with the -superinténdent and other central office staff

so the BSC could ‘help them w1th 1mp1ementation, These‘meetings covered
,< YJ"
issues such as the principal/teacher conference form, ‘students’ daily -

success rate, and classroom JAmplications « of‘low a‘dYor vaﬁied Tevels of
students‘ entering achievement:' As with the principals’ 1eadership
seminars, the BSC role in conducting .these meetings gradually_diminished
as the superintendent assumed the major .leadership roie{

In addition to ongoing BSC support; the technical assistance services

* of another external agency, one of the state's regional Educational

Improvement Centers (EICs), were made available to administrators and

teachers. The EIC was an important,partner,in_the,development;oi»the

b

improvement approach in the New Jersey Schoﬁl District and EIC staff acted

as back-up trainers during the field test. | Assistance from the EIC was
/

available on request, and its staff provided support on a 1imited‘basis

during the. field test. . ' |

o
(W)
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Summary and’ Conclusions , ' o ) ‘ S ’ )

Overall, initial 1nstallation of the program in the district was

regarded as a success by central office staff. Training was well received ,
"and administrators were confident that they ‘had acquired the necessary
knowledge ‘and skills needed to successfully implement all components of
the program. Observations by BSC-staff indicated that there was variation ' .

among principals in their skill development and initial commitment to the .

program. .This suggested that the quality of implementatlon would vary at
‘the school level. .Ongoing support was provided throughout the year to -

supplement initial“training andvto assist in program planning, ptroblem—

solving, and maintenance. Follow—up assistance by BSC staff, and leader-

ship training seminars were percetved hy administrators as adequate and A

t

beneficial. As the school year progressed, district leadership, particu--' ,

 larly the superinjtendent, gradually assﬂmed more responsibility for ' .

7

program maintenance and implementation and the BSC role diminished as

suggested by the program model.

o 2

The District Level

, - o

4
This sectlon provides an account of implementation of. Achievement”
N

‘Directed Leadership at the district level and addresses the question of

howand to- what-extent central office staff.performed their role—related
functions. 1anning, tra1ning,'and supervising u ' ous central office
staff membets had major reSponsibilities for installing and implementing
the improvement approach in the New Jersey School District. Ideally, the

3

BSC. planning and training roles are assumed by these central .office staff
b

membSers who are then responsible for performing these functions at the : ‘ .
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principal or individual school level. 1In addition, central office staff
engage in ‘participatory supervision with principals. In this process they
monitor ongoing progress, and work with building administrators in plan—
ning and directing implementation activities. Actual implementation of |
the'approach by central office staff is briefly described below in terms

of each of the three major district level functions.

Planning

Comprehensive planning by central office staff was a necessary ante-
cedent to successful program implementation. Implicit in all observed !
installation and implementation activities was a great deal of systematic
planning. Planning specifically related to the field test began with the _
initial series of orientation meetings involving the BSC, the superinten-
dent, and his administrative council. Planning activities continued
throughout the year and concluded with the development of long-range plans
for future school years. Each major decision regarding training and. b
implementation was preceded by comprehensive planning. For example,
extensive planning was required for such tasks as: -

o preparing program budgets

o ‘allocating necessary resources ‘

o scheduling training sessions

o defining staff roles and responsibilities

o determining.participatory-supervision procedures

0 specifying training content

o structuring classroom observations -

47
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o developing curriculum guides

o solving problems.

‘Central office staff used planning checklists developed by the BSC to

guide their planning efforts (see Appendix F).

The superintendent was the key figure in the district's planning

effort. Following the initial planning and tra1ning activities conducted

during the summer, he developed a comprehensive "nission statement" for

the district, outlining plans for improvement throughout the school year.

This mission statement incorporated all key. elements of the 1mprovement

approach and bécame the basis for district level planning for the field

test year. District goals were set, staff roles and responsibilities were

ekplained, and procedures for reaching goals and assessing performance

t followed the plans he outlined in his
i

were detailed. The superintenden

mission statement through his continuing, active role in the improvement

effort. Plans were systematically reviewed and updated through the series

of leadership seminars and other planning sessions described in the BSC

level section of the report. As previously noted, although the BSC con—-

tributed heavily to the planning process in the early stages -of program

installation and implementation,

primary plann1ng role.

the superintend\ht gradually assumed the

Several other central office staff assisted the superintendent in the

planning process. Whereas the superintendent was responsible for policy

"/ |

planning, other administrators were given responsibility for plgﬁging_the

specific ways that the policies would be carried out. For‘example,\the

assistant superintendent for curriculum and instruction was charged with\\

planning all training activities as Well as planning a district—wide




curriculum for basic skills. Thé assistant superintendent worked on these
planning aptivities'wifh the members of the Department of Instructioﬁ-
(DOI). The curriculum planning task was of central Ilmportance to content
management. This planning effort resulted in the development of a

curriculum mapping guide titled the Basic Skills Curriculum Guide (A

Management Guide) for Reading, Language Arts and Mathematiés Grades K-8,

which was analogous to the "School Year Planning Guide" specified by
Achievement Directed Leadership. The mapping guide indicates those basic
skills objectives included in the district's testing and assessment
program for egch grade level. 'The guide was inteﬁded as an overall plan
for instructional content to be covered by each classroom teacher during
the course of the school year.

A DOI staff member.was'paired with each principal to assist in plan-
ning at the school and classroom levels. In general, these staff worked
closely with principals ip planning for brogram impleﬁentation. District
planning consisted of a11.;reparations that were made to assure that

\ '
principals, and to a 1ésser dégree, teachers, carried out their functions
properiy. However, the level og\Dgifinvolvement varied somewhat aéross

schools. 1In addition, many DOI staf ¥reported that their level of
~ v

involveméné at individual schools 1esseﬁéd\as the year progressed. In
. N _
interviews administered at the end of the year, DOI staff reported that
™~

they spent an average of 12 pércent of their,time\fh;pughout the year per—

forming all program Telated activities, including planning, training, and

supervision.




Training o . : ‘ \

The improvement approach suggests that the BSC train central office
staff who, in turn, train principals who, in turm, trainvteachers in the
management of the instructional variables. As previously noted, initial
BSC training in the New Jersey School District was directed at both
central office staff and principals. The superintendent, in conJunction
with central office and BSC staff, provided follow—up training to princi-
pals throughout the school year during leadership seminars.

Although it was intended that principals assume primary responsi-
b111ty for teacher training, DOI staff were paired with each principal and
assisted in teacher training activities. The extent of their involvement
varied widely across schools depending, in large part,.on each principal's.
knowledge, skills, and commitment to the program. At some schools, DOI
staff assumed the entire responsibility for teacher training while at ‘

others they played a relatively minor role. Specific outcomes of- teacher

training for each school are discussed in the principal level section.

'Participatory Supervision

The concept of part1c1patory supervision at the district level
requires that central office staff participate with principals in a
variety of ways in order to strengthen the principals problem—solviné

abilities and to reinforce their work with teachers in using the

imytuvcmcut‘CyC&ET_—ThE—dtgtrtct_gﬁﬁéTIﬁféh et assumed a very active role
in the participatory supervision process and engaged in continuing
dialogue with principals concerning program implementation throughout - the

school year. A mafor formal vehicle for this dialogue was the'district/




principal conference. Two conferences were conducted with each of the
nine principals involved in the program. These conferences provided an
opportunity for the superintendent and principal to discuss the critical

dimensions of the school and the classroom and to review plans and

- activities. The superintendent indicated that the conferences were

beneficial both in helping him focus his own ideas on instruction and in

assuring that principals were constantly aware of ‘the instr*ctional issues

"addressed by the improvement program. In addition to the district/

|

'principal conferences, DOI staff assigned to each school monﬁtored program

: inplementation and worked with principals to solve problems énd make sure

i
\
v

that program operations were following plans. ‘ \

Summary and Conclusions

Overall, central.office leadership in the improvement effart was very
strong with the superintendent taking a very active role in most aspects

of planning and actual implementation. The superintendent, along with the

assistant superintendent for curriculum and instruction, engaged in

cooperative problem-solving with all DOI staff and principals at each of

the test schools. Jointly, the superintendent, DOI staff, and other
central office staff were responsible for'district;wide planning and
training. The DOI Starr codperated with individual principals in planning
and teacher training and monitored principals' progress throughout the
year.

PartiCipation of eentral office staff in the improvement program

represented a considerable ehange in their roles and responsibilities as
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instfuctional leaders. Table 5 summarizes information relating to peréep—

|

\

tions of these role changes. All central office staff and most ‘principals
felt that central office staff spent more.time during the field Eest year
supporting basic skills instruction than in the previous year. Although

many teachers agreed'with this, several did not see a change in the amount

of time since they had worked with DOT curriculum coordinators previously,

&

'although in substantially different roles. Prihcipals and centralvoffiéé
staff also ggreed.thatrthe efforts of districé level staff in‘suppgrting
basic skills instruction were more effective than in the previqus'ygar.
Many teachers were not sure of the éffectiveness of central office support
since they had ngt seen the district's testvresults at the time of the
survey and had minimal access to district-wide information.

In summary, central office sfaff invoivement ié implementing the
-program was very strong. The shperintendent was very committed to the
improvement approach and prbviéed thg'extensive support necessary for its
success. All district level planning and participatory supervision func—‘
tions were effectively carried out in accordance Qith the p;ogram model.
Although the BSC rather than the central office trained principgls, a

deviation from the model, all necessary training and support were avail-

able and ‘seemed to be successful.

Principal Level

<

The basic functions of the principalHih‘the improvement process are

essentially the same as those of central office staff: planning, train—

"ing, and supervising. Principals are & critical link in improving




Y

. . Table 5 o v . -
Summary of Central Office Staff Implementation of
Achievement Directed Leadership: New Jersey School District .

Q

" Indicator o ‘Respondent Group Perceived Change "
. Perception of time central Central Office Staff Increase (all indicated inorease
office staff spent support- in working directly with schools) |~
* | ing basic skills instruc- /

tion in the schools,
relative to prior year

Principals Increase (82% indicated increase
' in working with them) -

Teachers ) Uncertain (42% reported increase, |
' ' ‘others not sure) '

Perception of effective— Central Office Staff Increase (all indicated marked
ess of district in : increase in effectiveness)
supporting basic skills '
instruction, relative
to prior year

Principals Increase (all indicated increase
in effectiveness)

Teachers’ | Uncertain (40% reported increase,
others not sure)

o Data sources: end-of-year questionnaires and interviews
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schools. They arevresponsisle for}translating giobal, district—wide»l
policies into action plans for guiding and monitoring 1nstructional
improvement at their school. Principals. perform the three major functions
at their schools by working closely with_central office staff and teachers
in planning improvement activities, proViding or arranging.training
experiences, and engaging in participator§ supervision with teachers as
they work together through the' improvement cycle. Principal activities

are briefl& described below in terms of the three major functionms.

Planning

‘As was .the case_for central office staff, comprehensive planning by
principals was a necessary antecedent to successful program implementah
tion. Systematic planning was implicit in all observed activities at the
principal 1é§ei. Principals planned collaboratively with DOI staff and

. teachers in scheduling and preparing for teacher orientation and training,
structuring participatory supervision activities, and prowviding instruc-
tional leadership related to the content and time variables.: In general,

.principals followed the planning outlines for these.activities as speci-

fied in the Instructional Planning checklists prévided by the BSC. These

checklists are included in Appendix G.

w

Much of the pr1ncipals planning efforts in the early part of the
school year involved preparing for teacher orientation and train1ng
Planning tasks included scheduling, determining faculty particlpants,
setting agendas, handling logistics, and preparing for actual presenta-
tions. During the school year, planning focused on'implementation'issues

concerning the two major focus variables (student engaged time and .
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instructional overlap) and on the éérticipatory supervision - process.
~E;amples of these planning taské wére identifying prior 1earﬁing data,
assisting in curriculum matching éctiviéies, identifying appropriate
insﬁrﬁctional materials, identifying appropriate improvement strategies,
airanging‘necessgry inservice activities: develbping scheduiés for
cléssrobm observ;tions and principal/teacher conferences, and élarify;ng.
procedures for conducting obsérvations and conferences. )
Table 6 briefly summarizescprincipalLleVel implementation at each
school in terms of planniﬁg, training, supervisory activitiés, agd

attitudinal reaction to the program. Although all principals participated

in the plannin rocess to some degree, there was variation across schools
P g P g .

. -

3

that they spent more time‘Planning‘witﬁ.leache%s during the field.test
‘ year than they did in pré:rif;us years. How;aver, teachers' perceptions of
changes in their principal's planning role &iffered. At four schoolsr
(Schools B, C, D, and G) they agreed with their»principals‘that more time.
was devoted to planning, but teachers at two schools (Schools A and i)
indicatéd'that this was not the case. Teachers at other schools had’mixed
~opinions about the»relétive‘amount Qf principaluplanning4 In addition to
findingslpresented in Table 6, all principals reported‘in end-of-year

interviews that the,program helped them become more successful in helping

teachers plan basic skills instruction.

Training

Achievement Directed Leadership suggests that principals deliver

training, in the improvement approach and the relevant instructional

P ¥
. -
o [

in the amount of planning} All except one principal (School H) reported

!
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- ‘Summary of Principal 1
of Achievement Qirected Leadership:

v

¢
Table 6

mplementation .
New Jersey School. District

'
i

"8

c-H O

‘0 L.

Principal Level Variables
and Data Source

|

{.

i—

\ pid prineipal spend more time
planning with teachers than +

i in previous years?

i (principal questionnaire)

pid teachers feel that princi-
pals spent more. time planning ° -
with them? '

(teacher questionnaire)

ey

+/-

Did princiﬁal conduct
inservice training relating +
to program? (observatione) ‘

district
lgd

led by

district
and Vice
Principal

district
led

Average number of observa-
tions -per teacher
(teacher questionnaire)

8.5

66

6.4

6.3

6.4

7.5

6.3

Average number of. conferences
per teacher
(teacher questionnaire)

2.8

3.2

3.9

3.2

3.9

3.8

3.0

4.8

Average number of conferences
per teacher (principal,
conference forms)

2.5

2.5

2.6

3.2

2.6

-2.8

2.4

+2.8

2.3

pid principal feelthat over—
-all effectiveness of school's +
hasic skills instruction
increased? !

(principal questionnaire)

Dpid teachers feel the school's
" effectiveness in providing +
basic skills instruction
1nerea%ed?

(teacher queétionnaire)

Attitudinal reaction of
principals to program
(observations, intervieus,
and principal questionnaire)

Positive

Negative

Neutral

Neutral

Positive

Neutral

.

Positive

Negative

Positive

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic

Key: + = Yes from a majority of ¥espondents:
- = no from a majority of reroondents;
0 = 'not sure" from a majority of respondents;
4/~ = divided opinion, i.&..

an equal number of yes/no responses
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variables to teachers at their respective schools. As indicated in Table

6, this paradigm wasvemployed at six of the nine schools particigating in
the field'test; At .the other schools, DOI staff assumed major responsi-
bility for delivering teacher training.l Orientation and'training activi-
ties were conducted at the same time at the nine schoois. A general
orientation was given during the first day of school. Content training
\ . v : N .

was delivered in a three—hourvinservice session later in September, while
time training was delivered ih a two—hour session in early October. All
teachers participated in the?training'workshoPS. BSC staff obserﬁed
training sessions at a gample of schools: These observers reported that
although training génerally followed program specifications, the quality
of the presentations and the attentiveness of the audiences varied across
schoois. Observers aiso noted that the content sessions seemed to go nore
smoothly than the time sessions at most schools. |

All participating teachers completed post—training questionnairesb
where they indicated their reactions to the training workshops and
assessed.their acquired knowledge and skills related to program concepts.
Results are briefly summarized in Table 7. QJérall reactions to‘the

training were verjgpositive at most schools. The ratings for expectations

regarding the likelihood of program success were somewhat lower than the

A
\

_ratings for overall reaction to the training. In fact, teachers at three

schools (Schools B, C, and H) were doubtful that the time component of the
program would work in their schools. BSC observations indicated that ;
there were some problems with training workshops at these schools. ~ Over-
: . A /*h:a , ' '
all, teachers at all schools felt confident that they had acquired the

¢

knowiedge andwski11S'needed to successfully implement the improvement ,

3
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Summary of Téacher Training Results: New Jersey School District

Table 7

~

I

. School , . . All
A B 'C D E, °F G H L2 Teachers
CONTENT
Total number of teachers’ 25 17 23 - 24 41 21 8 - 159
‘OVerall reaction to training® 3.9 4.1 3.7 - ChL4 \4.0 3.7 4.4 — ' 4.0
Program expectations 3.5 3.6 3.1 - - 3.8 3.8 3.4 3.3r-- 3.5 .
Overall assessment of knowledge/ 4.0 4.Sd 4.1 -- 4.3 4,1d 4.5 4,7d —_— 4.3
skill development
TIME .
Total number of teachersb ] 25 1491 14 < 20 - 24 30 18 14& - 145
Overall reaction to training® 3.9 3.5 2.8 3.8 4.4 4.0 4.1 3.5 — 3.9
Program expectations 3.0 2.7 2.1 3.2 3.8 3.4 3.8 2.7 - 3.3
Overall assessment of knowlédge/ -3.8 4.3 3.5 3.7 4,0 3.9 4.5 4.3 -- 3.9
skill development ' : : .
Scales: Reaction ard Expectations Self—Aésessments
5 = Superior 5 = On my own - : o S pog
4 = Very Good 4 = With further Study (qﬁntent), or with planning 3y (
3 = Average 3 = With some assistance/ '
W) 2‘= Below Average ? = Only with further instruction and assistance
YO 1 = Poor 1 = Even with further instruction, may not be aple to do
a Results not available for School D (content) and School I. (time and content) -

b Teacher |'n"s vary somewhat, by question
c Summary of reactions to staff, presentatlon materlals, and content relevance

~d Assessnents based on five of ten items; other 1tems omitted
e Tlme training combined for Schools B. and H N,

Mata s.s: Post-training questionnaires
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process, although the ratings for time were lower than those for content.
Interviews ‘with a sample of teachers at the end of the year indicated that

program 1mplementation became easier as they worked through the improve—
13 b

ment cycle and became more familiar with the practical application of

program concepts. In summary, teacher training was generally regarded as

°

successful in providing the prerequisite knowledge and skills needed for '’

.
&

program implementation'at.the classroom level. However, some problems

were observed in terms of the apparent level of teacher commitment and
. . _

expectations at certain schools. This suggested that variations in sub-

sequent program implementatica might be -expected.

Participatory Supervis1on

Participatory supervision at the principal level is analogous to that

'described at the district level, in that principals .monitor teachers'

performance related to program functions ‘and engage in continuing dialogue

i
;

with teachers on instructional improvement. Principals observe basic
skills claséroom instruction, work with teachers in identifying opportuni-
ties for instractional improvement in the classroom, and assist teachers

in the selection, implementationy and evaluation of improvement strate—

gies. The—primary vehicles for this supervision are- structured classroom

.

observations and principal/teacher conferences.

Table 6 on page 56 also presents information on the average numbers

-

of classroom’observations and principal/teacher conferences reported for
/0

each school. Most teachers reported that principals observed their

4

‘classes approximately six times and’ followed—up with an average of about

59
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three conferences.2 These results indicate that'distri'ct plans for .
participatory.supervision were carried ont at virtuall§ ali schools.
Interviews with princ1pals and teachers regardlng the quality of partici-
patory supervision suggest that the activities were beneficial and
fostered improvement in basic skills instfuetion. Principal and teacher
questionnaire data on improvement of basic skills instruction, as summar-—
ized in Table 6, corroborate the interview comments, although teachers at -
five schools were uneertain whether improvements had occurred. Almost all
teachers and principals welcomed the opportunity to talk together on a
one—on—one basis about classroom instruction, and several principals
reported that they were glad that the structured observations "forced"
them to visit classrooms.
- Also included in Table 6 is a summary of each .principal's overall
attitudinal reaction to the program. Four p;:incipal's.had positive ' ‘

attitudes,. three had neutral attitudes, and two had negative attitudes.

In the two schools (Schools B and H) where the principal had a negative
/’
attitude, the training of teachers was conducted by central office staff,

not by the principal The principal's attitude did not appear to
s1gn1f1cantly influence the number of principal/teacher conferences or

classroom observations conducted by the principal.

2Two sources of self-report data were available regarding the
number of conferences. The accurate total probably lies between the two
reported figures.
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. Summary and Conclusions

- In general, implementation of Achievement Directed Leadership at the
principal level proceeded according to plans althongh some variation among
schools was observed. Systematic planning pfeceded all principal level
actiyities. Teachet training was generallyfregarded as successful, and
principals carrieq out their supervisory activities as planned. |
Principale felt that the approach was successful in improving their
school's effectiveness in providing basic Skills_instruotion, but teachers
were not sure since they had not seen students' test results.

Principalsknatied in their attituoinai reactions to the program.
Their attitudefappeared to influence their participation in teacher train—
ing, but not ﬁhe number of principal/teacher.conferences and classroom
observations they conducted.
v ‘ Variatlonls in principal level implementation for each school are
\
summarized in ?able 8.in terms of summary 1nd1ces3 for each of four
impottant principal level variables: attitude toward program, classroom
obServations,‘principallteacher conferences, and training results. The
, indices indicate hor each variable Whether level of implementation can be
described as high, \medium, or 1ow with  Trespect to program expectations.
The overall principal implementation index summarizes the indices of the
. four variables and reflects the variation betWeen schools in the degree of
\ -
principal level implementation. As indicated .in Table 8, implementation
at the principal 1eve1‘was rated high at one school (School E), medium at

\
five schools (Schools N? D, F, G,‘and H), and low at three schools

3Specific rules for\assigning indices are discussed in Appendix D.

