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I. INTRODUCTION

Over the last few years, federal, state, and local interest has focused

on improving classroom and school activities through the application of

process-product rééearéh on classroom and school effactiveness. The
R ¢

organizational structures and delivery systems used in these endeavors are
sometimes influenced by the research on planned change for school improvement. -

%h Maryland, application of sucﬁ research is apparent in the School
Improvement Through Instructional Process (SITIP) péogram, initiated in 1980.
All 24 local educational agencies (LEAs) voluntarily "lmplemented one or more
of four research-based instructional improvement models: Active Teaching,

Mastery Learning, Student Team Learning, and Teaching Variables. 'They were

supported in their -fforts by the Maryland State Department of Education

their tasks in ways suggested by the research on planned change.
In order to facilitate data-based decision-making with respect to SITIP,

evaluation was conducted in such a way as to provide rélevant information in a

timely fashion. Three major reports were develoﬁéd: the first focused on
implementation, the second on impact, and the present report focuses on

institutionalization.*
-

This report begins with an overview of SITIP, and discusses: evaluation,

state initiatives, and local implementation. The final chapter presents a
<
summary and conclusions.

* These publications and others describing SITIP activities are 1isted in the
bibliography of this report.

l (MSDE), and both local and state staff were encouraged to design and carry out




program involves local education agencieé (LEAs) in voluntarily implementing '

Instructional processes proven to be effective in incregsing student achieve-

M

.

II. OVERVIEW OF MARYLAND'S SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

v .

This chapter presents an overview of Maryland's current school impfove-
ment program, outlines the four ingtructional models used in the program, and

summarizes the results reported for the ﬁeriod December 1980 to June 1983.

The SITIP Design

Maryland's School Improvement Through Instructional Process (SITIP)

rd

-

ment. The instructional models used in SITIP are: Activé Teaching, Mastery)
Learning, Student Team Lﬁ:rning, and'Teaching Variables. All four models are
research-based and were selected by the Mgryland State Depgrtment of Educafion
(MSDE) as potentially useful to all éghools,for improving instruction in>a11
structured academic cufricula. During the 1981-82 'school year, nearly 700
teachers in grades K-12 used one or more of the models in their instruction of
mathematics, reading/language arts,‘science, social studies, ar other academic
areas. During the 1982-83 gschool year, over 980 téachers in 139 schools were
similarly involved. ,
SITLP was designed by MSDE as a multi-year program consisting of inter-

active activities which are outlinedlbelow and presented in Figure 1.

1. Preparation (open systems planning): Identify needs and potential
solutions. Draft the SITIP design.

2, Initial Commitment: Review plan with LEA superintendents. Obtain
approval for local teams to attend awareness conferences.

3. Awareness Conferences: Have each of the instructional improvement
models presented by its developer at awareness conferences attended
by LEA teams, MSDE staff, and interested others. Describe the
design and -nature of (voluntary team) involvement.

4. Local Prop%ﬁalsi?lans: Help cross~hierarchical local teams draft
proposals to implement one or more of the models.

; 10
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Avareness Conferenccs

MSDE Preparation Initial Commitment I (content and design
(open-syatema planning) .,  (of local teams) {nformat ion)

.
YoM
3! . o
Technical Assistance Assessment of Progress

(coaching) ‘ and Impact

\

Follpw-up Training

~

l

]

J

Institut temalizetion
ot '
Teruination

Local Proposals and Plans
(with allowance for semi-
annual or annual up-dstes)

11

Implementation

™~

Dissemination
(expansion)

?

.

Figure 1. The SITIP Design: An lnte&ive Model for Program Improvement

rrrrr




T N N - T Y . T R O O O 3 R .

5. Implementation: Help LEAs implement selected models using their own
strategies but involving representatives of all role groups.

share information about successes between LEAs.

7. Technical Assistance: Assign MSDE staff (across divisions) to
assist LEAs in planning, implementation, and dissemination; to
conduct follow-ups; and to facilitate networking. Build capacity;
do not create dependency.

8. Training: Conduct an intensive three-day training session on each

: model for prospective implementers (teachers, school administrators,
central office staff). Conduct annual or semi-annual follow-up
training sessions (using participatory planning) to maintain quality
implementation. Assist local staff in planning/conducting turnkey
training.

9. Assessment of Progress and Impact (cyclical): Have'a '"third party
evaluator" collect and analyze data systematically and use (feed-
back) information to make improvements and publicize successes.

10. Institutionalization/Termination: Integrate SITIP activities into
local programs (independent of state support) or terminate, using
locally relevant data to make decisions.*

6. Dissemination: Encourage use of the models in many schools, and

I The acciyities outlined above began in 1980. All 24 LEAs in the state

: ) were represented at awareness conferences. Nineteen LEAs submitted proposals

E' ) for implementation through June 1983.~ For the 1982-84 school years, five

| "new" (second wave) LEAs decided to participate and for the 1983-84 year one
"vetefan" LEA did not request state funds. State department support (funding,
provision of training ;;d technical assistance to LEAs) continued through the
1983-84 school year. At that time it was hoped that LEAs would terminate or
institutionalize their model programs, with each district taking responsibi-
lity for local needs,‘decisions, and actions. '"Matching'" grants were
available after July 1984 only for second wave LEAs or for program expansion.
A chronology of key activities is presented in Table 1. The cycle of

planning, training, implementation, and evaluation is a consequence ot the

SITIP design.

* This element of the design was added in August 1983 as LEAs began to provide
- matching funds to (reduced) state grants.

Q 4 13
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Table |

Chronology of Key SITI/ Activities

1980 1981 1982 1983 1984
iine Sept Dec | March June Sept Dec | March June Sept Dec | March June Sept Dec | March June Sept Dec
1. MSDE preparation begun X ‘.
2., Commitmer: given by LEA super-
intendents & developers re.
awareness conferences X
3. Awvareness conferences held [-=—r1 —
4., lLocal proposals submitted to
MSDE I--1
5. MSDE/LEA/developer planning of
summer institutes 1---1
6. MSDE technical asai‘ance
provided ) ittty - mmmmesssss e fr==mossTeTes I
Y. FPour summer institutes held x
8. MSDE/LEA planning modified 1 X
9. Implementation (by 19 LEAs) Tmemm—mmm s - ——m———- B e ittt I
10. Folliow-up training conducted x XXXXX
W 11, Instructional lLeadership ,
conferences conducted x x X
12. Evaluation report on imple-
mentat on distributed ) x
13. Plann'‘ng and orientatlion for
"new" LEAs 1---1
14. lmplementation (by 5 "new"
LEAs) Tomrmmpme o o = m e o o e R I
15. Follow-up training conducted X xXx x X
16. (ombined summer institute held x
17. Local plans finalized o _ ~ x
18. (valuation report on impact )
distributed X
19. Follow-up training conducted XX XX I
20. MSDE/LEA planning reviewed 1--
21. lLocal "ownership" for institu- Lo memomm 1
tionalization or termination
22. Evaluation report on institu-
tionalization distributed *

Q ].(1
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




The Instructional Models

Four research-based instructional models (innovations) were selected by MSDE
as potentially useful to all schools for improving instruction in all
structured academic curricula. They were: Active Teaching, Mastery Learning,
Student Team Learning, and Teaching Variables.
o Active Teaching (AT) 1s a system of direct instruction developed by
Thomas Good and Douglas Grouw: at the University of Missouri.

Originally designed for the teaching of mathemat{is, AT consists of
the following components:

1. Pre-lesson development -- concepts and skills from the previous
night's homework are reviewed, homework is checked and collected,
and students engage in mental exercises.

2. Lesson development -- prerequisite skills and concepts are briefly
reviewed, new concepts are introduced via teacher explanation and
demonstration.

3. Controlled practice.

4. Independent, uninterrupted, individual, successful practice is
provided in order to increase proficiency in the skills and
concepts taught.

5. Homework -- the homework that 1is assigned 1s related to the
concepts developed that day.

6. Review/maintenance -~ weekly and end-of-unit reviews help to
maintain skills and concepts taught.

e Mastery Learning (ML), developed by Benjamin Bloom (University of
Chicago) and James Block (University of California), combines
curriculum alignment and diagnostic/prescriptive instruction with a
philosophy that all students can succeed. Essential components are:

l. Developing a scope and sequence of objectives, broken down into
prerequigite and component skills.

b .
2.*“5roviding appropriate instruction aligned with the objectives to
be mastered.

3. Testing the student's progress in mastering the objectives through
the use of a formative evaluation measure (''no fault" test).

4, Providing students who have not achieved mastery with additional
corrective work in the de iclent aréas specified by the formative
tests, and providing students who have achieved mastery with
enrichment activities to reinforce and supplement learning.

‘ 6 16




5. Testing final mastery of the objectives with a summative evalua-
tion measure.

6. Recording student progress in terms of individual mastery of
specific objectives. 'Mastery" is usually defined as 807 of the
students demonstrating success on at least 80% of the objectives
in a given unit of instruction.

e Student Team Learning (STL) techniques use peer tutoring and team
competition to facilitate student learning. Student Team-Achievement
Divisions (STADY and Teams-Games-Tournaments (TGT) were developed by
Robert Slavin and staff at the Johns Hopkins University. Jigsaw was
started at the University of California at Santa Cruz. The key
factors of STL are peer interaction, cooperation, and competition.
STAD is basically team learning; TGT is team learning plus competi-
tion by ability level; Jigsaw 18 team learning of specific elements
of a program, with regrouping for peer teaching across elements.

o Teaching Variables (TV) was developed by David Helms and staff at
Research for Better Schools (RBS). Two variables found to be strongly
related to effectiveness of instruction and student achievement were

identified: '"content" and "time." The "content" variable encompasses
two factors:

1. Assessment of prior learning.

the testing instrument.
The '"time" variable improvement cycle involves:
l. Measuring student engaged time (SET) via classroom obs.rvation.
2. Comparing SET and opportunity for improvement.
3. Revie@ing and selecting research-based improvement strategies.

4. TImplementing strategies.

5. Using additional classroom observations to evaluate the
effectiveness of the strategies in improving SET.

The innovations vary in complexity. Complexity was determined on four

criteria:

® knowledge -- how much must be learned that 1s new?

® materials -- how much do classroom materials need to be redesigned
or developed?

® methods -- how much change is required in the way things are done in
the classroom? in the school?

® organization -- how much role change and administrative action are
required?

. 2. Alignment of curriculum objectives and classroom instr.ction to

7 17




Each innovation was assigned a rating on a scale from 1l to 5 (with 5
indicating high complexity) on each criterion, and a mean rating was derived.
As designed, the innovations were rated in order of complexity as: Active
Teaching (1.62), Student Team Learning (2.37), Mastery Learning (3.12), and
Teaching Variables (3.75). (See Table 2.)

As implemented by some, Teaching Variables proved to be less complex than
Mastery Learning since 60% of TV implementers used only the "time" variable.
AT and STL, as implemented, were éimple and classroom-based, requiring less
support from school administrators and central office staff than ML or TV. ML

and TV were both complex and required cross-hierarchical coordination for

successful implementation.

Table 2

Complexity of the SITIP Innovations

Models
Dimension AT ML STL TV
Knowledge 2 3 3 5
Materials 2 4 4 3
Methods - in class 2}1,5 4)3.5 4}2.5 3}3
- jin school 1 3 1 3

Organization 1 2 1 *' 4

Total 6.5 12.5 9.5 15

Mean 1.62 3.12 2.37 3.75

Assigned ratings vary from a high of 5.00 to a low of 1.00.

AT = Active Teaching, ML = Mastery Learning,
STL = Student Team Learning, TV = Teaching Variables

18




Summary of Findings: December 1980 to June 1983

The following discussion is summarized from earlier SITIP reports that
focused primarily on implementation and impact.

The nature of the innovation is one of many factors 1nfluencing imple-~
mentation. Other influential factors 1nc1pde the choice of strategy,* the
nature and extent of training and assistance, extent of local commitment, and
the nature of involvement. In comparing inpovations, the following should be

kept in mind:

e Active Teaching. The strategies chosen required active involvement
from all role groups. The innovation as implemented was simple and
classroom~based. The scope of implementation was larger than for any
other model (33 schools, 472 teachers in June 1982; 73 schools, 581
teachers by June 1983).

® Mastery Learning. The strategies chosen were school-based. The
innovation as implemented was complex and suggested a need for
cross~-hierarchical coordination. The scope of implementation was
moderate (81 teachers in six schools in June 1982; 202 teachers in 13
schools by June 1983).

¢ Student Team Learning. The strategies chosen were primarily

. teacher-oriented or classroom-basec with initial involvement or light

monitoring by school administrators and central office staff. The
innovation as implemented was fairly simple and classroom-based. The
scope of implementation was moderate (100+ teachers im 20+ schools in
June 1982; 113 teachers in 42 schools by June 1983).

e Teaching Variables. The strategies chosen were primarily school-based
with active involvement by central office staff in three of the five
LEAs. The innovation as implemented was moderately complex suggesting
a need for interaction between cbservers and teachers observed. The
scope of implementation was low (50+ teachers in six schools in June
1982; 98 teachers in 13 schools by June 1983).

Regardless of the model adopted, it was found that certain roles and

responsibilities were effective in facilitating instructional improvement.

* Strategies of implementation were designed by LEAs and included: a light-
house school approach, capacity building through staff developmen:, a pilot
school to district design, and district-wide implementation.




o SEA staff initiate, encourage voluntary participation, build and
maintain commitment, and provide (research-based) assistance as
resource coordinators.

e Central office staff engage in cross-hierarchical communication,
linking schools and LEA to the SEA, and act as resource coordinators
by providing various support services. If implementation is in more
than one school, central office staff function as "project directors,"

e School-based administrators ensure that teachers' concerns are
addressed (logistical and affective), and function as supportive
facilitators or managers, sometimes with "project director" status
1f a "lighthouse school" strategy 1is used.

e Teachers carry out classroom implementation tasks. Also, teacher
representatives support others by "turnkey training," especially for
capacity building sites, and, when implementation is single-school
focused, teachers can function as "project directors" if administra-
tors (school or central office) do not take on that responsibility,

Other findings of this study, relevant to role group responsibilities 1in

implementation, suggest the following conclusions.

e Initial staff interest or commitment to implement a new program or
practice can be built if: (1) the superintendent permits staff to
look at new ideas with the intent to implement if appropriate, (2)
the innovation and its presenter/developer have validity and credi-
bility, and (3) staff believe that they do have choices and can
influence decisions.

e Staff interest is the most important factor in selection of the
innovation and in determination of elements of the implementation
plan.

e Cross-hierarchical planning facilitates mutual understanding which
helps to prevent problems during implementation (such as communica-
tion breakdowns, resentment, feelings of isolation).

® Representation of the various role groups in planning and subsequent
decision-making builde understanding and commitment, ensures inclusion
of role group perspectives, and strengthens organizational knowledge
so that knowledge 1s not lost if reassignments are made, and new staff
are not given one-sided briefings.

o The complexity of the innovation determines the amount of work to be
done for a given school site.

e The implementation strategy determines how the work 1s shared among
role groups and how the burdens shift among role groups over time.
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The strategy plus the scope of implementation (number of schools,
teachers, curricular subjects, and grade levels; amount of time
devoted to the innovation for each class or subject) determine how
much work is to be done within a given LEA.

The nature and extent of communication and decision-making determine
productivity and effect.

The organizational norms of the LEA ietermine communication and
decision-making procedures.

Changes in organizational norms are influenced by internal aud
external pressures which act virtually simultaneously, but not
necessarily collaboratively.

Regardless of the nature of the innovation, all role groups must
carry out the following tasks, in order of investment: (1) inter-
active support (acknowledgement, shared knowledge, problem-solving,
resource allocation); (2) learning/training (before and during
implemeéntation); (3) record-keeping; (4) materials identification or

~ development; (5) evaluation; and (6) administration.

Perceptions of interactive support reflect participants' assessment
of each others' commitment. Judgments are based both on how much
useful help was provided and on the visibility of the support (with
lower ratings for low visibility).

It is preferable for each role group to perceive high support from
close role groups rather than distant ones. Therefore, visibility
should be reduced with distance. [For instance, teachers should
perceive principals as supportive. If there is a problem, a state
technical assistant may help central office staff (who turnkey ideas
to the principal) or the state technical assistant (TA) (with central
office permission) may help the principal. However, the state TA does

not provide support to the teachers when it should more appropriately
come from the principal.]

Representatives of all role groups need a thorough understanding of
innovations to be adopted so_that: (1) plans are realistic, (2)
reassignments do not result in the organization's loss of knowledge,
(3) interactive support can occur, (4) no one group is overburdened,
and (5) there is a reagonable chance for institutionalization and
dissemination beyond initial pilot sites.

Impact in terms of student achievement was evident to some extent,
although not formally expected for the first year of implementation.
Results suggest (tentatively) that greatest impact was made by
Magtery Learning, followed by Active Teaching. Student Team Learning
appeared to influence student affect more than achievement.

Teaching Variables data are inconclusive.

People providing technical assistance (TA) are most effective when
they are: (l) responsive to the needs of the implementers, (2) task

<1
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oriented and knowledgeable about local norms, the innovation, and
processes of planned change, and (3) skillful in facilitating shared
decision-making and in coordinating communication. Accomplishments of
the TA team included: providing leadership for a statewide schwol
improvement program while concurrently encouraging local ownership;
maintaining communication within MSDE and among LEAs; developing
networks and teaching/learning opportunities for local teams to share
successes and build expertise; developing expertise among themselves
and ‘applying it in SITIP and in other areas; and indreasidg awareness
of effective SITIP practices among researchers and educators outside
Maryland., Impact relating specifically to assistance included:
increased trust and openness in communication between LEAs and MSDE;
increased effort by some LEAs to carry out their plans; better linkage
or a clear common knowledgze among hierarchical levels within LEAs;
increased involvement by central office staff in some LEAs; changes in
Planning, decision-making, and/or communication (e.g., more
involvement of teachers) in some LEAs.

Major outcomes of planning activities within MSDE (other than.the
implementation of the plans) included: (1) a general knowledge of
SITIP by most MSDE staff; (2) sufficient commitment or interest by
senior and middle management to be willing to explore elements or
knowledge bases of SITIP, and to continue (and expand) cooperative
support for technical assistance; (3) application of SITIP-related
information, strategies, or processes in various existing programs;
and (4) increased knoqledgc and skills in instructional improvement
and planned change by members of the TA team (which tnformally
filtered back into other program areas).

The various kinds of training events reinforced each other, and helped
to establish a common knowledge base for all. hierarchical levels. '
Participant evaluation of events, the subsequent local requests for
on-site presentations and assistance, and the scope and fidelity of
implementation, provided strong evidence of the value to ~rticipants
of the SITIP-related training provided by MSDE.

i

While processes of implementation based on the rescarch on planned
change were recommended for all models in all LEAs, and TAs encouraged
local educators to attend to such principles as participatory
decision-making, two-way communication, training and gsupport, and
appropriate investment of time and‘energy, those processes of imple-
mentation and principles were not always applied. When they were
applied, implementation went sufficiently smoothly for energy to move
gradually from establishing structures, relationships, and
expectations toward actual classroom use. When there were arbitrary
administrative decisions, top-down or incomplete communication, low
support by central office staff, and insufficient time allocated for
materials development or group planning by teachers, implementation
problems occurred.

Impact was made on student achievement by three models (AT, MI., STL),
with the strongest evidence of success in'mathematics and reading/
language arts for AT and ML. (Standardized test results were reported
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by four projects, and results of teacher-made tests were reported by
eight projects.) Positive results were most apparent when AT or ML

was used consistently over a period of time for a given subject and

grade.

Impact was made on student attitudes to some extent by all models.
Data summarized for 12 projects (AT, ML, STL) indic: ted that SITIP
students enjoyed the lessons, did not find them difficult, and wanted
to succeed. Friction among students and their perceptions of
favoritism and disorganization needed to be addressed at some sites.
While teachers believed that STL students' self-esteem and willingness
to work with others. increased, student data for STL indicated no
differences for that model in comparison to AT and ML.

Impact was made on teachers' knowledge by the training provided in
support of all models. Skills in new teaching/observation techniques
increased through classroom practice and coaching. Positive attitudes
about teaching were strengthened as teachers experienced success.

Impact was made or a school (the faculty and how instructional matters
were dealt with' _hrough commitment and sharing among teachers (ML,
STL, TV), and provision of support (ML) and recognition of success
(STL) by school administrators (usually the principal). Staff
interest in teaching/legrning increased (AT, STL); there was more
continuity across classes (AT); better management of instruction (TV);
and closer monitoring of teaching (ATY:

Impact was made on school administrators' knowledge of all models
through training, and they improved in instructional management (AT),
strengthened their belief in traditional teaching (AT), and were more

"appreciative of teachers' capabilities (AT, ML) as implementation

occurred in their schools.

Impaét was made on central office staffs' knowledge of all models
through training, and, they improved in instructional management as
they became involved in implementation (AT).

At the system level, there was knowledge gain (STL), cross-hier-
archical sharing and commitment (AT, ML), and policies enacted to
release teachers to train others or coordinate activities (ML), and to
implement the model district-wide for a ziven subject or grade level
(AT) .

Concerns were stated and recommendations made by local SITIP
participants at the end of the 1982-83 school year. For AT, the most
critical issue 7as local perceptions of the fit of the model to
specific grades, subjects, or students (as grouped). For ML, the most
critical issue was cost-effectiveness in terms of time allocated for
unit and test development, and the subsequent record-keeping, in
relation to the perceived value of the model. For STL, the most
critical issue was cost-effectiveness in terme of teachers' investment
in relation to impact (including discipline) on various kinds of
students. For TV, the most critical issue was the perceptions --
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fear, apathy, resentment (primarily of teachers) -- about local
implementation decisions and about the model design. While those
issues suggest negative impact in some sites, it should be noted that
they were not pervasive and did not out-weigh the positive impacts
reported earlier.

Designs or plans for instructional improvement are most likely to ba
successful 1f: (1) participation (of organizations) is voluntary, (2)
communication is multi-dimensional, (3) planning is interactive with
training, (4) training and technical.assistance are provided during
implementation, (5) "1lip service compliance" is not accepted as imple-
mentation, (6) adjustments of scope are considered legitimate if they
relate to resources available, and (7) each participant has some
degree of choice about his or her involvement (nature or extent) in
the effort. These elements were present in SITIP.

a
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* IIT. FEVALUATION OVERVIEW

The evaluation was designed to address two "levels:" (1) specific events
or stages of activity, and (2) the overall SITIP program as a viable strategy
for stagéwide school improvement. Also, MSDE required the findings to be
reported on an on-going basis so that data~based decisione could be made to
bring about program improvemehts. During the 1980-1981 and 1981-1982 school ‘
years, an evaluation of the overall implementation of SITIP was conducted forld
MSDE by Research for Better Schools (RBS). During the 1982-1983 scpool yéar,
RBS continued to take primary responsibility for evaluation, but LEAs assumed
additional responsibilities; and "impact" data received greater attention.
During the 1983-84 school year implementation and impact continued to be

» >
examined, but the primary focus shifted to institutionalization.

This chapter summarizes the questions addressed by the evaluation during

the 1983-84 school year, and the responsibilities and data sources, measures

and methods, and data analysis and reporting procedures employed in the study.

Questions Addressed

The study addressed five areas: institutionalization, impact, implemen-

. tation, dissemination, and technical assistance.

l. What is the nature and extent of institutionalization:

1.1 At the state level?

1.2 Acrcss LEAs for a given model?
1.3 Within a local system?

1.4 Within a school?

2. What 1is the nature and extent of impact:

On educators, schools, and LEAs?
On student achievement, behavior, and attitudes?

NN
. .
N —

15




3. Wnat is the naturec and extent of implementatibn:

Within a 1local system?
Across LEAs implementigg a given model?

LW W
> .
N —

4, What is the natute and extent df dissemination:

4.1 Within a local systen?
4.2 Between LFAs? ) .
4.3 Outside of Maryland? T g -

Ve

5. What 1is the natﬁre and extent of technical assistance provided by MSDE
in terms of: ) oy

5.1 Implementation? . - .
5.2 Dissemination? ) ‘

5.3 Institutionalization?

5.4

Evaluation ?
\

Responsibilities and Data Sources

RBS worked wiﬁh MSDE TAs to develop an overall design and written

guidelines for evaluation. The éuidelinea summarized the-design,llist;d'roie
lgroup and individﬁal fesponsibilities, incluvded-a checklist planning sheet
whiéﬁ indicated mandates (e.g., completion by localﬁ}mplementers'bf specific )
questionnaires), and described measures and methods._ RBS and MSDE staff
reviewed the guidelines with project teams and eéch téam completéd a planning .
sheet agreeing to a coordinated evaluation effqrﬁ.* -

In general, RBS was responsible for design, development, analys%g. and
reporting. MSDE TAs were responsible for coordination, distribution and '\ .
collection of materials (e.g., questionnaires), and assistance to LEAs in

]
following the guidelines (e.g., selection and use of student assessmehe

measures). LEA coordinators carried out tasks similar to those of Tés,'but

each in his/her own district. ' ; .

* There are 24 LEAs in Maryland, all of which participated in SITIP. Since
some LEAs adopted more than one instructional model, there were 29 projects.

\
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Information -~ materials, interviews, survey responses -- was provided
P .
by: (1) the seven MSDE TAs and the SEA assistant deput; sﬁperintendent; (2)
LEA‘éentral office staff directly involved in SITIP (usually one to threc
people for each of 24 LEAs); (3) school-based administrators (up to 3 per

project); and (4) teachers (up to 15 per'project). On-site visit information

was provided by additional educators. Also, large numbers of participants of

state-sponsored training events provided information either directly

(respon&ih&mtd‘q&ééfibhn;i}eéimggdiﬁdireéfiyv(oBsé;Qé& B§'RBS). In some égsésm

student data were summarized by local educators and submitted to RBS.

Meastires and Methods of Data Collection

Five general methods of data collection were used: observations, inter-

views, questionnaires, document analyses, and measures of student attitudes

and achievement. .

Observations

The evaluatidn design included observations by RBS staff of state-

sponsored training events, MSDE technical assistance meetings, and site visits

to. participating school districts.