\
)
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Table 8

Summary'Indicesa for Principal Implementation
of Achievement Directed Leadership: New Jersey School District

Indices@ for
Principal Level Variables b
' A t , Overall -
Attitude # Principal/ Sum Principal
Towards |[Classroom Teacher - Training of Implementation
School Program |Observations | Conferences Results Indices Index
A 3 3 1 2 9 Med
B 1 © 2 1 2 6 Low
C 2 2 : 2 1 7 Low
D 2 2 2 2 8 Med
E 3 2 2 3 10 "High
F 2 3 2 2 9 Med ‘
G 3 2 1 3 9 Med
H 1 3 3 2 9 Med
c
I 3 1 1 2 7 Low
3
aypdices describe whether implementation is considered relatively high (index = "3"),
medium (index = "2'), or low (index = "i"), Specific rules for assigning each

“index are discussed in Appendix D,

bpata sources: end-of-year questionnaires, surveys, and principal/teacher
conference forms. '

CDpata not available, assigned average value.
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(Schools B, C, and I). When these measures are combined with teacher

implementation indices, an overall school implementation index is derived
which suggests expectations regarding student achievement. Teacher and
school implementation indices are presented in subsequent sections of the

o

report.

‘Teacher'Level

Implementation of Achievement Directeo Leadership at the teacher
level involves using the improvement cycle to guide planning,'claseroon.
management, and instruction. Teachers are expected to use the improvement
cycle to set 1nstructional goals, identify opportunities for improvemenr,
and make necessary changes in 1nstructlonal procedures. Ih tne improne—
ment cycle, teacners attend to several targeted classroom variables:

prior learning, stnaent engaged time, instructional overlap, and academic

performance. The following section'briefly describes use of the improve-

ment cycle during the field test by basic skills teachers in the New

Jersey School District.

3

Teachers Use of the Improvement Cycle

The degree to which teachers actnaily implemenred components of the
improvement approach in thelr classrooms varied widely acrose schools.
Table 9 summarizes 1nformation reported by teachers concerning their use
of Achievement Directed Leadership during the year, as well as their
perceptions regarding its effectivenese and theirigeneral reactions to, it.
All data are based on respomnses to the Teacher.Questionnaire administered'

: ‘ .

to participating‘teachers at the end of the field test.

]
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Summary of Teacher Imple
of Achievement Directed Leadership:

a

Table 9

mentation
New Jersey School District

)

[ty

© e

S C H 0 0 L

N

Teacher Level Variables 2-
percent of teachers who:

B
N=10

c

N=14

D
N=11

E
N=16

F
N=23

N=16

=6

N=18

District
Total

" Used research to set goals and
improve instruction

Made improvements regarding
targeted instructional variables

Succecded in obtaining
appropriate levels of targeted
instructional variables

Made changes in planning,
instructional management, and
teaching techniques

Judged own classroom instruction
in basic skills more effective

this year

81

78

72

52

77

70

34
67
53

40

57

40

58

33

43

95

78

51

55

55

64

67

53

47

43

61

63

61

55

64

67

97

72

72

60

45

40

46

33

25

79

76

64

o

42

59

69

64
61
49

54

Attitude toward program,.
end—o%rgear (mean rating, scale

1~
|

3.

2

2.5

2.

5

3.0

2.9

3.0

3.5

1.6

3.3

A_,\}

2.9

— .

s . ) . . :
’7\3 Da?g source: end-of-year questionnaire; the figures in the table indicate the percentages of teachers who
b Attitude Scaleresponded "'yes" to questions that correspond to the teacher level variables (except for the
- ' attitudinal results)

1 - very negative
2 - negative
3 - neutnal

‘ ©

4 — positive

5 - very positive




The majority of teachers (69%) reported that they used research
findings'as well as classroom data to set improvement goals for their

classrooms and to improve their teaching. This ranged from a low of 45

_percent in School H to a high of 95 percent in School D. Sixty‘fdur ’

percent of the teachers, ranging. from a low of 34 percent.in School B to a
high of 97 peréent in Schodl G; reported thét they made improvements.'
regarding the targeted instruétional variables. Sixty—éne psrcent,
ranging-fiom a low of 46 percent in School H to a high of 7?ipercént in

/
Schools A and G, perceived that they were successful in obtaining appro- .

l priate levels of these variables in theiy classrooms. Molé specifically,

teachers indicated that they attended to prior learning, [instructional

overlap, student engaged time (SET): gpd, to a lesser degree, academic
. ' ) . o

performance. Examples of acti§ities,related to each of hese variables

¢

are noted below.

To obtainﬂpfior leafning daté, a standardized diagno&tic/prescriptive
test wés'adminiétered tolall students in mid-September. esﬁlts for each
student were provided to teachers on each skill tested. I addition,

teachers wéreAgiven students' 1981 summary Scéres on the California

Achievement Test (CAT), which indicated each stddént’é general level of,

achievement. Most teachers reported that they used these data in planningk

classroom instruction, although many felt that they were not|as successful

in attending to prior learning as they were for SET and instructional

overlap. Althohgh teachers were introducgd to'the importance of prior

learning, training was not as comprehensive as iE was for the\two vari-

Lo
SRS

\
A
3
A

A

n

ables mentioned above.
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‘All teachers were given the curriculum mapping guide developed by the

district to indicate the overlap between instructional objectives and test

content. In previous years the concept of "mastery learning" was empha-
R B ’

.

sized throughout the district. However, during the field test year
instructional overlap was to receive equal emphasis. District policies

directed teachers to cover all .objectives during the course of the Yéar_‘“f

-

Teachers translated objectives listed in the districtis curriculumﬂmapping

o
n

gu1de into their own "Quarterly Topic Plans. These plans took students'

strengths and weaknesses into account and represented teachers instruc—

_tional plans for each quarter. Each teacher's plan was unique. Teachers

involved attending to students' daily success, mastery of content, and

felt that they were successful in achieving high SET.

discussed‘progress with“resnect td their plans with principals during

" their principal/teacher conferénces. Most teachers reported that they

were successfuf;in achieving very high.overlap with test Objectivesfduring
the course of the field test.

As noted in the discussicn of the principal level, teachers reported
that their classes were observed an average of" five to eight times during
the year. These observations'consisted of a sérf@%}of scans (i.e., 1-3
minutes) during which each student's behavior was classified as engaged or
dnengaged. Teachers;were‘thns made aware of Students' use of instruc—
tional time. Teachers discussed results with principais during confer-
ences and, when necessary, they designed strategies for improving the‘
daily average SET for their class. Most tearhers reported that they made

instructional improvements in their classrooms to increase SET and most

[4

o

The fourth variable targeted for improvement, academic performance,
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review of content. At the time of the field test, the BSC had not
developed formal procedures for training educators in this variable,
although teachers were made‘aware of its significance. Although teachers
at many schools reported that they made some classroomvimprovements,in
these areas, they did not feel that they were as successful in dealing
with academic performance as they were for other target variables.

o

According to the program model, teachers can affect the 1eve1s of the
instructional variables in their classrooms by making changes in instruc-
tional processes, such as instructional planning, classroom management,
and delivery of instruction. Although many teachers (49%) reported that
they made changes in these processes, particularly with regard to
planning, overall changes reported at‘several_schools (Schools C and H)
were relatively minor. For the most parqg teachers indicated that they
did not actually change their teaching techniques. -

Teachers' perceptions of program success in imprqving-the‘effective—
" ness of basic skills instruction in their own classrooms varied widely
across schools. A majority of teachers (54%) felt that instruction was
more effective during the field test year than in other years. This
ranged‘from‘a low of 25 percent in School H to a high of 77 percent in\
School A Many teachers indicated that their basic skills instruction was
effective in prior‘years, as well as in the field test year. Finally,
many teachers were not sure if instruction was more effective since they
had not seen students' test results;

Teachers at most schools reported neutral attitudes toward the

program. Reactions were negative at a few schools. While many teachers

&




felt that the program was valuable, many also indicated that it.required a

great deal of'additional work.

Summary and Conclusions

Overall, program implementation at the teacher level wasvregarded as
successful in terms of eXpected instructional activities in the classroom.
Field test teachers, in general, reported that they used research infotr- “
mation to'guide the instructional improvement process and indicated that
they attended to targeted instructional variables. A majority of them
seemed to adequately ileement the'imurovement aporoach.

. HOWever;:considerable variation ln the reported degree of teacher
implementatiohvwas observed between schools. Teachers; reports of their
activities indicated that overall implementation was relatively highuin
relation to the program model at some schools, but relatively low at other
_schools. Table 10 precents information on teacher implementation ln terms
of summary indices for each of the data categories described in Table 9
and in'the,precedlng narrative. lﬁpecific_rules for deriving the summary
indices are discussed in Appendix D.’ The ove:a}i teacher implementation
index suggecsts hat teachers engaged in the improvement proceSS to a hlgh
degree at two, schools (Schools A and G), to. a medium degree at four
schools (Schools B, D, F, and I),and to a low degree at three schools
(Schools C, E, and H). In the next‘section, these measures are combined
with principal implementation measures to'produce:overall school

implementation‘indices which suggest expectations for student achievement.




. Tablg 10 ‘ , .

1 Summafy of Indices® for Teacher Implementation of

. @ : 1 . Achievement Directed Leadership: New Jersey School District
] . Indices for Teacher Level Variablesb : Overall
- " Instruc- , Improved . Teacher
& \ tional ‘Success | Changes in Classroom | Attitudes | * |Implemen~
I . Research| Improve-4 in Imple- Teaching Effective-| Toward Sum of |tation
School '\ | Use ments mentation | Behavior ness Program Indices|Index
o A 3 3 3 .| 2 s | 2| 16 jmgh |
B .3 1 2 2 1 | 1 . | 10 |Med
C 2 1 2 1 1 1 . 8 | |Low
D : 3. . 3 ST 2 -2 2 “ 14 Med
E 2 2 2 1 ‘1 1 9 Low
.v' L2 2. |2 2 2 2 12 |Med
e 7 2 3 3 3 12 3 16  |High
H 1 S T A 1 1 1 6 |Low
1 3 3 2 1 BT 13 |Med
[ |
a Indices describe whether implementation is considered relatively high (index = "M,

medium :(index = "2'"), or low (index =."1"). Specific rules for assigning each .
index are discussed in Appendix D. ’

b»Datalsource: End-of-year questionnaire.
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Summary of Program. Installation and Implementation ; "
in the New Jersey District

The New Jersey D%étrict agreed to full—scale prdgram;implementation,

and’was, therefore, the focus of the field-test evaluation. Tola large

extent, the success of the field test was dependent én the degree po‘whi%h

) the district actually followed through with its plans for comprehensive
implementatlon._ This Section summarizes the actual degree of 1nstallafion
and imﬁlementatlon as reported for the feur preceding levels.
Initial inscalletibn of the program at the district level was
s ’

generally regarded as a success by central office staff and principals;

Training of central office Staff and principals was well received, and

these admlnistrators were confident that they had acquired the knowledge

and skille needed to successfully implement all components of the program.

Leadership training ‘sethinars and ongoing follow-up support by BSC staff ’

 were also perceived'as being adequate and beneficial. Ttis support, while

considerable in early stages of the fie1d<test, gradually diminished as
district leadership assumed the major rolé in-guiding and maintaining the

\ improvement effort.,

> Central officeé involvement in the improvement process was Very

The superintendent was highly committed to the improvement

!

approech and provided the support necessary for its success.

\ strong..

" Some central

office personnel (i.e., DOI staff) worked very closely‘with each of the

I . .
elementary school. principals in planning, training, supervising, and

v

Central office staff,

providing technical assistance to teachers.
i )

themselves,,perceivedvthat their role had eﬁanged freﬁ tﬁeubreviqus year




~ school level than in the gfévious year.

and that they were more supqutive of basic skildls instruction at the

/
R S
. Implementation at the school and classroom levels genenélly followed

the plan outlined by the progr;m model. For thqwmosf.part principals
performed planning, training, and supervising’astivitieg/éi expeétedﬁ)
However, some variations across_schbois were observeé 74;h respect to the
éctuai degree of iﬁplemenfation and the abparé%t level of commitment to
the improvement effort. Likewise, teacher activities, in general,
followed the model. Teachegs reporﬁed théL they used research to.guidé

instructional improvement, attended to targeted classroom variables, and

perceived that th;y were successful in reaching and maintaining appro-

. priate levels of the targeted variables in their classrooms. However, as

with principals, levels of teacher implementation and apparent commitment

to the approach varied widely across schools,

-
v

Information on levels of principal and teacher implementation of the
; .

_improvement approach was categorized in terms of summary indices as

described in preceding sections and in Appendix D. These Summary indices -

describe whether priﬁcipal or teacher implementation was high, medium, or
R 4 R ‘

low with respect to expectations suggested by the‘h;og&am¥model. An

overall school impleméntation index waé derived by comﬁining the principal

and teacher indices.,6 The specific variables for each 1eve¥;encompaSsed by

the overall sch601 indéx are:

o Priﬁcipal Level - -

- attitude toward program

~ number of classroom observations conducted




Y
- number of principal/teacher conferences conducted 4 .

- training outcomes (participant reactions and self-
. assessments. of knowledge and skills).

o Teacher Level B

i

use of research to guide instructional improvement

- improvement in classroom instruction in terms of program
focus variables (relative to prior years)

- changes in instructional planning, classroom management,
and actual classroom instruction -

- cerceived success in implementation

- perceived effectiveness of classroom instruction

- attitude toward program. '
Coe High indices for any of‘the etove veriables indicate that the teacher or
principal behavior or attitude is at a level which closely apgroximates an .
ideai implementation of t'he progrem with respact to that particular .
variable. Low indices, on the other hand, indicate that implementation is
well below desired levels. Medium indicee fall between these extremes;
they suggest that implementationm, although not perfect is generally
satisfactory but not of sufficient maghitcde to warrant a high rating. As
Appendix D indicates, decision rules for the assignment of indices were
somewhat arbitrary. However, they are useful as gross descriptors.of
relati;e,ievels of implementation. |
T i' Table 11 presents the 6§erali scmmary indices for principal and

teecher implementatioe (also see Tables 6, 8, 9 and 10) as well as an

T a : pverall schoolwide implementation index for each school. The overall

schoolwide index represents the sum of the four principal level indices %

s " and the six teacher level indices, and is, accordingly, influenced more by

- 82 n
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Table 11

Summary of Schoolwide Implementation :
of Achievement Directed Leadership: New Jersey School District

Index A B C D E F G H I

Principal Level : '
Implementation Med Low Low ., Med High| Med ‘Med Med Low

-

Teacher Level

Implementation High Med Low Med Low Med High Low Med
Overall ) B

Schqolwide - ;
Implementation High Low Low Med Med Med High Low Med

aSee Appendix D for discﬁssion of procedures for assigning indices.,.
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teacher behaviors than by ﬁrincipal behaviors. The rationale for this
weighting schema is that cfassroom ieVel implementation will, most likely,
have a greater effect on S?udent achigvement and that teacher indices are
more reliable given the 1afger sampleé.

The results suggest that level of implementation varied widely across
schools with £wo schuols (Schools A and 'G) having "high" indices, four
schools "medium" indices (Schools D, E, F, and I), and three schools " ow"
indices {(Schools B, C, and H). The sourcé of the variation is not readily
apparent. Some variation oécurs as the impro;ement précess flows through

each successive level of the hierarchy.. However, it should be noted that

the degree of teacher level implementation did not necessarily follow from

the degree of principal level implementation. Prior involvement also may

have affected impiementation during the field test year. Both "high'
implémentation schools had partici;ated in the development of Achievement
Directed Leadership dﬁfing pfévious school years, although not.on a
schooiwide basis. However, the other two schools that participated in
development (schools C and H) were rated as "] ou" implementatibn'schools.

One probable major source of variation is level of commitment of

principals .nd teachers, an area that was not formally assessed during the

. field test. Scriven (1973) éuggested that degree of motivation and

commitment may have a large influence on implémentation of educational

-

innovations. -Following this line of thought, Lipe and Haveman (1977)

bl

posited four levels of commitment in field test situations which may help

to describe the variations in implemenfation"between schools in the New

\\_
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Jersey School District. They catggorize field test participants as: (D)
agressively resistant, (2) passively resistant, (3) personally committed,
or (4) group committed. “ "

Each of these four levels of cdmmitmeﬁt was observed by BSCwstaff in
one or moré of thé field test schools. Where the principal and teachefs
weré either actively or passi&elykresistant, school implementation seemed
to be low. Where some individuals, but not the entire group,;were
committed, school implementétion apPeared to be medium. Where there was
group commitmenf, school implementation was regardea aé high. Thus, level
of commitment seemed to be a major factor in implementationfbehavior.

In conclusion, the degree of implementatioh of Achié&ement:Di;ected
Leadership can be coﬁsidered as moderate in the New Jersey School
District. All schools attended to Fhe time and content Variables and
implemented the Process to some degree, although some Scﬁdols were more
committed than ofhers to the overall approach according to BSC obser-

vations. Thig variation in commitment seemed to account for variations in

overall levels of implementation amongbschools.

Student Level

The hypothesis of the field test was tha::idétallation and
implementation of Achievement ﬂirected Leadership at the four levels

described above would affect students' classroom behaviors and academic

‘achievement. The acrral degree of implementation atueach‘school would

logically affect the degree to which student outcomes at each school are
influenced. Program effects at the student level are described below in

terms of student behaviors/classroom processes and basic skills

3
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achievement. A final subsection describes the reiationship between

student outcomes and level of installatiou/implementation.

Student Behavior/Classroom Process Outcomes

As indicated in the discussion of program implementation, New Jersey
School Distriet principals and teachers generally addressed all of the
classroom focus variables, although to varying degrees. Targeted class-

T

room process variables include prior learning, student engaged time,

instructional overlap, and academic performance. Outcomes for each of the

variables are discussed below, although data for some variables were not

sufficient to allow conclusions to be drawn.

Prior learning. Teachers indicated that they attended to students'
prior learning strengths and weaknesses in planning instruction and

£

remédiate defiCiencies‘thrbughout the school year. Detailed

attempted to
N .

d{agnostic results for each student indicating mastery or ncamastery of
specific skills were given to teachers at the beginning of the year. How-=
ever, a compreheneive analysis of these detailed diagnostic tests is
beyond the scope of this report. The only cenclusions that can be maee
reéarding prior learniwmg are\that adequate informatibn,on prior learning
was available to teachers and that the§ reported that they used this

information. ' o

Student Engaged Time. In training in the management of students'

classroom time, it is suggeeted that if students spend a specified amount

of engaged time iﬁ basic skills instruction during.the school year,

corresponding growth in student achievement may be expected. These expec~

=%

" tations are based on data from. the Stallings and kaskowitz (1974) study of

~
& b -
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Follow Through eligible classrooms ;nd the Beginning Teacher Evaluation
Study (Fisher, Fiiby,‘MarliaQQ, Cahén;’Dishaw, Moore, & Berliner, 1978).
Based on the actual level of student eﬁgaged time (SET), one would predict
‘Studénts'vtest'scores td ékgeed expectedA-achievement }evels, to fall
below expected‘levels, or to equal expected 1evéls.

Data on student engaged time were collected during opservations in

each basic skills classroom in the New Jersey School District (see

2 N

principal 1eVel, ﬁl 59). Teachers cohpared theif classroom data to data
from the regearch base to establish SET goals, and their SET data from
subsequent observations gave thg empirical feedbéck‘on how well‘they were
achieving their goals. Goals weré typically set in the SET range where
student achievement would be in the above expected range;”

Table 12 indicates'the average daily SET, computed acrogs“the
observations'(apéroximately six total), for each schpol in readiﬁg and
mathematics. In addition, the percent of classes in each gxpected achieve-
" ment range is presented and a school summary index is,prdvided which is
an average of all classroom SET indices. Since research data can not be
extrapolated to seventh and eighth grades, indices for these grades were
not computed, and, therefore, are not part of the school Summary indices.
Thig summary index provides a general indication of‘what would be expected

in terms’ of étudent achievement growth given the average SET levels.

Overall, observed SET was high across the district. A majority of

AExpected»levels of achievement are defined as typical rates of
growth relative to national norms, i.e., no gain in NCE scores from year
to year. ' o '
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Table 12

Summary of Student Engaged Time (SET): New Jersey School District

Reading @ ‘

. ' No. of % in { % in %Z in Average SET
; Schoél " Classes Below Expected Above | SET Indexb
- Range Range Range |(Min./Day)
A - 15 13% 33% 53% 128 3
B | 12 67% 0 33% 90 2
c 16 31% 31% 38% 108 2
D 12 33% 50% - 17% 95 2
E 16 6% 19% 75% | 132 3
F 23 4 9% 87% 126 3
G .12 |0 17% - 83% 125 3
H 7 0 43% 57% 120 2
T as - S (56) -
Total 113 |. 18% 23%  59% 116 3
» Mathematicsa .
No. of © % in % in % in Average SET
School Classes Below Expected Above SET Inde® . .
, Range Range ‘Range |(Min./Day)
A - 14 7% 57% 36% 46 3 '
B o 12. 0 17% | 83% 58 ° 3
c 16 0 38% 63% _50 3
D 12 8% 17% 75% | 55 3" T
E_ 16 31% 13% 562 _46 2
F 23 4% 17% 78% 57 3
G 12 0 33% 67% 55 '3 v
H 7 0 0 ~100% 66 3
S S B 1)) S - | 0 -
| Total 112 7% 257 687 56 .| 3

4SET Index not appropfiate for grades 7 & 8; averages for these
- grades not included in totals’ -

*

bIndex,Key o : 3 LT
1 = Below expected rate.
2 = A: expected rate.
3 = Above expected rate.
Overall school indices are an average of all classroom SET indices, .
and, therefore, do not always reflect the average daily SET for the
school. ‘

n -
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eLementary schoollclasses in both reading and mathematics reported SET
levels which 1ndicated that student growth should exceed expected 1eve1s,

| although three schools (Schools B C,;and D) had reading SET 1eve1s in the
expected achievement range, and o/e'school (School E) had mathematics SET
levels in the same range. In summary, teacher goals for maintaiuing high
levels of SET were achieved in most classes throughout the district.
Assuming that the average SET from all observations for each class was

representative of the entire school year, one would expect that student

achievement gains would be correspondingly high. . ' .