Four MSDE training events were observed by RBS staff. These events
consisted of one follow-up for ML and two for STL; a three-day training
ltute in all models for 200 participants in July 1983; and a state-wide v

conference attended by 500 educators in May 1984 at which 16 projects made

presentations.*

* RBS staff were assisted in observing the May conference by MSDE-supported
staff involved in another project.
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Six technical assistance meetings were observed to determine the nature and
extent of asslstance, the operating opportunities, and the constraints.
Eighteen site 7isits were made, two each to nine project sites. Site visits
included classioom observations, participant/observation of local meetings,
and interviews.

In all cases comprehensive notes were taken, objectively describing what

occurred and indicating the elapsed time.

Interviews

The MSDE TAs were interviewed individually on questions relating to their
role in SITIP, perceived successes, and recommended improvements.

Informal interviews with local implementers were conducted during site
visits and at tra?hing events,

Questionnaires

Three questionnaires were used: (1) Key Contact Questionr v (2)
Follow-Up Feedback Form, and (3) General Survey. Each one 1s duocribed
below.

Key Contact Questionnaire. A key contact person was designated in each

LEA for each model implemented. This person was required to complete two
versions of the questionnaire: a '"pre" version in September 1983 and a "post"
version the following May. 1Items on the questionnaire related to level of
iuplementation (e.g., numbers of schéols, grades, teachers, classes; and
students involved), LEA objectives for the SITIP project, and activitieg
relating to those objectives.

Follow-Up Feedback Form. LEA participants of MSDE training events were

required to complete feedback forms. Items on the forms related to such
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features as clarity of objectives, utility of the activities, quality of
support and assistance from MSDE staff, and future needs.

General Survey. A general survey was developed by RBS and completed

by up to 20 respondents in each project from three role groups (1.e., central
of fice, school administrators, teachers). Survey items related to implementa-
tion, perceived impact, dissemination, institutionalization, and technical
assistance.

Document Analyses

All materials developed by MSDE for planning, training, and communica-
tion about SITIP were reviewed by RBS. Materials (including video tapes)
developed by all LEAs used at follow-up meetings and state conferences were
also reviewed. Some LEAs also provided copies of classroom materials,
training pack§ges. and evaluation reports.

Student Assessment

while the Ceneral Survey included questions relating to perceived program
impact on students in terms of attitude, behavior, and achievement, local
systems were also ehcouraged to collect data directly from students to
determine their attitudes and to assess achievement., Data summaries could
then be submitted to RBS as evidence supporting self-report claims.

Student attitude measures. LEAs could elect to use a given questionnaire

or one of two surveys to assess attitudes, The questionnaire (elementary and
secondary versions) measured students' enjoyment, interest, and perceived
learning, on a five point scale for seven simple items. The surveys were more

complex than the questionnaire. The Learning Environment Inventory (secondary

level) had fifteen scales measuring the following areas: competitiveness,
satisfaction, difficulty, friction, disorganization, apathy, favoritism,

environment, cchesiveness, speed, goal direction, cliqueness, diversity,
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formality, and democratic. ALl but the last three scales relate to one or

more models, The My Class Inventory (elementary level) measured the first

four areas mentioned above. Copies of the measures and scoring guides were
made available to LEAs by the TAs. Participants in the Mastery Learning
Follow-up Workshop also attended a one-hour training session by RBS.

Achievement measures. LEAs were encouraged by MSDE to assess studert

achievement, Guidelines stated:

Achievement may be measured by the CAT or other norm-referenced
tests, or by criterion-referenced measures. While it is theoret-
ically desirable to pretest and posttest students comparing
results of SITIP students with similar populations in "regular"
classes, this traditional design is not always possible. Alterna-
tives include: (1) long term trend analysis comparing "posttest
only” results with those that might be commonly expected, or (2)
pretesting and posttesting SITIP students using criterion
referenced tests. Whichever method is used, it should be under-
stood that "claims of program success" or "objective value" of
SITIP should be made with caution.

Specific procedures were developed for use with various kinds of
measures: California Achievement Test, other norm-referenced tests, or

criterion referenced tests developed by the LEA or classroom teachers.

Analysis and Repor.ing

Data were analyzed for each question by model, by project, by LEA, and by
role group, Correlational analysis were used to determine relatiohships among
the variables: 1instructional gain, role group support, fidelity of implemen-
tation, and i;stitutionalizatioﬁ at the system and school levels. Differences
between the moéels, the strategies, and school types (elementary vs.
secondary) for each variable were examined using analysis of variance.

Data were analyzed as soon as possible after collectio.:. Summaries were

prepared anl oral reports were made to the MSDE team about once a month and in

writing for formal events. Turn around time for written reports of specific
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"eritical events' was usually seven to ten days. This system of on-going
analysis and reporting helped the MSDE team to make data-based decisions with
regard to planned interventions and program improvements.

In the fall of 1983, project coordinators received case studies and
report sections discussing findings relevant to the model they were
implementing. The executive summary.of the report for the schoo' year 1982-83
was distributed to local superintendents in January 1984. MSDE specified that
local implementers should attend to report recommendations and make data-based

decisions to terminate or institutionalize by June 1984,
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IV. STATE INITIATIVES AND ASSISTANCE

In suppcrt of local implementation of four models ,of instructional
improvement, the Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE) initiated
activities in three areas: planning, training, and technical assistance. In
order to carry out those activities effectively, organizati&nal structures and
mechanisms were establiehed.which built upon previous efforts. This chapter
presents general background information for four consecutive school years,
Gescribes the organizational structures used for SITIP, reviews events for the

three areas of activity, and presents a summary and related conclusions.

General’Background

The first year focused on planning and orientation, Local implementation
began in the fall of 1981. Between mid 1982 and mid 1984 (the last two school
years of this study) additional LEAs and schools Became involved, impact was
ageeseed, and indicators of institutionalization were examined. The following
discussion reviews relevant activities for each year.

Year 1: 1980-81

During the 1980~-81 school year, t-.ams of educators attended crientation
conferences conducted by the researchers/developers of the models. Then 19
LEAs submitted plans to implement one or more of those models, received
grants (up to $5,000 per LEA per year), and participated in further training
and planning activities sponsored by MSDE.

Year 2: 1981-82

During the 1981-82 school year, nearly 700 teachers in grades K~12 used
one or more of the models in mathematics, reading/language arts, science,

social studies, or other academic areas. In each of the 19 LEAs, SITIP
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teams were formed, including teachers, school-based administrators, and
central office staff. These teams were assisted by MSDE technical assistants
(TAs) -- two people per model -- who visited local sites, facilitated problem-
solving and networking, and conducted one or two "follow-up'" training events
attended by all teams implementing a given model. For two models (STL and TV)
the respective developers participated in training.

In addition to conducting activities.relating to a specific model, MSDE
also sponsored an Instructional Leadership Conference in May 1982 focusing on
quality instrqction (addressed by Barak Rosenshine) and staff development
(addressed by Bob Bush #nd Bruce Joyce). The conference was attended by about
500 local educators, 1nc1ud;ng SITIP team representatives. (MSDE staff
attended a separate conference conducted by the same presenters.)

To further reinforce the instructional improvement theme, MSDE

- commissioned Research for Better Schools (RBS) to write a paper synthesizing

research on instructional improvement and planned change.* That paper was
subsequently used as a knowledge base for several MSDE-sponsored training
evenis in the 1982-83 school year.

Year 3: 1982-83

During the summer of 1982, the five LEAs that initially had not
participated in SITIP became part of the program and received appropriate
assistance and funds from MSDE. Training was conducted by MSDE TAs, with some
help from STL and TV developers. Funding, assistance, and model-specific

follow-up training events continued for all LEAs throughout the year.

* Roberts, J.M.E., & Smith, S. Instructional improvement: A system-wide
approach.
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During the 1982-83 school year, nearly 1,000 teachers in 140 schools
(about 11% of.the schools in the state) were involved in SITIP. Sixty-five
percent of those schools were elementary, 34% secondary. Attention focused on
program impact, whict was greatest for students in AT and ML.

In early fall 1982, an RBS evaluation report covering the 18 months
beginning December 1980 was released, and the executive summary and sections
relating to local implementation of specific models were distributed and
discussed by key inﬁerest grouﬁs. Some findings influenced subsequent

activities.

The spring 1983 Instructional Leadership Conference included presenta-

teacher effectiveness (Madeline Hunter) and planned change (Karen Louis).
Those two presenters also addressed MSDE staff and college faculty at separate
conferences. The RBS synthesis paperiwas used as advance reading for the LEA
conference, and was the basis of several other presentations and training
events to state and local administrative aﬂd supervisory staff.

By June 1983, 23 LEAs were committed to a third year of SITIP implemen-

tation, all with matching state funds, and all planning expansion.*

Year 4: 1983-84

During the 1983-84 schooi year, about 2,700 teachers in over 180 schools
used one or more of the SITIP models. Attention focused on
institutionalization, with the expectation that projects would make data-based
decisions to terminate, institutionalize. or expand.

tions made by each of the 19 LEAs first involved in SITIP, and focused on '

-« -

* One LEA did not plan expansion and did not request MSDE funds for the 1983-84
school year. Interested teachers/schools could continue to implement the

SITIP model on their own. l
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In July, MSDE sponsored a three day Summer Institute to train new
implementers in each of the models and to assist local team planning. During
the year other follow-up training activities were also conducted.

In the fall, RBS evaluation reports on local implementation were distri-
buted and reviewed with project coordinators. The full report was released in
January 1984, and the findings were reviewed with key interest groups.

The spring 1984 Instructional Leadership Conference included presentations
by 16 LEAs and focused on "Elementary vs. Secondary School Efgectiveness" |
(Jane Stallings) and "What's Good About American Education" (Harold
Hodgkinson). Stallings also addressed MSDE staff at a separate conference.

The SITIP design calls for flexible state leadership, and involvement of
all role groups in planning, training, and implementation. MSDE sponsors
planning and training events, carries out technical assistance and evaluation,
and facilitates local implementation and dissemination. Local invdlvemept‘is
voluntary, but lip service compliance is not accepted as implementation. Local
investment (time, money, and commitment) 1s high and 1s influenced by the
nature of the design, the quality of technical assistance and training, and
the perceived value of the models implemented. In general, as SITIP gained
visibility_within the state, central office staff (especially supérintendents

and assistant superintendents) gave more attention to the program and to the

relevant research bases.

Organizational Structures

The organizational structures used for SITIP evolved over time to ensure
appropriate participation of role groups and hierarchical levels. Multiple
channels of communication were used, with careful attention to sending

consistent, clear, timely messages, and to maintaining personal contacts so
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that local educators could readily exchange information with MSDE. Whiie
appropriate attention was paid to }ines of authority, cross-level or cross-
division mechanismg were also used or developed to facilitate coordination.
This section outlines the strucgures and mechanisms which did evolve. It
refers to MSDE's internal decision-making, the placement and responsibilities '
of MSDE staff assigned as technical assistants, and MSDE/LEA communication.

SITIP was inis}ally designed by staff of two departmental units of MSDE,
building on needs ;nd successes of exiséing programs relating to professional
development scademies, technical assistance, Project Basic (the state
competency-based education program), and the implementation of research-based
processes and models. Once apprbved by the state superintendent, SITIP was
‘reviewed by the Instructional Coordinating Council (ICC) -- the state superin-
tendent, assistant deputy superintendent, and MSDE assistant superintendents -
each responsible for a particular division/department; ICC members agreed
that SITIP would become a jointly-sponsored program, coordinated by the
assistant deputy superintendent (ADS), and supp&rted by the person time of
selected division staff with field responsibilities. These staff became the
SITIP technical assistants (TAs), each "expectedﬁ to spend aboﬁt‘two days a
monthjon the program. They continueq their‘usual tasks, and, for SITIP,
reported to the ADS.

The SITIP TA team was chaired by ﬁhe ADS and included~eight TAs (two per
model) drawn from the Divisions of Ins;ruction; Certification and Accredita-
tion; Instructional Television; Library Services; Compensatory, Urban and
Supplementary Programs; and the Office of Project Basic. The team met monthly
to review progress, asslst each other or share materials, and to plan forth-
coming activities. Individualnﬁembers took on specific tasks most closely

relating to their "regular" work. Most general administrative wotk (e.g.,
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coordinating local plans and allocating funds) was undertaken by the two TAs
who routinely reported to the ADS. Each partnership was free to determine
what technical assistance should be offered and how work should be shared..
Members were expected to network about SITIP within their own divisions,
spreading successful concepts and building a general knowledge base among MSDE
staff. This communication was not as strong as was initially planned.
Communication between MSDE ;nd the 24 LEAs initially involved the ADS and
LEA superintendents, and that channel continued to be used for formal informa-
tion exchange. Subsequently, the local council of assistant superintendeuis-
(that meets monthly.\chaireduby the ADS) became a communication channel. The
SITIP model required involvement of cross-hierarchica’ local teams, and once
they were established MSDE TAs could contact specific teachers, school-based
administrators, and céntral office staff. Usually one of the latter group
(or, more rarely, a school administrator) was designated as the local projéct
coordinatsr‘and became the key contact for LEA/MSDE SITIP communication. In ;
few cases, a project cqordinator was 8o little involved in SITIP that someone
else (usually school-based) became the key contact, eqpecially to review
implementation progress or needs. Important information (e.g., about the
annual Instructional Leadership Conferences) or materials (e.g., evaluation
summaries) were shared in several ;ays through several channels (e.g.,
councils of superintendenga and assistant superintendents, mailings, TA local
on-aite visits, follow-up training events), with senior administrators
receiving information first, but othe? channels used to ensure that "desk-work
blocks" did not delay or prevent communication. (Even so, such blocks did

occur at times, indicating a need for TAs to encourage better communication

within some LEAS.)
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Planning*

/ SITIP policies and activities were planned by the TA team, with members
taking into account local needs and intereete.a Plans were reviewed, revised
if necessary.oand approved by the ICC. Operational epecifice were negotiated
witﬁ LFA superintendents and SITIP teams. In general, the SITIP TA teamvtook
primary responsibility for leadership and adminietration of the program, with
the ADS responsible to the ICC for meintalning quaility and cost-efﬁéetiveness.

Planning was flexible, interactive, on-going, and based on an open-

syetems appiaifh. Within MSDE ;\a between MSDE qtd the LEAs, efforts were

u\\

made to coordinate activities and to ett“ﬁgthen or integrate existing programs
with SITIP (or SITIP knowledge bases on instruction and planned change).
Planning was timely, made good use of resources and availatle expertise, and
intited loeal participation by role groupsvin such ways as to result in high
commitment to the program and real (not lip-service) implementation in almost

all sites. The combination of visible stfecess and voluntary participation

also facilitated planning.

Training
MSCE-sponsored training activities related to SITIP during the 1983-84

year included: (1) a Summer Institute, (2) an Instructional Leacdership

Conference, and (3) Follow-up Workshops. Each activity is described below.

Summer Institute

In July 1983, approximately 200 participants from 23 LEAs attended a

three~day training session.

* For a complete discussion of planning, see Instructional Improvement in
Maryland: Impact on Educators and Students.
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On the first dqy, a general overview of SITIP was presented, with refer-

ence to events to date, the research influencing the instructional models, and

the processes used. SITIP findings and factors influencing institutionaliza-

gion were reviewed. (Presenters included the ADS, a TA, and an RBS

consultant.)
-

. On the second day, participants formed five groups. Four consisted of
local educators new.to SITIP who received training in implementing a given
of "experienced" SITIP participants who

' .
attended a session on the management of change. The model-specific sessions

model. The fifth group consisted

were con&ucted by MSDE TAs with assistance.from.experieqced LEA staff (and thg
developer in the case éf STL). The "change'" session was conducted by the RBS
consultant, ‘with aséistance froﬁ?twé SITIP project cocrdinators:.

Following mo&el-specific progress reports fr;m local projects, LEA teams
spent the third morﬁing planning 1983-84 i;plementation.

Evaluation forms wére returned by 129 local educators (79 teachers, 35
school-based administrators, and 15 central office staff),‘of‘whom about 532
were 'new" to SITIP. . |

Mean ratings of the institute overall are shown in Table 3. '"01d"
participénts had a much better understanding of institute objectives ahead of
time than did "new" participants.. The strongest outcome for ''old" partici-
pants was follow-up planning, and for "new'" participants ;as overall ;;areness
of SITIP activigies. N;gative participant comments (28) related to informa-
tion overioad and the need for more "how to" guidance, while positive comments
(48) related to organization, quality of presentations, and participant

interac{ion.

o~

5_IbJ session on management of.-change, intended for "old" participants, was

also attended by 13 "new" participants. Mean ratings are shown in Table 4.
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: _ ‘Table 3
Mean Ratings of Summer Institute
(Summer 1983)

¢

Respondent s "ol1d" - "New"
Item Participants Participants Total :
Prior to attending, I understood the purpose and 4.14 3.24 3.65
objectives of this institute. ~ ' \
g

The purpose and objectives were clearly presented | - 4,24 4.32 4.28 T ’
at this institute. |
As a result of this institute I have:

--increased my awareness of overall SITIP . 3.98 4.33 4.17 ’

activities and outcomes. . ' | ‘
--1ncreased my awareness of research on ' 4.05 3.86 3.95

planned change and its relationship to
the SITIP design and outcomes.

&
~--increased my awareness of LEA activities 4,12 4.21 4,17
and plans related to the selected topic. ’
~-become involved in planning for 1983-34 ' 4.33 4.09 4.20 v
follow-up activities for the selected ‘
topic. N

1l

Note: "01d" participants. have been implementing SITIP topic(s) for at least one year,
- "New" participants have not yat implemented SITIP topic(s).

Responses range from 1.00 (sé}ongly disagree) to 5.00 (strongly agree).

-
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Table 4
Mean Ratings of Management of Change Session
(Summer 1983)
, Respondents
Item | ) 01d New Total
' N=37 N=13 N=50
| As a result of this session I have: \
‘=-increased my awareness of my C
individual problem solving stvle. 4.19 3.54 4,02
—increased my awareness of how my.
understanding of group dynamics
can help with SITIP implementation. 3.89 3.46 3,78
-~-increased my awareness of open :
systems planning for SITIP. _ 3,75 3.31 - 3,63
--increased my ability to use know- 4
' ledge of individual style, group
interaction, and systems planning
for the management of change 5
(especially SITIP). ’ 3.94 3.46 3.82

Mote: Responses range from 1.00 (strongly disagree) to 5,00 (strongly agree) .
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"01d" particip.ats benefited more than "new" ones. Negative comments (five)
indicated that participants found the activity too general, but positive
comments (12) stated that the presentation was helpful and practical.
Participant ratings for the model-specific sessions ar2 present:d in
Table}S, and are least poJitive for AT, most positive for STL. Of the 95
participants, 13 made negative comments indicating that there was insufficient
training in ML and TV, and some repetitive activities for all models. Posi-
tive comments were made by 50 respondents, praising the enthusiasm of the AT
presenters, the use of group dynamics techniques in the ML sessions, the
simulations conducted by the STL developer, and the training in coding for TV.
Participants also sgeﬁed their anticipateq needs for the 1983-84 achool
year (see Table 6). The greatest area of neec was for additional learning
activities (through intercounty visits, state follow-up conferences, or local
inservice for othér. teachers). These needs were to be addressed by MSDE TAs.
Overall, the institute was well-organized, informative, and provided

participants with an opportunity to interact with each other.

Instructional Leadership Conference*

In May 1984, apprcximately 500 participants attended the fourth annual
Instructional Leadership Conference.** Most participant; were local
educators. The audience also included MSDE ctaff, state and local board
members, educators from privafe schools, and representatives from institutes

of higher education (IHE). Topics and presenters included:

* In addition to the major conference designed primarily for local educators,
another was held the following day for MSDE staff. The second conference
consisted of a presentation by Jane Stallings and opportunities for SEA
staff to interact with her.

*%* Previous conferences designed to improve instruction, teacher effective-
ness, and planned change were held in 1981 (featuring Bloom, Good, Slavin,

and Helms), in 1982 (featuring Rosenshine, Bush, and Joyce), and in 1983
(featuring Louis and Huntec). 42
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Table 5

Mean Ratings of Model Specific Sessions
(Summer 1983) ‘

Model Ratings
Item AT ML STL TV Overall |
L N=21 N=28 N=33 N=13 N=95 ‘

1
T ‘

As a result of the training:

--1 have increased the knowledge
and skills I need to implement
the model, 3.81 4,10 4,52 4.46 4.23

--1 feel more confident and
enthusiastic about my involve- ‘
ment, 3.75 4.14 4.36 4.38 4.16

-~-1 feel as if I belong to the
SITIP "team." 3.80 4.00 4,41 4,23 4.13

Note: Responses range from 1.00 (strcngly disagree) to 5.00 (strongly agree).

4
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Table 6

Needs of Institute Participants Implementing Each Model
(Summer 1983)

Needs AT ML STL TV Overall
N=26 N=26 N=37 N=13 N=103

Continue general support and assistance 3 3 - - 6
Have follow-up sessions 1 3 4 1 9
Help conduct LEA inservice 5 3 4 3 15
Arrange Intercounty visits 6 3 8 1 18
Provide model specific "information" X
or materials 1 7 5 2 15
Help observe/critique classroom
implementat ion 2 - - - 2
Provide evaluation tools/techniques 3 1 - - 4
Provide RBS reports-feedback - 1 - - 1
Arrange for (or fund) teacher
release time 1 2 | 6 2 11
Other 2 - - 4 3
Not sure yet 2 3 10 - 19
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o Similarities and differences in effective elementary and secondary
schools -- Jane Stallings, one hour, all participants

e Communicating what's good about American education -- Harold
Hodgkinson, one hour, all participants '

e Role group responsibilities and curriculum subjects addressed in
successful school improvement projects -- LEA teams and RBS staff, nine
concurrent sessions of 45 minutes

o Factors facilitating expansion and institutionalization of school
improvement projecta ~- LEA teams and RBS staff, nine concurrent
sessions of 45 minutes.

The selected topics, involvement of researchers, participation by cross-
hierarchical local teams (including LEA superintendents), and the overall”
"message".of encouragement to link research and practice, all reflected the
SITIP philosophy =~ familiar to SITIP implementers, but not necessarily under-
stood by non-SITIP partiéipants. |

The two keynote speakers referred to results of major research projects,
Stallings drawing prim&rily on classroom effectiveness studies, and Hodgkinson
referring to Headstart and Follow-through studies and demographic data.
Stallings was teacher-centered, while Hodgkinson had a broader perspective.

In addition to those two presentations -- one first thing in the morning, the
other immediately after lunch -- there were two rounds of small group
concurrent sessions. In each round, one session was conducted by RBS staff
who reviewed findings of the SITIP study. Also, LEAs in each round made
presentations describing particular aspects of their implementation of SITIP
models. (LEAs were selected based on their relative success in a topical
area, as for instance, effective use of cross-hierarchical teams, or quality

development of curriculum units.) Most small group participants received

coples of relevant handouts.
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Completed evaluation forms were returned by 230 participants (71X LEA,
15% MSDE, 6% private/parochial schools, and 3% IHE), Forty eight percent of
the participants had no prior involvement with SITIP.

Participant ratings of keynote and small group presentations and of the
overall conference are presented in Tables 7, 8, 9. While both Stallings and
Hodgkinson received better than average ratings, Stallings was less popular,
probably because she presented information already known to SITIP participante
and she was difficult to see and ..ear. Byfcomparison. Hodgkinson had an
enthusiastic; energetic style and could be clearly heard and seen.

Responses to the concurrent acsﬁions were grouped according to the focus
of the presentation*. In both founds RBS' presentations were the least
popular (possibly gecausq éf the research focus). Overall, the expansion
presentations wer; most popular. All small group ratings were above average.

Overall conferehcéﬂratiugs were good. Negative comments (26), of which
54% were from SITIP implementers, indicated that SITIP implementers did not
like the facilitators or were looking for something new, and non-SITIP
implenenters were disappointed because their needs were not addressed (e.g.,
specific information on SITIP models, advance reading materialé. more
discussion time, non-research presenters). Positive comments (16), of which
56% were from SITIP implementers, were simply generally appreciative.

while the conference was a success, there was a problem caused by
audience diversity in relative sophistication of knowledge on research and its

application for classroom effectiveness. Results suggested that if a fifth

@

* In Round |, elementary programs were discussed by Dorchester, Montgomery,
and Wicomico; secondary programs by Anne Arundel, Calvert, Carroll, Queen
Anne's, and St. Mary's; general role group responsibilities by RBS. In
Round 2, program expansion was discussed by Allegany, Cecil, Garrett, and
Howard; institutionalization by Charles, Somerset, and Worcester; both
dimensions by Baltimore County and by RBS.

46

36

i B .

-




,’.

Table 7

Mc 1 Ratings of the Keynote Presentations (May 1984)

Rating
Item Stallings|Hodgkinaon|Total
Relevancy of objectivea 3.73 4,68 4,17
Accomplishment of objectives 3.44 4.68 4.02
Overall quality of the presentation 3.36 4.76 4,01
" Total 3,51 NI .
)
Respondents rated the‘prelcutatlonl on a scale from 1.00 {poor)
to 5.00 (excellent).
Table 8
Mean Ratings of Small-Group Presentations (May 1984)
Round 1 Round_2
180
i 5‘ E
-t .
Item b g (5}
g |+ v
ik g% &
3 Sl els i,
i| : } % N
o $|8|8 g18(3|&
Relevancy of objectives 4.0513.9913.24]3.91}4.23]4.13)3.73]3.91]4.08
Accomplistment of objectives 4.02]3.97|3.29]3.90]| 4.19]s. 08| 3.42]3.87}4. 02
Overall quality of the prelcn’ﬁtion 4.0113.85(3.25]3.83}]4.19]4.08]3.47|3.87({4.02
Total ! 4,03]13.94(3.2511.88)]4.20]4.10}3.56]3,88]4. 04
Respondents rated the presentationson a scale from 1.00 (poor) to 5.00 (excellent)
Table 9
Mean Ratings of the Overail Conference (May 1984)
Item Rat! g
Conference design (format, use 4,12
of time, range of activities)
Conference facilities 4.47 o
5
overall quality of conference 4,10 ;’é
-3
Value in terms of use of 1.9 "om
participants' time o
(-
Total 4,16 2’,‘3
“—
(¢ ]
Respondents rated the conference on a scale from %
1.00 (poor) to 5.00 (excellent).
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annual conference is held it should be designed to take into account partici-

pants' "prior learuing," and their attitudes to the philosophy and concepts

influencing SITIP-related activities.