.Instructional dverlap,’ Instructional overlap is operationally
defined as the derCent of test objectives covered by teachers.inlactual
classroom instruetion. Research has demonstrated that students' achieve-
ment relative to expected growth is strongly inflnenced by the degree of
instrnctional-overlap with the test (Brady, Clinton, Sweeney, Peterson, &
.Poynor,ll977). Depending on the amount of overlap, growth in student
achievement mav be.expected to exceed, equal, or fall below predicted
levels. As was the case with SET, indices can be assigned for each of
these three ranges of expected gromth. | °

Data on amount of instructional overlap were collected from partici-
oating teachers on instrgctionalicontent forms that were keyed to the
California Achievement Tests (CAT) at each grade level (see Appendix‘C for
sample form). Table 13 indicates the average amount of instructionmal .
overlap per classroom at each school. 1In addition, the percent of classes
in each. expected achievement range is presented as well as an overall

3

summary index which is an average of the classroom indices. Clearly, the

7 85




Table 13

Summary of Instructional Overlap (I0); New Jersey School District

Reading?

No. of % in % in 7% in . Average 10
Schooll Classes Below Expected Above 10 L.>Inde>cb
Range " Range Range (%)
A 10 0 0o . 100% 93 3 o
B 7 0 0 100% 89 3
c 11 0 0 100% 92 - 3
D 4 0. 0 | - 100% 92 3 ,
E 11 0 0 1007 95 3
“ F 16 0 0 ) 100% | 92 3
G 7 0 o~ 100% | 92 3
H 5 0 0 100% 87 3
1 (10) - 1 - - (88) -
Total 71 0 ‘ 0- 1002 92 - 3
: Mathematics® ': - ‘;’
No. of % -in % in . % in Average 10 ' ’ :
3éhdol Classes - Below Expected Above | 10 IndexP
Range Range Range (%)
. A 10 - 0 30% 707 93" 3
B L. 6 0 33% 67% .| 92 3
¢ 11 0 45% 55% 93 .3
D 7 0 43% . 57% | 83 -3
E 8 0 13% ;A ) 3
F 13 0 317 69% | = 92 3
G 3 0 0 - 1007 95 3
H 4 0 25% 754 | 90 3
|- (1) - - - (91) -
Total 62 | © 31% 69% 91 - 3
210 Index not appropriate for grades 7 and 8; averages for these grades .
not included in totals _ ‘
"PIndex Key | =" | : : L )
1 = Below expected rate. ® o ‘ ' . '
' 2 = At expected rate. : s . ’ : '
3 = Above expectéd rate. '




results are extremeiy"high, particularly in reading where overlap fo; all

classes in the district was in the range where student achievement would
: . ‘ | . ’

be expected to exceed the normal rateLef growth; Classrgom level reselts
: for mathematics, althouép very high, were not quite as éositive as those
for reading. In summary, teachers indicated that coverage of contemnt in
their classes maeched almost all basic skills objectives assessed by the
b . 3§
| CAT. TFrom this, one would eiﬁect growth in studentpachievement to be very
hi;gh.“ . a

Academic performance. Attending to academic performance requires

systematic monitoring of students' success in daily work, mastery of
. N

skills, and review of content. Although teachers were. introduced to the

conEept of academic performance in training sessions, this variable was
not emphasized as strongly as SET or instructional overlap .during the

3 . . field test. Accurate data describing this variable were limited; teachers

periodically described overall success and mastery rates for their classes
on the principal/teacher conferenee forms. Teachers at approximately half

of the schools reported success.and mastery rates in the 80-100 percent

range, with the remaining schools in the 50-79 percent range."Results~
. : R

were similar for reading and mathematics. In summary, the reported

<

results indicate that students' success and mastery were relatively'highf

across the district, although the quality of‘the data 1is pdor. No data

- °

14

were collected on students' review of content.
Summary. In conclusion, the relatively high lével of brogramA
implémentation Seemedoto;rgsﬁlt in positive outcomes in terms of targeted

-




student behaviors and instructional processes. Based on these results, '

one would also expect students' achilevement gains to exceed what might be

+

predicted on the basis Jf national norms.

4

-

Student Achievement

3 '

®
-

Results from the district—wide testing program were used'as the basis
- for examining Student achievement in reading and- mathematics. The
‘vCalifornia Achievement Tests (CAT) were administered to all students in
_every grade. Results are presented in Table 144in‘terms of normal curve
equivalents (NCEs) by school and grade, for tests administered in the
ﬁspring of 1980, I981, and 1982. The grade level scores are'reported in a ”
diagonal analysis keyed to the groups of students in particular grades. in ' -

1982 so that groups ‘are relatively comparable acrpss years. For example, |

scores in the row for: grade three }:epresent achievement of students in _ ’ . ",
grade three in 1982, grade two in 1981, and in grade ome in 1980. Thus,.
scores can.be compared directly across'rows to assess overall achievement v
;gains. ’HOWever, since scores for grades one and two were not available

vfor all three years, they were not included in any school mean. Table'14‘
'also shows NCE gains over the baseline yC"r,(80—81) as well as over the

field test year (81- 82) ' o '

According to the Title I norm-referenced evaluation MOdel students'

[

achievement should progress at a rate consistent with that of ‘students in
the national norming sample.- In other words, an NCE change of zero indi-
cates that students' achieyement growth rate equals the rate of the repre-

sentative national sample. The findings'show that improvement in both .

reading and mathematics was demopstrated in the New Jersey "School District | '

82 ’ 3 ' :7"/
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Student*Achievement Scores®: New Jersey School District

%

s

[~ 288

a8 gcores represent results of talifdrnia Achievement Tests as normal
(NCEs) compared through a diagonal analysis as described in’text.

computed from grades where data were available for all three years.
therefote, include scores. from.gFades thre
scores from grades three through seven for S¢hools B, D, E, F, and H,

‘ for 1980 and 1981 for the middle school (S
- received students from four elementary schoo
.to obtain. A mean for -this school was not calculated due to the_incqppleteness of .the

. data.

a

2

™

83

£

1ls.and records were-dispersed and difficult

curve equivalents .

School ‘means were
School means,

e through six for Schools A, C, and G, and
Comﬁiete'data‘

ool I) were unavailable because it

.‘ ;4:‘. ’;‘
Sl f 93

School A | . School B o School C
1982 .+ | + T +1 + +
CROPE, | 1980|1981 1982’§6i§I’§£Z;: 1980 |1981]1982 §6f§zwgii§;A 1980 (1981|1982 56:21781-52
! - - - - - N - - N R - -
2 - | 54 [ 57 - | +3 - | 621 61 -] 1 - | 47 | 50 - 3
3 48153 50l +5| =3 |l 52l 571 a9l +5| -8 44} a7 |[51] +3 | +4
4 wo | a6 | a6 | 2] 42| 54| 49 56| -5 +7| 46 | 51| as | +5 | 6.
5 i | a5 | 551 +1 | +10 0| 571 61| 56| 4| -5 51| 43| 49 | -8 | 46
T 6 37 | 43| 48| -6 | +5 || 5370 60| 57| +7| -3l "42 | a6 f a5 | +4 | -1
7 o= - -l -l seysajee) 2|2l - - -} -1 -
VEAN | 44 | 46 | 50| 42 | +4 || sS4 | 56| 57| +2 | +1 46| 47|48 | 41| +1
‘MATI{EMATICS i
| ~ School A School 3 ’ . o School C
1982 1. . 4 + +1 + , + +
E%?é% 1980/ 1981 1982’56:21<§i:§z 1980/ 1981 19852§8j§;‘§1:§2, 1980 1981|4982 [80-81{81-82] .
1 - - _ _ _ - _ - - - I BT -1
2 - | 571 62 -1 45 157l 60| = 43 -l le2 |7 -1 +
3 | ss| 3|60 | .| 42| 56|65 | 58| 49| -7 5462 |57 | 48, -4
4 53| 52| 61| -1| +9 | 65]50) 67| 61 +8|| 52| 58 |64 | 46| +6
5 58 | 54 | 67 240 #13]) 69 70| 66 +1 | <4 51 {753 | 59 | +2 16
6 | 490l 57 61|48 | +4 64l 71| 77| +5| +61|.56 56 53| o} -3
T -1 - - sl ele|mn|es]aall - -] | | -
MEAN 54 | 55| 62 | -+l w71 64| 66| 6971 +2 X ﬁs 531 57 [ 58 | 44| +1

(22




) Table 14 (gont‘d) » : ‘

- New Jersey School District

READING - - _
School D - = School B - School F
1982 _ f ? 0 m
LEVEL 119801981 (1982 [60-81|81-82] 1980{1981]|1982[B0-81|81-82| 1980|1981 |1982 |80-8]1 |81-82]:
1 T - - N R - _ VA _d
v 7
o2 - | 51 | 48 - -3 - | 53] 41 - | -12 - | 62 | 49 - |.-13

3 | 49 |53 |51 | 44| -2 || 51| 53| 51| +2| -2 5441 |40 |-13 | -1

4 47 | 45 | 51 | -2 +6 48 | 47 | 46 | -1 =1 44 | 38 | 46 -6 | +8°

5 42 | as | a8 | 42 | 44 47 1 39 40| -8 | 41|l 45 |81 |47 | -4 | +6

6 49 | 47 | 46 | -2 | -1 45 |, 40| 45| -5 45 || /44 | 40 | 38 | -4 | -2

2 1 sa |4z |49 | -0 47 || a1 40| 39| -1 -1 36 |39 |43 | +3 | +4
MEAN 48 | 46 | 49 -2 +3 46 | 44 | 44 -2 0] 45 | 40 | 43 -5 +3

v ' / ) !
R A S

n ) // - ' : ' . .

MATHEMATICS ; . - ‘

. School D | School E =~ ' School F - .
1982 | / T 1+ + i/ ,
98 1 21 R 2N
FEVEL { 1080] 1981] 1982/80-81|61-82] 1980|1981| 1982{'80-81]81-82| 1980|1981]1982|80-81) 81-82

1 —> _ _ —. B _ _ _ _ _ ///I _ _ _ _ —. _ o

2 ~ | s3] 62z -] 49|l -] 59| 42 -l - eatss | -1 -9

3 54 62| 57 [ +8| -5 55| 55 57 0] +2|] 611 48| 49 [ =13 | +1

‘ 4 52| sa| 64|  +6| 46 50| 54l 53| 44| =1|| 48| 46| 54l -2 +8

5 50 { 53] 59 +2 +6 52 | 44| 49 -8| +5 50 | 48 | 58 -8 |.+10

6 56| 56| 53 ol =3l sil as| 48| -6| +3|] sa| 50| 55| -4 45

7 sg | sé| eo| o) +2| 47|-55] 48| +8| -7 48] 5556 47| 4Ll |
MEAN | 54| 57| 59| 43| +2| 51| 514 51 0 of| 53] 4954 | -4 #5
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: Table 14 (cont'd) . _ /'/
. e . ’ ' f 7,’/
[ ‘ 4 New Jersey School District ~
/ READING ) : , . ‘ -
| School G- : School H ‘ _ School T = - g
| , . ) . . ‘ ) . v ) LI .
+ + i . : t s + e + { 7 + L F T
1980 (198111982 [B0-81|81-82 || 1980|1981[1982{80-81{81-82]| 198019811982 |§0-81 |§1-82
1 N _ - N _ N -l -
. : i
2 - | 55| 61 -1 +6 - | 54| 57 - 3 - -] - - -
3 49 | 42 | 64| -7 | +22 | 58| 5s50] 51| -81 +L - -1 - - -
4| 43147 | 58| +4 | +11 || 51|54 50| 3| -4 - - = - _
s [ a7 j a1 ]aa| -6 | +3 | 52| 54| 59| 42| 45 U R R A -
6 48 | 46 | 53| -2 | 47| 's1 ] 60 |-58| 49 | -3 S N - -
7 - -1 - - -l 52 | 56 56| +4 0 R A Y -1 -
8 - -1 - -1 - S S - - =139 | 42 S
MEAN 1 47 | 44 | 55 | =3 | +11 53 | 55| 55| +2 0 )
MATHEMATTCS T
| School G. School H . School I
| . . ' 2
r 1’ g . - M -
1982 /;545/ +N | ] 2 N S
CBOBE | 1980] 1981) 1982 B0-81!"31-82!| "1980| 1981| 1982|80-81| B1-82|| 1980|1981|1982 | 80-81|81-82
y T 3 i T 1 T N E
- B | - 5670 | +h ol - ls2 |55 .~ | +3 S IS D .
A i a
"B |°50 | 45 | 65| -5 | +20.]l 56 | 48 | 59 | -8 | +I1 SR U SRS SIS N S
4 45 | 54 |61 | 49 | 47 |[* 51| 62| 59| +11| -3 U D - -
5 56 | 47 | 52 9 | 45| 57 {58 59| 41| +1 -] - S
. | S0 | 56| 65| +6!| +9 | 55|61/ 63| 45| 42 2= T -
2 R R - -l s2 |64 | 67| 412 | 43| ;- | - |53 - -
8 - -] - - - A - e | CEN Y/ A - | 42
WEAR | 50 | 511 61 +1 | +10 || 54 | 59 | 61| 451 /42
R ‘ 7
. } 'Q.j
. , /
A
I /. ,“, . P
I d ' > / N
j 85 (
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during the field test year. In general, gains were slightly/higher in

- mathematics than in reading. At the school level, overall gains were

highest at schools A, ¥, and G. At these schools, total increases ranged

£rom three to 11 NCE points in reading and from five to 10 NCE points in

mathematicsm No school registered a decline in achievement during the

field test year. 'Even in tie "worst' cases, student achievement improved
!
at a pace simllar to that of the national norm group (NCE gain of zero)

Schools E and H in reading and School E in mathematics. In other words,
achievement at all schools progressed at a rate equal to or exceeding what

would have been expected rela%i?é‘to national norms. Educationally

significant gains of five or m {e NCE points5 were made at one school in

reading'(School9G}mandwatwthree~sehooissinwmathemaeicsm( choolsmA,nE, and

c). o

I
In reading, of the 46 grade 1eve1 score changes for the fiéld test

year, there were 26 gains ranging from one to 22 NCE points; 19 losses,

ranging from one to 13- NCE points] and one case of no NCE gain. Fifteen

of the 26 gains were edocationally significant, while only five of the 19

losses were educationally significant. 1In mathematics, there were 35
" K .S ‘ ‘

~~+gains, ranging from one to -20 NCE points; and 11 losses, ranging from one

to 17 NCE points. Twenty—two of the 35 gains were educationally~signifi—

' cant, while only five of the 11- losses were educationally significant.

With the exception of 8chool I, the middle school, at least one grade

[

5See chdpter on Field Test Evaluation Procedures for discussion of
rationale for rule of thumb considering educational significance.

/
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‘ level at each school made an educationally significant gain in reading
and/or mathematics,
From 1980 to 1981, of the eight schools for which data were
available, in reading four schools demonstrated overall.gains, from one to
. - two NCE points,'and four schoels registered overall 1oSses, ftom two to
- o five NQJ points. L‘,Three of the four schools that made gains in reading
over 1980—81 also made gains over 1981—82 The fourth school maintained
its overall growth pattern (i.e., an NCE gain of zero). Three of the four
schools that registered losses from 1980to 1981 in reading made gainsq
from 1981 to 1982; the fourth school maintained its overali pattern (i.e.,
-a NCE gain of zero). ‘ | “ ’ ' -
From 1980 to 1981, in mathematics-six schools registe;ed'overall |
' gains from one to five NCE points, ome school registered an overall loss
‘. ‘of four NCE points, and one school had no NCE gain. All six schools that
made overall gains over 1§80—81 also made gains omer’1981—82' ﬁhe schooL
t : with a loss from 1980 to 1981 made a substantial gain' and the School with
no NCE gain between 1980 and 1981 continued its overall patterm between
1981 and 1982. Some of the changes were dramatic. For example, at School
G, the school total score for reading\changed from -3 NCE points over
1980-81 to +11 NCE points over 1981—82, and the totai“mathematics score
changed from +1 to +10 NCE'points. In addition, the mathematics score at
“School F'Changed from -4 to +5 NCE points.

Lo~

Results on the state-wide basic skills proficiency test corroborate

#

the gaine and*high levels of achievement demonstrated on the CAT. As :

Table 15 indieatee,za higher peigentage of studentsfin both elementary

‘ grade levels tested met statewide standards in 1982 than in 19818 in




Table 15

Student Achievement Relative to State Standards:

Percent of Students

* New Jersey School Districtj'_

Meeting State Standards on Minimal Basic Skills Test

School Math Reading
Grade 1981 1982 Change 1981 1982 | Change
3 71.7 86.5 14.8 78.3 94.6 | 16.3
< 6 59,0 100.0 41.0 68.4 96.4 | 28.0
3 " 73.9 ' 76.5 2.6 95.7 94,1 | -1.6
6 85.7 100.0 14.3 82.1. 100.0 | 17.9
3 59.1 100.0 40,9 86.4 100.0 | 13.6
6 78.8 76.9 -1.9 79.2 88.5 | ~ 9.3
3 86.8 97.3 10.5 | 100.0. 97.3 | -2.7
6 74.2 95.1 20.9 77.4 85.4 8.0
3 78.1 92.3 18.1 75.0 96.2 | 2L.1
6 - 85.2 85,7 0.5 77.8 91.4 13.6
3 67.7 92.3 24.6 73.8 92.3 | "18.5
6 80.3 100.0 ' | +19.7 75.4 81.8 6.4
3 87.5 100.0 12.5 90.6 100.0 9.4
6 92.3 ° 95.2 2.9 92.3 95.2 2.9
3 . 85.7 84.6 | o -1.1 92:9 100.0 7.1
& 100.0. 100.0 0.0 "..| 100.0 93.3 | -6.7
3 74.1 92.9 18.8 84 .4 96.0. | 11.6
6 79.7 |° 92.6 12.4 79.4 89.6 | 10.2
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virtually all schools. Improvements were =evident in both reading and

mathematics. At the end of the field test, almost all third and sixth

~

grade students in the district met the standards. District level totals

n

" ranged from 90 to 96 percent. These represented improvements ranging from

10 t; 19- percent, despite nearing the ceiling for the groupé.

In:summary, stﬁdent thievement results {; both -reading aéd mathe-
matics are impressive. Students at.all-schools progréssed at rates at
least cénsistent with achievemént e#péctations based on the national norm

gfoup, and at many schools, gains exceeded achievement expectations. In

most cases, these gains reversed trends exhibited during the baseling

yeaf. -At the end of the 1981-82 yeaf, achievement iﬁ most field test

schools was around the national average in reading, and significantly

higher qhan‘the national average in mathematics. Likewise, performance

4]

relative to statewide basic skills standards improved, Wifh almost all

students in the district meeting state standards appropriate for their

grade ievelp

Relationship of Classroom Process Variables to Student Achievement

Achievement Directed Leadership is based on reseaych that suggests
strong relationShips between several classroom process variables and

student achievement gains. Therefore, it-waS‘eXpected that student

achievement would be directly related to the degree to which teachers

aCtually attended to these variables in their plaséroomsl To test the
relationship between classroom process variables and student achievement

gainé, indices were constructed as outlined in the field test methodology

chapter, and chi-square analyses of available SET, instructional overlap, A

s

a3




base, since variability must exist for correlations to be established.

£

-
N

and student achievement data from the New Jersey School District were per- O
formed. Due to the lack of variability in the'classroom process data

(i.e., almost all scores were in the extreme high end of ‘the range), no

relationship wasﬁevident. However, this does not refute the research

Relationship of Level of Program Implementation to Student Achievement

/This subsection examines the relationship between level of program

|

implementatlon and studentlachievement gains in the New Jersey School
District. Table 11 on page 73 summarized the level of - program implemen—
tation for each'of the field test schools. Table 16 shows how these‘

-

implemention summary indices are reldted to student achievement gains. ' e

“The results are graphically illustrated in Figures 5 and 6.for$reading7and

mathematics, respectlvely. Since no school mean for student achievement L. ‘

.was calculated for School I, data for that school ‘are not 1ncluded 1n

- Table 16, or in Figures 5 o0r 6. The findings demonstrate_relational

trends between level of program implementation and student ach1evement.

\\

The two schools (Schools A and G) with a high degree of program

implementation exhibited the'largest increases in aéhlevement in xeading

“and‘mathematics over the course of the field test. In addition, their

gains from 1981 o 1982 were in comtrast to their gains over the baseline .
’ . ‘

year (1980 to 1981) On the other hand, the three schools (Schools B, C,

. and H) with a low degree of implementation exhibited little change during

the field test year and this change was basically consistent with the

change over the

lOu‘ © 0




.Tablée 16

N Summary of Relationship Between Level of Program Impleﬁentatibn

and Student Achievement Gains::.. New Jersey School District

’

ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic

.t READING MATHEMATICS .
Summary of . o "
School Imple- L +/- +/- N +/- %/-
School mentation 1989 1981 1982 8b-81 | 81-82 1980 1981 1982 80-81 | 81-82
A High . 44 46 50, | +2 + . 54 55 62 +1 +7
B Low - 54 | 56 57 +7 +1 64 66 69 +2 +3
4 - AN § .- -
. N iy L , ’ .
o c Low 46 47 - . 48// +1 |+ 53 .57 58 ° .t +1
D , Medium 48 46 49 -2, +3 54 57+ 59 +3 +2
- A
E Medium. 46 | 44 44 -2 0 51 51 51 o o -
CF _ Medium 45 | 40 43 -5 +3 53 49 54 -4 +5 -
‘G T~ High T 47 . 55 -3 +11 50, 51 61 +1 +10
Co o - . . ey I
" T Low 53 55 55 +2 | 0 54 59 61 +5 +2
o0 _ - o = - i
MEAN ° 48 47 50 -1 +2 o 54 56 59 32 4| +4
Note: Testqued is the California Achievement Teft& Scores are reported as NCEs. ’ )
. ! : .
. . " ' ot \ o v
. . &
O - $
T, I :
) ‘;: G +
//‘ ’ 4 »
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baseline year. The three schools (Schoolst, E, and ) with medium levels

of 1mplementation exhibited varying achievement gains during the - field

[

' test year and in comparison to the baseline year.’ In some cases, their

gains (e.g., School F for mathematics) approached those of the high
implementation schools whlle in other cases the1r gains (e.g., School E
for reading and mathematics) were similar to low implementation schools.
In summary, a relationship between ine1 of—program implementation
and student achievement in reading and mathematics was - demonstrated .
Although all’ schools implemented the program to some degree and all
exhibited improvement at least consistent with eXpectations, achievement
gainsIWere most positive for those schools with the highest levels of
implementation.‘ Although the field test evaluation design was |

non—eXperimental, this relationship lends considerable support to'the

hypothesis that Achievement Directed‘Leadership has a considerable

positivenﬂmpact upon student achievement. _ s

>

Overall Summary of New Jer ey Field Test Findlngs 3

This chapter has described Achievement=Directed Leadership field test
findings in the New Jersey School District in terms of implementation «
) activities and outcomes“at.five levels: 'BSC, district, principal,
teacher, and student. The district'sbeight'elementary schools:and,one'.