Follow-Up Workshops

During the l983-8§ school year, four follow-up workshops were conéucted
by MSDE TAs. Each was designed for local educators implementing a given
model, and included information, materials, and activities requested by local
participants. Two workshops were conducted for STL, one for ML, and one for
TV.* |

Mastery Learning follow-up workshop. The ML follow-up workshop was

conducted in Howard County in November 1983. It was attended Sy about 40
local educators representing all eight LEAs implementing the model, three MSDE
staff, a local consultant, and an RBS participant obsefver. In preparation
for the event, LEA teams completed a needs assessment survey and MSDE TAs
developed the following agenda to address those needs: a review ofkcurrent ML
literature; and two rounds of concurrent sessions, with "Enrichment" and
"Keeping the Project Alive" each conducted twice, and "Ability Grouping" and
"Affective Assessment" each conducted once. Following lunch, participants
reviewed the RBS evaluation report (using the STL Jigsaw model for peer and°
small group discussion), explored networking ideas, and attended a presenta-
tion on the use of microcomputers.

e The literature review was presented by an MSDE TA (CUSP). Articles

were displayed, and "tagged" so that participants could request

copies. This brief session was well received and many participants
requested (and were given) copies of the articles.

* There was no workshop for AT because the "lead" MSDE TA resigned in early
1984 and the other AT TA had too great a work load to conduct a follow-up
worksa™op.
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"Keeping the Project Alive/Inservice" was presented twice by a former
TA (C8A) who referred to such ideas as: three essentials -- selling
the philosophy, defining the vocabulary, training in the program;
change elements -- total involvement, group agenda, incentives, Bruce
Joyce inservice model (with emphasis on coaching). During the
session, participants talked in small groups, shared ideas with the
large group, and questioned the presenter. The presenter suggested
that it was important to make a purposeful decision to keep the
project alive or to kill it, and to act on that decision. Both
sessions were well attended and participants were actively engaged.
They liked the Joyce model and seemed responsive to the presenter's
style. However, much of the discussion seemed to focus on "what was
wrong" rather than on what might be done to maintain or. expand the
progran, -

The Enrichment session was conducted twice by the new TA (ITV) who
used an overhead and transparencies, and had a few participants first
focus on criteria for enrichment activities, then discuss ideas with
each other, and engage in question and answer discussion with her.

The small group discussions included reference to higher cognitive
level learning, and participants shared classroom materials with each
other., The session might have been better attended or more successful
1f purposeful attempts had been made to build support groups focusing
on specific subject areas and grade levels, and if more sample
materials had been available.

The single session on Ability Grouping was conducted by the CUSP TA
who presented a summary of relevant research, had participants work in
small groups to determine desirable )dqicy in light of that research
and of local conditions, and then reconvened the whole group to review
ideas. Projected transparencies included a list of the elements of
hetergeneous vs. homogeneous grouping. A handout presented six key
questions and responses. Small group discussion was animated and
thoughtful. Following an exchange of ideas, the presenter stated that
he would supportkh@terogeneous grouping for the school, but regroup
for basic skills\iibjects, being careful not to "track" a child
permanently.

The session on Affective Assessment was conducted once by the RBS
participant—observer who reviewed the two measures used to measure
student affect in the 1982-83 school year: The Learning Environment
loventory (LEI) and My Class Inventory (MCI). Participants reviewed
the definitions of the scales, engaged in discussion of the implica- .
tions, and were told how to score and analyze results if they used the
measures. In small groups they discussed which scales they might use,
and why, and then shared ideas with the total group. By the end of
the session participants appeared to have a good understanding of the
inventories and their use. : v

In order to review the evaluation report on ML, participants worked in
"expert" and "learning" groups, using the STL Jigsaw model. Everyone
gained an overall understanding of the findings.
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e To facilitate networking, participants in small groups responded to a
list of seven questions to summarize collaborative activities in which
they had been involved, and to suggest ideas for future networking and
how best MSDE TAs might support their efforts. Some of those ideas
were reviewed in the large group, and TAs promised to follow through
on some of the ideas.

e Computer hardware and software were discussed by Jack Cole (a non-ML
local educator), who provided handouts and review materials, described
such programs as Visicalc, Wordstar, and Bank Street Writer, and

' suggeeted "do's and don't's" in materials selection and keeping
up-to-date on educational technology. Participants were attentive
during the presentation.

Participants' responses on feedback forms indicated that about 40% of

them became involved in ML in the summer of 1983. Ratings of the overall

Fag

workshop and MSDE support were good. In general, the ﬁorning's small group

sessions were more popular than the afternoon sessions. The least popular

session was "Enrichment,
;

and the most popular "Keeping ML Alive." Responses

—-‘during sessions and on feedback forms -- suggested that some -participants .,

_

had not been involved in the needs assessment survey, and/or tad not been
briefed about the nature and purpose of the follow-up. Neads and concerns

expressed -- to be addressed by TAs during the school year -- related to time,

,

inservice materials, and others kinds of support. .

It was apparent that the two TAs spent a great deal of thought and energy

on designing activities to meet stated needs. The follow-up seemed (on the
whole) to be designed to provide participants with a sound knowledge base

which they could apply in their LEAs. That purpose was achieved to some

extent by all sessions, and to a large extent in such sessions as the one on

ability érouping. In subsequent months, TAs responded to local needs during

site‘?isits and compiled descriptions of ML curriculum units and distributed

them to local teams.

In the spring of 1984, the former TA (from C&A) conducted a national

workshop with James Block (who conducted the original training in Maryland in
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1981). Some LEAs sent representatives to that workshop (at a reduced cost)

S

Student Team Learning follow-up workshops. In preparation for the

workshops, MSDE TAs were iﬁfluenced'by suggestions made by participants at

]

l since no spring follow-up workshop was conducted.

previous training events‘And by their local observations. (Classroom visits

/

. - were popular, and host qéhools were stimulated to do well.)
* Two STL follow-up;@orkshops were conducted, one in November 1983 in

Calvert County, and oﬂe in May 1984 in Dorchester and Queen Anne's counties.

/

/
Each was attended by two MSDE TAs, an RBS observer, and over 40 local

i

. educators. The seqbnd was also attended by an STL developer from John
/

Hopkins. At both/events, participants spent about half their time observingh

. classroom use of/ STL models.
. The first/follow-—up workshop included the following activities:
° Partiéipants observed classrooms. in two elementary schools and a
middle school, seeing all three models (STAD, TGT, and Jigsaw) in
. varjious subjects and grade levels.
o Préject reports were given by each LEA team: training and coaching
' within and between counties did occur, encouraging program expansion;
and the "key teacher" system appeared to be gaining popularity.*
e A presentation on TV (time-on-task and content alignmenf) was given by
' two Calvert teachers, who described TV procedures and implementation
activities in the county.
l Responses to feedback forms indicated that aboui: 38% of the participants
had become involved in STL just since July. Overall, the workshop was rated

as very good, with classroom visits and the TV presentation the most popular

rs

* Key teacher(s) are knowledgeable advocates of a given model. They train and
coach other teachers, coordinate activities within a school, and act as
communication liaisons with other schools. They function as instructional
leaders, with logistical support from administrators. (See Teachers as
Instructional Leaders for a more complete discussion.)
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activities. Needs and concerns expressed related to time for curriculum

development and training. When asked for suggestions for the spring follow=-up

wvorkshop, participants urged: sharing curriculum materials designed for STL,

classroom observations, and strategizing to improve or expand implementation.

The second workshop included the following activities:

e Participants observed classrooms in an elementary school 1in Dorchester
County and a middle school in Queen Anne's, in various grades and
subject arcas, and all three STL models.

e Project reports were given by Dorchester and Queen Anne's)staff.
e The Johns Hopkins representative encouraged participants to continue
implementation after state funding ended, and the MSDE TA promised to

complle and disseminate descriptiona of STL curriculum and training
models. “

Responses on feedback forms were very positive, with the most popular
’ v
activity being classroom observations. Needs and concerns expressed related
to time.for curriculum development and opportunity to shere materials across

LEAs. .

Teaching Variables foliow-up workshop. In preparation for the workshop,

MSDE TAs were influenced by the findings of the RBS report (for the 1982-83
school year) and their observations during site visits. Bothvsources of

information indicateadzeeeions and misunderstgndings between role groups in
several counties, and lack of attention to the "content" variable. ,

L]
The TV workshop was held in Talbot County in February 1984 and was

attended by two MSDE TAs, an RBS observer, and 33 local educators representing

-all six implementing LEAs.* The morning activities focused on project

progress reports, and the afternoon on school climate.

* Two LEAs were each represented by only one role group: teachers from
" Frederick, and a central office supervisor from Kent.
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@ Progress reports indicated that: (i) all LEAs believed they had high
student engagement rates (time-on-task), (2) two LEAs had teacher
controlled programs, one was controlled by administrators, and the
others were mixed, (3) one LEA implemented "content" as well as
"time," and another integrated Active Teaching with TV. No LFA
discussed strategizing for instructional improvement.

S ‘
e The MSDE TA encouraged attention to the "content" variable, and
emphasized the importance of support, cooperation, and trust among
role groups.

e .School climate was reviewed by Calvert educators who emphasized
principal support in making sure that teachers enjoy working at the
school, and team work to share expertise and responsibility.

o A series of activities involved participants in discussion of school
climate: (1) in a "fishbowl" process, a cross-hierarchical group
discussed impeding factors and helpful actions relating to school
climate; (2) three small groups (teachers, school-based adminis-
trators, central office staff) discussed role group implications; and
(3) LEA ﬁ?ams discussed county-specific problems and actiﬁities.

Responses to feedback forms were positive, with the afternoon gdall group

sessions most popular. Needs expressed related to funding‘and MSDE support in .
addressing county specific needs.

Summary. Follow-up workshops did not focus on training specific to"

implementation of the models, but were designed to meet needs expressed by
AN

‘Nv

participants or identified through evaluation and on-site observation. ML
participants gained knowledge in areas thatyoould'ﬁossibly improve classroom
implementation (e.g., grouping, enrichment, evaluation) or program management
(e.g., keeping ML alive, using computers). STL participants gained knowledge
that could improve classroom implementation. TV par;icipants gained knowledge
that could improve program management. In all caseé. there was opportunity
for participants to learn about each other's projects and to share ideas.
Independent networking was most encooraged for STL. =

Participant ratings on fou: criteria are presented in Table 10. (A five

point scale wes used with 5 as most positive, 3 as avérage. and 1 as least

positive.) Overall ratings were good, with STL ratings highest (possibly
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. | Table 10

Mean Ratings of Follow-Up Workshops
(1983-84 School Year)

Ratings by Model
ML STL TV Total
N=36 | N=37 | N=28 | N=10l

Prior understanding of objectives 3.69 | 4.46 | 4.00 | 4.06

Activities met objectives 0 3.89 | 4.32 ] 4.15 | 4.12

Activities met participant needs 3.68 | 4 4,04 | 3.90

Quality of MSDE support 4.00 | 4.43 6327 4.18
e

Ratings are on a five point scale, where 5 is most positive.
STL ratings include both workshops. v

reflecting the positive affect created at STL events), and ML lowest (possibly
influenced by the more cognitive task orientafion of ML events). The rgting
relating to needs being met was {nfluenced in part by the fact that about 40%
of aréicipants were relatively new to SITIP while others hgd been involved
Aéz:e 1981. 1In general, follow-up workshops were designed to meet participant
needs, included appropriate activities, and provided evidence of the TAs'

professionalism and hard work (especially in ML, since that workshop was the

. ’
'

most complex).
Over the three school years of SIT.iP implementation, 15 follow-up
conferénces/workshopa were conductedvby TAs (six in Year 1, five in Year 2,
and four in Year 3). Content and participant actiﬁities for each model for
éach year are summarized in Table ll1. The most common activities were
presentations by LEAs about their projects, and model-specific presentations
by various individuals and groups. Planning and planned change, Addresaed at
the joint workshop (KT; STL, TV) and workshops for ML and STL, was the next

most common topic. Other topics addressed by at least two groups of
0
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Table 11

Teaching/Learning Activities of Follow-Up Workshops °

Content -and ' Models Across the Three Years*
Process Joint
AT** ML STL TV** | AT, STL, TV
1 241 2 31 2 3|13 2
l Model-Specific
Presentation
-by developer X X x| x
~by out of state expert X X
~by TA X
|| -by LEAs X x | x X X X| x x X
Model~Related
g Other SITIP model X p 4
Instructional research X X | x
Implementation
. Planning/ planned’ change x X X
Assisting new sites X
Using computers X
. Staff development X X
Improving climate X
Networking/teaming X X
Dissemination X
l Student -assessmer*
& program evaluation X X X X
. Participant Activities
Large group X X | x x x| K X x| x Xx X
Small groups X X | x x x X X X X X
Class observation X X X
l Video presentation X x | x X X
* Year 1=July 1981-June 1983; Year 2=July 1982-June 1983; Year 3=July
l 1983-June 1984.
{ ** No model-specific workshops were conducted for AT in Y~ar 3, or for TV
| . ‘] in Year 2.

55

| i 45




participants included other SITIP models, related instructional research, and

evaluation. Both large and small group sessions were almost always conducted,

and all models exccbt TV used video tapes. Classroom observation occurred

‘only for STL. The greatest emphasis on model specific training was for TV and

STL; the greatest diversity was for ML; for AT, intensive exploration of
instructional research was the major focus.

The original objective for the workshops was to support local implementa-
tion by increasing participants"expertisa and confidence in the model(s)
implemented. TAs also wanted to facilitate networking among LEAs, and to
expand participants' knowledge of teaching/learning and dimensions of imple-
men;q}ion. All three objectives were addressed for all models to some extent,
with affective objectives best achieved by STL, and cognitive objectives best
achieved by AT and ML. The client-responsive TA philosophy led to programs
designed to meet expressed participant needs: Each TA ( - dyad) waé also
influenced by personal preferences or bjases (e.g., AT involvement of related
research, ML emphasis on staff development). )

One important area of need that could have been addressed moré

effectively (and might be in 1984-85) related to the "rich fidelity" of the

models. That 18, once teachers could implement a model for a given course or

instructional unit, they might justly claim fidelity of implementation since
they followed all the steps, yet the application might be relatively super-
ficial. Training to improve 'richness" might have included: (1) for AT,
attention to piecing together component skills to build concepts. and
attention to exemplary classroom management (e.g., by using videotapes made in
some LEAs); (2) for ML, attention to alternative ways of teaching (rather than
simply reteaching) for correctives; (3) for STL, attention to increasing

teachers' understanding of small groups, increasing curriculum development
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skills, and attention to integrating STL etrategies and materials into
district curriculum; and (4) for TV, attention tu the "content" variable, and
to strateglizing for instructional improvement (rather than focusing on data
collection and coding). For all models, workshops might have benefited from
exploring ways in which one might reinforce another. (For instance, one LEA
integrated AT and TV, and another used STL with some ML classes.) Finally,
since workshops were attended by all role groups, often the sam: individuals
over a two or three year period, activities should have built upon those facts

(as did ML and -- during Year 3 -~ TV).

Summa

Training was designed for cross~hierarchical teums, supported implementa~-
tion of the SITIP models, included information and activities to reinforce
content énd process, took into account participant needs and interests,
involved local teams as presenters, involved outside consultants as presenters
(carefully coached by MSDE TAs), and was provided on the understanding that
MSDE would provide assistance for LEAs wishing to follow ideas through with a
larger number of local educators. The various kinds of training events
reinforced each other. One recent problem was the discrepancy between
"veteran" SITIP implementers and those who knew nothing about the program.
The varying levels of knowledge were not always addressed to participants'
satisfaction. This suggests that MSDE needs to explore alternative designs
for future events.

Over the three years, seven statewide conferences were held, each
attended by as many as 500 LEA participants. Related conferences were beld
for MSDE and IHE staff. Presenters considered to be national experts on

instructional improvement, staff development, and planned change included:
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David Berliner, James Block, Ben Bloom,* Robert Bush,* Barbara Clements,
Michael Cohen, Tom Good,* David Helms et al.,* Harold Hodgkinson,* Madeline
Hunter,* Bruce Joyce, Susan Loucks, Karen Louis,* Jane Roberts, Barak
Rosenshine,* Robert Slavin et al.,* and Jane Stallings.* Also, 15 follow-up
workshops were conducted, attended by as many as 45 local educators
implementing a given model. Many on-site local training sessions were
conducted by TAs, or by LEA coordinators with TA help.** Within schools and
school systems trouble-shooting, program developument, and coaching occurred,
often with TA help of some kind. In Year 2, many interrelated training and
knowledge building activities strongly reinforced the "message" of applying
research for instructional improvement. This was clearly evident in Year 3
when some LEAs, regardless of the model adopted, addressed such general
concepts as time-on~-task and curriculum alignment, weaving them into training
and coaching. Also, processes of planned change were strengthened, and
central office staff became more aware of the impact of their involvement.
Overall, participant evaluation, process observers' nctes, and subsequent
local, state, and college action provided strong evidence of the value of the

SITIP-related training sponsored by MSDE.

* Only asterisked presenters addressed the total audience at a statewide
conference. Otlers made presentations to MSDE, IHE, or smaller groups of
SITIP implementers.

** Aggistance and information exchange from developers was invited by 1TAs.
STL developers responded, participated in many MSDE training events,
volunteered information on new SIL features, and, in turn, initiated
requests for information. TV developers conducted training at three LEAs
and at two follow-ups, and responded to TA requests for information. ML
developers maintained frequent information exchange with TAs; some local
implementers attended national ML training events. AT developers did not
respond to LEA communication, and maintained minimal contact with TAs.
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Technical Assistance

As stated previously, assistance to LEAs was provided by an eight-person
team under the leadership of the ADS. The team carried out planning and
training activities described earlier in this chapter and also worked in dyads
to provide model-specific assistance to local implementers. This section
describes the technical assistance (TA) system, the roles and responsibili-

ties of the TAs, their impact, and the evolution of the role.

The TA System

The ADS provided leadership, allocated resources, and encouraged volun-
tary acceptance of tasks to be done; He chaired six meetings (usually lasting
one or two hours) during the year, and coordinated activities across models.
While he encouraged each TA dyad to be program-oriented and autonomous, he
established expectations for major activities such as collection of local
plans.

The TAs were drawn from various MSDE divisions. At the beginning of the
school year there were: two administrators from Project Basic; two staff and
a staff development consultant from the Certification and Accreditation
Division (C&A); two instructional staff -- both mathematics specialists --
from the‘Division of Instruction; and three program specialists, one each from
the Divisions of Library Development and Services (LDS), Compensatory, Urban
and Supplementary Programs (CUSP), and Instructional Television (ITV).

Two TAs were assigned for each model. For the 1983-84 year the following
changes occurred.

e For AT, the first TA (a mathematics specialist) stayed with the

project until February 1984, when he resigned from MSDE. A second

mathematics specialist joined the TA group in June 1983 and stayed
with the project through 1984.
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e For ML, the CUSP program specialist TA continued to take the lead.
The staff development branch chief handed over responsibility to a new
TA (in Instructional Television) in June 1983. In June 1984, the ITV
TA handed uver responsibility to a different ITV staff member.

¢ For STL, two TAs remained in their positions, one from LDS, and one
from Project Basic. The former left SITIP in June 1984 and was not
replaced. The latter maintained her leadership position throughout,

e For TV, both TAs continued with SITIP, proposing to share work
equally, but finding that the administrator TA invested somewhat more
effort than did the staff development TA.

The TA system was loosely~-coupled, decentralized, program-oriented, and

5
made up of highly-autonomous members held accountable for maintaining produc-
tive working relationships with LEAs. As long as local feedback to the ADS
(e.g., from LEA assistant superintendents, ICC members, or RBS evaluators) was
positive, each TA was free to use his/her own judgment.

When a TA needed assistance, he/she asked for and received help from
another team member, including the ADS, and members were well aware of each
others' strengths. Thus, the TA system provided support for its members, and
coordinated administrative and logistical planning, communication, and
resource allocation. While TAs worked as a team to plan Leadership Confer-
ences and the 1983 Summer Institutes, and to ensure consistent and appropriate
communication to LEAs about SITIP (e.g., planning and evaluation requirements,
resource allocations), they did not work together for delivery of assistance
to LEAs. In general, as a team and within each dyad, TAs made appropriate
arrangements to get the work done, usually without interpersonal conflict and
without things "falling through the cracks." Quality and quantity of work

done were influenced by TA perceptions, by the level of effort invested in

specific tasks, and by organizational arrangements within each dyad.
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Roles and Responsibilities

Responsibilities, roles, rewards, challenges, and tasks, are discussed
below for the team as a whole, with some references to model dyads.

Responsibilities. While all TAs agreed that their responsibility in the

third year of implementation was to help local educators assume primary
responsibility for the future of their projects, each dyad defined that
responsibility slightly differently.

Roles., One TA believed the LEAs did not need MSDE assistance during the
third yé?r of implementation. The remaining TAs believed that they served a
useful purpose and thatvthe role included: coordinating networking among LEAs
using the same model; visiting the various sites to acknowledge successful use

and to help plan and problem solve; maintainiag interest among "veterans;"

encouraging local ownership and independence.

Rewards. The initial excitement of SITIP waned, and the various rewards
perceived by TAs became more integrated into their regular roles. Of the
seven TAs who served the full year, one was pleased to see LEAs "standing on
their own," three enjoyed seeing students and teachers doing well, four
enjoyed the personal contact with local educators involved in instructional
success, and five had gained knowledge and skill which helped them in their
regular roles. One SITIP TA found no rewards in the role since 1t was

perceived as very different from the regularly assigned role.*

* Over the three years, 13 individuals held the TA role, including two who
were "delegated" to the assignment. Four resigned from MSDE (one retiring,
the other three accepting more challenging and rewarding positions in other
organizations). Two received promotions. Two (including one who resigned)
became involved in national-level activities directly related to SITIP
responsibilities. One was assigned to provide leadership to a new SITIP-
like MSDE project. These kinds of professional 'rewards'" are fairly common
for those involved in TA activities.

l training "new" implementers (mostly at the July 1983 institute); and
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Challenges. Regardless of the perceived rewards, all TAs experienced
some common challenges relating to conflicting demands, communication/learning,

and relationships.

The challenge of conflicting demands -- between SITIP and regularly

assigned responsibilities -- continued to concern those TAs whose regular role
was very different from their SITIP assignments. While all TAs officially had
15% of their time allocated to SiTIP each year (about 33 days), in practice
their regular supervisors expected prigrity to be given to regqlar tasks.*
When faced with a direct choice, three of the seven TAs were more likely to
"drop" the SITIP task. Two other TAs designed their work to integrate SITIP
an& regular tasks (and travel). Two TAs did not experience ;he problem to-any
great extent, partly because in their regular roles they reported to the ADS,
who treated the 15X allocation as a reality. Individual perceptions of role
conflict were supported by other evidence. While such conflict\was not
resolved, its impact was reduced when the TAs redesigned tasks aﬁd schedules, .
or negotiated a reduced work load with the partner for a given model.

The challenge of communication or learning was experienced by all TAs and

was strongest for newly assigned staff. They had to learn about A model,
local projects, and SITIP processes. They also had to learn the n@rms of the
TA system and how to carry out the new role. They had to learn "the right
questions to ask" and find out the extznt to which (in SITIP) they should or
could initiate. While the ADS and partners in dyads helped new TAs by
offering reading materfal, formal communication (sépce it was between

different divisions, and, in one case, between buildings 15 miles apart) did

* The actual amount of time spent on SITIP ranged from 17 days (by the person
percelving the greatest role conflict) to 35 days (by one of the two people
also percelving high role conflict).
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not always provide the kind of information needed. Informal communication was
greatly influenced by staff/office proximity (opportunity to interact) and
personal relationships. Some individual TAs did not become part of that

informal system.

The challenge of Eglationships related to differences'bétween state and
local axpectations and actions. For instance, four LEAs did not allocate
SITIP funds to STL projects involved in prior years, investing in ot;Zr models
or programs instead, ‘and hoping that STL activities would institutionalize
themselves. The STL TAs believed they should continue to provide assistance -
to those projects, involve them invne;working activities, and try to maiﬁtain
program enthusiasm. However, communication was difficult, and LEA central
office staff did not facilitate MSDE TA efforts. ‘Fop other projects,
rejationship problems arose when LEA staff expected greater assistance and ,
responsibility for program decisiohs:than MSDE TAs were willing to give. For
instance, locul staff reassignments sometimes resulted in loss of the local
SITIP advocate/trainer, and the LEA team then expected the MSDE to assume that
role, but the TA (while willing to assist) expected local educators to take
primary responsibility since the program‘was in its third year. In two cases _
where this problem occurred, fidelity and scope of implementation suffered
even though TA help was very high in one case. In other cases, while the TAs
expected to be "letting go," LEA staff expected them to make decisions about
local issues, Since the TA role did change over the three years,
clarification of expectations (overall and for each year) would probably have.
been useful.

In general, the challenges of the experien¢e did reduce the TAs' level of

effort and enthusiasm, but did not out-weigh the rewards of the TA role, nor

53 63




did they reduce the qualiﬁy of the work done (partly because partners
compeneat#d for each other).

Tasks. The ten task areas originally identified were also addressed
during the 1983-84 schodl year,lalthough time allocations changed, and some
areas were slightly redefined. (See Table 12 for ah analysis of time
inveeteq.) During the twelve months ending June 1984, TAs spent about 202
days on SITIP, addressing the task areas of : (1) administration and budget
(9%), (2) planning (10%), (3) knowledge building (6%), (4) materials develop-
ment or idéntification (3%), (5) training (22%), (6) general support (6%), (7)
visiting sites (24%), (8) evaluation (4%X), (9) communication (82), and (10)
dissemination (8%).* .