" middle school participated in the field test. The .New dersey School"

District was,selected as the site for the field test because of its plans

vfor‘comprehensive implementation. | |
Qrientation and’initial training of central office staff and

principals were regarded as successful.» Training was well received and
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"degree of implementatio

~ .

. . ' -

adminstrators were confident that. they had acquired the necessary knowl-

edge'éhd skiile to implemenF all components of the-pnog§Em. However, BSC
observers repor;edbehat 1e§els.of.pfincipal cqmmitment add,understanding .
of key coneepeé varied someWhefa implying‘fhat‘teacﬁer training end
. 5 . : ,
program implementation would‘varx in qual%ty amoﬁg schpels.
The district supefipiendent aed assistant‘superintegdent'ﬁrovided key
1eadershiphin'settidé,district—wide policies for school imprevemep¥ aﬁd »

, ] ! "
took an active role.in planning and implementing the program. Other

s

central office staff were also actively involved as they assumed new roles -
es instructiqnaf leaders. - All central office staff werevery committed to
the improvement approach‘and provided the support necessary for its

success. All district level planning and participatory supérvision .

activities were effeetiﬁeiy carried out. Although-the BSC initially

provided considerable assistance in planning and training, theksuper—

< a - :
intendent, assistant superintendent, and other central-,office staff .,

. gradually aseumed major responsibpilities for these roles. .

Programdimplementation at the principallievel generally proceeded

accdrdiné to district plans although some variation among schools was

34 B B ..

observed. Prineiﬁalswsystematically'planned for implementation, in most
cases trained-teachens with respect ;to the time and content variables, and
participated with teachers in supervisory activities. However, actual

h ranged from Low (at three schools) to high (at:

‘a
N0 ’

one school). +«These variations are pfobably due, 1in large part, to the .

differing levels of commitment and understanding noted by BSC observers.w

EY

Overall, teachers' activities sufficiently followed the designated

:implementation model when considered on a district-wide basis. For— -

95 .-
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ekample, they used research'fo*guide instructional‘improvement,.and
; ? ‘ . - .

attended‘to targéted classroomtvariables. They also, reportéd that they '

’
e s

were’ generally successful in implementing the program components in their

classrooms. However, as with princﬂpalsu levels of commitment and imple—
P
mentation seemed to vary widely across schools. Actual degree of teachera

implementation ranged from low (at three schools) to high kat"two
A . ’
scﬁoolsg. Considering the jointﬂszects-of principal and teacher o

——ry

implementation, schools weré categorized as relatively high (2 schools),,

’
v;':‘] . .

medium (4 schools), or low (3 schools)'in terms of overall levels of

‘implementation of the improvement approach.

P v

The moderate level of program implementation district—wide szemed to
result in positiVe outcomes in terms of targeted student behaviors.

Instructional overlap between actual classroom instruction and learning

obJectives corresponding to sfandardized achievement test items was .
Y

, uniformly'high throughout schools in the district. L}kewise, teachers at

A

mostwschools met their‘targetedigoals for maintaining high levels of .-
student‘engaged‘time. Although measures of other important classroam
ptocess variablesqwereonot'availabl%,‘conditions“mere exhibited that would
‘indicate;high expectations regarding student‘achievement gaiﬁg;'

Student a¢hievement results in both reading and mathematids were~

impressive. Students at all schools progressed at rates at least con-

sistent with ach’evement expectations based on the mational norm group,

and at many schoqls, gains exceeded achievementmexpectations._ In most
o # ! .
cases these gains reversed ‘trends .exhibited dufing the baseline year.
A . :
District-wide achievement; at the end of the field test, was around the

national average in'reading‘and significantly exceeded the nationél

<
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- , . ; - het I%\ \k/ N o ] -
e , o ' S
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' . * average in mathematics, Likewise,, most students in the district met ) ’
“ e N . —
’ | ¢ e : . ra - .
statewide minimum basic skillS—-standards. .- .. ‘ .
' T A relationship between level of program i'mplementation and student '
’ - T, ) o = - ) *
achie'vement‘1 in reading and mdthematics was observed. Achievement’ 'gainsv
were most positive for those schools with the highest levels of <dmplemen-
~ ":~ - : . & .
. .. .tation and least positive (although not negative) for schools with lowest
- ; % / LS >
o no e . - s » ! B . § .
" levéls of implementation. These relationships lend considerable support
to the hypothesis that Achievement Directed Leéadership has a significant. ”
.y ~positive impact on student achievement. . .
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PENNSYLVANIA ANALYSIS

The 1981-82 field test of the effectiveness of the Achievement
Directed Leadership program was conducted by the Basic Skills Component
(BSC) of Research for Better Schools, Inc., in three school districts
located in New Jersev, Pennsylvania, and Delaware. Tae New Jersey
District was the focus of the field test since the program was fully implef
mented in this district during the time of the field test.

The field test in Pennsylvania and Delaware’consisted of supplemen-
tary analyses to examine additional questions about the effectiveness_nf

Achievement Directed Leadersh1p. The focus of interest in the

. Pennsylvania District was the. effectiveness of the program when only part

of the total approach is implemented in a school district. The major
interest in the Delaware District was the continuing effects of program
participation on student achievement over a number of years.

This discussion of‘the Pennsylvania analysis is in five sections.
First, the purpose of the analysis is outlined. Second, an overviewvof
the school'district and the participating schools is presented. Third,
the nature and extent of program 1mp1ementation are described | Fourth,
student achievement results are displayed and discussed Fifth, con-

clusions concerning partial implementation are presented.

Purpose of the Analysis

During the summer of 1981, the BSC and the Pennsylvania Districta
discussed the poss1bi1ity of the district's involvement in the 1981-82

field test of Achievement Directed Leadership. The district, which had no .
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prior involvement with the ﬁrogram, expressed interest in a partial imple-
mentation. The BSC viewed the district's interest as an opportunity to
test whethéf partial implementétion of Achigyement Directed Leadership

- would influence studenF achievement, and decided to include the district

in the field test for that reason. Thus, analysis of the Pennsylvania

»

District's involvement focused on determining whether partial implementa-

tion of the program would affect student achievement.

District and School Overview

The Pennsylvania ﬁistrict has 12,700 studénts from anlindustrial city
and its surrounding boroughs. It is’the fifth largest school district iﬁ
the state. It has 17 elementary.schools, five junior high schools, and
two:seni;r high échools. fhe district's minoritf population, about 12

percent of the total student population, is predominantly Hispanic.

.Table 1 presents some descriptive characteristics of the five elemeri-

tary schools that participated in the field test. All of them are K~6
schools, and there is little variation among them in the other character—
istics listed, although School E is a smaller school wifh a lower average

daily enrollment and Schools B and D have a higher average class size.

Nature and Extent of Program Implementation

.In August of 1981, the BSC conducted an ériéntation of Achievement
Directed Leadership for some central office staff aﬁd e}ementary
pfincipals in the Pennsylvania ﬁistrict. After the orientation, it was
decided that the district's-implementation would consist of the following:

°

(1) the BSC would train principals of five of the 17 elementary schools
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Table 1.

Description of Field Test Schools: Pennsylvania-District' K

x\'
: A
Schqols
'Chaygcteristics _ A B C . D E
Grades in School K -6 K- 6 K - 6 K-6 K - 6
_ Average Daily Enrollment 295 - 262 331 \ 286 . 165
' Average Daily Attendance : o : o : S . :
Rate 95% 91% 927% 907% . 93% R
Number of Teachers 8 10 - 8 13 ' 9 . 6
Average Class. Size 26 31 ‘ 25 32 25
Average Years Experience , |
- of Teachers over 10 over 10 over 10 over 10 10
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and ,some ‘central office staff in the improvement approach and in the
&

management of the time and content variables; (2) these principals, with

“

BSC and central office support and assistance, would train and work with

,teachers in the use of the improvement approach,and the management of the

\

time and content variables, and (3) the BSC would work with central office
staff in leading and supporting the work in the schools.

In August,,the,BSC conducted a five-hour introductory training
session on content management. Two of the five principals and some
central office staff attended this session. Because the district lacked

prerequisites'for implementation of content management (i.e., prior

'learning data, and a standard curriculum ‘or common texts for both reading/

language arts and mathematics), teacher training in content management was

to be limited in scope and postponed until necessary_materials hecame
available. The BSC provided furthervtraining to principals in content
management during monthly leadership seminars.

In September, the BSC conducted a time’ management workshop. Twelve

hours, Spanning three days, were devoted to this workshop. The five

principals and central office staff assuming major roles in program

o

implementation attended all three days.‘
After the time training workshop, the five principals oriented and
trained teachers‘in their respective schools in the improvementmapproach
and in the management of the time variables. Most of the formal time |
training of teachers by principals was conducted during faculty meetings.
This time.training was completed by Novemher.
In regard to content management training, as needed material became’

available, it was provided to principals who in turn informed teachers and

108
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K

monitored their use of these materials. For mathematics, the content
forms matching test items with curriculum were completed>by'the BSC by

December. However, similar forms for reading were not completed until
. : .

April.  The pfincipals in Schools A and E conducted the earliest and most

intense work with teachers in the management of the content variables for

mathematies. The other principals did varying amounts of informal work

with teachers on an individual Basis in regard to mathematics content

-

«ﬂ

traiﬁing. Limited training was provided'to teachers in the content
. ,. . v . . . . . | .’ ! » /

variables for réading during the time of the field test.

After they fad trained,their teachers in the time variables, the five

principals monitored teacheereerrmance 6f program functions and engaged .

_in ongoing communication with teachers primarily through structured class-

room obsérvations and principal/teacher conferences. Most teachers

reported that principals observed their classes épproximately seven times “

- and conducted an average of three conferences. Both principalsband

teacher; réported.that téachers used the;improvément apprbach in their
zclassfooms. | | . :

In4additioﬁ to training, the BSC‘provided onéoing support and
te;hnical assistance to cent;al office staff and the five principals._ At
ieast once a montﬁ, thevBSC éondﬁctea leadershiﬁ seminars for the involved

central office staff and the five principals. These seminars dealt with e

training needs, impléméntatiqn problems, and plapning issues; The BSC'

- e - - “

also‘provided follow-up technical assistance through periodic mee%ings
with central office staff and with individual principals who requested

assistance.

¢

.
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The supérintendentiof the Pennsylvania'District conducted one formal,

conference dith each of'the five’principals involved in the program.

Thesevconferences provided an opportunity for the superintendent and

principalsfto discuss any program concerns and to review plans and activi-

ties for ihstructional imprdVement.

e - i
!

) In. spmmary, partial implementatlon of Achievement D1rected Leadership
in the Pennsylvania D1strict basically entailed the following.

The BSC or1ented and trained five principals and some central “

@—
office staff in the improvement approach and the management
- 'of the time and content var1ables.
. f
- o 2./The five principals, with BSC support and some assistance by

¢ vthe central office staff, oriented, formally trained, and
;worked with their respective teachers in regard to the
) ! improvement approach and the management of the time
} variables.

3 All of the pr1nc1pals formally or informally tra1ned and

| worked with their respective teachers, "although to varying
degrees, in regard to the management of the content variables
for mathematics. Work done by principals in the management
of the content variables for reading was limited in scope and

accomplished late in the school year.

Student Ach1evement Results'

o

J

' Results from the d1strict s testing program were used as the bas1s
forrexaminlng student achievement 1n reading and mathematics. In the
Pennsylvania District, the Science Resarch Associates (S5RA) achievement
test series is administered to all students in every grade éach spring.

\\\\\ $RA test results are summarized in Table 2 in terms of normal curve

equivalents (NCEs) by school and grade, for tests ad”Inistered_ln"198l*”"

fiand 1982 The grade level scores are reported in a diagonal,analysis
/

!

/ keyed to the" groups of students in specified grades in 1982 so that groups

!

’

,'/ are relatively-comparable across years. For example, a score in the row

-
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‘Table 2

Student Achievement Scoresg: Pennsylvania District

.
-
L s ™

. " R ' . . ' N i Reading
School A iSchool B _ School é‘ School D : School E
iGrade . poc . ;t/:// ;jffr// j}<f/ 2 /f/ﬁ"'
81-82 | 1981%1982|81-82 | 1981 1982 | 81-82 || 1981 |1982 | 81-82 i 1981 | 1982 | 81-82 j 1981 1982 81-82
 .1. -6 - - 64 | - - 48 - - 59 - - 47 -
N . 2 | 72 {80} 48 64 | 59 s | .s6%| 64 | - 48 67 | 62 -5 | 47 | 50 +3.
3 | 64 | o 51 | 52 |0 41 62 | S8 =4 60 |_60 .0 44 | 43 -1
' 4 58 | 63 |. +5 59 » 58l -1 '53> 57. +4 55 |. 54 —i‘ 49 44 | =5
5 59 |61 +2 46 53 +7 48 50 +4 62 66 +4 3/{; 49 +15
6 57 | 66 +9 \58 55 | -3 ‘61 57 =4 .w68 .‘6'6 -2 42 | 49 +7
MEAN 60 lou | +u I 54l ss +T, 56 | 56 o I 61 i 62 | 41 0 42 | 46 | 44"
> —
° .. Mathemgtiés )
School A School B Sehgol C__ School D School E i,
; * Grade PR . e - . ,/’"1 ' .
g | St sipwlse | e 1o ees { e o ety o6 {1900 01e0n | 1o 1002 E1ctl
‘ o |- e | - - | 75 I N el - | - les | - 1
'zl 63 || +18 | 72 | 66 | -6 | 48 |68 | +20 68 | 60 | -8 46 | 52 +6_
3 63 |69 | 46 | 60 59 | -1 | 55 |57 | -3 | es 69 | 43 |l w0 | e | #
4 70 {75 +5 - 59 56 -3 .49 54 +5 | 60 66 +6 41 i 56 +15
5 66 |71 | s | 47 | 50 | 12 | 42 Jso| +8 | 70 | 75 | 45 || 45 50 |45
"6 72 Jea | +10 | 50| 59| s | 57 Ise | +1 | 23 73 | o 49 | 55 | 46
MEAN A8 |74 +6 , 54- 1 58 +4 51 | 54 +3 - - 67 71 +4 bb. 51 +7
Scores represent results of Science Research Associates (SRX)\Achievéﬁent tests as normai curve equivalents
(NCEs) compared through a diagonal analysis as descritad im text. Total scores were computed from grades
where data were avallable for all three years. School means, therefore, include scores from grades two
through six for all schools. - N0
. aeqn
® | |
o - _ . 111 115 ,
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graphically described in Figure 1.

W Y

»

. . . .
for grade three represents achievement of students in’grade three in 1982 o ‘

ard in grade two in 1981. Thus, scores can be compared directlylacross

rows to assess overall achievement gains. These test scores are

AA basic assumption of the Title I Norm-referenced Model is that ° ’

‘student achievement'prog:esses at a rate consistent with that of students

¢

aregistered a zero NCE gain. InAmathematiés, all five. schools registered

R 4

in the national norm group if no spepiaf treatment is introduced. In s

other>words, an NCE ga{;d;; zégﬁ'indicatés that students' gain'in '~

achievement equgls ﬁhat of the fepreseﬁtative national gample. £A1£hough : - .

many "rules of thumb'" have BeenAused to detefmine~the edu;ational

cignificance of achievemént test score géins, for the purpose of_gyis

report a change of five*NCEs was determihed to be educationally

significant based on. a statistical examination of the;diffaégnces between; R

grade levél means. : ‘ . “ g - ‘

The fo%lowing discussion refers to gains/iosses during 1981-82, the

field tést year, for five grade levels, grades two through six. Grade one

isuﬁot'included in the analysis because its 1981 achievement scores are

not available. | o _ <
- At the school level, the results in reading show that four schools

)

registered gains ranging from oﬁe to four NCE points and one school

gains ranging from three to seven NCE points. In Schools A and E, the T

mathematics gains reached the level of educational significance (i.e.,

five or more NCE points). ) - - -

Considering each of -the five grade levels:in each of the five

schools, in reading there were 13 ugains, ranging from one to 15 NCE ‘

4
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Student Achievement in NCEs
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Figure] 1. SRA reading (R) and’ math (M) scores as NCEs for 1981 and

1982, for

the five field test schools in the Pennsylvania District.
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~to 20 NCE points; _

‘the improvement approach and the time variables. After being ﬁfdvided

points; ten losses, ranging from one to five NCE points; and two cases of ‘
. : _ Y

+

zern NCE gains. In mathematics there were 19 increases, ranging ffom one

ive decreases, ranging from one to eight NCE pointsj:
: < :

and one cage/of zero NCE gain. In terms of the educational significance

of these grade level changes, in reading there weré severn cases of
T TR o . ,

v v

educationally significant gains and lhree cases of educationally signifi—

9anf‘1osses. In mathematics, there were 16 cases of educatienally
significant gains ‘and two cases of educationally significant losses.

In summary, during the field test year there were increases in ,

- . . - . /’
reading and mathematics achievement- at both overall school and individual

o : . . v .
grade levels. These achievement increases were greater and more frequent ™ A

. *
in mathematics than in‘'reading. Schoolwide, the two educationally

significani: gains wefe for mathematics,*at Schools A and E. When S ‘

' considering all 25 grade levels (i.e., grades two through_six)réixteen

demonstrated educationally signficant galns for mathématics and seven o

demonstrated educat{fonally significant gains for reading.

Ed ~ Aol YN

"Conclusions - ’ e , .

Y

*In the partial implementation of Achievement Directed Leadership by

e}

the Pennsylvania District, five eiemgntary school principals were’tfained"

by the BSC in thé‘improvement approach and in the management of the time

v

and content variables. After time training, these five -principals

oriented, trained, and worked with their respective teachers in regafd to

with prerequisite materials, these principals conducted some training and

-

»

:
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wworked with teachers in regard to the management -cf the content variables
. " “\

for mathematics, and to a much lesser extent for reading;

-
.

Studentfacﬁievemeﬁt findings from the five participating schools

suggest thet the partial implemehtatiqn of Achievement Directed Leadeiship

in this district did positively influence student achievement in reading

~and mathematics. Moreover, student achievement gains' for mathematics, an

area that received greater program attention, were higher than those for

~

feading.
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Appendix B:

Delaware Analysis




. |  DELAWARE ANALYSTS

. The 1981-82 field test of the effectiveness of the Achievement

Directed Leadership program was conducted by Research for Better Schools,

Inc., in three school districts located in New Jersey, Penﬁsylvania; and

o

Delaware. ‘The New Jersey School gistrict was the fdcus of the f;eid test,
since Achievement Directed i;adershiﬁ was fully implemented in iie
district's nine elementary schools and on; ﬁiddle school duriﬁg theitime
period scheduled for the field test. J

Two supplementary ahalfses were conducted in Pennsylvania and Dela-

ware to examine additional questions about the improvement‘program. The

i3
-

focus of interest in the Pennsylvania analysis'was the effects of Achieve-
ment Directed Leadersﬂipf%hen only part of the program is implemented in a

' ‘ school district. The major interest in the Delaware analysis was the
effeqt of multi—yéar program participation on student achiévemeﬁt.

This. appendix discusses the Deiawaye analysis iﬁlfive sections.
First, the purpose of the analysis is oug}inéd. Second; an overview of
the d¥;trict and field test-schools ié given. Third, the nature and
extent of implementafionéof the ﬁrogram in the district are:described.
Fourth, student achievement results for thié school district during the
period of program implementation are shown. Fifth; thevposs;ble effects 2
of continued prugram pérticigation on studeﬁt achievement:are discuésed.

- " ¢

¢

Purpose of the Analysis

/

A field test of Achievement Directed Leadershlp' was scheduled for the

- 1981—82 school yeaf. Three school districts in different states agreed to

r ' ) . t

‘ ‘ participate in the field test. The extent of prior participation in the

e \ , o e 124
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program and the level of planned involvement duringvtﬁéwfield test year
wére importaﬁt factors that influenced the nature of the field test in
each disfrict.
In Dél;Ware, the cooperating schooi district had participatéd in the

program for three ye;fs, and planﬁed to maintain a similgr,level of

' involyement during the field test year. Thus, student ach;evement data
would be available for four years of participation in the pfogram in this
district. Thesé data would prdvide én’opportunity to examine the effects
of program:participation on student achievement over a pexiod of time.

" -

The field test in this schodl‘district was designéd to: (1) collect
data on program implementation and student achievemenﬁ during the field
test yeér; (2) combine these dat; with data coliected én program implemén—
tation and student achieVement in the previous three years; and (3)

analyze the changes in student achievement over time in relationship to

program implementation.

District and.School Overview

The cooperating Delaware'site is a small rural district serving a
poéulation &ith low socioeconomic status. It has 2,136 students in one
kindérgarten school, two elementary schools, one.middle school, and one
High school. Minority group students make up about 20 percent of thé
student populatio;. Table 1 provides’an overview of the major character-
istics of the two elémentary schools (Schools A and B) which p§r£icipated
in the program. As the table indigages, bgth schools contain grédes 145,

but Séhool A is a much 1érger school than School B and has more teachers.