During the 1983-84 year these task areas were characterized as follows.

e Administration and budget consisted primarily of distributing and
collecting forms from LEAs relating to funding and to local participa-
tion in SITIP training events. It also included record keeping of
various kinds. No TA spent more than four days on this taek area.
About twice as much time was spent by the two TAs whose "regular" role

as assistant to the ADS made it simpler for them to do the work than
for the others. .

e Planning included activity among the TAs during monthly meetings to
design such events as the Instructional Leadership Conferences, or
their follow-up training workshops. No TA spent more than four days
on planning.

o Knowledge building consisted primarily of keeping up to date on the
research on planned change and one or more SITIP models. TAe each
spent one to two days on this activity.

e Materials development/identification work was minimal, with two days
invested for each model except TV. This task consisted of compiling
catalogues of locally developed materials, and/or developing materials
such as video tapes for LEA use in training.

* TAs were assisted in these tasks by RBS staff, who spent most of their time
on evaluation (1ucluding site visits) and dissemination of findings (often
through training). The total time invested by RBS (June 1983-June 1984) was
approximately 260 days (1.20 full time equivalent).
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Table 12

TA Time Invested by Task: 1983-84
(as percentages of 202 days)
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e Training included participating in and conducting sessions at the 1983
Summer Institute, at follow-up workshops, and at LEA workshops. Each
TA spent between four and eight days on this activity, with about
equal time invested for each model.

e General support included over-the-phone assistance, networking sites
with common needs or interests, and sharing information. Each TA
spent one or two days on this activity with the exception of one ML TA
(ITV) who did not provide general support.

e Visiting sites was performed by all TAs, each spending between three
and eleven days. The objective was for each LEA to be visited twice,
with more visits for "new" sites. Specific purposes varied, and
included:

- monitoring fidelity of implementation

- recognizing/acknowledging teachers' accomplishments to
resolving problems

- participating in cross-hierarchical team meetings to
review progress and determine next steps

- working with project coordinators to design training,
develop implementation plans, or determine how to overcome
barriers

- building working relationships and mutual trust at all

—-hierarchical levels so the model could be implemented.

e Evaluation was conducted by RBS, but TAs determined criteria for the
design, informed LEAs of their responsibilities, clarified RBS' guide-
lines, helped LEAs develop evaluation plans, distributed and collected
surveys and reports, and arranged for RBS to visit pilot sites. All
but two TAs contributed to evaluation tasks, each investing one or two
days.

e Dissemination took up to four days of a TA's SITIP time and included
making SITIP-related presentations to key interest groups such as the
I1CC and professional associations, or at training academies;
responding to requests for information from other states and from
researchers in school effectiveness; and making presentations at
national meetings.

During the twelve months ending June 1984, TAs spent 202 days on SITIP.
For each model, between 45 and 55 person days were spent on technical
assistance, with thelleast amount being devoted to STL (which received
additional help from the Johns Hopkins developers), and the largest amount to
AT and ML (which had many more participating schools than STL or TV). Indivi-
dual TAs invested between 17 and 35 days each, with the veteran in each dyad

spending slightly more time and taking lead responsibility. »
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Impact

Impact is discussed below in terms of the team and each dyad. Relative
success was inflanced by the challengés and perceived rewards discussed‘
9ar11er; That is, when a TA found SITIP participation personally and
professionally rewarding, and also found ways to resolve the challenges
(particularly those relating to conflict of MSDE roles or conflict of
state/local expectations), shccess iﬁ assisting local pfojects was high. From
a local perspeccivé, TA was valued when friendly collegial relationships were
maintained and when the TA providédfin-depch'expertise to enhance local
efforts or resdive problems. In terms of the particular purpése of the TAs
for the 1983-84 year (i.e., helping LEAs take greater responsibility for their
own projects), accomplishments varied, with the greétesc single barrier being
local turbulence (e.g., staff reassignments, project expansion or redesign)

which usually resulted in increased demand for TA involvement.

statewide projécc; providing opportunities for local educators to share and .
publicize their successes; applying strategles to facilitate implementation in
new sites or expansion in old ones; maintaining networks among projects; and
developing expertise themselves to apply not only to SITIP but also to other

areas.
In addition, impact for each model included:

e AT -- combining expertise in AT (process) and in mathematics
(content), so that materials and training provided by MSDE reinforced
{nstruction and curriculum at a time when state functional mathematics
test scores indicated need for improvement. Mean ratings across role
groups of AT TA were 3.05, zanging from 2,94 (teachers) to 4.00
(central office staff) influenced by TA contact with a given role
‘group.* k

l In general, TA accomplishments included: providing leadership for a

* Ratings were on a five point scale with 5.0Q as most positive.
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ML -- helping local educators to help themselves. in one case
simplifying an overly complex project and resolving old issues, in
others pressing for real fidelity of implementation or providing more
indepth information; for all projects providing a catalogue of locally
developed turriculum and training materials. Mean ratings across role
groups of ML TA were 3.52,, with the greatest difference between
school administrators (4.14) and teachers (3.29).

L)

STL -- helping individual teachers by acknowledging their efforts,
providing materials, or providing opportunities for them to visit
other classes and exchange ideas; encouraging real fidelity of
implementation by having project schools host visits from staff from
other LEAs. The mean rating across role groups of STI, TA were 3.33
(ranging from 2,91 assigned by teachers to 4.75 by central office
staff). Specific reference was made by some respondents to the lead
TA for her friendly helpfulness.

TV -~ encouraging involvement of central office staff in local
projects, (e.g., for the May 1984 Instructional Leadership Conference)
and helping to improve organizational climate (e.g., through follow-up
activities). The mean rating of TV TA across role groups was 3.20
ranging from 3.02 (teachers) to 3.67 (school administrators).

The above examples relate to accomplishments resulting from TA -actions.

Lack of action sometimes had a negative impact, and was related to the role

conflict of differing expectations.* For AT, some LEis would have liked more

on-site workshops. However, workshops were not corducted when an LEA appeared

to be taking insufficient responsibility for a project. Also, one TA left

MSDE in February, leaving the other with a heavy workload and little time for

additional training.

For ML, large LEAe expanding their projects wouid have liked more MSDE

support (funds or person time) to help get more done, but did not get it

partly because the policy was to fund each LEA equally (regardless of LEA

size, implementation strategy, or complexity:of the model), and partly because

the TA with appropriate expertise was "spread thin."

~./

* vroblems specific to lack of TA action for STL were not identified during
the school year.
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For TV, some LEAs would have liked follow-up workshops that provided more
substantive training, and others stated (rather vaguely) that they wanted
"petter" TA. These LEAs did not get what they wanted, partly because the TV
TAs believed that local staff should téke greater responsibility for their
projects.

For all models, there werc areas of need that ¢~uld have been addressed
by the TAs, but they were not recognized or were recognized at the end of the
school year (e.g., specific curriculum or organizational needs in AT, teaching
strategles for "correctives'" in ML, curriculum exchange and increased systemic
invogvement for STL, and a much greater emphasis on strategies to improve
instruction —- instead of the over emphasis on coding -- for TV).

Overall, energy and enthusiasm waned among TAs during the 1983-84 school
year. However, some gains were cdnsolidated, and there were activities or
areas of high success for each model that would not have occurred without the
TAs. Some lessons have been learned that are informing new projects. The

recommended tasks that TAs set for themselves in June 1983 were addressed, and

achieved to varying levels of satisfaction.

Evolution of Technical Assistance

This section reviews technical assistance from the spring of 1981 through
June 1984. Attention 1s given to staff assignments, tasks and time alloca-
tions, and challenges and successes.
| It 1s important to note tha' between December 1980 and June 1981, MSDE
invested considerable effort in planning and training, conducting four major
awareness conferences, planning summer training institutes, and assisting
local teams in developing funding proposals and implementation plans. Evalua-

tion of those activities indicated that oystematic technical assistance would
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be needed if SITIP was to succeed. ;Therefore. the ICC made a commitmenf to
support TA beginning July 1, 1981 and assigned staff from their varlous
divisions. Prior to that time, some people who subsequently became TAs had
attended awarenesg conferences or planning sessions. However, while a few
anticipated-some i;volvement in general follow-up activities, none were
rormally assigned to a given model until late June. Therefore, the initial

knoﬁledge building activities of the TAs were not focused.

Staff assignments. Table 13 summarizes the participation of the TAs from

January 1981 through June 1984, indicaﬁing for each model the number of TAs
and their usual role (e.g., for Active Teaching, ATl was a branch chief in
basic skills, and boéh AT2 and AT3 were mathematics specialists in the same
divisior). The extent of involvement is indicated over timé and for critical
events.

The greatest staff stability was for TV, with the same two people
involved for a]moét the full threeiand a half years. Each of the other models
had at least ¢ne TA participating fpr at least two and a half years. Theie
was most change in ML, with two "undfficial" delegates involved for a short
time, and "lead" responsibility switching from MLl to ML2 in June 1982.

When staff were assigned to a modgl they had to learn about the mode .,
about local implementation activities,uabout the norms of the TA system and of
LEAs, and then had to learn how best they could providé assistance. All TAs
found such learning difficult, with most difficulty experienced in the first
few months of involyement, especially by people who did not attend training
events conducted by the model developers (activities *1 and *3 on Table 13).
Some TAs (especially for STL and TV) initially thought they did not need to
develop expertise in the model, but could focus more on processes of imple-

mentation. While this caused no problems for STL (since developers readily
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Table 13
Participation of Techinical Assistanta
1981-1984
Model Incunbenta’ Regular Role Extent of Involvement
Jan_ July Jan_ July Jan _ July Jan  July
1981 1981 1982 1982 1983 1983 1984 1984
® -
Active 1. Branch chief, basic akills, Inst. ®] 2 R R4
Teaching .- —4
@ specialiat, mathematics, Inat. AL #2 %3 % *3
3. Specialist, mathematica, Inst. MY
p- " |
Mastery 1. Branch chief, staff dev., C8A *] "] #4 }3
Learning s. Specialiat, staff dev, C&A
b. Specialist, staff dev., CBA ——
-
() spectalist, Title I, CUSP * *3
—t
3. Spacialist, inst. design, ITV *3
Student ® /idainistrator, Project Basic *] 2 *3 R4 *3
Tean
Learning | 2. Specialist, staff, dev., Lib. *3 *4 >— '
3. Specialist, medis, Lib. *3
.-
Teaching (z) Adainistrator, Project Rasic *] *] #4 *3
Variables -
2. Specialist, staff dev., ITV/CSA *3
”
Key:
Divisions | Critical Eventa Attendance Roles
CAA=Certification and Accreditation #]mgwareness conferances The incumbent epending moat
CUSP=Compensatory, Urban, Supplementary Prograas #2mlocal spring planning time as the "lead" TA for
Inet=Instruction *jmgummer institutes a model ia identified by
ITVeInstructional Television #4=local fall planning D or
Lib=Library Services e=formally assigned as TA
el e S S o
L
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provided that expertise on request), it had a negative impact to some extent
for all models, and effective TAs did invest effort in learning when they
realized the need. For most TAs, learning of all kinds related to the role
was on~going and cyclical, including theory and experience. Usually in the
second year, everything "came together" and incumbents "discovered" how to
integrate technical knoﬁledge (e.g., related to a model or curriculum subject)
with training skills and organizational strategies. Learning was individually
determined, with some help provided by existing TAs to in-coming staff (always
perceived by newcomers as inadequate), and almost no formal provision made
within the TA system (with the exception of small amounts of time during some
monthly meetings when philosophy and strategies were explored or recent
studies reviewed): While many TAs considered learning as inadequate, little
was done to correct the situation, partly because regular roles made heavy
demands on incumbents' time, and partly because people often discovered their
"need to know" after the fact. As "hindsight,' 1984 TAs recommended greater
attention to knowledge building, for themselves and for division directors who
would thereby better understand the TA role and assign appropriate staff (with
"field" experience and regular roles that could be readily integrated with a
given model).

Tasks. Table i4 summarizes percentages of time invested by TAs in the
ten task areas, making comparisons across the three years from June 1981
through June 1984. The total number of person days invested in Ye;r 1 (June
1981-June 1982) was 175, for Year 2 -~ 263, and for Year 3 =~ 202, With the
exception of evaluation tasks, percentages of time invested varied from year

to year, and the specific nature of each task also varied.
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Table 14

TA Time Invested Over Three Years, by Task
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Variation in the number of days spent was influenced partly by local
needs, but more by the incumbent TAs. Branch chiefs spent less time
on SITIP, finding the tasks conflicting strongly with their adminis-
trative responsibilities. Specialists in their first six to twelve
months with SITIP spent less time, either because they were learning
what to do or because they preferred working on the regular role
assignments.

Variations in the percent of time invested from year to year, and
variations in the specific nature ¢f a task area, were most strongly
influenced by local needs.

Administration. The nature of the task changed very little,

consisting primarily of distributing and collecting forms from LEAs,
allocating funds, and record keeping. The low investment (5Z) in Year
] was due to the fact that much of this work had been done before July
1981 by staff development branch staff and by administrators reporting -
to the ADS (before the TA system was organized).

Planning. For this task, the low investment (3%2) in Year ! was also
the result of a great deal of work done earlier by others. Planning
related primarily to major training events such as the annual state-
wide instructional leadership conferences and summer institutes. It
also related to MSDE programs similar to SITIP, such as URATE (a
training/implementation project involving colleges and universities),
and tc LEA planning. The nature >f planning changed little from year
to year.

Knowledge building consisted of reading and discusaing research and
practice on the models, classroom and school effectiveness, and
planned change, and developing strategies to apply that knowledge. In
Year 1, TAs did not do this, relying on their existing knowledge and
experience. (Some did attend the 1981 summer institutes, building
somewhat on knowledge of the models acquired at the January 1981
avareness conferences, but they did not believe at the time that they
needed to become technical experts, thinking of themselves more as
process facilitators.) In Year 2, several TAs (especially in AT and
ML) decided they "needed to know" and invested 10X of their time
building knowledge. By Year 3, with the exception of the two new TAs,
this task evolved into keeping up to date or learning about specifics.

Materials development/identification related primarily to training.
TAs made video tapes and/or distributed developers' or ASCD tapes to
LEAs, developed handouts for workshops, and distributed copies of
relevant articles. In the first year, TAs did virtually none of this,
relying instead on materials distributed to LEAs by developers. In
Year 3, for ML and STL, TAs compiled and distributed catalogues of
LEA-developed curriculum and training materials.

Training. In Years 1 and 3, when summer institutes were conducted,

22% of TA time was invested in training. This task included facili-
tating sessions at training events, conducting workshops, working as
partners with local staff in LEAs, and conducting follow-up sessions

L
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which (for STL) included classroom visits. In Year 2, most TA
training was conducted for new SITIP projects or in LEAs where staff
reassignments had resulted in loss of the local trainer or advocate.

e General support included logistical and affective help, often over the
phone or in brief encounters (at SITIP and non-SITIP events). Logist-
ical support consisted of providing information, clar‘fying tasks or
issues, making arrangements for site visits, or linking staff or
oroject teams with common interests. Affective support consisted of
acknowledging and publicizing successes, and maintaining a positive
program orientation. TAs recognized individual teacher's strengths,
and encouraged networking by inviting one project to learn from
another's success. More time was spent o1 general support in Year 1
because local staff were getting accustomed to the project.

o Visiting sites took almost twice as much time in Year 1 (40%) as in
Year 3 (24%), and the least time in Year 2 (15%), although in each
year TAs visited each project at least twice. In each year, TAs
observed classroom application: (for all models except TV), and talked
with representatives of all three role groups about the model and its
use. They also engaged in trouble shooting and planning for project
improvement, expansion, or termination. Sometimes they participated
in local staff meetings or training sessions, or met with adminis-
trators to resolve difficulties or share successes. Most help was
needed at the beginning of a project. Also, in the first year, TAs
were themselves learning how to integrate tasks and manage time most
effectively. Those two factors contributed to the high investment in

' Year 1. Year 2 was a "maintenance/consolidation” period for veteran

projects and TAs learned ways of helping LEAs to help each other.
Year 3 required decision-making, and TAs again spent more time
"on-site."

e Evaluation was undertaken primarily by RBS. TAs invested zbout the
same amount of time each year distributing and collecting surveys and
related materials, keeping their own records, and assisting LEAS or
RBS in data collection or evaluation design.

¢ Communication was defined as the interaction among TAs, other MSDE
staff, or RBS about SITIP, and included the formal monthly TA meetings
or reporting sessions to the ICC as well as more informal communica-
tion. This activity took as much as 13% (Year 2) to as little as 8%
(Year 3), and was related to knowledge building and dissemination.

» Dissemination was defined as involving or informing o:hers about
SITIP, beyond those intended in the original plan. The greatest
fnvestment (13% in Year.2) included presentations at regicnal and
national conferences, and training for non-SITIP implementers.*

* An LEA implementing cne model might ask for a workshop on another model, or
a TA (in the "regular" role) might be invited to conduct a workshop and
choose (as the major content area) a S.TIP model or process.
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While all TAs engaged in all task areas to some extent, administration

and planning tasks were most likely to be undertaken by the administrators

usually reporting to the ADS. Other regular roles did not greatly influence

task allocation. For instance, contrary to what was expected, library media

staff spent no more time on materials than ‘other TAs, nor did staff develop-

ment branch staff spend more time on training than other TAs. Local program

needs and the individual TA's judgement of how he/she would respond were the

strongest influences over the three years.

As TAs looked back over the period, they identified changes that should

be made 1f a project like SITIP was initiated again. Those changes are

presented here as recommendations.

Educate MSDE d1vision directors t6 build SITIP commitment, and to
assign staff most likely to be successful.

Assign TAs who can do double duty in field work and/or integrate SITIP
tasks with regular role responsibilities, recognizing that most TA
time is spent on site visits and training. Avoid TAs who lack commit-~
ment, resist the assignment, or are delegated tasks in which they have
1ittle knowledge or skill (especially expertise in classroom teaching
and project management). .

Develop TA knowledge and skill in organizational analysis; techniques
and strategies of project planning, management, support, and evalua-
tion; application of research on planned change; the model (innova-
tion) and its relationship to current state and local curriculum and
instruction priorities.

Involve TAs in knowledge exchange, informal observation of each other,
and exploration of organizational differences and assumptions (in MSDE
and the LEAs) in order to understand and use their autonomy
effectively.

Ensure that the !5% to 20% time per perion per year to SITIP 1s a real
commitment (by TAs and their supervisors), and that (in addition to

‘intensive training and planning ahead of time) 40 to 60 person days

are spent on support for each model each year.

Ensure that in working with LEAs, TAs assist local staff in clarifying
their purposes; ensure central office staff involvement and support by
building a sound knowledge base and visiting schools and classrooms
together; spend time on-site early in the project to build a common
understanding of the project and state/local roles and responsibili-
ties; develop and maintain good working relationstips with local
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staff; use site,visits to engage in cross~hierarchical
problem solving and not pro forma monitoring; and apply
positive pressure and sound knowledge to ensure rich
fidelity of implementation.

e Explore ways for TAs to build bridges across tasks within MSDE.

e Invest more time and enthusiasm in linking implementation of
models, and/or linking SITIP (knowledge, beliefs, projects,
people) with similar activities or task areas.

These "hindsight" recommendations were made on the understanding that

they would be in addition to current TA practices that, overall, have had a

positive impact on SITIP implementation.

Sumaary and QOnclusions

MSDE initiated a statewide instructional improvement program that offered

LEAs choices of exemplary models. The state department established an organi-

to provide coordinated support and to facilifate communication.

Planning activities invited ﬁarticipation across hierarchies and organi-
zational units at the state and local levels. On-going communication about
SITIP interacted Qith related activities in other program areas so that the
"message" was clear, consistent, and widespread. The "message" was the
research~-based knowledge on classroom and school effectiveness, and planned
change.

Through various state-sponsored training activities, representatives of
all educational communities in the state had the opportunity to learn about
this knowledge base. LEA teams contributed to the training and learned from
each other and from "experts." Training activities were very well received
and were followed up by assistance from MSDE staff.

SITIP TAs worked a3 a team to contribute to planning, design training,

ll zational structure across divisions, using existing expertise and mechanisms

and provide on-site assistance related specifically to the models. They also
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monitored plans, administered grants to local projects, and coordinated evalu-
ation and dissemination activities so that data-based improvements could be
made and succeases could be widely spread. Their philosophy of building
capacity in locally "owned" projects (rather than in monitoring compliance of
a state "owned" project) was a positive influence on TA activities and
outcomes. °

As SITIP continues for the 1984-85 school year, so TA will continue,
althéugh the number of incumbents will be reduced to reflect reduced local
needs. It appeared that by June 1984 technical assistance for SITII was
institutionalized as long as a real local need existed. However, as more LEAs
developed theig own training capacity aud learned to help each other, MSDE
assistance became less crucial. The notion of general technical assistance
becoming institutionalized in MSDE instructional initiatives appeared to be
conditional. That is, if a program director understands the benefits of TA,
and allocates funds to support the person time needed, the assistance role
will continue. (For instance, the proven value of Project Basic facilitators
suggests that the role will contipne, although incumbents may focus on a
different state priority.) However, as one SITIP‘TA pointed out, "It's a

" and most members of the ICC

risky investment if you don't understand it,
appear move likely to Sontinue to assign staff and develop programs in more
traditional ways. Yet, individuals who provided technical assistance for
SITIP will incorporate some of that knowledge and skill in their regular jobs.
Also, in some other programs, aspects of technical assistance and parts of the

SITIP design became apparent (e.g., URATE is a program like SITIP involving

colleges of education).
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SITIP was influenced (in 1980 as it was designed) by successful elements
of the Professional Development Academies and Project Basic. By 1984, SITIP
had, in turn, influenced both of those programs. brganizational learning
occurred, to the benefit‘of LEAs, IHEs, and MSDE. Instructional improveuent

in over 180 schools was facilitated by MSDE initiatives.
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V. LOCAL IMPLEMENTATION AND IMPACT

This chapter describes local implementatioﬁ and impact of the SITIP
models for the 1983-84 school year. The overall questions addressed were:

e What was the natﬁre and extent of local implementation?

e To what extent were SITIP activities institutionalized?

Additional questions addressed included:

What were the scope, integgity, aﬁgffidelity of implementation?

e What were the roles and responsibiiities of local participants?

e What was the impact'on schools and school systems, on educators, on
students, and on instruction in general?

e What decisions and cﬁShges were qade? |

j * Case studies of each LEA are presented in a separate report.

Finaliy, the answers to these questions were Qynthesized to determine:

e How did the various facéors interact to influence project success?

In the following pages, some general background information is provided,
the locallimplementation and impact of each model is discussed, and some

conclusions and implications across models are presented and discussed.* |

|

General Background**
This se¢tion summarizes the conditions of local implementation for all
the models, first describing state and locai goals, then reviewing

expectations, planning and training, implementation strategies, and the scope

-

jof the implementations.

|

\ State and Local Goals

R4

f? From the state perspective, successful implementation of SITIP would be
!

-

&

%% Please refer to the Summary of Findings: December 1980 to June 1983
presented in Chapter II of this report for additional background
information.
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use of one or more of the models by many teachers in many schools in all LEAs.

Thé implementation w0u1d.improve instruction (thereby improving students'’
achievement and attitude toward learning), increase teachers' effectiveness,
prove to Be useful for both elementary and ;econdaryAingtruction in various
academic subjects, increase administrators' ability to manage planned change,
and be carried out in such a way that productive working relationships weré‘
maintained across role=groups;‘ Finally, as state funds were gradually |
with&rawn, MSDE ho;ed that local SI?IP projects would be !nstitutionaliged, or
terminated if instruction had nct been ihproved.(with that decision baéed_on
project fesults discussed by all role groups).

The goals of improved knowledge, ékills, and atqitﬁdes for students and
teache?s were expected hy most LFAs. Organizational harmony and administra-

tive skills.were not overt local goals. -Also, very f@w LEAs were initially

‘interested ip promoting widespread use or systematic institutionalization,

although some districts did address thase goals after the first year.

Expectations

Since SITIP involvement Qas voluntary, it';as important for LEAs to
under;tand what was expected of them.if they chose to pafticipate.
Each LEA was expected ‘o implement a model wiéh "fidelity," to involve -
cross—hierarchical‘teams/;ngglénning and imﬁlementation, to sen§ rgpresenta-u
tives to state-sponsored training events, to interact constructivgly'with TAs
and other LEAs implementing-a.gi;en model, «and to provide information relevant
fo.program evaluation and student assessment. Nine LEAs alsu agreed to serve
as pilot site; for additicnal data collection by RBS. EQLh LEA received up to
$5,000 in sﬁate funds for Year 1, end upfto $3,000 in each subseqtent year on

condition that the local éystem provide mdatching grants. (For Year 4, state,,

funds were available only to expanding projects.)
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1;EAs were free to cﬁoose the model(s) most likely to meet loca} n;eda,
and to specify their own implementation strategies and the outcomes ghzy
;;Bbcted. A;so. each iEA_couid chaﬁge plans (e.g., reduce or expand the scope
of 1mp1enentation, terminate a project, or adopt another model), and, in

ﬁaking such changes, were encouraged to make data-based decisions (e.g.,

referring to students' test scores, teachers' reports, or RBS' studies). t?,,/’

the LEAs reduced their workscope or procrastinated, they were offered
assistance to.meét their own goals or given the choice of returning state
funds for that year.

Planning and Training

MSDE sponsored many planning and training activities, expected local
involvement, and encouraged local ;ducators to conduct similar activities.*
Local participation in state sponsored activities for the 1983-84 year was
fairly good, although no follow-up workshop was conducted for AT, and
attendance for STL workshops was poor for those LEAs not using SITIP funds for
that model.** The involvement of a cross-hierarchical team (a central office
person, one or two principals and two or three teachers from e;ch of the
principals' schools) was important in key planning and training events, since
it helped.create a shared unde:standing an& increased local ownership and
comm;tment. In projects where team staff were reassigned, commitment vas
teduced, there was confusion about project.étatus, and (sometimes) the purpose

and value of the effort seemed to be lost. These setbacks could be overcome

1f planning and training activities were carried out, and TAs often assisted

an

* Seerche section on Training iu Chapter IV, State Initiatives and
Assistance, for a description of state sponsored events.

** Three LEAs that originally adopted STL plus another model invested in the
second model, leaving educators to implement STL irdependently.
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LFAs in this area. Where projects progressed more easily, planning and
training were conducted locally, sometimes with TA assistance, and -- for best
results -- involved administrators as well as teachers.

Impleméntacion Strategies

Dhring Year 1, it became apparent that staff interest was the most
influential factor in selection of the model and design of the implementation
strategy. (High teacher interest was linked to individual classroom needs,
but high central office staff interest was linked to district priorities.)
While work at the school site was strongly influenced by the complexity of the
model, work across the LEA (how much, how it was shared, how workloq@e shifted
among role groups over time) was determined by the strategy. In other words,
strategies requiring more wofk across role groups (and leading to widespread
implementation) were initially selected in LEAs where administrators believed
that SITIP could address a local priority. In some LEAs moré than one model
was adopted, sometimes with different strategies for each, and some models
were addeg or de}eted after the first year. When implementation was
successful, a switch was sometimes made to a more work- intensiQe strategy.
Wher implementation was less successful, a switch was sometimes made to a less
work-intensive strategy or the project faded away.

The four strategics designed or selected by LEAs are summarized below.
Table 15 relates strateg‘es to scope of implementation for each model over the
three years.

° Distric;-wide. All schools at a given level (usually elementary)

were involved, with the selected model used for & given subject
all the time by participa+ting teachers (at least three per school
in the first year, all teachers in subsequent years). This
strategy required the most work from the most people, with
central office staff enthusiarm and effectivenesa important for
success. Two projects began with this scrategy, and by June 1984

a thirxd was also implementing SITI. district wide. The largest
project involved 33 schools.
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Tatle 15

Scope and Strategies of Implementation:
All Models Over Three Years

"
S 1.8
3 G
25| 3
Models Dates M n B #LEAs per strategy
3 = |, = |DW PD CB LS
Active Teaching June 1981 | 3 31 21 N 1 2
, Sept 1981 | 5 33 | 475 1 1 1 2
June 1982 | 5 33 | 472 1 1 1 2
June 1983 | 7 72 | 572 2 1 1 3
June 1984 | 9 93 {1710 2 1 1 5
Mastery Learring June 1981 | 5 5 85 1 4
‘ Sept 1981 | 6 6 85+ 1 5
June 1982 | 6 6 81 1 5
June 1983 | 7 13 | 203 1 6
June 1984 | 8 49 | 711 1 7
Student Team Learning June 1981 | 8 31+ 59+ 1 4 3
) Sept 1981 | 8 31+ 59+ 1 4 3
June 1982 | 8 20+| 105+ 1 4 3
June 1983 | 8 | 42+| 113 2 3 3
| June 1984 | 7 26+| 179 1 3 3
’
Teaching Variables June 1981 9 1 2 6
Sept 1981 | 6 6 25 1 -5
June 1982 | 5 6 51 1 4
June 1983 | 6 12 98 1 5
June 1984 | 6 17 123 1 5
Strategies: DW = District-Wide
PD = Pilot/District
CB = Capacity Building
LS = Lighthouse School
54
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e Pilot/District. One to three schools were involved the first
year, with strong central office support for school-based
activities. Evidence of success led to greater administrative
involvement and, in some cases, use of key teachers as turnkey
trainers. This strategy was the most feasible, especially for
complex models. Five projects began with this strategy, and
eight were using it by June 1984. The largest number of schools
{nvolved in a pilot/district LEA was 28.

e Capacity Building. Training was conducted by the LEA team that
participated in MSDE institutes. Teachers volunteered to 'try"
the model. There was no formal commitment to follow-up by
administrators, although where this strategy was effective an
administrator did "energize" the project. Five projects began
with this strategy, of which three faded out during the second or
third year. By June 1984, there were three capacity building
projects (one having switched from a lighthouse strategy) with 15
schools involved in the largest project.

e Lighthouse. A single school was involved and no commitment was
made by central office staff to advocate further use or initiate
planning or training for other schools. Success was usually
broadcast informally. This strategy put the greatest burden on
school staff. There were 20 lighthouse sites initially; 14 by
the end of Year 3, seven having evolved into pilot/district sites
and one into capacity building. Two ending as lighthouse sites
had begun with other strategies. By June 1984, the largest
number of schools involved in a lighthouse LEA was three.

Over the three years of implementation, there were 31 projects in the 24
LEAs; 19 maintained their initial strategies; three maintained their strat-
egles for a year or two and then faded out] 10 changed strategies, with eight
{increasing their work intensity and scope of implementation, and two reducing
their intensity and scope of 1mb1ementation. For widespread implementation,
the lighthouse strategy was least effective, but was successful (from a
small-scale perspective) when the model matched a rrincipal's priority.
Capacity building was least effective for maintaining systematic
implementation, but did increase teachers' knowledge of an alternative
{nstructional mode.. Overall, the pilot/district strategy was most effective,

particularly for complex models in large LEAs. The district-wide model was

successful with less cumplex models if attention was paid to building the

commitment of school based staff.
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Scope

Scope of implementation was related to the strategy used, initially
reflecting central office staff's interest, but in some cases, being later
influenged by project outcor-2s. The number of schools invelved in Year 1 was
64, in Year 2 there were 141, and by the end of Year 3 there were 185. About
66% of the schools were elementary. Over the years, some LEAs with
more than one project dropped or added models (in terms of funding or central
office support). Also, the five LEAs not initially involved did adopt modelé

at the beginning of Year 2 (and benefited from the "veterans'"' experience).

All grade levels and academic subjects as well as vocational-technical classes

were involved. For AT, most participating teachers used the model all of the
time for mathematics. ML was also used quite intensively. However, STL was
used sporadically, and TV only directly influenced teachers' behavior (in the
"content" variable) for language arts and mathematics at two schools. The
scope, intensity, and fidelity of the implementation had a direct influence on
a model's impact on students.

It is apparent that while all local eduéators hoped that teachersf
knowledge and skill in i;;truction would improve for the benefit of the ‘
students, the expectations, processes, and levels‘of energy invested varied

considerably, with project outcomes directly reflecting those influences.

Active Teaching (AT)

This section describes the local implementation of AT. The information
presented here is based on various data sources, including survey
questionnaires completed by 126 local educators (ll central office staff, 24
schooi-based administrators, and 91 teachers). All LEAs are represented in
that population. Approximately 642 of the responding teachers used AT in

elementary schools. Discussion focuses on: planning; the scope, intensity,
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and fidelity of use; the roles and responsib}lities of implementers; the
outcomes in terms of impact on students, teachers, schools, and school
systems; and influences and plans for Year 4. The section summary reviews
major changes over the three years of implementation and presents some

recommendations for the future.

Planning

As stated eariier, AT is a simple model of direct instruction, often
perceived by experienced teachers as a traditional lesson structure. It was
designed to be used for mathematics, but has also been used in other subject
areas. Due to the developer's subject area emphasis and the fact that two of
the three TAs assigned to AT over the three years were mathematics
specialists, many LL..s focused on nathematics improvement. In some cases,
plans expanded in Year 2 because scores for the statewide competency examina-
tions (graduation prerequisites) were published, and central office staff made
mathematics improvement a priority. |

An analysis -of local plans for the 1983-84 school year identified LEA
objectives at the beginning of the year (September 1983), and the extent to
which project coordinators considered objectives tu be achieved at that time
and also at the end of the year (June 1984). (See Table 16.) In each case,
the percent of LEAs that "hoped for," "partly achieved," or "achieved" each
objective 1s indicated. There were nine objectives identifigd, many partly
achieved at the beginning of the year (having been addressed in Years 1 and
2), and some maintaining th;t status in June (especially in LEAs expanding

projects to additional classes or schools). While the first five objectives

might well be expected for AT, curriculum alignment (#6), and time-on-task

(#8), are not part of the model but were strongly addressed in MSDE training

activities over the three yeafs and were adopted by LEAs striving to improve
87
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Table 16

Status of Local Objectives, 1983-84: Active Teaching

Local Objectives Percent of Sites Achieving Local Objectives
Pre~(Sept. 1983) Post-(June 1984)
Status of Achievment tatus of Achievment
N 1 2 1 3 N 1 2 3
1. Improve student achievement ' 6 50 33 17 8 0 50 50
(basic skills).
2. Improve student achievement 4 75 25 0 6 17 50 33
(other subjects). ' |
3. Inform local educators about model. 6 0 50 | 50 7 0 29 71
4. Train educators to use model. 6 0 67 33 8 0 63 37
5. Improve teachers' classroom 6 0 83 17 7 0 57 43
competence.,
6. Ensure match of instruction, 4 0 | 100 0 4 0 75 25
curriculum, and test(s).
7. Help teachers become better 6 0 67 33 8 0 63 37
organized.
8. Improve time-on-task. 6 0 67 33 8 0 50 50
9, Improve students' involvement in 5 50 80 0 7 0 57 43

learning (motivation).

* ] = Hoped for Note. Total number of LEAs implementi:-3 Active
2 = Partly achieved Teaching equals 9. N equals the number of
3 = Achieved LEAs addressing a given objective.

No data are available on the status of objectives in September 1983 for Garrett and Washington
counties. Somerset County began implementation after September. No data are avallable for
Ten~ 1984 for Washington County. Cl
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quality of implementation. Overall objectives addressed focused on classroom
improvement, and indicated a shift from earlier attention to orientation and

training.

Scope, Intensity, and Fidelity of Use

Scope of implementation indicates the numbers of districts. schools,
teachers, and so for;h which were involved. Intensity relates to the amount
of time a given teacher or class used AT. Fidelity 1is the extent to which
teachers implemented the components of the model as intended by the developer.
Scope, intensity, and fidelit, in the classroom were influenced by
administrators' investment of time, and the kinds of activities they carried
out. Influenced by the implementation strategy employed, these dimensioné
indicate the nature and extent cf use. Table i7 summarizzs the use of AT for
Year 3. |

Scope. Nire LEAs implemented AT: ;wo useu the district wide strategy;
two were pilot/districts (one of which evolved from a lighthouse scﬁool); one
used a capacity building approachi and four were lighthouse sites. Somerset
and Washington were "new" sites, the former using AT as an improvemcnt
strategy for T¥, the latter stimulated Sy involvemwent in a universit, study
comparing AT with STL. While a few schools were added during the year, the
most noticeable expansion was the increase in the numbers of teachers involved
-- almost doudiing {rom 872 to 1710, More than 9,000 additional students were
involved, bringing the toral to over 41,000, most of whom were in elementary
mathematics classes. This expansion within schools was facilitated by key
teachers (i.e., one or two teachers from each schuol or departmant who were
trained ana coached in Year ?), who tfen provided coaching for their
colleagues trained by administraﬁors in Year 3. Across the state, AT was the

most widelv implemented mudel, used in 51% of the SITIP schools by about 63%




Table 17

Scope of Implementation, September 1983 and June 1984: Active Teaching

LEA Strategy Dimensions
# of Schools Type # of Tcachers # of Students Subject Areas
Sept 83 | June 84 | Sept 83 | June 84 | Sept 83 | June 84 | Sept 83 [ June 84 | Sept 83 Pune 84
Caroline LS/PD 7 7 |E,JM |E,J/M 91 85 2,736 | 2,695 M M
tecil PD 25 25 E.,J/M,H | E,J/M,H 200 700 7,500 13,000 R/LA,M M
Carrett LS 2 3 H J/M,H 11 20 43 1,000 R/LA, M,d0 R/LA,M,0
liarford DW 34 33 E,J/M E,J/M 451 671 18,622 | 18,650 M M
Montgomery LS 1 1 E E 10 8 180 250 | R/LA,M R/LA,M
0 St. Mary's CB 6 7 E,J/M,H | E,J/M,H 58 - 62 1,400 1,500*% | R/LA,M R/LA,M,
o Sc,SS,0 Sc,SS,0
-—Somersec+ LS - 1 - E - 10 - 300 - M
w*;ashington LS 1 No data E No data 8 No data 150 | No data M No data
Wicomico DW 12 16 E E 43 154 1,100 3,850 M M

* Includes some duplicates.
+ Began implementation after September 1983.

Strategy: LS=Lighthouse school Type: E=Elementary school Subject Areas: R/LA=Reading//1anguage arts
Pp=Pilot/district J/M=Junior high/middle M=Mathematics
CB=Capacity building H=High school Sc=Science
DW=District-wide 0=0Other S8=Social studies

. 0=Other

Gi) | 91
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of the SITIP teachers. Twenty-eight of the 93 schools were secondary, 65
elementary.

Intensity. While five LEAé’began in Yearvl, two in Year 2, and two more
in Year 3, and by June 1984, some teachers had therefore used AT for three
years, the average amount of time for teachers' involvement was 1.55 school
years. This is not surprising given that the number of teachers almost
doubled each year. During the 1983-84 schoql year, teachers used'AT for 8.7
months, with the lowest LEA mean 6.37 months (in a county experiencing high
environmental turbulence due to staff reassignments). AT was used for all
mathematics instruction by participating elemeptary teachers, for all
mathematics instruction for at least one grade }evel in secondary classes, ana
for some classes in the three LEAs where the model was used for other subject
areas.

Fidelity. AT as designed requires implementation of six components: (1) ]
pre-lesson development (homework review); (2) lesson development (presentation
of new information); (3) guided practice; (4) independent practice; (5)
homework; and (6) weekly or unit review. Of the 90 teachers responding to the
general survey, 91% carried out all six components regularly. All teachers in
four LEAs carried out all components. In three other LEAs, all teachers
carried out five components, with a few not implementing weekly or unit
reviews. The two counties with lower fidelity levels (both lighthouse sites)
had less administrative support than did other LEAs, one because of environ-
mental turbulence, and the other because the project was in its first year and
roles and responsibilities were being clarified.

Administrative investment. The amount of time administrators invested in

STITIP during Year 3 was 16.45 days, with central office staff spending more
time (mean = 25.5 days) than school-based administrators (10.17 days).

Activity areas, in order of priority allocation of time, included: (1)

81 92

o . —




inservice, (2) monitoring/evaluation, (3) general support, (4) communica-
tion/administration, and (5) dissemination/expansion.*‘ Where central office
staff were involved in training, inservice was a high investment, but when
that task was undertaken by teachers, administrative priority shifted to
monitoring. "In the two LEAs where implementation began in Year 3, and teacher
training (in the single lighthouse schools) was conducted at the MSDE
institute, administrators invested in monitoring instruction.

In general, the quality of implementation was high, particularly for
elementary mathematics. The amount of time spent on AT was also high,
providing a good opportunity for implementation to make a real difference in

classroom instruction.

Roles and Responsibilities

The SITIP design encouraged the involvement of cross-hierarchical teaﬁs.
By the end of Year 2,.it was apparent that: (1) teachers involved in MSDE
training activities often became instructional leaders or "key" teachers who
coached others in their schools; (2) schotl based administrators of lighthouse
sites and others trained by MSDE usually were supportive of their teachert and
fatilitated SITIP,tﬁplementation;}and (3) central nffice staff trained by MSDE
often trained others in their LEAs and designed and maintained implementation
and expansion activities. Locally trained educators could become advocates
and invest time and energy 1f certain procedures were used to builﬁ commitment
and provide logistical support. However, project success depended on very

careful coordination of various ectivities and "messages," and could be

* See Roles and Responsibilities for a more detailed discussion of activities.
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.
seriously threatened by environmental turbulence.*

In Year 3, project staff'nee@ed to correct errors,‘consolidate successes,
andlmake data~based dec;siona Qbout use of the model as state funds were with-
drawn. Local staff were encourag;d to apply the recommendations made in
earlier SITIP reports, with particular attention to central office staff
involﬁement; The discussion below describes role group activities more

specifically in terms of interactive support and'leadership behaviors.

Interactive support. Support among LEA participanté included exchanging
information and materials, providing formal training, coaching and trouble-
shooting, managing logistical arrangements, and recognizing successes.
Support from MSDE consisted primarily of training and technical assistance.
Survey respondents rqtegfthe suppbrt received (on a five poiné scale from
1.00=very poor to 5.00=mexcellent), and the mean ratings assigned by each role
group are presented in Table 18. Overall-;gtings ranged froﬁ-a low of 2.49
(for developers) to a high of 3.76 (for school-based administrators). - The
developers of AT had no interaction with LEAs in Year 3, and received low
ratings from all role groups. MSDE staff interacted primarily with central
office staff, from whom they received their highest ratings. Among LEA role
groups, teachers received good ratings from all, and (as in previous years).
assigned lower ratings than did other role groups.

Ratings within each county indicated the following.

e With the exception of one LEA (Garrett’, teachers were a;arded above

average ratings, reflecting their steady hard work in implementation.

° Withlthe exception of one LEA (Garrett), school administrators wére

awarded above average ratings, with scores higher than their teachers

in four LEAs where principals were particularly active (Caroline,
Cecil, Somerset, and Wicomico).

: 2

* "Messages" of implementation included overt statements of enthusiasm for the
project and acknowledgement of teachers' successes and principals' invest-
ments, as well as more subtle notions such as sincerity in considering
points of view and building shared understanding and trust about project
purpose.
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- Table 18 _ '
Perceptions of Support Received: Active Teaching, 1983-84 i
L - ~ : -
. qupoq£>croups
School Central :
Teachers Administrators Office Staff | MSDE Develop rs
/ ’ .
Respondents | M { Means M Means ' M Means - M | Means M Means
R - e} ‘ '
Central Office Staff i 9 4.00 9 3.67 9 4.00 10 | 3.80 9. 2.67°
I S { ! -
* B .
School Administrators 22 4.04 18 . 3.89 22 3.41 22 13.27 |18 2.22
Teachers | s8] 3.3 89 3.74 8 | 2.9 | 81]2.90 |7¥ |2.53
Total | 119 3.66 116 - 3.76 115 | 3.1 11313.05 | 98- ZfAQ -

'Mean ratings range from a low of 1.00 (poor) to a high of 5.00 (excellent).
. )
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e Only in four LEAs (with district wide or pilot/district strategies)
did central office staff receive above average ratings (Caroline,
Cecil, Harford, and Wicomico) in all of which training was conducted
and svpervision carried out using AT guidelines,

e Low ratings reflected low {nteraction. When that was apparent for all
local role groups, it signaled project decline. When apparent only
for central office staff, it reflected a "]ighthouse" implementation
strategy where project maintenance was the school's responsibility.
In comparison to previous years, mean ratings across LEAs were somewhat

lower for all role groups. However, this might be expected since most projects

were integrating AT into routine activities for first and second year teachers,

and also expanding to additionmal schools or teachers, thus 'spreading thin."
In general, in third year projects, energy levels were lower, which reduced

interactive support among local participants.

project implementation and institutionalization were specifically defined, and
participants were asked to assign ratings on each behavior for central office
gstaff . achool-based administrators. (See Table 19.)

Affective leadership behaviors were strongly evident, with both school-
based administrators and central office staff demonstrating commitment,
advocating the value of AT, and providing support by demonstrating interest and
enthusiasm and recognizing teachers' success. Mean ratings were lower for
central of.ice staff because that role group had less responsibility and

visibility in the five Jighthouse sites than did their peers in LE.s with

broader implementation strategies.

°
' Administrative leadership. Behaviors found to be important influences on
l Logistical leadership behaviors were evident to some extent for both role
. groups. Higher ratings assigned to school administrators (all above 3.02)
were influenced by proximity and visibility to teachers and by the fact that

principals did carry out leadership tasks at all sites, while central office

staff were not as heavily involved (especially for the lighthouse sites).
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Table 19

Administrative Leadership Behaviors:
Active Teaching, 1983-84

Mean Ratings Assigned
To Central To School Based

Behaviors Office Staff Administrators
' N = 94 N = 100
l‘!
Affective <
Denonstrate commitment 4.06 4,55
Provide support 3.45 4,12

Logistical

Press for fidelity 2.77 3.02 '
Press for intensity 2.95 3.28
Provide assistance 3.39 3.86
Coordinate LEA communication 2.97 3.19
Coordinate school communication 2.81 3.57

Implement data-based
decision-making 2.76 3.09

Scale ranges from 1.00 (not at all) to 5.00 (ro a very large extent).
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Given the fairly rout.nized status of AT at most sites, a "moderate' press for
fidelity and intensity (a rating of 3.00) is acceptable. Low ratings on those
two behaviors (at some specific LEAs) were awarded when other evidence
:ndicated project decline. The relatively high ratings for assistance
indicated provision of information, materials and training, and effective
responses to requests for help. Since this administrative behavior (assist-
ance) was strongly encouraged by MSDE (and 1t influenced teachers' success),
these rarings are positive. School communication ratings were good, but mean
central office scores were (again) influenced by lower scores for lighthouse
sites. Data-based decision-making for SITIP was about the same as for any
other local project: MSDE had hoped that this behavior would increase.

In two LEAs, leadership was initially undertaken by teachérs. The
reassignment of a teacher leader upset the project, and further staff changes
(accompanied by a somewhat low commitment) led to project decline. In the
second LEA, the teacher leader maintained effectiveness in his school, but
MSDE and central office involvement was necessary for expansion to other
schools to occur successfully. For AT, and for other models, teacher leader-
ship was effective within the home school with principal support, and in other
schools only with considerable support and assistance from central office. It

was extremely difficult for a single teacher to provide leadership (unless
released from teaching responsibilities); it was easier and more effective
when two or three teachers worked as instructional leaders.

For AT overall, interactive support and leadership was good, and appro-
priate to the implementatior strategies used. Effective expansion was
possible only when central office staff were involved. Good classroom imple-
rntation was reinforced when supervisors looked for AT during their classroom

£
observations.
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Qutcomes

AT had an impact on students, teachers, schools, and school systems.
While some LEAs voluntarily provided summaries of assessments of students'’
attitudes and academic achievement, in most cases, educators reported their
perceptions. For Year 3 of the study, greatest attention was given to
outcomes relating to institutionalization.

Students. All three LEA role groups believed that students benefited
from AT. (See Table 20.) They all agreed th.t time-on-task improved and
students enjoyed AT and learned more. Students understood the AT structure,
and 40% of'survey respondents found that learning skills improved, 33%

reported improved grades or test scores, and 26X said that students’

confidence and enjoyment of mathematics improved. Specifically, educators
volunteered the following:
"Students...master material quicker...retain more...are
accountable for their learning...have greater confidence...
have no time left to create discipline problems.”

In one county, over 1,200 students responded to an attitude survey, with
mean ratings above 3.89 for all items (on a five point scale ranging from
1.00=not at all, to 5.00=yes, a lot), indicating they understood and enjoyed
the AT lessons, learned well, and got better grades than in lessons where AT
was not used. Overall results agreed with those of Year 2, although ratings
were slightly lower for Year 3.

Another county, having used AT (and a new curriculum) in mathematics for
three years, reported results for grades 3, 5, and 8 cn the California
Achievement Test. Scores increased each year for each grade, with percentile
ranks ofA68, 71, and 69 (for grades 3, 5, and 8, respectively) in October 1983
when elementary students had had two years of AT instruction, and middle

school students had had one year. These scores compare well with October 1981 .

scores of 62, 63, and 61 percentiles for the recpective grades, before AT.
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Table 20

Instructional Impact as Perceived by
Survey Respondents: Active Teaching, 1983-1984

Mean ratings range from 1.00 (stroagly disagree)
CO = Central Office; SA = School Administrators;
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to 5.00 (strongly agree).
T = Teachers

Role Groups
Cco SA T Total
Impact on Instruction N=10 N=24 N=90 N=124
Instructional Value . |
Wworks in classroom. 4.50 4,71 4,44 4,50 |
1s worth the work it takes. 4.40 4.58 4.20 4.29 |
L
Impact on Teachers
Teachers enjoy it. 3.90 4,17 4.04 4.06
Teachers have increased knowledge. 4.30 4.37 3.88 4.01
Teachers have increased skills. 4.30 4.50 3.9" 4.05
Impact on Students
Students enjoy it. 4.00 4.08 3.97 3.99
Students" achievement has increasad. 3.70 4.00 3.86 3.87
students are learning and retaining more. 4.00 4.00 3.84 3.89
Students' general behavior is better. 3.70 3.71 3.70 3.70
Students' are taking more responsibility Yy
for their own learning. 3.60 3.92 3.46 3.56



Teachers. Teachers' knowledge of effective teaching and skill in
instruction improved. Experienced teachers found AT "easy to use' and appre-
ciated the "systematic perspective," New teachers found that AT provided a
"gtructure for organizing lessons," and increased their confidence. Teachers
said that they "made better instructional.decisions" and "improved time-on-
task." Many appeared to agree with the one who said, "This is the way that
math should be taught."

In elementary mathematics classes observed, teachers were extremely well-
organized. Opjectives were clearly specified, and curriculum, instruction,
and on-going assessment were well-aligned. Time-on-task was high, even when
students used manipulables, since expectations were obviously established and
management of materials went smoothly. Teachers maintained student attention
without gimmickry, and provided various kinds of learning‘opportunities, using
the chalkboard, overhead projector, number cards for total class individual
response to guided practice, worksheets, and assorted games for independent
practice. Success rate was good, partly because teacher aides coached in-
class, partly because ability grouping was used to some extent, and partly
because teachers provided systematic review and practice, attending to prior

‘learning and varying learning styles.

The timeliness of AT, given state-wide competency prerequisites for
graduation and the national concern over mathematics instruction, plus the
expertise of MSDE TAs and LEA supervisors, increased the press on teachers to
do well. Classrooms serving as pilot sites were busy and constructive.
Teachers' adherence to AT, their use of a variety of instructional materials,
and their attention to student mastery was impressive. While not all such
activity can be attributed to AT, some can, and acknowledgement given to

ceachers' efforts also increased their enthusiasm.
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Impact on students and teéchers combined was defined as instructional
gain. An analysis cf variance showed significar.t differences between the
counties on instructional gain. (See Table 21.) St. Mary's had the lowest
and Wicomico the highest mean on this index. There were no significant
differences between elementary and secondary schools or instructional gain.