The teachers in School B, hoWever,ﬁbave'mofe teaching experience.

& &
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Table I

Description of Field Test Schools: Delaware School District

. ‘ ('Iharacteri.stics‘ o Schéol A : ’ . Scimol B
. : : : 3 l .
- ,Grades in School . 1- 5A - » .1 -5

Average Daily Enrollment 510 - R >280'

'Averagen D.a:‘Lly‘ Att_:endance Rate 907% . 947
: | Number of Classroom Teachers 27 ' 13
‘ . \%\verage Class éize = 2.‘"1 ' | | {25

: Ave.rage ’fears Experience 'of' Teachers 5 A ) 11 -

. | - . .
Q \ | : S v 128 .
' \
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Nature and Extent of Program Implementation

As mentioned earlier, the Delaware School District had a three-~year

ey

history of cooperative development of the improvement approach pfior to

ﬁ'.?

the field test in the 1981-82 school year. This ccoperative development

involved principals and teachers from all five schools, but participation
was greatest at the two elementary schools, ;specially School B. Table 2
summar;zes the inyolvement of the central office and tﬁese two elementary
.schools ovér a four—yeér tiﬁe péxiod during tﬁe deveiopmentténQ“field test
of the approach.. Some training was delivered'every”year in order to
accommodate new participants, feinforce»previous-training fér expérien¢gd
prograﬁ participanps, andltfaip all who would be involved in new portiohs
of the progfam as they were ﬁevelqped. In addition, the superinfendent
and his staff gave continuedr support to the concepts of.the program | ' ‘
throughout this period and they facilifated feléted acti?ities<§hen
opportunities arose. | |

During the second haifcbf the first year of involvement;vadministra—
tors and some teachers at:Séhools A and B implemented the tiﬁe maﬂaéement
portion of the'improvement approach. 1In January of 1979, some téachers at

S : - I -~
both elementary schools were oriented to the approach and trained in the .

management of students' use of classroom time. Observations were subse-

- quently carried out by adminiétrators at both schools. At both schools, .
. S F '
teachers met with their observers and RBS consultants to discuss the

_observation process and subsequent use of data for improvement purposes.

In these meetings, they,compared the observation data to research find-

ings, identified opportunities for improvement, selected improvement

S 12y
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Table 2

Implementation of Achievement Directed Leadership

4in the Delaware School District

1978 - 82 .
Level 1978 ~ 79 11979 - 80 1980 - 81 1981 - 82
Central Office Orientation
' Planning Planning Planning Planning
Time training Content’ Time and content
and . training and training and
implementation implementation implementation
School
Orientation Orientatioﬁ‘
Planning Planning Planning Planning
Time training Time=training" Time Time and content -
~and and implementation training and
implementation | implementation (School B) | implementation
(Schools A and B) * " (School B) ,
. Content training (reading and
> ‘ and mathematics,
implementation Schools A and B)
(reading, Schools
A and B)
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strategies, end planned‘for implementation of these strategies. Teachers
then implemented the strategies in their classrooms. These meetings alse
provided useful»suggestions to RBS for developmental revisions of the
progranm.

" During the summer of 1979 it was decided that RBS wuuld work ‘
primarily with the staff of School B in time manaéemeut during the 1979-80
' schoollyear. In the fall of 1979, the principal of. School B and RBS staff.

reviewed the approach with all basic skills teachers and-then trained -
-seven of theee teachers as observers for time.managemént. These teachers
observed eacﬁ other's classruoms eérly in the fall, and met witu their
principal and each other in planniugvconferences. Teachers then imple-
mented improvement strategies. rhe principel observed these classrooms
later in the‘school year to assess the effectiveness of the improvement
strategies”and held a second rdund of conferences with teachers for revfew
end planning purpoees.

Plans for 1980-81 included continued implementation of the time man-
'agement'cdmpoueﬁt of the prdgram at Schuol'B, and implementation of the
content management materials in reading at both School A and School B.
‘Consequently, reading teachers at both'schools were trained by central
office staff in the managemeut of content variables, especially prior_
learning. While central office Staff and principals monitored Students
coverage of the curriculum throughout the school year, teachers at both
schools attempted to remediate student prior 1earning deficiencies. In

addition, two rounds of time management observations, and two rounds of

conferences were held at School B.

12y 126 | I




School year 1981-82 was the year of the_field test.' Both schools.
agreed to utilize the time and content management materials in read1n° and
mathematics. Accordingly, central office staff and administrators fromv
theltmo schools received review training in the overall approach and in

time and content management;‘ These sessions were led by BSC staff during

@

the summer and early fall of 198l. Teachers participated in the content

“training session, but feviewed time management at a later date with the

prlncipals ‘and’ BSC staff. Subsequent implementation of Achievement
Directed Leadershlp was relatively high at School ‘B, but only moderate at
School A. _Approximately two‘rounds of observations, and two rounds of °

conferences were held at School B; one round each of observatioms and -

conferences mas held at School A.u

Student Ach1evement Test Results

~ In 1978, students in the Delaware School District were scoring around
the national average, but well belowmthe state average on the statewide
standardized achievement tests. As noted above, RBS began to work in this

district in January of 1979. Test results in the spring of 1979 showed

high initial gains.  Although several grades in the district registered

decreases in 1980, these gains were, for the most part, reestablished in A

1981 and sustained or extended in 1982.
Table 3.presents the average scores, for grades 1-5 on the total basic
skills battery of the California Achievement Tests (CAT) across five years

(1978-82) in the Delaware Districta The table also shows the changgiin

"the average scores registered from one testing year .to the next. Scores

are reported as normal curve equivalents, or NCEs. Except for the 1978 79
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TaBle 3

Student Achievement Scores: Delaware School District

135

Total Scoresa Score Changes
Grade Level| Fall| Spriag |Spring _Sggg?gf ez 78-79 | 79-80 ‘Vso—§1 81-82
1 49- | 71 61 65 65 | +22. 3 -10 +4 0
2 52 6 67 65 65 w2 | 4 _2 0
-3 g »'sz . 62 58 63 63 __+10 -4 +5 0
4§ ] 52 | el \,~63 : 64 65 49 42 +1 | +1.
5 56 1 s 60 62 . 69 49 -5 w2 | 47

Scores on total battery of California Achievement Tests (Basic Skills) in. normal curve equivalents
for Schools A and B in Delaware School District. Except for the fall of 1978 and. the spring of 1979,
‘data represent the nerfornance of different groups of students in each succeasive year. .
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§chool year when test scores were available for the same students in fall
’ X X v
B r/
and spring, the scores in the horizontal rows,. for grades represent differ-
ent group$ of students in each successive year.

A basic assumption of the Title I norm-referenced mgdei is that

student achievement progresses at a rate consistent with that of students

din the national norm group if o special treatment is introduced. In

3
I

cher words, an NCE gain of zero indicages that studeﬁ;s' gain in
achievement equalé that of the representative national sample. Althoughj

many “rules of thumb" have been used to determine the educational signifi-
cance of achievement test score gaiﬁs, for the purﬁose of this report a |

change of five NCEs was determined to be. educationally significant based

°

oﬁ a statistical examination of the différences between gradé means.
As Table 3 indicates, students in all five grades performed much
better on the CAT in 1979 than they had in 1978. The‘gains, each of which

was educationallylsignificant, ranged from nine to-22 NCE points. In the

.fb}lowing year (1979-80), three grades (grades one, thfee, and five)

registered decreases, two of which were educationally significant. How-

ever, in 1980-81 all three of these grades registered gains, gne of which

’

. was educationally‘significant, and in 1981-82 one of them registeredvan

educationally significant gain while the other two had no NCE gains. The
other two grades (grades 2 and 4) did not register any changes 1arge
enough to be considered educationally significant over the three years

following the 1979 testing}' These test scores are displayed in graphic

>

form in Figure 1.
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Student Achievement in NCEs

« Student Achievement Scores

o Delaware School District K ‘
1978 - 1982 s . *

1 Figure 1:

1978 1979 1980 © 1981 1982

. . ' :
California Achievement Test results as NCEs; grades 1-5
across five years. Data reflect students' performance
on the totaltbattery of basic skills tests.
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£*3 .
(reading), the achievement test score data presented here refer to-the

—~most of the gains registered in 1979 seem to have been sustained over the

n years of .further development and field testing of i:e approach. Again,

.t
-

3

Discussion of Score Changes e

o

There are several difficulties associated with relating achievement

teést score changes in the Delaware District to participation in the Coe
Achievement Directed Leadership program. First, the nature and extent of
implementation of Achievement' Directed Leadership in these schools changed ¢

from one year to the next. Second, while implementation at times was

9

1imited to one of the two echools, and at'times to one subject area
ﬁertdrmahce of.Studente from both schools on the total battery of bas}c’
skills tests. Third, the improvement approach was not the sole
educational interqention in the district. All of these factors could be :
\used,to refute the argumentlthat gains in student achievement test scores ’ .
can be attributed to the district'S’involvement in the program.

However, student achievement test scores in the Delaware District

rose markedly during the first year of participation in the program, and

i

. ' J

baIthough no direct correlation between student achievement test score
gains "and program implementatihn‘is estabiished by theSe'data, it is
likely that Achievement Directed Leadership was responsible,vin'part, for 4
the improVements ih student achievement test scores. |
Indeed, the district's suhefintendent corrcbprated this assertionIin

,Novémber of 1981, stating that the "improvements [in achiehement test

4j ' = 129 . \1:}5
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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. s b : ' ) ‘ . ‘
scores] have been satisfying for all concerned and are no doubt attribut-
. - M y

able to the hard work of teachers and students, to the opportunities pro-=

vided ®eachers for upgrading their professional skills, and to the

assistance given to the distric€ by RBS."
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CONTACT REPORT MEMO

D. Helms/A. Graeber

TO:
FROM: ~  Waiter's Name ' 3
CONTACT: State | ' " Site (Remembeén, no schoof names--use codes)
‘Date of Contact Month, Date, Year ’ -
Meeting [ ] “Phone Call [ ] Time {Not for phone cakis)
Participants: Who participated wiTh Titles of new o1
: narely appearing participants.
DATE: - Month, Date, Year
la. An objective of the meeting/contact, including Lmportant precursons
' and preparations. O0f extreme importance are your strategies and
nationake for achieving the objective. '
1b. Next objective, if any, including important precursors and prepara-
tions. The strategies and rationale planned for achieving zhe
obfective. | :
ete. L . | <
T ‘\ | .
2a. What happened with respect %o la., thansactions, and outcomes.
2b.  What happened with nespect 4o 1b.,“tnan4action¢, and outcomes.
ete. '
3. Othen infonmation Learned duning the call that is not directly S

netated to an cbjective of the contact. These can be discussed Ain
paragraph style and do not need to be Labefed with Letters, 1§ no

| Anformation was goﬂﬂectea, fype 2. N/A.

What 1 {the wniter) need to do as a result of this contact. What .

is my problem-s0lving stnategy? f{e.g., Ask D. Helms to call M. Adams;
Print 10 copies of the Onientation booklet; How can 1 involve the
nonactive Linken?) 1§ no-tasks accrue, type 4. N/A.

Attention: State Partner
Names of others who should receive a copy 04 the nepont

2.5 fevised 1-28-80

oy
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Basic Skills Instructional Improvement Program

TIME/District, Principal
Post-Session Questionnaire .

Déte: Location:

Please rate each of the following by circling one of the five responses.

eﬁdg&
, | é’»& 0006 25 3
o Qeﬂi Wi Q@& Qod£:
1. Expertise of the training staff 1 2 3 4 5
2. Quality of presentation/trainiﬁg 1 2 3 4 5
3. Quality of materials | ‘ - 1 2.' 3 4 . 5
4. Relevance of content ‘ | 1 2 | 3 | 4 5
5. Likelihood that thié program will 1 2 3 4 5

work in your situation .

6. What did you like best?

7, How could the session be improved?

8. OQther comments?

135
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TIME/District, Principal

The statements listed below represent objectives of
this session. Please indicate below whether ¥ou can:

10.

11.

9¢1

13.

14.
15.

'16.

Define‘allocated time, engagement rate, and student engaged time.

Distingu1sh engaged from unengaged student behaviors in the. )
classroon.

Record data on the engagement rate form and calculate engagement
rate. -

_Complete an allocated time 1og

Read and interpret one of the time graphs (find the expected
achievement zone for- a g1ven amount of student engaged time).

Establish an appropriate goal for student erigaged time.

Establish the corresponding goals for allocated time and
engagement rate (for a given‘student engaged time goal).

Assist teachers in select*ng appropriate strategies for increasing

allocated time and engagement rate.

Help a teacher plan the implementation of a strategy to improve
classroom management of students and management of instruction.

Schedule the initial round of classroom observatlons.

Help teachers assess the impact of their changes on classroom
practice, especially Student engaged time.

4

1

2

3

4

—— — i . S e e e S, e s e e e S

What specific points/questicns need to be clarified in order for

«*Thi'ponse option inappropriate for this item. ‘

you to be able to use this training?

5 N/ A
5 N/A
N/A

N/A

5 N/A
 N/A

5 . N/A
o 5 N/A
N/A

N/A

5 N/A

——— e S S e i o e G D P s e L s U GO0 e
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Basic Skills Instructional Improvement Prbgrame -

) /‘ ~ TIME IMPLEMENTATION/District, Principal

Post-Session Questioﬁnairev

Date: . . . - _ Location:

Please rate each of‘the following by circling one of the fivé responsés.

eﬂa%?
- PRI
: o \\e‘ﬂ L $¢} Q0°
-b_l. Expertise of the training staff ' 1 2 3 4 5
2. Quality cf presentation/training 1 2 3 4 5
3. Quality of materials - o ‘ 1 2 3 4 5
‘4; Relevance of éontent ; o 1 2 "3 45
5. Likelihood that this progzam will - 12 3 4 s

‘ work in your situation

6. What did you like best?

N

7, How coyld the session be improved? e

8. Other comments?

1137
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TIME TMPLEMENTATION/District, Principals

The following statements relate to planning for teacher’ i
tralning and implcmentation for student engaged time.

. .

Please indicate the deg*ee to which you believe
. you understand.

9. When announcement of teacher training session(s) will be made and

.person(s) responsible for making announcement. 1 2 3 4
10. Agenda and responsibilities for teacher training session., 1 2 \A 4
e 11. Intended outcomes of the teacher training workshop.(h 1 2 3 4
12. " What equipment will be needed for training, where it is located,
and how to operate it. 1 2 3. 4
13. What materials are neaded: when and how materials will be printed. ~ 1 2 3 4
14. Process for establishing an initial observation schedule and who !
will do initial obs ervations. ' . ' 1 2 3 4
15. Process to be used to alert teachers of the need to complete allocated -
time logs and pre—observatlon form on formal observation days. ‘ 1 2 KR 4
- ' 16. How implementation sessions/conferences will be achieved (individual ’
teacher-principal conference, small grovp or grade level meeting,
whole faculty or combination). 1 p 3 4
17. How data will be shared with teachers, who and how comparisons with
- research will be made, and goals set. : . 1 2 3 4
18. How strategies will be developed and/or shared with teachers. : R | 2 k! 4

19. How inservice needs that are identified in selection phase will be
~ - handled. . . 1 2 3
<. What strategy principals will use in determining frequency.of

S o] . .
classroom observation. ) 1 2 3 4 ‘

21. The frequency and/or level of “1ow" student engaged time data that

should signal a more serious \complex) intervention strategy. 1 2 3 4
" 22. I believe I can use the Time Leader's Guide. (Please check one)
[:] On my own, oW : ' .
.
[]wich furtrer study S ' :
[;] With some assistance

[:] Only with Ffurther instruction and assistance

[:] Even with further instruction, méy not be able to do

.

23. What SPeCiflL questions or coincerns do you wish to have answered before the teacher
training session or before implementation? :

.;l <1 E} 138
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Basic Skills InStrucgiohal Improvemént'Program .
CONTENT/District, Principals

Post-Session Questionnaire

" Expertise of the training SCaff
Quality of presentation/training
Quality of méteriéis

Relevance of content

.

Likelihood that this program will

work in your situation

What did you like best?
How could the session be improved?

Other comments?

139

"Location:

Please rate each of .the following by circling one of the five responées:

L/




gCONTENT/D‘t , Principals ‘
4 . . .

v v o R
" The statemgnts listed below represent objectives of é?
this séssion. Please indicate below whether you can: (fb
o N , v _ _ o
S ¢ i-,yo . &
o : N
d& & e
2 : > _
o"; <, éy \){' Oe/ \\:S' & 0 \;
Q> ) ’bg & ’bo L} o0 b {50
S T S F a5
& St & Oy N XY NY
‘ 0 % & - &P ) R Q
: > > 32 o " R
& & < NGRS AT
. & Q¥ O o 9 &7 0
9. Define prior learning, instructional overlap, and mastery. ) 1 2 3 4 5" N/A
10.‘ Use standardized achievement test data to project the classroom
average percentile score that can be expected under normal" 1 2 3 4 5 N/A
N instruction.
11. Use test data to identify a class's specific prior learning | . 1 2 3 4 5 N/A
strengths and weaknesses. :
)
12. Find the overlap between the content taught and the content’ - =
O 1 2 3 4 5 N/A
measured by the test. -
\
13. Read an instructional overlap graph (find the expected achieve- '
: - 1 2 3 4 5 . N/A
ment zone for a given percent of instructional overlap). ’ v V
14. Examine initial instructional plan and decide whether resulting 1 2 3 o 5 N/A
overlap is approprlate for a specific situation. k , . o
15. Assist teachers in completlng long~-term instructional plans. o 1 2 3 4 5 © N/A
16. 'Ass1sr teachers in completlng unit plans. P 1 2 3 4 5 h' "N/A ‘.
17. Help teachers review their progress on the long-term plan and ' : ' e T -
e 12 3 4 5 N/A .
_their students' mastery of the topics covered.— i SR o : - —
18. Assist teachers in vevising their long-term plans, if necessary. 1 2 3 4. 5 N/A

» o

: / . :
“19. What specific points/questions need to be clarified in order for you to be able to use this training?

‘




‘ v . Basic Skills Instructional Improvement Program

"Planning for content implementation/District, principals

Post-Session Questionnaire

Date: ' Location:

Please rate_eaéh of the following by circling one of the.five responses. '

@
R N L ?;s?’&
. e'(,’\'o 4 0 (‘@%e ‘\'o\‘\ < -
. s S e e e e” 0P |
1. Expertise of the training staff ' _ o1 2. 3 4 5
2. Quality of preseq}ation/trainimg o1 2 3 4 5
3. Quality of materials 1 2 3 4 5
\\ ; 4.  Relevance of content ' o1 2 3 4 5
\ 5 Likelihood that this program will 1 2 3 4 5
: work in your situation : ¢ o
’ £ .
s 6. What did you like best?

7. ‘How could the session be improved?

g

<

8. Other comments?

| b 14y
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[l
s

[

“ar.:v‘:for contert impl.e:.wntation/District, prlricipa'

The, fellowing statements relate to content tratning and

implementation. Please indicate the degree to which vou
nunderstand:

10.
. 1.

12.

14.

L7.

O

LRIS

2

.13,

..4_._.._.._._._._.._._._.._._—._._-..-.——...-..._—_..—__..—_—

° N
‘ .

How to interpret the data to be used for identifying prior
learning strengths and weaknesses. "

Hiow teachers will calculate an estimate of instructional overlap.
‘low to code the assessment -instruments to the curviculum guide.

When and how the prior learning data and School Year Planning
Guidgs’will be made available to faculty. -

Intended outcomes of the content training workshop.

The roles and functions of teachers, principals, and disgrict
office staff in implementing the .content variables. '

How principals will monitor teacher implementation of
instructional plans.

I believe I can use the Content Leader's Guide (please check one)

[:] On my own, now

[:] with further study

[:] With some assistance

[:] Only with further instru-~tion and assistance e

* 7

) [:]‘““'Even with further instruction, may not be able to d

<

‘What specifit questions or concerns do you wish, to have answered before the training session?

!

»

4
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Ba31c SkllLS Instructional Improvement Prjfram
Plaﬁning for Teacher Orientation

,{‘,

Post—:ession Questlonnaire s V7,

v

Date: . Location:

~
M of

%]

Please rate cach of the following by circling one of the five responses.

. , {eﬁg
, BRI\ ® e wi®
: . i q ° (oY \pé <
i
1. CExpertise of the training staff 1 2 3 4 5
2. Qualitj of preseﬁtation/training ;m 2 3 ‘ 4 7 5
. ' ‘ : ’ . R
3. Quality of materials ’ 1 2 3 4 5
4. Relevance of content . i A 3 v 4': 5
2 ;
5. Likelihood that this program will 1 2 3 4 5

work in your situation . . _ .

6. What did you like best? ¢ ‘ . T ‘

7. How could, the session be. improved?

e . . .
.
‘ s

8. Other comments?

143
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“ : ‘\
- . s ‘
. ob‘
The following statemeg}s‘relate to the teacher orientation B J?
session. Please ifidicate the degree to which youlunderstand: . @ > - tg‘ .
. ! : PR T Ty &
' | <A <7 & il N g
! ‘0 4\’ ‘0 ‘5? qﬁ,’o@ e ™ .
O R W g o %
Fo& & il A ‘
. ) . L » '
1. The suggested agenda for the teacher orientation session. 1 "2 .3 4
-2. The objectives or expected outcomes. ‘ : 1 2 3 4
3. Type and number of ‘materials needed. . c 1 2 3 T4
"4, Who will prepare materials. - 1 2 3 4
5. Who, when,.andghow'the announcehent will be made to the faculty .
about the purpose, time, and place of the teacher orientation 1 .2 3 4
sessiaon. ‘
’
- . . Qo
‘;‘/
&
@ &
o N &
*§$ & & F ~§§'ﬁ ¥
. Iy & 2 N S F o
Please indicate whether you can: o Piad Fad W S hd
< - 2 PCIEI S K]
- ’Qel K b ‘bq’ OQ g
& L& ¢ s» TP
F & F O F P
Py < ) DS d;’ho !
o g 4 & < <.
& 45? 459 C§,¢$ Q$\§?c9
. .
6. Find the following materials for teacher orientation in my
principal's guide .
a. Rationale, strategy, and content outline 2 3
". b. Handouts ‘ ' 1 2 3 4,/
. . . p;
c. Transparency masters
7. Present information from the orientation outline. ' 1 2 3 4» 5
8. Discuss the roles and functions of teachers, principals, and
X 1 2 3 4 5
district staff.
9. Answer likeiy questions about the basic skills instructional 1 2 3 4 5
improvement program, )
. 110. Follow up on individual teacher concerns. 1 2 3 4 '5 .
11. I believe the orientation session will be held on (date) at (location).
© 12, I believe: the following people will be responsible for ieading/assisting the teacher orientation session.
Leading
. Assisting
13. What specific questions or concerns do you wish to have answered before the orientation?

O

ERIC
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Teacher Orientation
‘ Basic Skills Instructional Improvement Program

- 'Date ___ ' ‘Location

Please indicate the degree to

which you agree with the : 0%
: 4 2
following statements. é}ﬁ %ﬁy 6»»&¢5 4§Aﬂp
4 F&E & o wF <& Y
N R T S M

1. The presentation gave me information
-that helps me understand some of the 1 2 3 4 “ 5
activities planned for my school.

2. The materials used in the presentation

were effective. 1 2 2 4 >
3. The improvement program described is )
I relevant to my day-to-day classroom 1 2 3 4 . 5
activities. , ‘
4, The improvement program described is
relevant to my school's instructional 1 2 3 4 5
program.
.‘5. As a result of the presentation I am 1 9 ' 3 4 5
f interested in the improvement program. ) . x
. ‘ ) o . /
. 6. The improvement program will probably 1 2 3 4 5

succeed in my school and classroom.

7. What do you like best about the program?

\

\; | S , _ »» | \\\\

N

8. 'Was there information you believe should have been presented at the
orientation session, but wasn't? -

145




9

9. Are_there'concerns you have about  the improvement program thdt you .
would like to discuss prior to program implementation?

’ \ ' | | ) - . ’ ‘
W

10. The teacher's guide you were given at the orientation session is a
developmental copy. Do you have specific suggestions for improving
it? (For example, should it discuss or describe something that is

not now discussed? Does it raise some concerns that it does not
address?)

Please return to _ . By

146

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Bééic Skills Instructional Improvement Program

.. : . . TIME/Teachers

Post-Session Questionnaire
' f

Date: Location:

Please rate each of the following.by circling one of the five responses.

o®
e

4@
d@a \ﬁ@ 13

t”oﬁ L& ~
¢ g0
Q

o gt

1. Expertise of the training staff 1 2 3
2. Quality of ﬁresentation/training . 1 2 3
3. Quality of mater@als » k ‘ 1 2 3
4. Relevance'of-conteﬁt ‘ 1 2. 3
5. Likelihood ihat this program will ~ - 1 2 3
‘ work in your. sityation )
. 6. What did you like best?

7, -How could the session be improved?

8. Other comments?

\ | | 147‘ B 151
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

e

ME/Tenchers

\'//
the staternznts listad below represant cbjectives of ‘ L . <f°
cnis sessien ?legse indizate telow whether you can: : . v e

. . . ry\c, 'y c
< & & N
& & Fa
a % NN & ¥
W 4 O e
7 & > RN
L S & ST Sy
o& :\‘:9’ % é—y 0{\» 3 \o(; o 2
| QY R & v S &N
< < Sy 4‘\\’ R 3 c_‘" N \
R GF & ~ Sy LGOS Qg .C
9. Define allocated time, engagement rate, and student engaged time. 1 * 3 4 5 N/a
10. D1stingu1sh engaged from unengaged student behaviors in the - '
classroomn. 1 * 3 4 iy 5 ., N/A
11. Record data on the engagement rate form a- ' calculate engagement ‘ - ] .
rate. o 1 * 3 A 5 .N/A
12. Complete an allocated time log. ] v 1 x 3 4 .5 N/A
13. Read and interpret one of the time graphs (find thevexpected ;
»achievement zone for a given amount of student engaged time). \ : 1 * 3. 4 5 N/A
1l4. Establish an appfopriaté goal for student éengaged time. 1 2 3 4 5 N/A
15. Establish the corresponding goals for allocated timg and o ” .
: engaoam-nt rate' (for a given student engaged. time goa]) : 1 2 3 ) 5 N/A
16. Select appropriate strategies for increasing allocated time :
and engagement rate. o : 1 2 3 4 5 N/A
17. Develop a plan for implementation of a strategy to improme'
classroom management. of students or management of instruction. 1 2 3 4 5 N/A
18. Assess the impact of the strategies on classroom _practice,, ,
especially student engaged time. R : , 1 2 3 4 5 N/A

1$. What specific points/questions need cc be clarified in order for you to be able to ‘use this training?

-

*This response option inappropriate for this item.

; \ : i -
' | | ‘ |
: . s -
v . . ’




o ' LY

‘ Basic Skills Instructional Improvement Program
| CONTENT/Teachers

Post-Session Questionnaire

Date: . Location:

‘Please rate each of the following by circling one of'the_five responses.

] o
N ‘ £ 0% ® e ?96& 4
. ‘ <Y 0 Y
) Qe, (ﬂ “ eﬁ ‘\’0 ) 0'('

1. Expertise of the training staff - ‘ 1 2 3 5

2. Quality of presentation/training | 2 3

3. Quality of materials 1 2 3

4. Relevance of content : 1 2 3

‘5. Likelihood that this program will 1. 2 3

work in your situation

" 6. What did you like best?

7, How could the session be improved?

wr

8. Other comments?
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CONTENT/Teachers | oo ) “
3
. . s
The steatenents listaed below represent obJectlves of -~ ) , o . d&
tnis session, Please indicate below whether you can: : j : B & éﬁ,
- X L 2 s
> L O 2
‘ S & E S e ®
Q o ) ) D :
o 2 oy S g "
£
< 0& @9 © }_‘9 v (\"\’C/ . :”O
L] A0 & N v Y - .G
. . §$ sf’ P g¢}é§, ‘ég'ayeo- 557
4 % i Y .o «,o ,§
X o F T
S F P T oY YL S
9: Define prior learning, instructional overlap; and ‘mastery. 1 2 3 4 S J/A
10. Use standardized.achievefient test data to project the classroom
average percentile score that can be expected under "mormal" - 1 2 3 4 5 _ N/A
1nstruct10n , ' ' '
11. Use Cest data to identlfy a class s speciflc prior learning : . . )
strengths and weaknesses. : ~ . 1 2 3 4 5 N/A -
g ! . i .
"= 12. Find the overlap between the content taught and the content . o T
© measured by. the test. : - / 1 2 3 4 5 - N/A
.13. Read an instructional overlap graph (find the expected achieve-
' -ment zone for a given percent of instructional overlap). . 1 2. 3 4 . 5 N/A .
14. Examine initial instructional plan and decide whether resulting X . -
overlap is appropriate .for a specific situationm. . . 1 2 3 4 - 5 N/A .
15. Complete a long-térm instructional plan. P 1 2 ' . . N/A
16. Complete a unit plan. ‘ ' } 1 2 3 & 5 . N/A
17. Review progress on the long-term plan and your students' k . IO _
: mastery of the tOplC covered. i » ’ > 2 3 4 5 N/A
8. Develop revised long-term plans, if necessary.: ' : 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 15y
———————— —— e [ QU pUp— —— . —— L -
173\%9 What specific points/queStlons neéd to be clarified in order for you to be able to use this training? ‘
L

. . . , w
. . .
« : . w
. ’ .
' ‘ \ . .
1,
. | - . .




Time Begin: s

. - _ ' " Date: : o '
o ’ ‘ " " Respondent: - ) :

Interviewer:

- . BSC ADMINISTRATOR/TRAINER INTERVIEW .

1. What do you see as the major goals and objectives of this approach?

A. How do these goals or objectives fit in with your view of
. : the scheol district™s "(or your particular school's) goals
and objectives? ‘
. 1 ’

<y

151




2. To what extent do you think that the approach will succeed in your . .
school district (or your particular school) in achieving its main.
objectives? (PROBE FOR EFFECTIVENESS RE IMPROVING STUDENT ACHIEVE- ‘
MENT, CLASSROOM INSTRUCTION, AND INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERSHIP)

3. Based on your understanding of the approach thus far, what would you
say are the approaches' most important features?

- ’ ‘ ‘16.: o 152 ' - " \l\




4. -In August and Septcmber what did you think your main role in implémenting

the approach would be? (PROBE FOR WHAT R WOULD ACTUALLY BE -DOINC IN
. IMPLEMENTING THE APPROACH) . , :

Were there any major problems that made it difficult for ybu to
perform this role as you viewed it? (IF YES, IDENTIFY PROBLEMS)

Now I'm interested in getting your specific reactions to the orientation
and initial (technical) training you received from RBS on the use of the
approach for this year's implementation. What are the.most important

things you feel you have learnmed from this training? (PROBE FOR SPECII'IC
KNOWLEDGE AND SKILLS R MAY HAVE DEVELOPED)




Far

A
L -
’
]
i -

(IF R IS A RESOURCE TEACHER, SK1P TO Q. 10;
OTHERWISE ASK Q'S 6, 7, 8, AND 9) cooe

=

i

E

6. How adequately do.you think you have been prepared to sucgessfuli&
implement the approach? '

A. In what specific areas do you-think you were not adequately
. prepared?

. ° f
7. "Have teachers in your school (district) received any inservice training
on this project up to this point? (IF YES, ASK R TO DESCRIBE TRAINING)

. .
. t




5

8. Did you play any part in providing this training to teachers? '(IF YES,
. : ASK ABOUT BOTH CONTENT AND TIME TRAINING; 1F NO, SKIP TO Q. 10)

- ¢« . :
Y

1 Yo

“A. Content

B. Time

9. Did you have any difficulties delivering any parts of the training?
(PROBE FOR BOTH CONTENT AND TIME TRAINING) ‘

"A. Centent , . . ' i

/‘\ ’

B. Time

: - ; 155 : 164,




o
(NOTE: RESOURCE TEACHERS AND COORDINATORS MAY NOT )
BE ABLE TO ANSWER Q'S 10 AND 11) .

10. Are there any aspects of the approach that you feel have been difficult
for teachers to implement? :

11. How would you assess the teachers' overall reactions to the project '
thus far? ' ‘

. 156




12.

What suggestions do you have for RBS (or for the district) with respect
to providing follow-up assistance to you on this project?
b

ERIC

i
s v

\

like to share

\

|

)

3
i\
\

\

e

, 157
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Do you have any other comments, duestions,'or concerns that you would
at this point about tHe project?
_ |




PRINCIPAL/DISTRICT CONFERENCE

Usiny the school summary data, the principal and district leadership -
together, answer the following questions, agree on the onnortunities

for improvement, plan aund take necessary action that will lead to
improved instruction and greaterx student achilevement. . i

1. Based upon entering achievement data, which classes offer the
_greatest opporcunity for improvement this year in reading? In
natn? :

3

<%

.

' 2. HKave teachers identified strengths and weaknesses on their Quarterly
Plan for reading? math? What are the weakest areas?

‘ . ) 1

3. How good is the match between Quarterly Plans and the Guide in
reading? math? What are the exceptions?

, ) , 4 .
. 4. How well are tcachers maintaining the pace set by their quarterly
plans for reading? math? Where is special help needed?

' 159
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5.

Principal/District Conference--Continued

How successful is the daily learning in reading? math? ‘Where is

special help needed?

What is the mastery rate in reading? math? Where is special help .

needed?

How well is .time being used for reading? math? Where is special
help needed? .

(53




Date:

Interviewer:

. . s Interviewee:
' - " BSC District Level Staff Interview
End of Year . ’ ' T

I'd like to get some of your thoughts about the Achiévement Directed _
-Leadership Program with which you have been involved this year. I'd 5
appreciate it 1f you would answer the following questions:

1. What percent of your time was spent'doing?tasks related to this program?

' 7
2. With what tasks were you involved?
(Probe for planning impiementation, planning teacher inservice training,
data collection e.g., scanning classes, conduct1ng’brincipa1/teacher
conferences, helping teachers plan basic sK11Is 1nstruct1on, attending
pr1nc1pa1 seminars)

3. Generally, do you think this program was effective?
(Effective in terms of raising student achievement scores and improving
classroom instruction.) If not, why not? . :

<

4. Can you think of any problems that made this program difficult to .
implement?

i
o))
W




>f')

What did you Tike best about the preram?

What did you Tike least about the program?

Do you have any suggestions for making the, program more successful
next year? ,

Do you have any other comments, qdestions or concerns about the
program that you would 1ike to share?

162
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Date:

Interviewer:

Interviewee:

. R . BSC Principal Interview

End’of Yéar

I'd Tike to get some of your thoughts about the RBS School- Improvement/
Achievement Directed Leadership program with which you have been :involved
this year. 1'd appreciate it if you would answer the following ‘questions?

1. How important is the‘improvement in basic skills instruction to you?
(Probe: Is it one of the primary:goa1s you have for your school?)

-

v “
e
“

2. How important do you think the improvement in basic skills instrUction
is to parents who have students in this school?

o

3. What was your impression of/reaction to your students' 1982 aéhievement
scores? ' . '

163 17;




Overaﬁ, do you -think this program was effective in your school? ‘
(Effective in terms of raising student achievement scoyes and
improving classroom instruction) How?

5. Were there any problems that made it difficult for you to implement o
this program.in your school? (If yes, 1dent1fy) :

04

6. Did you train teachers? If yes, did'ybu feel comfortab]e training I ‘ ,
teachers in time? If not, why not? ’ _ .

o -

A

In content? If not, why not?

Did training include success/mastery review?




7. Do you think the program helped ydu become more successful#helping
teachers plan basic skills instruction? Why/why not?

8. Do you think that the program helped you become a mqreueffectivé
supervisor of your schoo]’s basic skills program? Why/why not?

T8

9. What did you like best about the program? Le§§t?

.

”10. How did district level staff/D0l help you implement this prog}am in

your school?. If so, how? In what ways did this differ from past
emphasis? : C




11. Did you find your conferences with the district level adm1mstrator ‘ '
helpful? (If not why not?)

i

9&'

12. Do you have any suggest1ons for making thegprogram more successful o
next year? . '
0 L
- @
# . - > . "A l' \

13. Do you have any other comments, questions or concerns about the -

_.program that you would Tike to share?

~3
49
[




Date:
R . ' "’ Interviewer:
- Interviewee:

B ‘ ’ y ’ BSC Teacher Interview
' | ~ End of Year

. «in which yoy have been involved and 1'd appreciate it if you would answer these
) questions. \Your answers will be confidential. :

|

1.7 Whatwdq Lou see as the major goals of this basic skills improvement program?

. .
‘ ' n * ‘
.
.

»

3. Did you .receive enough training to sufficiently'undérstand the program?
If not, what didn"t you fully understand? '

¢ 1'd like tojget some of yourAthoughts abcdt/the instructional improvement program




4. Were there any problems that made it difficult for you to implement this iy
program? (If yes, identify) . . ‘ N
PROBE: Did the classroom scans/observations for time-on-task present

any problems? Did the Quarterly Topic Plans? Did the AT Log?

Did the Curriculum Mapping Guide?

)

What instructional changes did you make as a result of your participation in .
the program? (i.e., What did you do differently in planning for, managing .
or instructing your class?}: , \

.r)
¢




P2

7.. What did you like least? S , e

. < g
- . o f’
i ,/' "
s -
.

<

8. How did the principal work with you in implementing this. program? : -

g

9. Did you find the-Prihcipa]/Teachér Confekénces heTpfu1?

I




&

10, Generally: do y6u think the prog;am was effective in-your schqo]?
(Effective in terms of raising student achievement and improving
classroom instructjon) If not, why not,

4

13. " Do you have any suggestjons for making the program more successful next
year? v .
PROBE: Is there anything the principal or district could dd to help
teachers implement the program better?

-

-

12 . .
12.. Do you have any other comments, questions or concerns about the program
that you would Tike to share?

.

. e 170
LU 17Q ,




PRINCIPAL,QUESTIONNAIRE

Dear Principal,-

This-year, your district has been participating in a program designed to improve

instructional leadership in the basic skills.

questionnaire will be of great help in evaluating the success of the program.
Please answer the questions by checking the appropriate box or filling in the

appropriate blank. Thank you for your assistance.

ALL QUESTIONS REFER ONLY TO CURRENT SCHOOL YEAR.

Your cooperation in completing this

Please estimate the percent of your time that was spent planning and implementing

the Achievement Directed Leadership Program for your school.
How much of this time was spent

attending principal seminars

planning for implementation

planning for teacher inservice training
train;ng teachers
"helping teachers plan instruction

supervising teachers and holding principal/teacher
conferences -

attending superintendent/principal conferences

Did you conduct any inservice training in. the area of:
student eungaged time?

the overlap between the content you actually taught
and the.year-end standardized achievement test?

attention to students' prior learning deficiencies?

student success rate?
a1

student mastery of basic skills content?

the effectiveness of review?

This year, YES
Did central office staff members spend more time
‘with you or your teachers planning and qupportlng

]

‘lmxu skils instruction? ~/

E

C

[n your .-opinion, did the overall effectiveness .of the
school district in supportlng basic skills instruction { ]

increase? .
| 175
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YES

[ ]
[]

[ ]
T[]
[ ]
[ ]

[ ]

0

DON'T
KNOW

[ ]

[ ]

%




YES NO

Did you spend more time with teachef$ planﬁing and _ [ 1 (]
helping them with hasic skills instruction ‘
In your opinion, did the overall efféctiveneés of 0] (]

your school in providing basic skills instruction
increasce? .
I,

, | : NOT
| YES NO SURL
In conferences with district level administratofs, [ ] (] ]

did you discuss: ;

student engaged time? [] [ jb (]
content coverage? ‘ [ ] [.] [ ]
prior learning?‘ﬁ : @ L x ['] t ] [ ]
o success rate? v | (] ] (]
h mastery? [ ] [ ] ]
review? - SRR i R [ ] )
Were your teachers successf.ul iﬁ reaching or maintaining levels L] [ ]'
- of student engaged time associated with high achievement? ' .

In general did your teachers actually cover more of basic skills L] L]
subject matter that thev had in previous years? ‘

Were vour +eachers able to give more attention to students’ [ ] [ ]
 prior learning deficiencies than in past years?

Would you say-that your. teachers' use of content review was [] , (] e
more extensive ar+/or systematic than in past years?

As a result of the instructional improvement program, did your L ], [ ]
teachers change. their method of instructional planning?

As a result of the instructional improvement program, did any - L] L]
of vour teachers change their classroom management procedures? :

"AS a result of the'instructionaj improvement program, did any L[] L]
of your teachers change their techniques in the basic skills
areas’
"
v Overall, would vou say that vour teachers were more effective L] [

in providing basic skills instruction to students?

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




YES NO

. These questions refer only to the Achievement Directed
Leadership program: . :

N Have you thought about or discussed ways of improving the "[ ] [ ]
program? ' : - v
Have you thought about the impact of the program on your ‘ [ j“ [ ]‘
school? ' ’ : ‘ S
Have you thought about expanding the techniques of the [ ] [ ]

program to areas other than the basic skills?

Did you actually expand the program's techniques in your : ’ [ ] [ j
school? ‘ . _ . )
Would you say you Were.generally successful in doing the [ ] [ ]

<

activities required by the program?

Would you say that, for your school, the program went L] []
smoothly? ‘
Have you shared your ideas about the program with ' S [ T []

other principals?

: _ What is your overall reaction to the basic skills _ [ ] [ ]
| instructional improvement program in which your school
has been participating this year? ’ .

. _ Very positive [] ]
Positivév'v | '}[;] L1
Neutral [ A R N R
Negative L1 ]

Very negative [ ] [ ]‘

Please feel free to use the back of the questionnaire to. comment at length
about the program.




TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE

Dear Teacher,

This year, your district has been participating in a prbgram designed to improve
instruction in the basic skills. Your cooperation in completing this question= . )
naire will be of great help in evaluating the success of the program. Please
answer the questions by checking the appropriate box or filling in the appropriate
blank. Thank you for your assistance.

ALL QUESTIONS REFER ONLY TO CURRENT SCHOOL YEAR.

Did you look at research findings (on time and/or content
graphs, etc.) to help you set improvement goals for your
classrooms?

Did you use your classroom data and research to help you
improve vour teaching? ‘ ‘

I1f vou answerea‘zes to the precediﬁg question, did you
actually do anything to improve in the area of:

-

student engaged time? I

Py

the overlapsbetween the content you actually taught
and the year-end standardized achievement tests?

remediation of students' prior learning
deficiencies? '

student success rate?
student mastery of basic skills‘cbnfént?
"review of basic skillé subject matter?’

Did you receive any inservice fraining in the area of:
student engaged time?

the overlap between the content you actually taught’
and the year—end standardized achievement test?

attention to students' prior learning deficiencies?,

student-success rate?

student mastery of basic skills content?

the effectiveness of review?