Table 21
ANOVA Results for Instrugtional Gain: Active Teaching, 1983-84
i

L] =
Factor N X F df P

County 124 4,00 2.27 8/115 .03

Caroline 18 4,15
Cecil 22 3.79
Garrett 9 4,03
Harford 14 3.90
Montgomery 5 4,17
St. Mary's ‘ 20 3.69
Somerset 9 3.90
Washington 9 4.32
Wicomico 18 4.37

believed that AT was worth the work. They found in some schools that cross-
grade articulation improved, and the overall instructional program (in mathe-
matics) was better organized. Of 249 statements about program benefits, 39%
related to logistics, and 29% to the overall instructional program, indicating
that AT improved instructional organization in adopting schools.

Of 75 negative comments, 49% related to AT implementation, indicating

1
=

needs for more supplementary materials, reconsideration of time allocations,

and some reduction of paperwork. In one LEA, classes were divided into twe

groups, and some teachers found instruction difficult. Others were concerned

about misunderstandings caused by poor communication or insufficient
{nservice. Such misunderstandings contributed to low fidelity of AT use and
resistance or rivalry in some LEAs. These concerns were felt by school staff

but were caused in part at the school level and in part at the system level.

. Schools. As indicated by ratings presented in Table 20, educators
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They related to outcomes in organization, policy, and process == indicators of

e

institutionalization.
School organizational outcomes were established fairly well, although
! teachefs had a slightly lower pe}ception of SITIP status, fidel{ty, and
ownership than did administrators, Ratings assigned indicate the "health"
of AT. (See Table 22.) |
Policies for management and decision-making were also established fairly
well (Table‘23). although teachers believed to only a moderate extent that )

decisions were based on data.

Procedures used to institutionalize AT indicated that at the school level

staff were assigned, inservice was modified, amd resources were alloceted, but
gsurvey respondents considered that lochl funds were uséd to only a slight
extent (see Table 23).* During Year 3, LEAs continued to receive state -
grants, had to provide matching funds, and were expected to have staff build
AT into existing tasks‘(as indicated by a 4.04 mean rating on staff

accountability).

Low mean ratings on institutionalization indicators, especially when
‘accompanied by low ratings on leadership behaviors, suggested project decline.
Such results were apparent in one LEA. However, overall data suggest thecre

was good institutionalization at the school level in most LEAs.

School system. In the four LEAs where the lead:rship and constructive

{nvolvement of the central office was intended, system level outcomes were
particularly important. They were less important in the other systems where
schools took greater responsibility for AT projects.

0f 51 positive comments about system outcomes, 35% related to logistics,

20% to process (such as training or participatory planning), 16% to the

* However, "in-kind" contributions, such as person time, were considerable,
especially in LEAs with district-wide strategies.
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Table 22
Organizational Outcomes: Active Teaching}‘198j~84 oo
Outcomes School System . f
N Mean N Mean
Cognitive
Status of SITIP established 109 | 3.80 19| 4.16
Close to 100% of teachers asked 107 | 3.81 19 ["3.95
to participate do so regularly '
Affective
Local educators feel "ownership" 105 | 3.35 19 | 3.74
of SITIP
There is harmony between teachers 108 | 3.95 19 | 3.68
and school-based administrators
about SITIP
There is harmony between school-: | 103 | 3.56 19 | 4.00
based and central office staff
about SITIP

Scale ranges from 1.00 (not at all) to 5.00 (to a very Iarge extent).

og}
Table 23

Policy Outcomes: Active Teaching, 1983-84

Policies . School ‘ System
N | Mean N Mean

g .
Management 1is shared. 221 3.82 19 | 3.84
Decisions are data based. 107 3.37 17 3.63

Scale ranges from !.00 (not at all) to 5.00 (to a very large extent).
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instructional program, and 14% to organizational affect (sueh as team pride,
» mutual respect across.role groups). Only 15 negative ép;nments were made,
mostly relating to process and organizational affect. The sense of both

, .
that given for schools.

positive and‘negati;e commehts was similar to

Institutionalization indicator ratings for school systems were almost ali
higher than those assigned to schools.* 6rganiz$tional ounébmes_wgré apparent
to a fairly large extent (Table 22{; with a clear common understanding»of

»

SITIP and its use. Policy outcomes were good (Table 23). Examples of

for elementary mathematics in one LEA from 45 minutes to 60 minutes daily;

expansion of the number of teachers involved (to tripled numbers in two LEAs,
" .

4
and to more/than 200 additional teachers in a third LEA), In all cases,
‘ decisions,ﬁ@&e influeénced by student achievement data and teichérs' assessment
of the vaiﬁe of AT. Procedural outcomes were also strong, with inservice

receiving the highest mean rating. (See Table 24).

Table 24

Procedural Outcomeg: Active Teaching, 1983-84

Procedures School System
N Mean N Mean
&

Inservice modified to support SITIP 106 3.92 20 4.15
Staff assignments and accountabili- 112 4.04 19 3.68
ties modified
Resources allocated anpually 109 3.28 19 3.63
Local funds used | 18 2.33 18 | 3.11

_Scale ranges from 1.00 (not at all) to 5.00 (to a very large extent).

&

* Teachers rated only schools. Over three years, teachers assigned
lower ratings to almost all survey items than did administrators.

g
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‘relatively low.

Ratings specific to each LEA demonstrated that lower levels of institu-
tionalization at the system level put a greater burden on schools.

Overall, systemwide institutionalization was fairly strongly indicated
for four LEAs, th of ;hich had been involved for three years, and two for two
years. all having involved between 75% and 100% of their schools. One other
LEA, with three years experience, appeared to be moving toward more widespread
use (with 26% of 1its schoqﬁg'involved), but systemwide institutionalization
was weak since implementation was not centrally coordinated, and "press" was

vy

Relationships among outcomes. Data were grouped into the following
. v
indices: 1instructional gain, system institutionalization, school institution-

alization, central office support, and school administrator support.
-

Correlational analyses were conducted to determine the relationships among

r
.

these indices. Correlations am&ng the five indices showed strong direct

’ -4
relationships (r 2 .50) between system institutionalization and two other
indices -- school institutiongdgpzation and central office support. There also

was a strong positive relationship between school institutionalization and

school administrator support. (See Table 25.)

Table 25

Intercorrelations Among the Indices: Active Teaching

.

Index ' 1 1 2 k| 4 5
1. Instructional Gain N.S. | .23 N.S. N.S.
86 77 N.S.

2. System Institutionalization .
3. School Institutionalization \\\\\\ .49 .63
4. Central Office Support ’ \\\\\\\ 42

5. School Administrator Support

N.S. = Not significant at the .05 level. -
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Influences and Plans

Influences on past implementation and future action included envi;on—
R~ méntal turbulence such as: (1) staff changes resulting in shifts in SITIP

leadership; (2) program changes resulting in revising priorities or

the nature and extent of outside (MSDE) assistance, and local perceptions qf

program success. ‘
" Almost all LEAs experienced funding cuts resulting in organizational and

staff changes, with serious nega:iVe outcomes in two cases where loss of

‘0
leadership reduted training opportunities and interest in the project. One of

. those two counties also experlenced shifts in program priority at the school

level. Program changeé also occurred in two other counties, causing SITIP
leaders to work harde; to maintain AT but not resulting in project deqline.
Projects survived turbulence when outside assistance "filled the gaps," or
when local perceptions of success were strong enough to stimdlate the extra .
effort needed to get the work done. Pérceptions of success had greater impact
when a larPe percentage of a district's schools was involved and senicr
administrators were impressed with the program. In cases where projects were
primarily school-based, and few schools were involved, environmental
. turbulence was-a much moge serious barrier.

By the end of Year 3, the four LEAs with system-wide approaches had
involved 81% of their 100 schools. For Year 4; they planned to complete
inservice for elementary and middle school mathematics teachers, provide in-

depth training in %pecific concepts, or expand AT to language arts. In

general, they planned to reinforce institutionalizatioti. The remaining five

96

restructuring tasks; and/or (3) organizational changes. They also included':ij
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LEAs had involved 5% of their 251 schools by June 1984. While one planned to
add two scho?ls in Year 4, the others focused on maintenance. Specific
activities and factors influencing plans are presented in Table 26. 1In
general, most participants (86.4%) planned to maintain their current level of
implementation, primarily because they believed SITIP influenced student
achievement (39%), and/or improved teacher's instructional skills (19%).
Expansion was planned within schools, or to other classes or subjects, rather
than to additional schools or for additionai models. Teachers' and students'
reactions were influentizl. Support will probably be reduced, and where it 1is
provided will be related to improvement of teaching skills. Plans for
reduction were minimal, influenced by funding cuts. Four factors that might

have had a negative impact (listed on the survey) were not considered relevant

~ by any respondent.

Summary and Conclusions

.

Gver thz three years of implementation, LEA involvement increased from
five to nine counties, with impressive increases in the number of schools and
teacherd involved (1710 in June 1984). Most teachers using AT for mathematics
did so for all classes in that subject; teachers in other subjects were more
gselective. Fideli:y was high and concepts of the model well understood.
Instruction in AT mathematics classes observed was exéellent, with teachers
finding AT a helpful framework for lesson organization.

Following some initial resistance, teachers became more comfortable with
AT, and improved their instructional skills. School-based administrators
encouraged application, and some used AT to focus attention on mathematics and
improve cross-grade articulation of the curriculum. Central office staff in
LEAs withra éEhool—focused implementation strategy provided logistical support

but were not strongly involved. In the four LEAs with a systemwide approach,
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Table 26

Activities Planned and Influences Pecceived
by Active Teaching Implementers (N=118)

Type of Activities % Respondents** % Respondents Per Factor*
‘ 1 2 3 4 5 6
aintenance
Maintain current level 8€.4 39,0 | 7.8 ]10.4) 19.1 8.7
Allow voluntary use 11.9 3.4 .81 2.5} 3.4
Expansion ‘
Expand classes, subjects 33.9 6.8 .8110.3} 15.4
Expand schools 6.8 .8 .8 8) 2.5
Add another.cbmponent . 3.4 1.7 .8 .8
of model .
Add a new model ' - 4.2 1.7] .8 .8
Support
Conduct inservice 12.7 .81 2.5 8.5 .8
Provide resources 16.9 4,3 2.5 81 7.7 .8
Reduction | |
Discontinue SITIP 3.4 : ‘ 1. .8
v -
Reduce activity by 1.7 ~ : 1.7
25% or more .
Totals 58.5 116.8 ] 24.8] 57.4 |11.1 12,5
* Factors: 1. High student achievement data indicate SITIP value.
2. SITIP helps achieve a local priority.
3. Students and staff like SITIP.
4. Teachers' instructional skills improve with SITIP.
5. Senior administrators advocate SITIP.
6. Funding cuts: other things take priority over SITIP. .
7. SITIP is not cost-effective '
8. There is little staff support for SITIP. ‘
9. Senior administrators have little interest in SITIP.
10. SITIP has very little to do with local priorities.

** Many reepondents checked more than one type of plan.

1io
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central office staff coordinated the program and provided various kinds of
assistance. When administrators and supervisors looked for use of AT during
their regular classroom visits, there was a press for implementation which
stimulated AT fidelity and quality of instruction. When it was also clear
that administrators and supervisors were helpfully responsive to tzachers’
needs for help, organizational affect also improved. In contrast, when a more
laissez~faire attitude was apparent in central office staff's attitude to AT,
the message'understbod by teachers was that they were still primarily
_accodntdble for other (established) instructional tasks: the press was low,
central office support weaker, and application more individualistic. Quality
did not necessarily differ, but intensity and consistent use was stronger
where teachers believed they were expected to use AT.

There was a clear distinction between school-based and system-wide

institutionalization, even within the school, and the latter establishing
routine use well., The one site with a capacity-building approach was
essentially school-based since each school acted autonomously, but central
office facilitated the knowledge building beyond the initial pilot school. In
that school, AT was fairly well established, but in other schools in that LEA,
{institutionalization was not yet strongly indicated.

LEAs planning to contipue using AT may wish to review the indicators and
findings discussed in this report and monitor their progress accordingly,
applying techniques and strategies to make improvements.* Expectation of use
by administrators and supervisors in their regular interactions with teachers,

coupled with specific assistance (e.g., through ingservice) and a sense of

* Fach LEA may also review its own "profile" in a separate report:
SITIP Case Studies 1984,

¥
4

' approaches, with the former only moderately successful in moving toward
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shared responsibility acioss role groups will facilitate implementation. In
'mathematics, continuation of training and assistance, plus additional
networking or inter-LEA visits tg exchange specific curriculum and instruction
ideas (e.g., the videotapes developed by MSDE and some LEAs), will help
maintain interest and meet some identified needs. In the past, AT
implementers and MSDE TAs have generally-assessed their successes and
challenges well, and have addressed needs appropriately. It is hoped that
trend will continue, with realistic recognition that (1) MSDE support will
gradually be reduced, (2) LEAs with indications of project decline might

choose to terminate, (3) school-focused sites might independently

{nstitutionalize at that level, and (4) districtwide use might continue to
need extra effort from administrators and supervisors.

Since six of the nine AT LEAs have successfully dealt with environmental
turbulence, it is expected they will institutionalize, but probably expand
very little. It is too early to forecast institutionalization for the two
LEAs which have used AT for one year, but data to date suggest a need for a
stronger knowledge of AT and of successful implementation pra;tices. One LEA
has experienced turbulence, but did not resolve the resulting problems. It
AT 1is to continue in that LEA, issues of procedure, organization, and
leadership will need to be explored through data-based participatory decision-

making, to determine redesign or termination.

A

In general, AT implementers experienced success in bringing about
instructional gain. They believed that students achieved more and teachers"
instructional skills improved. Most intended to continue to use AT for the
1984-85 ye;;ﬁand beyond. Some planned consolidationm, reinforcement, or
expansion. One considered termination of the project, with voluntary
independent use by individual teachers. Plans for 1985 were influenced by

successes, by interactive support and administrative leadership, and by
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environmental turbulence. Apart from the model itself (which has proven
valuable in Maryland), strong positive influences continued to be those
i{dentified in earlier phases of this stgﬂy (relating to interactive support,
administrative leadership, and training ard follow-up assistance from MSDE),
which contributed tq the outcomes of organization, policy, and procedures,

which in turn indicated extent of institutionalization.

‘Mastery Learning (ML)

This section describes the local implementation of ML. The information
presented is based on various sources including survey questiomnnaires
completed by 98 local implementers (13 central office staff, 14 school
administrators, and 71 teachers). All ML LEAs were represented.
Approximately 42% of the responding teachers used ML in elementary schools.

Discussion focuses on: planning; the scope, intensity, 'and fidelity of use;

the roles and responsibilities of implementers; the outcomes in terms of

plans for Year 4. The section summary reviews the three yea.s of

implementation and presents some recommendations for the future.

Planning

As stated earlier, ML is a complex model that includes curriculum align-
ment, diagnostic/prescriptive instructionm, and pre-designated mastery levels
of achievement for the majority of students. Although ML was most often used
in academic subjects, educators also used the model in a variety of subject

areas.

An analysis of local plans for the 1983-84 school year identified LEA
objectives at the beginning of the year (September 1983), and the extent to

which project coordinators considered these objectives to be achieved at that

. impact on students, teachers, schools, and school systems; and influences and
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time and also at the end of the year (June 1984). (See Table 27). 1In each
case, the percent of LEAs that "hoped for," "partly achieved," or"achieved"
each objective 1s indicated. There were nine objectives identified, all
partly achieved by at least 25% of the LEAs at the beginning of the year
(having been addressed in Years l and 2), And some maintaining that status in
June (especially in LEAs expanding projec;s to additjonal classes or schools).
Createst progress was made in curriculum alignment and classroom organization
(items #6 and #7), and in general there was a shift toward achievement of all
objectives. Although overall achievement was attained in sﬁecific sites or
subjects, expansion activities were sucp that systemwide achievement did not

occur.

Scope, Intensity, and Fidelity of Use

Scope of implementation indicates the number of districts, =chcols,
teachers, and so forth that were involved. Intensity relates to the amount of
time a given teacher or class uged ML. Fidelity is the extent to which
teachers implemented the components of the model as intended by the developer.
Scope, intensity, and fidelity in the classroom wetg influenced by administratoré'
investment{of time, and the kinds of activities they carried out. Influenced
by the implementation strategy employed, theseﬁ imensions indicate the nature
and extent of use. Table 28 summarizes the usjss? ML for Year 3.

Scope. FEight LEAs implemented ML. Four used a lighthouse school
strategy, and four used a pilot/district strategy (three of which began as
lighthouse sites but expended in Year 3). Washington was a "new'" site,
attracted by other LEAs' successes, adding ML and AT to their original

4

adoption of Student Team Learning. During the summer of 1983, four LEAs N

* In addition to the 28 implementing schools in Baltimore City, 12 other
secondary schools received inservice during Year 3.
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Table 27

Status of Local Objectives, 1983-84: Mastery Learning

&
Percent of Sites Achieving Local Objectives
Local Objectives Pre-(Sept. 1982) | Post-(June 1983)
Status of Achievement* ‘ Status of Achievement*
N 1 2 3 N 1 2 3
l. Improve student achievement ! 37 63 | O 7 14 43 43
(basic skills) -
2. Improve student achiayement 6 50 50 o - | 5. 40 40 20
(other subjects) o ) -
3. Inform local educators about model 8 37 25 37 7 14 | 43 43
4. Train educators to use model 8 37 50 13 6 17 50 33
5. Improve teachers' classroom 8 25 ,| 75 0 6 17 67 17
competence ,
6. Ensure match of instruction, 8 25 50 25 6 0 50 50
curriculum, and test(s) :
7. Help teachers become better 8 25 63 12 - 6 0 83 17
organized
8. Improve time-on-task 8 37 63 0 5 20 80 0
9. Improve students' involvement in 7 29 57 14 6 17 50 33
learning (motivation)
* 1 = Hoped for Note. Total number of LEAs implementing Mastery
2 = Partly achieved ‘ Learning equals 8. N equals the number of
J = Achieved LEAs addressing the objectives.

No data on the status of objectives in June 1984 are available for Washington County.
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Table 28

Scope of Implementation, September 1983 and June 1984: Mastery Learning

Dimensions
LEA Strategy #of Schools Type ffof Teachers #of Students Subject Areas
Sept B3l June 84 | Sept B83|June 84 | Sept B3[June 84 | Sept 83]June 84| Sept 83 Junég§4
Allegany LS 2 2 0 0 17 18 260 350 | R/LA,M,|R/LA,M,
Sc,85,0/8¢,SS,0
Anne Arundel LS 1 1 H H ‘2 5 138 300 Sc Sc
Baltimore City PD 5 . 28 J/M,H | J/M,H 160 606 3,635 122,594 | R/LA,M,|R/LA,M, -
Sc,SS,0}S¢,S8.9
.5 . .
3 Baltimore County| LS/PD 6 6 E E 31 32 1,032 | 1,094 M M
Carroll LS/PD 5 5 J/M J/M 7 7 700 700 ss [ ss
Howard LS/PD 2 6 J/M E,J/M 3 35 90 { 1,500 | R/LA,Sc|R/LA,M,
Sc,SS
Washington LS 1 No data E No data 3 No data 60 |No data M No data
Worcester LS 1 1 E E 7 8 129 240 M M
Subject Areas: R/LA=Reading/language arts Strategy: LS=Lighthouse school Type: E=Elementary échool
M=Mathematics PD=Pilot district J/M=Junior high/middle -
Sc=Science DW=District-wide H=High school 115
X 117 SS=Social Studies CB=Capacity building 0=0Other (K-12 and voc. ed.)

O0=0ther




expanded to additional’schoolé, and two of these LEAs added schools during the
year (the greatest expansion occurring in Baltimore City).* From 78 teachers
at the end of Year 1, projects expanded to involve about 715 teachers by June
1984, with numbers more than tripling (from 230 in September 1983) in Year 3.
Over 20,000 more students became involved in Year 3, bringing the total to
approximately 26,800, most of whom were in secondary schools. This expansion
was greatly facilitated by veteran teachers (trained by MSDE and

developers in 1981) who fuﬂctioned as instructional leaders, conducting

training and coaching fer new teachers. Across the state, ML was the second Y

most widely used model, used in 27% of the SITIP schools by 26% of the

" teachers. 0¢ . he 49 schools, one was K-12, one vocational-technical, 37 were

secondary, and 10 were elementary.
Intensity. Six LEAs were involved since SITIP began, one became involved
in Year 2; and another one in Year 3. Some teachers and administrators
maintained involvement over the three years, but averages were reducgdiby the
large number of "expansion' teachérs. The mean number of years of teachers'
involvement was 1.8 (2.07 years for school administrators, and 2.77 for
central office staff). During the 1983-84 school year, teachers used ML 7.38
months, on avarage, with the lowest LEA ﬁean 1.00 month (in Washington -- the
new site). In three LEAs, one or two teachers used ML less than in pre:iogs
years, but in most cases teachers used the model more. In three LEAs ML was ;
used for all instruction in a given subject at given grade level: (elementary
mathematics, high school biology). In one LEA, soﬁe SITIP teachers used ML‘
for most basic skills classes, while others used ML more selectively. In the
other LEAs, each participating teacher used ML for at least one course or unit
of instruction. The overall in-class time in which teachers used ML was 43%,
ranging from a mean of 14% for elementary teachers in one LEA to a mean of 552 s

for secondary teachers in another LEA. Consistent use of ML (with fidelity)
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for a given subject had a positivevimpact on studgnt achievement.

. Fidelity. As designed, ML tequ}res implementation of 10 components: (1)
specified objectives, (2) component skillé identified, (3) curricula matched
to.objectives, (4) instruction matched to curricula and objectives, (5) tests
ma;ched to quectives, (6) test; address higher and lower order thinking
skills, (7) "no fault" format{ve tests given, (8) "correctives" and "enrich-
ment" acti&ities givenvafter formative tests, (9) summative tests given after
each unit, and (10) records kept per class/student/objective. In most cases

mastery was defined as a minimum of 802 students achieving 802 success on

summative tests. Of the 68 teachers responding to theAGeneral Survey, 622

carried out'qll 10 components regularly. All teachers in two LEAs carried out .
all components. Record keeping and inclusion of test items.in higher order
thinking skills were the components most often neélected'(with thellatter
applied by only 82% of the teachers). Fi&elity wa§ inf luenced by thé amount
of time and expertise teachers had for development and planning, and the
subject or unit addressed. (Waere ML was used for bas;c elementary mathe- .
matics, higher order thinking skills were more likely to be disregardeds) fn
general the basic concepts of alignéd ;urriculum, and testing and retéétiﬁgﬁ

after increased opportunity to learn, were addressed in all LEAs.

Admihistrafive investment. The amount of time invested in SITIP by an

administrator during Year 3 averaged about 27 days, with school administrators
e spending more time (mean=31.75 days) than central office staff (21 days). The
former group included department heads and curriculum coordinators, as well as
principals and vice principals who w~ere more active in inservice and support
in many sites fhan were central office staff. The latter did conduct
// inservice at some sites, but in general spent most SITIP time on
administration and communication. Activity areas, in order of priority

allocation of time by administrators, included: (1) inservice, (2) general
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support,, and (3) communication/administration.* No administrator stated that
greatest time was spent on monitoring/evaluation or dissemination/expansion
activities.

In general, the quality of implementation vas good. The most serious
weakness occurred (at ¥cme sites) for "correctives" and "enrichment," with (at
worst) the former simply a rote repetition of initial instruction and the

. ¥
latter "busy work." The greatest streugth was the development of curriculum

1

aligned with objectiveg and tests, much of which was impressive in quality and
quantity, and provided evidence of professional growth for participating
' ! AN

teachers.

Roles and Responsibilities

The SITIP design encouraged the involvement of cross-hierarchical teams.
However, with the exception of Baltimore City, all EEAs began the program
using a lighthouse strategy, whieh meant that central office staff considered
the program to be school centered ;nd did not intend to be heavily‘invOIVed;
While school teams understood the strategy, a heavy burden was placed on
teachers in their .irst year, since ML is complex and requires a considerable
investmenf 19 development. By the secong year, successes attracted attention,
and in all but one LEA, expansion plans inVolved central office staff. ' By the ’
end of Year 2, it was apparent that (1) teachers involved in MSDE training —
activities sometimes became instructional leaders, and usually were most «
active in materials development and on-site coaching for other teachers; (2),

-

school-based administrators were ML advocates and active supporters of

teachers' efforts; and (3) only when central office staff were actively

involved through coordination and advccacy bagsed on a thorough understanding

* See Roles and Responsibilities for a more detailed discussion of activities.
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of the demands aﬁd rewards of ML in an LEA was it possible for the projert to
expand to other sites. Project success was influenced by adequacy of support
(e g8, teacher time for development), and "messages" of implementation,* and
could be threatened B; e&vi;onmehtql.turbulence.

In Year 3, pfojecc gtaff needed to correct errors, consolidate successes,

H -

-

and make datﬁjpased decisions about 'use of the model as stafe funds were
‘withdrawn. Local staff were encourag;d to'apply the recommendations made in
earlier SITIP reports, with particular attention to central office staff

involvement.andwconsideration‘ofusupport to te;chers. The discussion below

describes role gfon ‘activities more speéifically in terms of interactive  .g

support and leadership behaviors.

Interactive support. Bupport among LEA participants included exchanging

information and materialq, providing formal training, cBgching and trouble-

~»

shooting, managing logistical arrangements, and recognizing successes.
Support from MSDE consisted primarily of training anﬁ tec%nicgl assistance.
The ML developer maintained communication with MSDE TAs, but interacted

ALY

directly with only one LEA (at a national workshop) in Year 3. Survey

R

Rk
, p
-
o AR Y. o, .
~ ‘t
k] W -
- -

respondenté rated support received (on a five point Scale from 1.00 = very .

’

E‘? -

poor, to 5.00 = excellen;), and mean ratings assigned bxleqch ML ;ole group
are presented in Table 29. Overall ratings ranged from ‘a low of 3.15 (for
developers) to a high of 4.07 (for teachers). Among LEA.role groups, teachers
received very good ratings from all, and (as in previous years) assigned lower
ratings than did other role groups.