G
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YES NO
Did you receive any aésistance‘(other than inservice -
training) related to: ° : '
.student engaged time ? ‘ : 1 [‘]
, ‘
content coverage? . . . [1 I ]

, attention to students' prior learning? ) ] ]
student success rate? g oo [ [ ]
student mastery of basic skills? K -[,] []
‘review of- basic skills subject matter? S ] L1 N

, . DON'T
——ff-74f47f7,;_A,Ag,jﬂﬁigwhﬁﬁgmw KNOW
This year, - ° '
Did your princip-al spend more time with you planning [] [] ‘ [] ' ‘
and helping you with your basic skills instruction?
In your opinion, did the overall effectiveness of J [] [:3 ‘ []
your school ‘in providing basic skills instruction
increase? '
Did central office staff members spend more time plan-— [ ] [ ] L ] .
mning and supporting basic skills instruction? ‘
In your opinion, did the overall effectiveness of the [] [] [‘]
school district in supporting basic skills instruction
increase? o
How many times was §our classroom obserﬁed for the ’
purpose of collecting data for student engaged time? _
' ‘ ‘ . (number)
How many, times did you have a formal conference as
part of the basic skills instructional improvement
program? ' . ) * (number)

«,
3
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N\
‘\.V

. ,
‘ : ‘ | YES YES NOT

ALWAYS = SOMETIMES NEVER SURE

" In these conferences, did you discuss:

s;udent'engaged.time? . [ ] | ‘ [ ] ‘ﬁ\]b []
content coverager L1 L] (1 L[]
prior learning? : [ ] [] v [.] L]

sucgesé rate? . ,‘ [ ] k[ ] T [ ]
mastery? ' 4» [1 [ ] [ ] [ 1
‘review? E ] L [] . [”] [ ]

Thie S ‘ , YES /N0
This year, PR | s R0
Were you successful in reaching or maintaining levels - s R e
of student emgaged time associa;ed with high achievement? [ 1] [ ]_4

‘ Did you actually cover the amount of basic skills
subject matter that you had planned to cover? ’ [ ] L]

Were vou able to glve'more‘attention'to studentsn

prior learning deficienc@es”than in past years? [ ] [1]
Was your students' daily success rate appropriate? ' o [1] [ %Ll

Did more. of your students master more basic skills :
objectives than in past yeaxns? o ' - [] L]

Was your use of review more systematic than in

past years? [ ] [ ]
Did you changéryour method of instructional planning? 1 . []
Did you chaﬁge your class., <. managemeﬁt procedures? ‘ [ 1 L]

Did you change your teaching techniqﬁes in the bhasic ' o
skills areas? , . : N ” [ ] [ ]

°

£y

Overall, were you more effective in providing basic
skills instruction to your students? , v [ ] []

177 | 181
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These questions refer only to the basic skills instructional
improvement program: ~ ’ e :

Have you thought about or discussed ways of improving the
program? 5 . S - L 1

Have you thought about the impact of the program on ‘your
classroom and school? ‘ [ 1

. Have you thought about expanding your use of the techniques
of the program to areas other than the basic skills? [l

'Did you actually expand your use of the program's )
techniques in your classroom? : ) [ ]

Would you say you were generally successful in doing _
the activities required by the program? o L ]

._Would.you say .that,, for you, the progfam went smoothly? ’ CR

Have you shared your ideas about the program with other
teachers? . : []

B . 5

What is your .overall reaction to the basic skills
‘instructional improvement program in which your school
has been participating this year? f '

Very positivg L]
' Positive [1]
Neutral ‘ [b]
Negative []

Very negative’ L]

about the program.

<\ONALE
S QENT
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Please feel free to use the back of the questionnaire to COmment‘at length

L]

[]

(1

_d[ 1

[]

]

[]
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v Tiine Begin:
~ Respondent:

Interviewer:

Date:

b - Q

rosne

- BSC PRINCIPAL INTERVIEW
(Participatory Supervision)

]- 7. How many conferences haVe you held up to now?

)

2. Approximately with what peréentage of the teachers have you had conferences? -

A

P ]

. 3. How ]ong' has a typical conference been?
| | ’ minutes

4. Where were conferences primarily held?

‘Principal's office

03

Teacher's classroom

- Other (SPECIFY)

5.,Dur1n§ what part of the_daylwere conferences held? (CHECK AS MANY AS
APPLY o Y o .

Lunch time
Planning period

__Before or after school
hours ‘

‘ L - L Other (SPECIFY): ‘

] - - w
N ] . o L3




-2 -

6. wgke’there any others besides you and the teacher present at any of

the conferences? _

: | Yes(ASK Q.'s 6A-6D)
No (GO TO Q. 7)

A. Who? (ASK FOR NAME AND TITLE)

ar

B.. How did he/she participate in the cbnferences?'f

g

=1

C. Did he/she-participate in most or'a11 the cgnferences? '

Yes

No

”
I B
JU—

- ¥

"D. How was it decided that he/she would participate in the
conferences? . ‘ :

4.

° 180
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o

7..Did you do_anything to prepare teachers for the conferences before they
“were actyally held? . ¢ .

PR 0 Yes (AsK Q. 7A)

v : -_ \

No (GO TOQQ: 8)

v

A. What did you do and why? o ‘ | @

2t

8. What did you say to teachers to begin ybur conferences?

9. Could you briefly describe a typical conference - how it was organized
and what things you talked about? (PROBES: DID R USE TEACHER/PRINCIPAL *
CONFERENCE FORM TO STRUCTURE;CONFERENCE,,AND?IFQSO, HOW? WHAT WAS GIVEN
MOST ATTENTION, TIME 'OR CONTENT?) T ,

7

3

. 181 188 |




C o4 -

/

10, How would you characterize the overa11 tone’or affect of your confe
‘ (PQOBE FOR TRUST LEVEL, SPIRIT 0F‘COLLABORQTION) ‘

rences?

a

(ASK Q.'s 11-13 IF R USED TEﬁCHER/PRINbIPAL CONFERENCE (T/P) FORM.
' OTHERWISE SKFP TO Q. 14) . o ‘ :

AN

o ! n.é" \\ X .
11. Were there any questions. on the T/P Form fhat were.ﬂi?ficu]t-toaunder-

stand? (SHOW R T/P FORM)

4

Yes (ASK Q. 11A)
‘No (G0 TO Q. 12)

¢

A. Which questions were difficult and ‘why?

vailable at the conference
e.g., classroom observation
)? v - !

. 12. Did you have all the necessary informatfonja
to discuss the questions on the T/P Form? (
data; achievenfent data; mapping guide; etc.

Yes (ASKsQ..12A)
“No (%0 TO Q. 13).

o

—_—

’




’ - | .
. o :
i
. . . s
. : .
! . -5 -
. ; | . - ) - i
. I :
4 ‘ ]
: !
: : I
I

A. What information did you ggg;havé? (PROBE REASON(S)

WHY NOT)
1 )
|
\ ! ,
.. /
/
/ ) “13. Were there any pL0b1ems,USing or interpreting the information you had?
- o Yes (YES Q. 13A)
_No (G0 TO Q. 14)
o - ‘ - -/ )
‘\Dﬁ L e e o / .
v A. What problems? oo

¢ . Y

, . . . - /
. /
~ 14. Who conducted the classroom observations?'q(CHECK AS MANY AS APPLY)
"/ - . -' :
T . Principal
. . o . Assistant Principal.

7

Teacher

- District Office Staff

R

N ’ ! 3 ) r.~ - ’ - ="
o I | ‘ Other (SPECIFY): 4




/
.‘ o . !
-6 -
15. Describe how the classroom observations were done and any problems you
' had? »
174
i
Iv. -
16.  A$ a result of’conference3§ ;‘
e o 'A. Were any specific opportunities or needs for instructional\ e
. improvement identified? (IF YES, ASK R TO GIVE ONE SALIENT &
: EXAMPLE)/ . _ '
% “II’N
:
!
) 3 B, Were any tehtaﬁivé\goals set for improving instruction? .
. A (IF YES, ASK R TO GIV: ONE- SALIENT EXAMPLE) :
¢ ) . . . . - .
| I |
;' . 1 &
it ;
"-‘W ’ N ) » ° '
| : / .
‘ ' v .
| /
li . ) ’. ;"‘,
o o
« / o - "
/ | 19, ) / |
S ‘ Lasa X
I L < - . -
¥ ’ y ’
i _/




-7 -

C. Were any specific'strateéiés selected for reaching-goals
that were set? (IF YES, ASK R TO GIVE ONE SALIENT EXAMPLE)

¢ - ' D. Were any plans developed for implementing strategies for
improving instruction? (IF YES, ASK R TO GIVE ONE SALIENT

EXAMPLE)

e /.

E. Were any plans developed for determining whether teachers
are in fact using the improvement strategies that were
selected? (IF YES, ASK R TO GIVE ONE SALIENT EXAMPLE)

s : 4
T

185 148

o
]
t
’
-
§
lsy)




) | | .

neficial or not beneficial in terms

17. 1In youk opinion, were conféfences be
s instruction? (PROBE REASONS)

b of fostering improvement in basic skill

- A. Were conferences beneficial in any other way?

~

,Q'J .

18. Do you have any suggestions for improving the conferences, for example,

in terms of:

A. The procedures for getting the necessary information for
conferences? (IF YES, EXPLAIN) '

P

1G22

v 186
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-9 -

B. The content to be covered in the conference? (IF YES,
EXPLAIN) :

C. The T/P Conference Form or any other forms designed to
. facilitate the conference? (IF YES, EXPLAIN)

D. Anything else?




- 10 -

o see if any instructional improvement

19. Havé you had opportunities yet t
plemented in the classroom? .

strategies have actually been im

o

7

| Yes (ASK Q.'s 19A-19C)

JENUSSERIESE

“ No (60 TO Q. 20)

RN

A. What have you (br ahyonéve1se) done for follow-up?

"B. How many classrooms have ‘been followed-up?

C. What haQe been the results of this fo]Tow-up? -

[

188
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t

. Have you received any assistance or support from the district's
‘central office with regard to implementing this supervision

process? - ¢

Yes (ASK'Q. 20A)

No (GO TO Q. 21)

A. What kind of support?

C I " 21. Are there any other comments yoﬁ' would 1ike to make about the con-
' ferences or about the program in general? ‘ "

' . T '
\‘1‘ H . . : - 196
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22. e would 1ike to identify about 5-10 teachers in your school with whom we
.could talk about the conferences. (SHOW R THE BSC TEACHER INTERVIEW)
Could you identify some teachers you feel might be in need of special
help to improve tHeir instruction and some other teachers who are probably
not in need of special help. . We would like to get the perspectives of both
sets of teachers. (HAVE R INDICATE WHICH TEACHERS ARE IN NEED OF HELP)

-

. ) X | — |
N Grade ////// I ' Grade
Name of Tgacher A Lgxglu/// - Namerf Teacher Lg!glf
P o«
( ) ( )
() ( )
) ()
. ( ) ()
. () S0
n A
. - 19y
190
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7

10/13/81

;
4

Quarter (circle)

v ' 1
TEACHER/PRﬁNCIPAL CONFERENCE
q;

[}

Teacher and principal together answer the following questions, agreejon
the opportunities for improvement and plan necessary actions that will

lead to improved student achievement.

R

.Grade

2 3

e . . : ‘Reading[

o

1. The entering achievement level of this@plass
is: - ‘

a. -55th percentile or above L ‘ la

b. 46th to 54th percentile 1b

. c. 45th percentile or below \\\\\\\ lo
Comment /Opportunity/Plan: »

o

Y

2. Are the skill-related strengths and weaknesses
indicated on the Quarterly Topic Plan?

‘”Cdmment/Opportunity/Plan: f‘ . © 2 Yes

- | | o 2 No

e

3. O0f -the topics listed in the.Basic Skills
Management Guide the Quarterly Topic
Plan indicated: '
. -

a. 80 - 100% of Guide covered . . © 3a

b. 60 - 79% of Guide covered S 3b

c. Less than 607 of Guide covered . | 3c

Comment/Opportunity/Plan;q,q

191

|
L
[

OO0

4

_Language Arts

NN

Math .

.1a
1b
lc

Lo




- Teacher/Principal Clonference——Continued . ‘

Reading/‘ © Math
Language Arts

a

o 3

4, The class is covering'the Quarterly Topic
 Plan at the following pace: ) :

a. More than 4 days ahead of plan - : :  ba
+  b. + 4 days from planned . . &b

NN
OO0

c. More than 4 days behind- plan ' - he

Comment7Opportunity/Plan: T

B v
J . fl . a
R « 5.° Students' daily work in this duarter indicated: v
o . -
- a. 80 - 100% are successful most of time ' Sa D ’ Sa‘D
b. -50 - 79% are successful most of tire ~ 5b E] 5b D.
: . c. Less tlhan 50% are s_uc‘ceésful most of time 5c D 5c D .

Comment/Opportunity/Plan: ¢

N

4

’ 6.0 The percent of students mastering skills at the planned rate
during the quarter is: :
a. 80 - 100% of class S . ' : ba D; R 6a E]
b. 50 - 79% of class _ ‘ _6b [_—_1 6b D
c. Less than 50% of class . 6c D 6c D

Commenﬁ/Opportunity/Plan:




et - X > . A
’ S
: ‘ Teachér/Prin@ipal Conference~-Continued v o, "
. . : - Reading/ Math
: . Language Arts
& 7. The éverage-studeni_: engaged time is: . - - min, - ‘mi_n.

- B . ) . . v -
‘ The average student engaged timé predicts
end of year achievement: :

a. abové expected o \ . 7a D ) 7aa".’/“
) b. at expected . d f ) 'N 76 [:] 7b‘[:]
c. below expected - _ 1c E] - 1g D

el

Comment /Opportunity/Plan

.~

"

ﬁ 8. The ‘average.allocated time is: o min, ~ min.
‘ a. above district minimum ; : . 8a D :8a D
. . ‘ ¢ > . . ’
: : b. at district minimum .7 8b D 8b D ’
- ¢. below district minimum : "~ 8¢ D 8c D '

" Comment /Opportunity/Plan

<)

9. The average engagemént rate is: o o . S 7%
a. 70 - 90% : ' ‘9a D ~Ya D
‘b. 50 - 69% - ‘ | ' 9b D b D
c. Below 50% . ~ 9c D 9c [:] :




s
.t

Reading/
.Language Arts

I B

10. Opportunity for improvement in engageﬁent
-rate is greatest in the following .category:

3

Comment /Opportunity/Plan:
o
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co 12/11/80 : + " CONTENT FORM Page 1 of\ 5
\-' .ooR v . > o “ . ' ‘ .o® 7 T : . >
P ‘est CAT o Form ° C " Level 14 Sgbtest 7____Reacling Vocabulary
. 1 oA e . . e . T 4 {3 . .
., Teacher # - Dates Cqmpleted Notes —— .57
Expected Coverage Covered
' i . o
' & &7 . -
" f Percent of Class |
. ‘ . » o ) — = X {
A _ <gGontent Measured by Test ILtem Code 1- 1 11-] 31-p 711 91-1
{‘ T . 0 ] No.k 10430} 70 90 | 100]
t - - " >
SAME MEANING (SYNONYMS)
The student silently reads a_phrase and four (4)
‘possible chalces The student belects the word that means’
the same as the underlined word in the phrase
. . .
- 5 '
‘,/ ' oy R o N .
Y “, 3 .
e a D .
— ‘ . ’ i
o , |
4 h '
- o - ":_
< N L ~
o |
ATV, S '
N = 4
- - ) l




- GO 12/11/80 . CONTENT FORM (cont'd):

1

Subtest Reading Vocabulary

l
i r

Level 14

i

e

1
E/J Expecf.edﬂ Coverage

. [B"Co‘\//ere-d

’

. ’ Content Measured by Test Item

- Percent of Class

Code

No.

1- 111~ 31-| 71-
10 {30 {70 |9n

| 100

91-

,‘OPPOSITE MEANING (ANTONYMS) -

’

Ihe 'student ‘silently reads a phrase and four (4)

‘possible choices.
L the OppOSJte of the underlined word in the phrase
)

The student selects the one word that means

21, ' | A\ ’

MULTlPLE MEAVIQG "

The student stlently reads a definition and three k3)

senterdces below it.
the underlined word is used as described ;n the deflnltion

EXAMPLE:® post: a piece“of wood s
° )

o Ed went to the ant office.

o The teacher will post the-notice.
_ L - L

;"o She hung her coat on the post. o u

The qLudLnt selects the sentence in whlch




<
\ 3

- g0 12/11/80 ® ° CONTENT FORM'  Page 3 of 5
) .ést_‘____ CAT _____ Form _ G Level i_l@___________ Subtest: Reading Comprehension

Teacher #

Expected (ioveragé

_ Pates Completed . Notes

Covered

s

1 Percent of Class |
. ' l
| Content Measured by Test-Item ° Code | 1- 1 11-) 31+ 71~} 91
- . ' No.k -0 110130} 70|80 }100
| LITERAL COMPREHENSION
The student silently reads a s:iection'and the guestions
— | «that follaw it. The student sclects the word or phrase, from
.four (4) possible choices, that bect answers the question. ~ =
RECALL OF FACTS
31. Narfative - Who? y - \ d
3 - Where?
1" ‘ 1 v ’
md
49, " -~ What? .
52. " o ) .
P SR - 5_%
58, " " R
59. " noooc ' §
56. " - When? -
62 " - How? ¢ L
: i o
W ’ (
[ H
l
. ' 1
. ;
. “
1 @ ) l .
. . i
QO _ - s g ’ l : ' 2!1‘ | |
“EMC . . 197 ' 4 “e i
1 F— = . * . L %-‘3
- A (: - 4 l




€0 12/11/80

Reading
Level 14 , Subtest comprehension

CONTENT FORM (cont'd)

[Z] Expected Coverage

Page 4 of 5

DK]Covered

Content Measured by Test Item

Percent“of Class

‘ Code
B ' No.

1- {11-131- 71-
10 130 70 |90

INTERPRETIVE COMPREHENSION
INFERRED MEANING

34, .Narrative % main idea

é_(-)__‘_;. " . l'l 1"

61. , " .o 1"

51. " .+ ~ conclusion

60- H . 1"

198

53. M :;Fausé/effect * )
ey —
65. " . =, ] !
CHARACTER ANALYSIS ]
33. "Narrative - feeling %
40. " _~_~; " ]
32, " - ﬁotive . 1
38, " % . !
s o |
35. " - trait ) £ |
A\
57. " " j
S54. . " - attitude -
(37 " . - compare{characteré. K
55. M no I B
ZITF
Q ‘ 22!'5;




=

P ' Page of
CO 12/11/80 _CONTENT FORM (cont'd) e

"Reading

.eve1 14  Subtest Comprehension ' [ZlExpected'Coverage @Covered .

Pertent of C]asé

Content Measured by Test Item - o odel  11- | 11- 31; 714
10 {30 {70 {90

FLGURATLVE LANGUAGE

©
46. Poetry - simile

66. Sentence - simile
2 )

1" "
LR -

Poetry - metaphér

Sentence - metaphor

" - hyperbofe

n

70. "

! Poetry - personification

CRITICAL COMPREMENSION . L\

s
™~

REAL/UNREAL ELEMENTS N

The student reads three (3) sentences and selects
the one sentence that tells about something that could really

happen.

AUTHOR ATTITUDE/POSITION

41. Report - fact/opinion

42,

43,

45.

compare viewpoints
K2




co SUMMARY SHEET FOR INSTRUCTIONAL OVERLAD

|
|
I
| :
£
/s | o
State ! state # A -~ Teacher Subject ____ \ Qﬁ?/ ZH3
i " e o ‘ e —————— g
i
i
i
{
!

District

. - District # Grade - Test i
Sehool . — e [ AN 4
Teacher ) School Date(s) Form | &S
| “iié
. _ |
NXPECTED. COVERAGE !
DIRICTIONS - : EXPECTED. ¢ (N i

iﬁl

e Count the slashes (/) in each
column for each page of the

Content Form and record the

N « H : o B
counts in the appropriate PAGE NO.{ O 1-10] 11-30 31~70 71-90 91-100
spaces. + JERIS PO

—_ ———

PERCENT OF pLASS ’ ]

e Add cach column to find the - 1. : : j I
total number of slashes in 2 . : ‘ /
each column. - - B R
e Add Total row to find total 3.
number of slashes on all 4.
pages and record below.
e rind total number of test =R
k items and record below. 6.
e If total number of slashes .
' is not equal to total number P
’ of test items, check column -‘8.
totals and counting of T
slashes. 9. i
e Multiply each total by the 10.
indicated midpoint to get a
product for each percent of 11. N
class. '
12.

e Record the sum of the product
row in the last box. This sum 13. ; ; -
'is the number of items covered -
by the average student.

e Divide the average raw score MWMWWW
by the number of items on’ : -
the test to get the percent TOTAL
of overlap for expected sippoInt| 0 .05 .20 .50 .80 .95
covergge. —1
\ PRODUCT '

,14', S . j 1 . : e S

Total Number of Slashes

AVERAGE RAW SCORE

Total Number of Test Ttems

‘ Average Raw Score
“ ‘ Expected Coverage Overlap = w5ia] No% of Test Items = = %

ERIC | | o

‘2(:;7 o




1 atr
et R l| ‘\(_‘ “‘I 2H7
T T y in M S
et i SUMMARY SHEET FOR TIME -
rstrict % /j‘{;?&,/.x:zz_ R
B . - )
. school | State # School # Grade \l"’”
‘ S -
Teacner | District # ‘Teacher # Year H
! — —_— R
READING/LANGUAGE ARTS
%
. Fart of | lingagement | ‘Allocated | Student Averaac
e Date ' Coder # 8ag sed - S tude
o ! , | Period Rate Time Engaged |  Student
> I | Time Engayed Tiac
ol 7T 4 .
~ N !
l
! : |
o )
4
|
}
i
'
_.-.._}_.
!
1
MATH .
® | ‘
J X : >
: Dt ! Codor # Part of | Engagement Allocated Student i\vel;a;,g
;‘ ' Period | Rate Time Engaged otudent.
? i . Time Engaged ime
¢
B!
|
{
i
|
r
A\
Student Engaged Time = Allocated "I‘ime'x Engagement Rate :
DIRECTIONS
1. Use this form to summarize data throughout the school year. '
2. Fill in the information at the top of the form. )
2 3. Record the date(s) of observation. One line on the form is used for each day.
4. Record the total allocated time (in minutes) from the Allocated Time Log for
each subject. . '
: 5. Record the coder numbers, parts of the period observed, and average engagement
" rate for all observations made on that-date. ’

6. Find the student engaged time (allocated time x engagement rate).
, 7. Find the average student engaged time for all observations by adding all of
the entries in the student engaged time column end dividing by the number of
| EMC ' entries. . : - : 2“8

203




Appendix D

Development of Summary Indices Describing
Level of Program Implementation




&

" Development of Summary Indices Describing
Level of Program Implementation

A large amount of informationcregarding implementation of the
Achievement Directed Leadership approach was‘collected during‘the field
test. ;Data sources included questionnaires, interviems,.and»observations
throughout the school year. Summarviindices were developed to reduce the
quantity of data into simple descriptors of level of implementation at the
principal, teacher and overall school levels. These Summary~indices
describe whether level of 1mp1ementat10n was hlgh (index = 3), medium
(index = 2), or 1ow'(1ndex = 1) with respect to eXpectatlons suggested by
the program model. Each index summarizes more specific indices which
descripe‘principal or teacher attitudes and behavioﬁs. High ratings for
these specific indices indicate that the teacher or principal behav1or or
~attitude is at a level which closely approximates an 1dea1 1mplementation'
of the program with respect to‘that part1cular‘var1ab1e. Low indices, on

the other hand, indicate that implementation is well below ideal levels.