Ratings within each LEA indicated the following. ’

3

* "Megsages" of implementation included overt statements of enthusiasm,
acknowledgement of teachers' successes and administrators' investments, as
well as more subtle notions such as sincerity in considering points of view,
building shared trust, and developing shared high standards for ML materials
and classroom instruction.
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Table 29

Petceptiona_of Support Received: Mastery Learning, 1983-84

[ Support Groups

Respondents ’ School Central - _ ) ‘
Teachers Administrators Office Staff MSDE Developers

N | Means N | Means N | Means . N [ Means N | Means

v 3

Central Office Staff |13 | 4.38 | 13| 4.15 13 |a.38 | 12 | 3.92 | 12 ] 3.58

School Administrators |14 | 4.29 10 | 3.80 14 | 4.07 14 | 64.14 12 | 3.50
Teachers 70 | 3.97 69 | 3.65 69 | 3.81 61 | 3.29 48 | 2.96 |
Total 97 | 4.07 92 | 3.74 96 | 3.93 87 13.52 | 12]3.15

~ Mean ratings range from a low of 1.00 (poor) to a high of 5.00 (excellent). |




e In all LEAs, teachers were awarded well above average ratings, in five
cases being rated higher than other role groups, and often rated by
administrative and supervisory staff as "excellent.,"

e School-based administrators were awvarded average or above ratings by
A o all role groups in all LEAs.

o Central office staff in all but one LEA (Howard) were awarded average
or above ratings, and in three cases received the highest ratings of

all role groups.

e Low ratings indicated low interaction and respondents’ perceptions of
relative disinterest on the part of a given role group.

”

In comparison to previous years, mean ratings across LFAs were about the

same for all role groups, with a very slight increase for central office staff
and decreases for the other role groups. These ratings support other data

which indicated increased effort from central office staff in sever¥1 LEAs

éﬁministrative leadership. Behaviors found to be impnrtant influences on

project 1mp1ementatioh and institutionalizatioo v-. specifically definvd, and
participants asked to assign ratings on each behavior for central office staff
and school-based administrators. (See Table 30.) |

Affective leadership b;haviors were evident, with administrative and super-
visory stacf advocating the value of ML, demonstrating commitment, interest,
and enthusiasm, and recognizing teachers' success. Ratings were good for both
the groups.

Logistical leadership behaviors were evident for. both role groups, with
organizational process ratings higher than those related to "press.”" The
relatively high ratings for assistance indicated provision of information,
materials, and training, and effective responses to requests for help. Since
this administrative behavior (assietance) was strongly recommended by MSDE
(and it influenced teachers' success), these ratings were positive., School
and district communication ratings were good, reflecting administrative and

supervigsory staff efforts to correct some confusion that had been apparent at

and/or careful decision-making to meet teachers' needs. .
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Table 30

Administrative Leadership Behaviors:
Mastery Learning, 1983-84

Mean Ratings Assigned
To Central To School-Based
Behaviors A , Office Staff | Administrators
(N=81) (N=83)

Affective
v Demonstrate commitment ) 4.35 4.17
Provide support 4.06 3.98
Logistical
Press for fidelity 2.64 2.72
Press for intensity 2.69 2.80
Provide assistance 4.16 4$.09
Coordinate LEA communication » | 3.76 3.40

Coordinate school communication 3.61 3.55

Scale ranges from 1.00 (not at all) to 5.00 (to a very large extent).

. Implement data-based decision-making 4.04 3.71




some sites in previous years. Data-based decision-making, particularly by
central office staff, received good ratings (better than for the other three
models) which was commendable.

In three LEAs teachers undertook leadership tasks. In Anné.Arundel the
dePartment head taok charge of the project, directly affecting the five
teachers in his department. In Baltimore City, a teacher from the initial
pilot'school’was reieased from classroom responsibilities to coordinate the
project, directly involving 28 secondary schocls. In Baltimore County the
pilot school teachers participated in cross~hierarchical planning. and

conducted training and coaching for 32 teachers in six schools. In all cases

were effective trginers and helpful coaches. They exhibited the administra-
tive leadership behaviors listed in T#ble 30 Learning from experience and
various SITIP activities, their "press" for quality implementation reflected a
colleagial understanding of the demands of ML. As oneAsaid. "This year I've
learned tolerance." They acknowledged their own professional growth and were
capable in transferring tbeir knowledge to others, taking into account the
varying levels of interest and ability of participating teachers.

Overall, interactive support and leadershiﬁ for ML were good. However,
in three LEAs, central office staff could have attended more to school-based
concerns and, in one case particularly. to recommendations from MSDE about
project management. Where central office 1nvolvément was high, communication,
fidelity, and scope of implementation were good. School Lased administrators
were supportive and understood how ML could help them achieve school goals.

Teachers continued to work hard, modifying development efforts in some sites.

Qutcomes

ML had an impact on students, teachers, schools, and school systems.
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Participants' perceptions were supported by data summaries, locally developed
classroom and inservice materials, and newspaper articles. For Year 3 of this
study, greatest attention was given to outcomes relating to institutionaliza-
tion.

Students. .Survey respondents agreed that students benefited from ML:
they enjoyed it (mean rating of 4.13) and increased achievement (4.04). (See
Table 31.) The goal of having at least 80% of the students achleve at least
80% mastery of core curriculum was achieved in most classes. However, careful
analysis by several LEA'indicated that the definition of mastery was revised
somewhat after inj+ial use of an ML course. The following example (from

Carroll) is an illustration.

e On a pretest, 10% of below average students achieved scores of 80% or
better, and 12.5% of above average students achieved that score (for

an average of 6% student mastery).

e Results of course unit tests were 85.7% of above average students
achieving mastery, 79% o. average students achieving mastery, and 442
of below average students achieving mastery.

l e On the post test, 44% of below average students achieved mastery, and
80.5% of above average students achieved mastery (for an average of
l 60% student mestery). '
e All students took identical tests and were taught from the same set of
lesson plans. Mastery level was revised downward.
' In another county, mastery was initially defined as 100% students of the

achieving 80% success, but the amount of time for correctives was sucl. that

levels were revised to 80-80. In some classes an 80-80 mastery was strictly

maintained, but only for the core curriculum. In some schools, mastery

levels varied, and even greater differences occurred between classes using
tests of different difficulty levels. However, all participants agreed that
student achievement improved with ML.

In another county (Allegany), vocational-technical students, using

criterion-referenced tests, achieved 100% mastery in cosmetology and 86%
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achieved 80% mastery in reading; on average, 84.5%7 of students in grades K-6
achieved 80% mastery in mathematics, and between 80.1% and 93% of students in
grades 7-12 achieved 802 mastery in various subjects. Corrective instruction
facilitated mastery (after formative testing) for as many as 46Z of the
students.
Data summaries based on CAT scores were submitted by Worcester and on

- Metropolitanscores-by Baltimore Gounty, both illustrating gains in elementary
mathematics, the latter comparing ML with non-ML students in similar schools
using pre and post test scores. In Worcester, ML students ih first and second
grades "grew" between 11 months afnd 13 months over the'se;en month school

year. In Baltimore County, ML students gained an average of 1.7 years of

©

grade equivalent compared with an ave?age of 1.2 years for non-ML students.

Student attitude data from Carroll and Allegany indicated that at least
75% believed they learned more and got better grades with ML. They also found
the lessons easier, and understood and enjoyed them.

Overall, ML had a strong posifive impact on students in all LEAs. The
expectations of success were evidenced in survey respondénts'vstatements, such
as, "I am seeing students who are achieving more than I thought possible.”

Teachers. Teachers' knowledge of effective’teaching and skill in
instruction improved. Specific gains‘for teachers included: an increased
sense of professionalism, better planning and organization of instruction,
improved ability in diagnostic/prescriptive teaching and in curriculum
development. While most teachers enjoyed ML, there were some unresolved needs
including: time to develop new units of insﬁfuction; help in developing multi-
choice tests that>cover both high and low order thinking skills, and in
developing effective zo0rrective and enrichment strategles; and ways to reduce
time invested in record-keeping. In many cases, teachers transferred some ML
concepts to other classes and subjects.
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Impact on studentg and teachers combined was defined as instructional
gain. There were no significant differences among the LEAs or between
elementary and secondary schools on instructional gain.

Schools. As indicated in Table 31, educators agreed that ML was worth
the work it took. Of the 104 statements about program benefits, 37% related
to logistics, 23% to the overall instructional process, and 21% to the
positive impact on studenfﬁ, indicating that ML improved the management and
planning of curriculum and instruction.

0f the 66 negative comments, 70% related to the overall instructional

process, focusing primarily on time demands and concerns identified by
teachers. .

assigned indicated the "health" of ML. In six of the eight LEAs, there was
little disagreement among role groups about the cognitive and affective
outcomes at the school level, and little difference among those counties cn
the five dimensions examined, although '"regular participation” ratings did
vary somewhat among districts. Results for the other two LEAs (Washington and
Howard) indicated strong differences of perception between tea’ hers and
administrators at one site that began ML in 1983, and low mean ratings for
both districts on cognitive and affective outcomes. In both LEAs, leadership
changes may well have influenced these outcomes.

Ratings for policies of management and decision-making again indicated

l School organizational outcomes were good. (See Table 32.) Ratings

l appropriate action for six LEAs, but for two LLEAs, management was not shared
. across role groups, and in one case, decisions were not data-based. Overall
means were fairly good. (See Table 33.)

Procedural outcomes followed a similar pattern, vwith the same two LEAs

indicating lower ratings than the others, particularly for use of local funds,
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Table 31

Inatructioﬁal Impact as Perceived by

Survey Respondents: Mastery Learning, 1983-1984

Role Groups
. co SA T Total
Impact on Instruction N=13 N=14 N=70 N=97
L‘inttructional Value
Works in classroom 4.38 4.00 4.41 4.35
Is worth the work it takes . 4,00 3.64 4.14 $.05
Impact on Teachers
Teachers enjoy it 3.77 3.93 4.09 4.02
Teachers have increased knowledge - 4.69 4.14 4.17 4.24
Teachers have increased skills 4.54 3.93 4.17 4.19
Impact on Studonti
Students enjoy it 4.08 3.86 4.20 4.13
Students' achievement has increased 4.15 3.71 4.09 - 4.04
Students are learning and retaining more 4,00 3.71 3.76 3.79.
Students' general behavior is better 3.54 3.50 3.56 3.55
Students are taking more responsibility
for their own learning | 3.85 3.57 3.75 3.73
i - . 1

Y

Mean ratings range from 1.00 (strongly disagree) to 5.00 (strongly agree).

CO = Central Office; SA = School Administrators; T = Teachers
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Table 32

Organizational Qutcomes: Mastery Leerning, 1983-84

Outcomes School System
N Mean N Mean
~ Cognitive
Status of SITIP established 89 | 3.85 19 | 3.74
Close to 100% of teachers asked 85 .3.85 19 3.47 \
to participate do so regularly
Affectiye
Local educators feel "ownership" 86 3.35 18 | 3.28
of SITIP
There is harmony between teachers 87 3.84 18 4,17
about SITIP
There is harmony between school- 85 3.94 19 | 4.21
based and central office staff
about SITIP

"Scale ranges from 1.00 (not at all) to 5.00 (to a very large extant).

Table 33

Policy Outcomes: Mastery Learning, 1983-84

Policies School System
N Mean N Mean
¢ Management is shared 19 3.79 20 3.50
Decisions are data-based 87 3.83 20 4.00 ’

Scale ranges from 1.00 (not at all) to 5.00 (to a very large extent).

. and school-based administrators
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¢
and in one case for staff assignments and accountabilities. Overall mean

ratings at the school level indicated that procedures to facilitate

institutionalization of ML were moderately well established. (See Table 34.) -

Low mean ratings on institutionalization indicators, especially when

accompanied by low ratings on leadership behaviors, suggested that the project f

was not doing well. In one case, low ratings were not unexpected since that }5

LEA was just beginning. In the other LEA, the project may decline if
appropriate action is not taken.

School system. System level results are reported in Tables 32, 33, ghd

34, They are more important for LEAs using a pilot/district strategy (gig..
Baltimore County) than théy arelfor LEAs using a lighthouse school gppgbach
(e.g., Anne Arundel).

In most cases, institutionalization indicator ratings for the a§§tém
level were all lower than those assigné& to schools.‘ The exception; related

' with the comparafive

to "harmony," "decision-making," .apd "iqservice.'
differences on those three dimengions influenced in part (bositi?ily) by the
real efforts of administrators, particularly in five counties (éilegany.
Baltimore City, Baltimore County, Carroll, and Wo;cester). and;in.part
(ﬁegatively)‘by lower ratings assigned by teachers to the schoél‘level.*
Overall, system organizational outcomes were goderate to good; particularly in
“terms of inter-organizational harmony -- an ‘improvement overfthe first year
when friction between réle groups was strong. Policy outcopﬁs were good,
particularly in relation to data~based decision-making -~ as evidenced by the

quality and quantjity of program impact data collected and used by ML‘projects.

Procedural outcomes were fairly good.

* Teachersddid not rate system factors.
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Table 34

£

4

Procedural Outcomes: Mastery Learning, 1983-84

Procedures School System
, N Mean N Mean
Inservice modified to suppori SITIP 82 3.71 21 3.76
Staff assignments and accountabili- 86 3.72 19 3.53
ties modified
Resources allocated annually 88 3.79 20 3.70
Local funds used 20 3.15 18 3.22

-
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Scale'ranges from 1.00 (not at all) to 5.00 (to a very large extent).




Low system level outcomes put a burden on schools. This was particularly '

important for the four LEAs using a pilot/district strategy. In three cases,

gystem outcomes were good, and schools benefited, with teachers responsive to

the support provided. However, in one case, institutionalization 1s uncertain

since system outcomes were not strong.

Positive perceptions of cen;ralﬁoffice staff, influenced by their
participation in MSDE training events, and by.instructional gain data, were
strongly evident for ML. One adainstrator stated thése perceptions: "SITIP
is one of the best things MSDE had done for LEAs. It haa provided us with an
opportunity to do,so&ethiné we would not have done on our own by bringingﬁin

. e
experts, and providing follow-up and an ongoing support system."

Relationships among outcomes. Data were grouped into the following
indices: 1instructional gain, system institutionalization, school
institutionalizetion, centrai office support, and schooifadministrator
support. Correlational analyses were conducted té determine thg relationships
among tﬁese indices. )

Correlations among the five indices showed stfong direct relationships
(r 2 .50) between system institutionalization and three other indices --
school institutionalization, instructional gain, and central office support.
School institutionalization correlated strongly with central office and school
administrator support. Ceatral office support was positively related to

school aduinistrator support. (See Table 35.)

Influences and Plans

Influences on past implementation and future action included
environmental turbulence such as: (1) staff changes resulting in shifts in
SITIP leadership; (2) program changes revising priorities or restructuring
tasks; and/or (3) organizational changes. They also included the nature and

extent of outside (MSDE) assistance, and local perceptions of program success.
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Table 35 :

Intercorrelations Among the Five Indices: Mastery Learning

Index 1 2 3 14 |5

Q i

1, Instmc’tional Gain .63 .34 .43 | N.S.

2. System Institutionalization \\ .87 | .63 | .45

3. School Instititionalization

L\\\\\ .56 | .55
" 4, Central Office Support ( _ \ .61
5. School Administrator Support “ \

l N.S.=Not significant at the .05 level.
Note: The number of cases upon which the correlations were
l calculated varied.
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Almost all LEAs expefiencgd jﬁnding'cuts, and the two largest districts

\

(Baltimore City and Baltimore County), both planning ML expansion, bemoaned

the availability of so little money for such an effective program. The ﬁéjor

ot
impact of low funding was slower and ﬁére.caqtioua expansion.’ .
.Three other kinds of changee occurred: (1) changes in staff resulted.in
leadership shifts in three LEAs, with one being ben;ficial and the otper two
being é:::;hat negative sinde expertise was lost; (2) changes in programs led
to considerable ML expansion in three LEAs; and (3) there were changeé in .
. organizational afrangementglin tﬁreé LEAs as a reét,: of change;-in F
leadership. --é:;-u
While all LEAs experienced changes, and si; experienced all three kinds ;
P . © ~

of changes, negative impact wgs'relatively low, especially wheh project

o ~ [

leadership remained‘constant and apBIied thgﬂ529w1%93e exgbanged at MSDE-

sponsored training activities (or at inter-site visits). Turbulence was a

A\

problém when loss of leadership expertiee.was combined with low perceptions of

-

success in terms of instructional gaif and organliationql outcomes. This .

occurred in two LEAs. .

By the end of Year 3, the four LEAs using'a lighthouse st;ategy hgd
together involved five of their 189 schools and planned to continud
implementation at about the same level.* The four pilot/district LEAs had
1nv§1veé.;bout 11% of their 404 schools and planned to continue expansion in
Year 4.* Survey respondents indicated specific activities and influentiai
factors, later (without reference to survey data) plans were submitted to

[
MSDE by_project directors. For most LEAs, individual repponses and

iy -

* One lighthouse site aun -ne pilot/district site planned extensive training:
(involving the ML develo,°r in one case) with systematic follow-up and
coaching for elementary, sciovls intciested in implementation.
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coordinators' plans agreed with each other. However, in one of the LEAs
negatively influenced by environmental furbulence, a few survey responses
recommended termination in 1light of more pressing priorities, but the project
plan submifted indicated expansion.

Survey responsés are summarized in Table 36. In geﬁeral, most participants
(61.2%) planned to maintain their curr;ﬁf level of implementation or expand to
other classes or schools (47%) primarily because high student achievement data
indicated SITIP value. Provision of support through inservice and resource

allocation was planned. Very few respondents a&vocated reduction. In
addition to student achievement, other strong influences on plans included:
j inprovement of teachers' instructional skills (identified by 502 of

respondents), student and staff enjoyment (28.5%), and achievement of a local

priority through SITIP (24.4%). Plans for reduct;on were influenced by

Summary and Conclusions

Over the three years, local involvement in ML increased from six to 50
"schools, from 78 to 715 teachers, with eight LEAs participating in June 1984.
In the five LEAs involving elementary gradeé, ML was used primarily in
mathematics classes; in the five LEAs involving secondary schools, ML was used

o in a wide variety of subjects. Intensit§ of use increased for most sites (but

-

was very low for the new LEA), and fidﬁii;y was good., The most serious

weakness of classroom use related to strategies for corrective and enrichment

activities. The greatest strength wﬁs the organization of instruction
facilitated by the quality of‘curriculum and test development (aligned with
core objectives).

Materials development and oquite coaching (as well as clasaroom
instruction) were frequently undertaken by teachers, who became instructional

. funding cuts and low staff support.

leaders at several sites. Leadership was also undertaken by school-based

l
]
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Table 36

Activities Planned and Influences Perceived
by Mastery Learning Implementers (N=98)

Type of Activities % Respondents*¥* % Respondents Per Factor*
1 2 K 5 6 7 8
aintenance _
Maintain current level 61.2 27.6 | 5.1 8.2 |10.2 | 4.1
Allow voluntary use 16.3 3.1 2,0 6.1 | 3.1
Expansion
Expand - classes 47.0 23.5| 6.1 6.1 | 6.1 | 2.0 1.0
Expand - schools 19.4 4.1 ] 3.1 2.0 4.1 ] 3.1
Add another component 6.1 2,0 | 1.0 3.1
of model {?3
I .
Add a new model 1.0 1.0
Support
Conduct inservice 29.6 s.1| 5.1 4.1 |11,2 | 2.0 \
Provide resources 30.6 ° 6.1 | 2. 2,0 [12.2 | 5.1 1.0"
Reduction
Discontinue SITIP 1.0 1.0
Reduce activity by 3.1 1.0
25% or more
Totals 72.5 1 24.4 28.5 |50.0 116.3 ] 1.0 ; 2.0 }1.0

* Ten factors were listed on the survey, of which eight were indicated as influential in
planning by some respondents.

1. High student achievement data indicate SITIP value.
2. SITIP helps achieve a local priority.
3, Students and staff like SITIP.

4. Teachers' instructional skills improve with SITIP.

5. Senior administrators advocate SITIP.

6. Funding cuts: other things take priority over SITIP.
7. SITIP is not cost-effective

8. There is little staff support for SITIP.

9. Senior administrators have little interest in SITIP.
10. SITIP has very little to do with local priorities.

** Many respondents checked more than one type of plan.
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administrators and central office staff, with the latter particularly
appreciated in three LEAs. Useful leadership behavior included evidence of
commitment and support accompanied by effectively coordinated communication,
data-based decision-making, and "press" for fidelity and intensity of
implementation. The "press'" was lower than desirable in several cases, but
where it occurred (accompanied by assistance), it contributed to quality
implementation.

Impact on students and teachers was very good, with empirical data
supporting educators' perceptions that student achievement increased, with a
greater number of students achieving more than usually expected. There were
no significant differences for instructional gain among LEAs or types of
schools. Organizational, policy, and procedural outcomes were good, although
the new LEA and ornie other had low ratings for institutionalization. School
institutionalization was strongly correlated with support from school and

central office administrators. District institutionalization was correlated

support.

Over the period of implementation, 411 LEAs experi;nged some form of
environmental turbulence, but only two seemed to have been negatively
influenced. In both cases, organizational outcomes were low or moderate, and
instructional gain was not clearly determined. Negative influences
experienced by at least two LEAs during the three years included: (1)
initial confusion in assistance from MSDE resulting in misunderstanding or
additional workloads in LEAs; (2) too much work planned too soon; and (3)

changes in organization or leadship, resulting in loss of expertise or

conflict of purpose among role groups. Positive influences (experienced by at

least two LFAs) included: (1) training and follow-up activities by the

' with instructional gain, school institutionalization, and central office staff




developer (Block), MSDE, and LEA teams that met participants' stated needs;
(2) responsiveness of administrators to teachers' concerns; (3) local use of
the model to accomplish local priorities; (4) stability and expertise of local
leadership, with press for fidelity and attention to application of

improvement strategies; and (5) clear stable purpose, acceptable to teachers.

In two districts, institutionalization was somewhat uncertain, but in the - )

others indications were positive. The quality of iﬁplementation was good, and
results worthwhile. As LFAs move into Year 4, at the classroom level
attention should be paid to corrective and enrichment strategies; at the
school level, to support in record-keeping and expansion of units; at the
district level, to exchange of material and expertise and use of mechanisms
for "veterans" to assist "new" sites; and between LEAs to learning from each
other's experience in order to improve implementation overall and ensure

institutionalization.

~Studgnt Team Learning (STL)

This section describes the local implementation of STL. The information
presented here i8 based in various sources, including survey questionnaires
completed by 53 local implementers (five central office staff, 10 school
administrators, and 38 teachers). Six LﬁAs were represented. Approximately
32% of the responding teachers used STL in ‘elementary schooi. Discussion
focuses on: planning; the scope, intensity, and fidelity of use; the roles
and responsibilities of implementers; outcomes in terms of impact on students,
teachers, schools, and school systems; and influences and plans for Year 4.
The section summary reviews major changes over the three years of implementa-

tion and presents some recommendations for the future.
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Planning

As stated earlier, STL encourages cooperative learning and includes three
different approaches, all of which require students to work in small groups.
It can be used in a variety of subjects as long as appropriate materials are
available. LEAs adopting STL considered it an alternative instructional
process to be used primarily at the d.scretion of teachers.

An analysis of local plans for the 1983-84 school year identified LEA
objectives at the beginning of the year (September 1983), and the extent to
which project coordinators considered objectives to be achieved at that time
and also at the end of the year (June 1984). (See Table 37.) There were nine
objectiveq identified, all partly achieved by at least 25% of the LEAs at the
beginning of the year (having been addressed in Years | and 2), and some
maintaining that status in June. Progress was made in all areas, and was
strong in informing educators, and improving student achievement and

involvement. Since policy changes and implementation strategies resulted in a

one LEA, systemic achievement of objectives was not evident.

Scope, Intensity, and Fidelity of Use

Scope indicates the numbers of districts, schools, teachers, and so forth
which were involved. Intensity relates to the amount of time a given teacher
or class used STL. Fidelity is the extent to which teachers implemented the
components of the model as intended by the developer. Scope, intensity, and
fidelity in the classroom were influenced by administrators' investment of
time, and the kinds of activities they carried out. Also influenced by the

implementation strategy employed, these dimensions indicate the nature and

extent of use. Table 38 summarizes the use of STL for Year 3.

Scope. Nine LEAs implemented STL, iour of which were virtually "on their

l teacher or school focus of change (rather than a district focus) for all .‘but
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Table 37

Status of Local Objectives, 1983-84: Student Team Learning

Percent of Sites Achieving Local Objectives

Local Objectives ' Pre~(Sept. 1982) Post-(June 1983)
: A Status of Achievement* Status of Achievement*
N 1 2 3 N 1 2 3
1. Improve student achievement 7 57 43 0 6 17 50 33
(basic skills)
2. Improve student achievement 7 71 29 0 5 20 40 40
(other subjects)
3. Inform local fducakors about model 7 14 57 29 6 17 17 67
4. Train educators to use model 7 0 86 14 5 20 40 | 40
- 5. Improve teachers' classroom 7 0 | 100 0 5 0| 60 | 40
2 competence
6. Ensure match of instruction, | 4 25 25 |1 50 5 0 40 60
curriculum, and test(s)
7. Help teachers become better 5 0 80 20 5 0 60 40
organized
8. Improve time-on-task 5 20 | 80 0 4 0 50 | 50
9, Improve students' involvement in 7 0 86 14 6 0 50 50
learning (motivation) 1
* | = Hoped for Note. Total number of LEAs implementing Student
2 = Partly achieved Team Learning equals 9. N equals the
3 = Achieved 4 number of LEAs addressing the cbjective.

’ lfizj No data are available for Prince George's and Baltimore counties. No June 1984 data are available for
Washington County.
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l own" for Year 3 since the only support they received was representative
participation in MSDE follow-ups.* In those four independent LEAs (Baltimore
County, Prince George's, Washington, and Worcester), teachers who had
participated in previous years were allowed/encouraged to continue on their
own: administratiQe and supervisory (A&S) staff made no formal commitment to
assist those teachers. State funds were not allocated. to those STL sites:
Prince George's requested no funds for Years 2 and 3; the remaining
independent LEAs used state funds to support other SITIP models,**

While the four independent LEAs initially planned various implementation
strategies, in Year 3 each had between one and ten schools functioning as
independent lighthouse sites. For Year 3, while two LEAs could be considered
pilot/district since they had centralized coordination to involve several
schools, two others were lighthouses, and five were capacity builders. In
practice, all LEAs functioned primarily as systems of loosely coupled schools,

each of which was fairly isolated (like a lighthouse), and in which teachers

As can be seen in Table 38, survey data are incomplete. Estimates based
on other data sources indicate that about 30 schools were involved at the
beginning of Year 3. ;ﬁd about 38 by June 1984, with approximately 200
teachers participating. While éxpansion was apparent in two LEAs, the number
of participating teachers gradually decreased .in other sites. Across the

state, STL was used in about 14% of the SITIP schools by about 7% of the

* Statistical data and survey responses were available for six LEAs:
Calvert, Charles, Dorchester, Montgomery, Queen Anne's, and Worcester; and
they are sources for information presented in tables in this report.
Information about three of the independent sites (based on interviews and ' /
L.LEA presentations at follow-ups) is woven into some of the discussion. /

#* Montgomery also implemented ¢ ther models but allocation of funds for STL
was not changed.

. helped each other.
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Table 38 |

-

Scope of Iwplementation, September 1983 and June 1984: Student Tean Learning j
Dimensions ;
LEA ¢ of Teachers § of Students Subject Areas . 4
Sept 83 | June Soit !3 IJuno 8§ Sept June 84 |
Baltimore County| __ PD No data : ;
Calvert L8/PD 3 3 E,JM | BI/M 13 13 315 375 | R/LAM | R/LAM
Charles L8/CB- 2 15 - I/ E,J/M,B 15¢ 116 2002 650+* | R/LA,M, | R/LAN,’
. 8c,88 88, O
Dorchester PD 4 & ] ] 6 16 150 425 R/LAM | R/LAN,
. 8c,88,0 |
Montgomery LS 1 1 Jm Jm 12 7 440 350 R/LAM, | R/LAM ]
8c,58,0] Be,88 |
Prince George's [ ] No data
Queen Anne's cs 2 2 J/M,H J/K,B 30 23 500 800 R/LAM, | R/LAM
- §c,88,0] 8c,88,0
Nashington cB 14 Ino date] o | Mo data] 27 |Mo data | 880 |¥Wo datal R/IA,8S]No date S ?
JYvorcaster cB/LS T L : 5 ‘ 100 | 1Y | rwam,| n,8c0 |
4 P -
* At pilot school -- l/3 of studente at other middle schools. |
|
Strategy: LS~Lighthouse school Type: E=Elemen.4ry school Subject Areas: R/LA=Reading/language arts
PD=Pilot district J/M=Junior high/middle MsMathematics
CB=Capacity building HeHigh school Sce=Science o
pWeDistrict-wide O=Other sS=Social studies . :
_ O=Other .




teachers. About a third of the schools were elementary; almost all secondary
schools involved were middle or junior high schools.

Intensity., All but one LEA began implementation in Year 1, and many
teachers and administrators maintained involvement over three years. The
average for administrative and supervisory staff was two-and-a~half years,
with leadership reassignments in only one LEA. On average, teachersfwere
inyolved for just under two years (relatively low means were influenced by
expansion site teachers). During the 1983-84 school year, teachers used STL
over & period of 5.03 months on average, with the lowest mean nine weeks (one
marklng'period in a high school), and the highest nine months (the full year
in an elementary school). More than 55% of the teachers used STL more in Year
3 than they had done previously, with about half of the remaining teachers
using the model for the same amount of time, and half for less time. OCn
average, teachers used STL for about 18% of their in—ciass time across the
year, ranging from 12Z in an elementary school to 25% in a middle school.
Many teachers used a particular STL approach (e.g., STAD) for one part of The
curriculum (e.g., multiplication tables), and another approach later in the
year for a different subject (e.g., social studies). Other teachers used
traditional instructional techniques, adding STL for particular lessons or
units within a course, often using STL for review rather than for instruction
{n pew content. No one used STL consistently for a given course or subject.

Fidelity. STL has three approaches, each of which has key components.

Regardless of the approach used, essential components 1pc1ude: (1) materials

are available for peer tutoring, team practice, and individual and tournament
quizzes, (2) peer tutoring takes place, (3) each team includes a mix of kinds
of students (on given criteria), (4) quiz/tournament scores relate to

{individual and team achievement, and (5) successes are publicized. Of the 38
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teachers responding to the general survey, 59% carried out all 5 components
regularly. In two LEAs, 75% of the teachers carriedlout all components. In
three LEAs, 50% carried out all components. Team composition was the most
commonly practiced.component. All other coﬁponents were practiced by at least
82% of the teachers.d STAD was the simplest and most pgpularrapptoach (26% of
theAteachers used it), followed by TGT (22%), then Jigsaw (11%) -- the most
complex approach.

Fidelity and 1ntensity were influenced by the amount of time and expettise
teachers had for development. (Although STL developers offered materials,
teachers found that they had to be adapted to fit local curriculum, and often
teachers preferred to develop their own materials.) Another influence was the
perception that STL (unlike AT or ML) was not a ptocees to be‘used contin-
uously for general instruction, but rather a “"fun techniqﬁe“ to stimulate
motivation, to break routine, or to be used as an alternative approach for
" review. This perception influenced the expectations, or “press," by
administrative and supervisory staff, and teachers acted on those perceptions
(rather than on the developers' hope for more pervasive use). At its lowest
fidelity, STL was a class organized by four-person groups, receiving whole
class instruction followed by "practice" learning in pairs (often with one
partner completing a worksheet vhile the other watched). At its highest
fidelity, students worked in four-person groups using carefully designed
materials that encouraged peer tutoring/learniag, procedures and expectations
were obviously well-understood, and the teacher could monitor end assist, as
needed.

Administrative investment. The amount of time invested by administrative

and supervisory staff during Year 3 averaged 19 days, with school-based

administrators spending more time (mean=20.20 days) than central office staff

132 147




}
l (12,50 days). The former group included department heads and curriculum
I coordinators as well as principals and vice principals who were more active
than central office staff in general support or ingervice in all sites. The
Il latter were {nvolved to a small extent in inservice in a few sites, but, in
general, spent most SITIP time on administration an%‘communication. Activity
I' areas, in order of priority allocation of time by a¥ministrators, included:
l (1) inservice, (2) general support, 3) communicati;\n/administration. and (4)
monitorinpg/evaluation.* No administrator said that dissemination/expansion
l activities were the most time-consuming tasks.
The quality of implementation was patchy. Differences were apparent_not
. only between sites but also within sthools, with one teacher using her regular
l worksheets and managing time-on-task poorly, and another teacher managing
everything very well. The extreme of poor quality was less common. The
l greatest strength of STL was the focus on students (rather than on subject
) matter), which was always apparent and which was particularly appreciated in s
. secondary schools. |
. |
|
i
i
i
i
§

Roles and Respensibilities

The SITIP design encouraged the involvement of cross-hierarchical teams.
By the end of Year 2, it was apparent that: (1) teachers involved in MSDE s
training activities often beéame {nstructional leaders or "key'" teachers who
| coached others in their *schools; (2) school-based administrators of_lighthouse
sites and others trained by MSDE usually were supportive of their teachers and
facilitated SITIP implementation; and (3) central office staff trained by MSDE

were also supportive. For STL, in all LEAs all role groups were involved, but

% See Roles and Responsibilities for a more detailed discussion of activities.
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central office staff remaiued primarily administrative, school administrators
provided general support, and teachers topk primary responsibility for
implementation. In other words, roles and tasks for STL were basically the
‘same as for the regular program. Locally trained educators could become
advocates and invest time and energy if certain brocedures werq used to build
commitment and provide logistical support. However, project succéss depended
on very careful coordination of various activities and "messages,"* and could
be threatened by environmental turbulence. K

In %par 3, project staff needed to correct errors, consolidate successes,
and make data-based decisions about use of the model as stateifunds were with-
drawn. Local staff were encouraged to‘apply the recommendations made in
eaflier'SITIP reports, wiih‘particular attention to central office staff
involvement. The discussion below describes role gfo&p activities more

specifically 1n'terms of interacti?e support and leadership behaviors.

Interactive support. Support among LEA participants included exchanging

information and materialg, providing formal training, coaching and trouble-
shooting, mauaging logistical arrangements, and recognizing successes.

Supporf from MSDE and STL developers consisted primarily of training and
technical assistance. Survey respondents rated the support received (on a
five point scale from 1.00=very poor to 5.00=excellent), and the mean ratings
assigned by each role group are presented in Table 39. Overall ratings ranged
from a low of 3,13 (for developers) to a high of 4,18 (for teachers). Among
LEA role groups, teachers received good ratings from all, and (as in previou§

- years) assigned lower ratings than did other role groups,

-

~

* '"Messages' of implementation included overt statements of enthusiasm for the
project, acknowledgement of teachers' successes and principals' investments,
as well as such more subtle notions as sincerity in considering points of
view, building shared understanding, and trust about project purpose.

134

. 149

o B OB O E N OE = = o N B ONFN B B EFE OBFE BE OBE O



oy i - g - Ny .
} . llll' 'II.' 'II' 'II' lll'
™ i
. lll' l';.i
.

Table 39

Perceptions of Support Received: Student Team Learning, 1983-84

Support Groups
Respondents ' ' . School - Central g
Teachers -| Administrators Office Staff MSDE Dévelopers
N | Means N | Means N | Means N | Means N | Means
Central Office Staff 5 | 4.20 5 | 4.00 5 | 4.20 6| 475 | & | &S
School Administrators 10 | 4,40 8 |4.25 10 | 4.40 0} 4.10 9 3.33
Teachers 34 | 4.12 38 | 3.58 34 | 3.38 32 | 2.91 34 | 2.88 |
Total 49 | 418 | 51 }3.73 49 | 3.67 46 | 3.33 |47 |33

Mean ratings range from a low of 1.00 (poor) to a high of 5.00 (excellent). |
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Ratings within each county 1;¥1catod the following.

“e In all LEAs, teachers wére avarded above average ratings, reflecting
their steady hard work i? implementation.

e With the exception of on\ LEA (Montgomery), school administrators were
awarded above average ratings, with scores higher than their teachers
in one LEA where they were particularly activé (Queen Anne's).

e With the exception of Montgomery, central office staff received above
average ratings. In Dorchester, a pilot/district where central office
staff were particularly active, mean ratings were 4,58,

e Low ratings indicated low interaction and respondents' perceptions of
relative disinterest on the part of a given role group. Coupled with
data from other sources, ratings suggest that energy and interest
remained fairly high in five LEAs (Calvert, Charles, Dorchester, Queen
Anne's, and Worcester) but declined in the four other LEAs where
implementation responsibilities fell to individual teachers.*

In comparison to previous years, mean ratings acrcss LEAs were somewhat
lower for all role groups except teachers. This might be expected since
activities became more routine for veteran implementers. In general, in third
year projects, energy levels were lower, which reduced interactive support
among local participants. In independent sites,‘administrative and
supervisory staff approved of STL use but initiated nothing, so that teachers
integrating STL into their lessons did so with minimal support.'

Administrative leadership. Behaviors found to be important influences on

project implementation and institutionalization were specifically defined, and
participants were asked to assign ratings on each behavior for central office
staff and school-based administrators. (See Table 40.)

Affective leadership behaviors were evident, with both school-based

administrators and central office staff demonstrating commitment, advocating

* It is of interest that energy remained relatively high in Worcester since
that was an independent site. In the summer of 1983, if received special
recognition and was named as a demonstration site by the STL developer.
Also, the principal and curriculum coordinator remained enthusiastic in
support of STL teachers.,
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Table 40

Administrative Leadership Behaviors:
Student Team Learning, 1983-84

Behaviors ' Mean Ratings Assigned
To Central | To School Based
Office Staff| Administrators
N=43 N=48

Aﬂfective
Demonstrate commitment 3.93 4,00

Provide support 3.74 3.82

Logistical
Press for fidelity 2.16 2.10

Press for intensity 2.33 2.30

Provide assistance - n.86 3.83

Coordinate school communication 3.37 3.40

Implement data-based 3.30 3.24
decision-making

Scales range from 1.C0 (not at all) to 5.00 (to a very large extent).

. g Coordinate LEA comm'nication 3.59 3.40
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the value of STL, and providing support by demonstrating interest and
enthusiasm and recognizing teachers' successes.

Logistical leadership behaviors were evident to some extent for both role
groups, with organizational process ratings higher than those related to

"press."

The relatively high ratings for assistance indicated provision of
information, materials, and training, and effective responses to requests for
help. Since this administrative behavior (assistance) was strongly encouraged
bylMSDE (and it influenced teachers' success), these ratings were positive.
Communication ratings were good, indicating that information exchange for STL
was somewhat above what was common for other projects. Data-based decision-
making for SITIP was also somewhat better than for any other local project;
MSDE had hoped that this behavior would increase. The low "press" ratings are
important, and reinforce data from observations and interviews that, in |
gengral, teachers used STL at their discretion. While school administrators
beli_ved that central office staff wanted STL to be implemented as intended by
the developer (with fidelity), and to be used regularly and often enough to be
considered part of the instructional program (intensity), all other role
groups perceived press for fidelity and iutensity to be slight to moderate.
Teachers rated "press" from central office as very slight (1.91 for fidelity,
and 1.93 for intensity), and from school-based administrators as slight (2.00
and 2.15). They did not feel "held accountable" for using STL, but rather
felt they had autonomy in deciding on STL use. These findings may not be
considered particularly negative from the point of view of several LEAs since
their planned purpose was to provide teachers with an additional instructional
approach through staff development, with voluntary implementation. However,
it should be understood that when administrative and supervisory leadership

does not include strong clear expectations of fidelity and intensity of use,
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application may gradually decline. This occurred in at least thrée LEAs, with
administrators stating in one case that they "souldn't even find any teachers
using STL at...(schools) now."

Decisions about classroom use of STL were primarily made by teachers;
instructional leadership had a greater classroom focus for STL than for other
models. In all sites, there was a heavy reliance on key teachers who had been
trained by STL developers and MSDE TAs at MSDE follow-ups and institutes.
Those key teachers trained others within their own schools, and (in three
LEAs) trained teachers from other schools. In two cases, training beyond the
initial school was conducted through a teacher center, with voluntary partici-
pation and use. Ln another case, an LEA training team was made up of key
teachers from all six participating schools (to provide mutual support and
exchange materials). Only at one of the teacher centers was training the
primary responsibility of a central office staff person. This strong emphasis
on teachers as instructional leaders was unique to STL, and was influenced by
the perception of the model as an additional instructional tool, a classroom-
centered activity to be used at the discretion of the teacher.

Overall, interactive support for STL was good. Leadership was shared,
with leadership staff providing encouragement and loggstical assistance, and
teachers undertaking primary responsibility for the nature and extent of
implementation. Expansion occurred only when administrative and supervisory
staff were involved and made provision for teacher release time for training
and development of materials. Materials were most often developed in
conjunction with injtial training. After that, even strongly committed
teachers found almost no time for materials deveiopment, and so used STL only

for the particular unit initially addressed.
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Outcomes

Participants perceived that STL had an impact on students, teachers,
schools, and school systems. No LEA provided studeﬁﬁ assessment data to
support perceptions. For Year 3 of the study, greatest attention was given to
outcomes relating to institutionalization.

Students. While there was atroné\agreement across all role groups that
students enjoyed STL (mean = 4.47), there was somewhat less certainty about
improvement in achievement (mean = 3.69). (See Table 41.) There was some
concern that poor students "got away with less effort." Intense use of STL as
an appropriate assistance technique for students failing the Maryland
Functional Mathematics Test was successful in one case where students moved
from the 40th to 90th percentile. However, other educators found that overuse
reduced STL's effectiveness. In general, students looked forward ﬁo STL
lessons, and welcomed the change from the "lecture" format. Elementary
teachers were more certain of STL's impact on students than were secondary
teachers, but when the responses of all role groups were compined, there was a
consensus that the greatest benefit was the extent to which STL motivated
students.

Teachers. Teachers learned to use a new and effective teaching strategy
that helped provide variety in their instruction. STL was used for selected
units of instruction at the discretion of the teacher. Most teachers found it
easy and inexpensive to implement. However, some were concerned about the
extra time required for planning and record keeping.

In the STL ciassrooms observed, teachers were well-organized. Students
understood the process for each STV strategy (i.e., STAD, Jigsaw, TGT) and the
objectives to be accomplished (i.e., student cooperation and competition).

Some teachers used the materials developed by the STL developers at .Johns
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Table 41

 Instructional Impact as Perceived by
Survey Respondents: Student Team Learning, 1983-1984

Role Groups
. co SA T | Total
Impact on Instruction N=5 N=10 N=39 N=54

Instructional Value

Works in classroom , 4.60 4.70 4,21 4.33

1s worth the work it takes - 4.20 4.50 3.79 3.96
Impact on Teachers

Teachers enjoy it ‘ 4.20 4.40 3.89 4.02

Teachers have increased knowledge 4.60 4.33 3.78 3.96

Teachers have increased skills 4.60 4.33 3.54 3.77
Impact on Students

Students enjoy it | 4.80 4.67 4.38 4.47

Students' achievement has increased 3.40 3.89 3.68 3.69

Students are learning and retaining more 3.60 | 4.00 3.55 3.63

Students' general behavior is better 3.80 3.89 3.50 3.60

Students are taking more responsibility

for their own learning 4.20 4.33 3.59 3.N

Mean ratings range from 1.00 (strongly disagree) to 5.00 (strongly agree).
CO = Central Office; SA = School Administrators; T = Teachers
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Hopkins University. However, the majority of teachers developed their own STL
naterials. Teacher enthusiasm for STL was influenced by the MSDE TA's
commitment and the ongoing involvement of STL developers (e.g., at STL
follow-up sessions).

Impact on students and teachers combined was defined as instructional
gain. There were no significant differences among the counties or between
elementary and secondary schzols on instructional gain.

Schools. As indicated in Table 41, educators believed that STL worked in
the classroom and was worth the effort. In some schools, cross-grade

articulation improved as well as cross-hierarchical communication and

cooperation. Of the 101 statements about program benefits, 32X related to
logistics {e.g., easy and inexpensive to use) and 31% to improvement in

student behavior and/or performance. Of the 36 negative comments, 83% related
to the instructional program (e.g.. timelinvolved for planning, record-keeping).

School organizational outcomes were fairly well established with the
exception of regular participation and "ownership." (See Table 42.) Teachers
had a lower perception of all five outcomes, especially "ownership' of SITIP.
Ratings assigned indicate the relative "health" of STL.

Policies for management and decision-making were also fairly well
established. Teachers felt that data-based decision making occurred to a
moderate extent compared to administrators who felt that it occurred to a
fairly large extent. (See Table 43.)

Proceduras used to institutionalize STL were perceived to occur at a
moderate to fairly large extent. (See Table 44,) Teachers perceived these
procedural outcomes as occurring to a lesser extent than did administrators.

Low mean ratings on institutionalization indicators, especially when '

accompanied by low ratings on leadership behaviors, suggested project decline.
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Table 42

Organizational Outcomes: Student Team Learning, 1983-84

/

O tcomes School Sygtem
N | Mean N .| Mean
A
Cognitive
Status of SITIP established s1 [3.78 | 9| 4.1l
Close to 100% of teachers asked 48 12.79 91 2.89
to participate do so regularly
Affective
Local educators feel "ownership" 49 | 3.34 9| 3.44
of SITIP
There is harmony between teachers 51 | 3.88 71 4.28

and school-based administrators
about SITIP

There 1s harmony between school- 47 | 3.81 8 4.37
based and central office staff
about SIT1P

Scale ranges from 1.00 (not at all) to 5.00 (to a very large extent).




Table 43

Policy Outcomes: Student Team Learning, 1983-84

Policies School System

N Mean N Mean
Management 1is shared 14 |4.14 9 |3.67
Decisions are data based 49 3.31 8 . 3.25

Scale ranges from 1.00 (not at all) to 5.00 (to a very large extent).

Table 44

. ”

Procedural Outcsmes: Student Team Learning, 1983-84

Procedures _ School System
N Mean N Mean
Inservice modified to support SITIP 51 | 3.94 9 3.78
Staff assigments and accountabili~- 49 3.41 9 3.22
ties modified
Resources allocated annually 49 3.51 9 3.67
Local funds used 14 | 3.57 | 7 [3.71

Scale rank%s from 1.00 (not at all) to 5.00 (to a very large extent).




Such results were apparent in one LEA. However, overall data suggest that 1in
LEAs responding to the survey, STL 1s being institutionalized at the school
1e§e1 although scope and intensity of use is relatively low. Other data
suggest that as project status ends, institutionalization slips to the
classroom level and STL use is determined by individual teachers.

School system.  In the two LEAs where leadership and constructive

involvement of the central office was intended, system level outcomes were
partiqplarly important. They were less important in the other systems where
schools took greater responsibility for STL projects.

Of 11 positive comments about system outcomes, 462 related to logistics
and 367 to’process. No negative comments were made.

Organizational outcomes at the system level were apparent to a fairly

large extent across the LEAs with the exception of regular participation and

organizational outcomes were more firmly established than school level
outcomes. (See Table 42.) |

Policy outcomes were moderately to fairly well established. (See Table
43.) Teachers were involved in the management of the project, and decisions
were made based mainly on ;tudent and staff eﬁjoyment of STL. .Procedural
outéomes were also good with inservice receiving the highest mean rating.
(Seé‘Table 44.,)

System-wide institutionalization was strongly indicated for two LEAs, one

of which had been involved for three years and one for two years. One used a
pilot district strategy concentrating on the elementary lével, and one used a
capacitf building approach at the secondary level.

Four LEAs did not respond to the survey question. One LEA, using a pilot

district strategy began the project in one middle school, and because of its

' "ownership" which were established to a moderate extent. System level
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success, the two feeder elementary schools joined the project during Year 3.
STL appeared to be well established in these schools. The second LEA

implemented STL in one junior high school with no intentions of system-wide
institutionalization. The remaining two LEAs implemented STL independently,

with teachers voluntarily using STL at their ownm discretion.

Relationships amonggputcomea. Data were grouped into the following
indices: inatructiqnal gain, system institutionalization, school
1natitut16nalization. central office support, and school administrator
support. Correlational analyses were conducted to determine the relationships
among these ind;ces

Correlations among the fivé indices showed et:6ng direct relationships
(r ® ,.50) betvzen ayutém institutionalization and two other indices --
central office supﬁort and school institutionalization. School institution-
alization'wa; strongly corcelated with school administrator and central office
suppoft. Central offfce support and school administrator support were

strongly correlated. (See Table 45.)

Influences and plans. Influences on past implementation and future

action included environmentaal turbulence such as: (1) stafi changes
resulting in shifts in SITIP leadership, (2) program‘changea resulting in
revising priorities Br restructuring tasks, and/or (3) organizational cﬁangea.
- They also includedAthe nature and extent of outside (MSDE) assistance, and
local perceptions of program success.

All LEAs except one experienced some type of environmental turbulence,
leadings -- in five cases -- to a reduction in the number of teachers involved
and/or the frequency of use of STL. Four of the five declining projects were
{ndependent, and while two of them maintained involvement with STL
developers, that involvement did not appear to compensate for changes in local
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Table 45

Intercorrelations Among the Indices: Student Team Learning

Index 1 2 3 4 5

1. Instructional Gain N.S. N.S.| .44 A1

2. System Institutionalization \\\\‘L\\\\\~ W72 .99 N.S.

3. School Institutionalization L\\\\\ .54 .85
4, Central Office Support k‘\\\\w .66

5. School Administrator Support

T
N.S. = Not significant at the .03 level.

Note: The number of cases upon which the correlations were
calculated varied.
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administrators' commitment. Perceptions of project success stimulated the
.effort to overcome the negative inflqeﬁce of;environmental turbulence in some
cases, Hoqever, there is an indi;ation that such perceptions may not be 7
qt;ong enough to .ensure future widespread institutionalization.

By the end of Year 3, for thé LEAs formally involved in SITIP, the two
LEAs with system-wide approaches had involved 29% of their 24 schools. For
Year 4, one LEA planned to maintain current levels of implementation and the
other hopedaco exp;nd the model to othe? subjects ang tlasses within the
implementing schools. The remaining Fhree LEAs (witg schobl-based approaches)
involved 10% of their 187 schools'by.Juné 1984, All three focused on ma;nfe-
nance with some expansion into other subjects‘and/or schools. The four"
independent LEAs planned to allow voluntary usage of STL with traiging
opportunities for interested educacSrs provided by two LﬁAs, .

Specific activities and factors influencing plans are presented in Table
46.. In general, most participants (64.8%) planned to maintain their current
level of implementation, primarily because students and staff liked STL.
Expansion was blanned mainly in classes within implementing schools rather
than in additional schools or through additional models. /}pservice training
and resources will be provided by some LEAs. Plans ﬁyf/;educfion were minimal

and were influenced by perﬁeptions'that STL was not cost-effective,

Summary and Conclusions

Over the three years of implementation, LEA involvement decreased from
nine to five COunfies fbrmally participating in SITIP. Of the nine LEAS, by
the end of Year 3 teachers in four counties (in from one to 10 schools per
LEA) were using STL on a voluntary basis without MSDE funding or formal
support from central office staff. Of the remaining five counties, two

changed their implementation strategies during Year 3, all increased the

-
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Table 46

Activities Planned and Influences Perceived
by Student Team Learning Implementers (N=54)

Type of Activities

% Respondentu**

— % Respondents Per Factor*

\ 1 2 3 4 ) 6 7
Maintenance ‘
™Maintain current level 64.8 18.4 |10.2 |24.5 | 6.1 | 1.9
Allow voluntary use 35.2 9.8 | 1.9]17.6 | 1.9
Expangion
Expand - classes, 42.6 8.2 1 6.1 |14.3 | 6.1
Expand - schobls 9.3 1.9 ] 1.9] 3.8 1.9
' Add another component 9.3 3.8 ] 3.8 1.9
of model
Add a new mo