) Medium indices fall between these extremes, they suggest that 1mp1ementa— o

tion, although not perfect, ig generally satisfactory but not of Suffl—

c1ent magnitude to warrant a high rat1ng

Decision rules for the assignment of specific indices were somewhat'
arbitrary. They were essentially based on Subjective Judgments by the

program evaluators with respect to what could be reasonably eXpected of

principals and teachers under the circumstances of the field test. In

addition}'all indices are based on Self;report data provided by teachers,




. i , )
.

principals, and BSC staff. The‘feliability and validity of these datakare' . ‘
w ¢ o |
uncertain. The composition of each summary index is briefly described ‘

"

“ LN
below.

) Prlnc;pal Level Implementatlon ‘Index o \u\

“

The’ principal level implementation index is comprised of. four , \\\\

‘variables, as described in Table D-1. A specific index was derived for

w

each variable. The‘epecifickindices, when added together, form the basis

for the o#erall principal level index for each.echool. Sums of the fhur

. indices totaling ten or more were arbitrarily assigned‘hiéh ratings, sums
" of eight or nine were assigned medium ratinge, and sums of seven or‘below
were gi?en'iow ratings. _Since results are very subjeetive,‘they should be

\

viewed cautiously. In a sense, they describe some relative differences

between principals. B ) o | ‘ :
. | ' - )

Teacher Level Implementation‘Index

The teacher level implementation index is comprised of six variables,
-as described in Table D-2. A specific index was derived for each variable.
All indices were based on avefage responses to the Teacher Questiohnaire.

AS with the overall principal level index, the overall. teacher level index

“was based on the sum of ali épec1fic 1ndices for each School.’_Sums of the

six indices totaling 15 or more were arbitrarily assigned high.ratihgs,.
sums between 10 and 14 were assigned'medium‘ratings, and sums of nine;br )

below were given low ratings. Again, results are subjectivé and should be

cautiously interpreted.  The summary index provides a general descriﬁtion

" of the relative differences between teachers at the specific schools.




Table D-1 |

Description of Principal Level Impleméntation Indices

. Decision Rule for Index?

60¢

o Data Low Medium High

Variables ; Description Sources 1 t 2 3
Number of Average number of times principal Teacher questionnaire x<6.0. [6.0<x<7.0 ¥>7.0
classroom observed. each teacher's classroom; ‘ - ‘ ' ‘ :
observations sfx were planned )
Number of | Average number of confererces with | Teacher questionnaire, j x<3.0 [3.0<x<3.7 x>3.7
principal/teacher | each teacher; three were planned principal/teacher N o
conferences conference form ’
‘Training results Total index represents the average | Teacher training x<3.4  |3.4<x<4.0 x>4.0

of six specific indices, three for questionnaireé -

the content workshop and three for o

the time workshop. These workshop

indices include measures of (1)

overall reaction to training, (2)

expectations regarding likelihood

of success, and (3) perceived N

knowledge and skill development
Attitude toward | General affect, enthusiasm BSC contacts/observa- BSC BSC BSC
program ; “tions, interviews, judgment: judgment | judgment .

' principal questionnaire: . ‘

4 For training rqu}gs,”thg,dggisipnmruleswwere“appiiedm

" overall index.

~ N

te"the~siXW3pecifiC“IﬁHices'ﬁﬁiéﬁ"ﬁéké%ﬁﬁffhgntﬂwwn

213




Tabie D-2

Description o%?Teacher Level Implementation Indices

"

Bl

Decision Rule for Index,'

. Data ‘Low Medium Hiéﬁ
Variables Description . o . Sources 1 2. 3 .
Research use Combination of measures of teachers' Teacher x<50% 50%<x<70% x>7OA

reported use of research/classroom data questionnaire | positive positive posit1Ve
to set improvement goals and improve responses responses |responses
teachlng -

"Instructional Combinatlon of measures of teachers' Teacher Same Same Same
Jimprovements reported improvements in student engaged questionnaire

: ' : time, content overlap, prior learning,
E ) student success, mastery, ana content review
Success in Combinatlon of measures of teacners Teacher | Same Same | Same
-implementation reported success in implementing Achieve- questionnaire ’ ’
’ S ment Directed Leadershlp components '
“|. related to: stident engaged time, content - ;
_overlap, prior learning, student suCcess,
mastery, and content review
b
. T .
Changes in Combination of measures of teachers' Teacher Same Same “| Same
teaching . reported changes in instrudtional planning, - questionnaire
" . behavior - " | .classroem management and teaching : L - T
' ’ techniques L - -
ﬂr-~fmproved”61ass— Teachers overall perception of effective- Teacher Same Same Same
i room effective- ness of basic skills instruction relative questionnaire ‘ '
'2'1 ?ess ' " to prior year ‘ ; u
Attitude toward Teachers' overall reaction; mean rating; - Teacher %<3.0 3.0<x<3.5 x>3.5
program scale of 1 (very negatlve) to. 5 (very questionnaire '
“positive) } : '

ERIC i

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Overall Schoolw1de Implementatlom Index

" The overall schoolwide implementatlon index represents the sum of the
@

four specific pr1nc1pal level indices and the six teacher 1eVel 1nd1ces.

Thus, the overall summary 1ndex is 1nf1uenced more by teacher behaviors

) [
than by principal behaviors. The rationale for this weighting schema is

that classroom level impiementation (i.e.,, teacher) will, most likely,

have a greater effect on student achievement. Overall sums of the ten

indicesatotaling 25 or more were assigned high‘ratings, sums between 18
and 24 were assigned medium ratings, and sums of- 17 or below were given
. 1ow overall ratings. Since a 1srge quantity of‘data,went into each

overall schoolw1de index, these indices are probably falrly good estimates

. e
,,.,——v-c. - ’

of the relatlve level of progtam 1mplementation for each school within a

i}

district. o .
o T
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Appendix E: .

»
3

< . ) R (

Self-Assessment Results \

District/Principal Workshops -
’ New Jersey‘Schoo%QDistrigt '
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

g o

-

Self Assessment Results:
District/Principals: New Jerscy Schodl District

L A N

Conter .

WOrksﬁbp

RIC

pbjective (¥.= ) i - . 0? my ?ifhh | With some Only with Even with Not
- o own z‘g 8l assistance| further further Appli-
b stucy - instruction and| instruct: |cable
. asslstance ion, may
s . | not Le able
P » . to do
£:§t§i prior leirning,‘instructional bverlap, ‘and ‘342 17% a5 iz 0% 0%
Yo  (n=24) . . g : .
Use staridardized achievement test data to project T =
. |the classroom average percentile score that can be 7% 377 21% 47 0% 0%
expected under "normal': instruction. (n=24) «’ C
Use test data to identify a class's specific prior . .
learning strengths and weaknesses., (p=25) o 44Y 36% 207 © 0% 0% 0%
Find the overlap between the content taught and the ‘
content measured by the test. (p=25) 42% . 397% 127% 8% - (€13 0%
Read an instructional overlap graph (find the expected . ' S
achievement zone for a gilven percent of instructional 6% 24% 327% 8% 0% 0%
overlap.) (n=26). ‘
Examine initial instructional plan and decide whether . KRR
resulting overlap is appropriate for a specific 36% 268 1327 8% 0% (04
uation, (n=25) . - . ; - “ .
1st teachers in completing long-term {nstructional 407 ©24% 247, 127% 0% . U&
plans,  /na25) . .
. - - . - % T 0% 9'7_
Assist teachers in completing unit plans. (p=25) 48% 20% 287% . 4%
Help teachers review thelr progress on the long-~term . . e . o
plan and thelr students' mastery of the topilcs co&g;ﬁ%. . 36% 20% 40% i% S
Asslst teachers in revising'their long-term plans, 1if .
necessary, (72 40% 16% _ 40% 4% 0%
,l )
< N ¢
d . .
: 4
. . R
' . L »
L
- 4 [
- .
, . z»%
s C, ’
* hd —~
) ’
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Self Assessment Results: Planning Séminar
Dist;ict/Principals: New Jersey. School District

Only with |Even with

. further further

With With instruction |instruction

P further |some and may not

Skill (n = ) ‘ . study assistance| assistance- (be able to dq

Teacher Orientation

Locate rationale, strategy, content outline (19)
Locate handouts (19)

Locate transparency masters (19)

‘Present information from outline (19)

Discuss staff roles and functions (20) 40%- 40% 20% - ' -
Answer questions (19) i 37 32% 32% - -
. Follow-up concerns (19) ) o 26% 37% “37% - . ) -
Content Implementation qzﬁka ]
Use Content Leader's Guide (13) 15% 69% 8% . 8% - :

Time Implementation . o

Use Time Leader's Guide (23). 43% 9 | jovr | 9% -

e ’ . . . e

" ERIC .

L p




Self-Assessment Results: Time Woxrkshop

District/Principal: New Jersey School District. .,
bbjective (N = ) On my | With, | With some Only with Even with Not
- own plafi-| assistance| further further applic-
. . ning instruct- instruction, agge
. * ion and may not be 7

! ' assistance | able to do

Define allocated time, engagement rate, and 602 *
student engaged time. (n=25)

pistinguish engaged from unengaged student

behaviors in the classroom, (n=23) ) 83% *
ecord data on the engagemeht rate form and
calculate engagement rate, (n=23) 74% *
Co?plete an allocated time log. (n=24) ? 759, *
Read and interpret one of the time graphs (find
the expected achievement zone for a given amount 63% ok
- of student engaged time.) (n=24) E
Establish an appropriate goal for student 247 28%
engaged time, (n=25) - . L
blish the corresponding goals for allocated
' and engagement rate ‘(for a given student 30% 40%
aged time-goal.) (n=20)
Assist teachers in selecting appropriate strate-
|gles for increasing allocated time and engagement 28% 44z
rate. (n=25) “
iHelp a teacher plan the implementation of a 18% 353

strategy to improve classroom management of students
and management of instruction. (n=26) .

Schedule the initial round of clagsroom obsgfvations. .
‘ 58% . 27%
© (n=26)
Help teachers asggss the impact of their chaqges on
classroom practice, especially student engaged time, | 387 35%
) (n=26)
T

Aruitoxt provided by exic [

El{lC . | "*;, - Lo




Appendix F:

‘ - District Checklists
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_District Linker Checklist for Time

Insure/secure district support for building participation. w v

eetings

1.
o Number of buildings + teachers.
e . Resources needed (e.g. release time, $, inservice credit)- o g
P -
e Administrative sanction (superintendent's approval %_ g‘ z
reconnnended) o : m e 0
: : )
: : SRY
2. Clarify district parameters of program participation 8 H
(e.g; teachers must volunteer) -
3, Plan and deliver awareness about time for principals-
: . v A J
1. Determine the recipients and mode of the diétrict training-—district’
personnel,'principals, or teachers. : ‘
'@ Formation of an IIT.
e Identify roles and respénsibilities at each level.
2. Develop an overall plan for SET training.
e Schedule dates and times.
e Determine whether participants can/will work on their own between m
e Budget training time.
3. Plan and conduct training sessions as outlined in Leader's Guide for Time.

" @ Notify participants of meatings.

e Prepare agendas. --
e Secure videotape players, overhead projectors and calculators .

e Learn to operate a videotape player——including locating differedt
parts of the videotape. o

e Reproduce handouts and transparencies.

221 Y
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Devise a strategy for assessing participant's méstery of engagement
rate observation training. - - : ‘ ‘
- grade own

'~ hand in/assess -
: . : &7
Share with principals the ramifications of the decisions as to who
will actually perform the classroom observations, the number of
obsexrvations and the lengtlt. ) c

2

~ training time
scheduling of ébservations
affect on obserﬁees
match'ﬁith school climate ~-— clinical guperviSion
' ~— peer supervision
~ constant observer.forvone teacher, a variety of observers
budgeting or coveriﬂg ‘ ‘ ‘
number of cycles

Discués the use of codes on data collection forms.

Provide principals with strategies that can be used to release
teachers for data collection. :

~ yotating substitutes

- free period observation

- principal subs in observer's room

Share with principals the ramifications that school instructional
groupings and pullout programs have on : -

~ training decisions

- obsérvation collection

DPevise a strategy for dealing with resource guides/availability for
phase ‘'three--idea of program and teacher cegteringllinks to ISA
and/or local teacher training imstitutioms.

VDeél with the impact that data collectioh may have upon'district/
state mandates about allocated time for subject areas and for pull-
out programs. -

Consider long-term versus short-term change strategies——need to make
‘other changes (perhaps more radical) if SET remains in an unsatis-

' factory area.




o

4. 1Identify district needs to evaluate the program and plan for such
evaluation: data needed, how collected, by whom, when, and how to

report.

5. ‘Prepare and assist the principal to perform the functioné listed on
the principal's checklist. '
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Appendix G:

o . 3 - Principal Checklist




lPriﬁcipalfs Checklist
Time, p. 1

Principal's Checklist for
Implementation of Time Variable*

Leading ‘ : ‘ ' ‘ .

The. principal is the instructional leader for the school building. It is
the principal's responsibility to carry out or to delegate (but maintain the
responsibility for) each qf the tasks/activities listed below. As noted in
section II of this guide, the principal's personal participation and encour-
agement are extremely important. Thus, there will be some activities that -
the principal should not delegate. ’ ’ ' ‘

e

Planning Collaboratively

S

1. Review district's overall plan for

- implementation of the time variable

(e.g., who.observes, frequency of -
observations, etc.).

2, Identify date for teacher workshops

" ~for new or previocusly untrained
teachers. Estimate the number of
teachers involved.

3. Develop a plan for time workshops for
teachers (perhaps with a teacher
committee).

4. Devise a lplan for dealing with in-
service needs of teachers that are’
identified in the Phase Three activi- !
ties. Will principal, district, or
regional educdtion agz2ncy assist in
providing for these needs?

5. Announce date, place, time, and pur-—
" pose of workshop.
a. Relate workshop activities to
overall district and school
.goals, ’

. <3
*Principals are reminded that in addition to the notes provided at the end
of this session the Time Leader's Guide will answer many zpecifie ques-
tions ab-ut methods and materials.

9/3/81 | « o
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: T o ' infngﬁpal'é Checklist
o . . : X Time’ po 2

b. Inform pérticipan;s of materials
~they need to bring. ’

Training : v o ’ .

. 1~ Learn to operate district videotape
e - equipment--including locating dif-
' ferent parts of the videotape and
answer keys for coding tapes.

. 2. Make last minute check on leaders,
video equipment, materials, facili-
ties, notice to teachers. :

-3. Conduct teacher workshop as outlined
"~ in planning sessions with district
staff. Outcomes of workshop should -
include o Co

a. an understanding among/ﬁeachers
of the goals and expected bene-
fits of participation in time -
‘variable activities for the
school and. the individual
teacher, ’

b. an understanding of the rationale
and critical variables (engage-
ment .rdte, allocated time, stu-
dent engaged time, and student
success) related to the time
variable, ’

c. an understanding of what is meant ,
¢ by engaged and unengaged behav- . o
iors and what observers will be
"coding and calculating on' the
engagement rate form,

d. knowledge of how and when to com-

"plete an allocated- time log, ' -
e. an understanding of the distinc—

tion between managing students

and managing instruction; knowl- .

edge of location of strategies:

for improving engagement rate and

allocated time, .

8/26/81 - S . | .
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e

Participating . -

f. observation schedule for the ini-
tial round of classroom observa-
tions, and

g.  get an understanding of the
-expectations the principal has
and tHe procedures the principal
will follow in working with
teachers on the data that will
. be collected.

Evaluate teacher workshOp'(see evalu-
ation form that follows this list).

. 1 L]

8/26/81

Develop and implement a way of re-
minding teachers to complete allo-
cated time logs on observation days.-

Carry out observation schedule (ini-
“tial and; follow-up) collecting’

engagement rate data.

-Help teachers complete summary sheets

and set goals for student engaged

time, allocated time, and eumngagement .

rate, .

o

" Help teachers select, implement and

monitor strategies. to meet goals.

Implement any identified school-wide
strategies concerning dllocated time
or engagement rate. -
Work with in&iyidual teachers whose
student engaged:time remains unsatis-—
factory. Consider long-term versus
short—-term change strategies—--need to
make other changes (perhaps more
radical) if student engaged time
remains in an unsatisfactory area.

Synthesize teacher inservice and pro-

fessional growth needs bhased on data
collected from plans and consulta—
tions with teachers.

K

Principal's Checkllst .
Time, p. 3

g




4 : &

/ » - | Principal's Checklist

. k3 73 .
;o s , : Time, p. 4 ~
i v . ' . v
s . - . . A
8.- Arrange inservice by district or re- ' . g )
’ gional agency for groups of teachers T . 5

with same’/interest or need.

9. Attend districtemeeting td learn
additional strategies or techniques
i ] . for working with teachers.
10. Communicate to district any observed
; scheduling (pullouts,. special
- classes) procedures that lower allo-
- cated time for buildinés/classrooms.

. 11, Collect information needed to review
success of time wariable implemen-
tation. . '

a. Collect tea:hers' completed ’
Summary Sheets at end of year.

b. Analyze process ‘and achievement

¢ data for each instructional A .
group.
- student engaged time ‘ - ’

- percentile ranks ° _ & . ' \

8/26/81 Ly
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Principal's Checklist
Content, p. 1

&

P4

° ' | . Principal's Checklist for Impl‘emunting o .
: Instructional Planning (Content Variables)*

v

Leading R S - ) L

The principal is the instructional leader for the school building. It is
the principal's responsibility to carry out or to delegate (but maintain
fesponsibility for) each of the tasks/activities listed below. As noted in .
the previous section of this guide, the.principal's personal participation
and ehcouragement are extremely important. Thus there will be some activi-
- ties ihe principal should not delegate. C ' o

[ C ¢

Planning'ColiaborativelX
1. Review district's overall plan” for : , , .
systematic® instructional planning. .

2. Identify August or September{date(s)‘
. for teacher;workshop(s). Estimate
number of teachers involved: o

3. Identify (with district) source of
" prior learning data (test data or
pupil profiles).:

4., Identify (with district) materials _
to be used in work on instructional
overlap (test descriptions, district
curriculum guide, b%sal‘tekt)."

5. Assgist district with any needed
curriculum-test matching activities.

6. Develop a plan for content. workshop ' L ‘ i
" for teachers (perhaps"with teacher ' _ ’
committee). ' . B

a. Determine scope and objectives of® o -
workshop; distinguish betwéen ) ‘
workshop activities and outside -
assignments.

e

 *Principals are.reminded that in addition to the notes provided at the end
of this session .the Content Leader's Guide will answer many specific ques-—
tions about methods and materials.® '

10/1/81 -
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*Principal’s. Checklist

w P *. Content, p. 2
. .
. : ; i <,
b. Decdide who will lead each part“of
L workshop——notify individuals.
c. Arrange for necessary materials - o s |
- (agendas, data, transparencies, )
handouts).
d. Determine room and equipment to o ’ -

. be used (a lot of table space is
needed, overhead projector,
coffee?). :

7. Devise a strategy for dealing with
identified: training needs—-=idea of
_program and teacher centering links
to district, regional education ‘
* agency, and/or local teacher training 3 ‘e ' . a
institutions. e ’

8. Announce date, place, time, and pur— ' | s
gose of workshop.

a, vRelate workshop activities to -
overall district and school
goals. = ‘.

b. Inform participants of materials
they need to bring.

1)

Training

I Complete a last minute check on ' ‘
- leaders, materials, facilities,
notice tu teachers.

-

2. Conduct teacher workshop as outlined
" in planning sessions with district
staff.

3., Evaluafe teacher workshop (ses evalu4‘
ation form that follows this list).

Pafticipating

1. Identify and implement strategies to
. address major prior learning
deficiencies. :

'10/1/81
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Principél's Checklist
Content, p. 3

‘ 2, Meet with small groups or-individual
teachers to monitor progress om
School Year Planning Guide, and
possibly review Unit Topic Plans and
- status of class mastery——weekly or ‘
every other week as lesson plans are .

checked. ]

3. Tell district.about curriculum weak-
’ nesses determined in pri&t’ learning
“analysis. (This may serve as input
for curriculum revision processes.)
"4, Synthesize teacher inservice and pro= .
. fessional growth needs based on data . o 1
collected from plans and consulta— .
tions with teachets. ' : '
5.° Arrange inservice by district or *
regional ageﬁqy for groups of
_teachers with same interest or need. . .

6. Attend district meeting to learn
‘ ‘ additional strategies and techniques
, for helping teachers achieve coverage .
" : goals. ;
7. Collect information needgd to review
success of ‘instructional planning
effort.

a. Collect teachers' completed
Content Summgry’ Sheets prior to
administering testing program..

b. Analyze process and achievement
data for each instructiodal
group. L e s IR

- intended and actual instruc-—
tional overlap -

- percentile ranks
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