
DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 225 977 SP 021 754

AUTHOR Meehan, Merrill L.
TITLE Evaluation of the Stallings Classrodm Manajement

Staff Development Demonstration project in Putnam
County, West Virginia.

INSTITUTION Appalachia Educational Lab., Charleston, W. Va.

SPONS AGENCY National Inst. of Education (ED), Washington, DC.

PUB DATE Nov 81
NOTE .

95p.; For related document, see SP 021 753.
...

PUB TYPE Reports - Evaluative/Feasibility (142)

EDRS PRICE MF01/PC04 Plus Postage.
'DESCRIPTORS Behavior Change; Change Strategies; *Classroom

Techniques; Data Collection; *Demonstration Programs;

Educational 'Innovation; Elementary Secondary
Education; Formative Evaluation; *Inservice Teacher
Education; *Program Evaluation; Staff Development;
Summative Evaluation; *Teacher Behavior; Teacher
Effectiveness; *Teacher Improvement; Teacher

, Response
IDENTIFIERS *West Virginia (Putnam County)

4f

ABSTRACT
An evaluation is presented of the Stallings Classroom

Management Staff Development Demonstration Project, designed to

increase student,achievement in basic skills through the use of
iesearch-basee, 'systematic change in teachers' classroom management

and organizational techniques. One objective of the evaludtion was to

utilize techniques and to administer a,set of instruments to assess
their utility for future evaluations. Process evaluation methods
focused on teachers' feelings about ,the demonstration project, their

concerns about the innovations, and evaluative comments made by

involved teachers at the project''s conclusion. Product evaluation

focused on the pre-/post-test changes in teachers' perceived
responsibility for student achievement, ratings on the teachers'

levels Of use of the innovation, and the teachers' pre-/post-test
intervention changes in "correct implementation" of specific

classroom teaching behaviors. Following an executive summary of the
project, chapter 2 of this report outlines the purpose and objectives

of the staff development program. Chapter 3 describes the evaluation

design, the data collection instruments, and the data collection and

analysis procedures of the evaluation. Process and product evaluation

results are presented in the fourth and fifth chapters. Data displays

and narrative copy are used to clarify evaluation results. The sixth

chapter presents conclusions and recommendations based on the

evaluatiOn study. (JD)

***********************************************************************
Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made

from the original document.
***********************************************************************



Evaluation of the Stallings Classroom
Management Staff Development

Demonstration Project in
Putnam County,

West Virginia

"PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

Sevilla,

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)."

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION

E CA TIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
CENTER (ERIC)

his document has been reproduced as
received from the person 01 organization

, originattng it r-

%nor c banges have been made to improve
" reprodo,tion quality

Points of slew or opinions stated in this docu
ment do not necessarily represent official NIE
positron or policy

Appalachia
Educational
Laboratory



The Appalac Educational Laboratory (AEL) is located in Charleston, West Virginia. Its

mission is to prove education and educational opportunity for persons who live in the
primarily no aiban areas of its Member-state 'Region. AEL accomplishes its mission by:

e documenting educational problems of the Region and
sharing the information both with member states and
other R & D producers;

ir identifying R &D products potentially useful for solving
the documented problems and sharing information about
these with member states;

providing R & D technical assistance and training, which
may include adapting existing R & D products, to lessen
documented problems of the Region; and

continuing to produce R & D projects of national signi-
ficance in the areas of career guidance, childhood and
parenting, experiential education, and others that may be
identified.



Evaluation of the Stallings Classroom
Management Staff Development

Ipmonstration Project in
Putnam County,

West Virginia

By
Merrill L. Meehan
Educational Services Office

November nel

Appalachia
Educational
Laboratory

4



The project presented or reported herein was performed pursuant to one or
more contracts and/or grants from the National Institute of Education, of

the U.S. Department of Education. However, the opinions expressed herein do
not necessarily reflect'the position or policy of the Appalachia Educational

Laboratory or the National Institute of Education, and no official endorse-

ment by the Appalachia Educational. Laboratory or the National Institute sf

Education should be inferred.

The ApRalachia Educational Laboratory, Inc., is an Equal Opportunity/

Affirmative Action Employer.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

LIST OF TABLES

LIST OF FIGURES "

\ Page

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

_CHAPTER

vi

I Executive Summary 1

II Introduction 3

Purpose 3

Objectives 3

Background of the Stallings Classroom
Management Staff Development Program 4

Description of the Stallings Classroom
Management Staff Development Program

4

III Evaluation Procedures
12

Evaluation Design . . . . .
12

Sample
13

Process Evaluation Instruments 15

Reaction Survey 15

Stages of Concern Questionnalre 17

Teachers' Interviews -21

Product Evaluation Instruments 23

-Responsibility for Student Achievement

. Questionnaire 23

Levels of Use Ratins 24

Skondary Observation Instrument , 27

Administrators' Interviews 28

Data Collection and Analysis 29

IV Peocess Evaluation Results
30

Reaction Survey
30



TABLE OF CONTENTS (continued)

Page

Stages.of Concern 32

Teachers' Evaluative Comments, 38

V Product Evaluation Results 46

Teachers',Responsibillty for Student
Achievement 46

Levels, of Use Ratings 46

ChaAges in Teachers' Classroom Behaviori 50

Teaching Behaviors Change Index 57

Principals', Teacher Trainer's, and
Superintendent's Reactions 60

VI Conclusions and Recommendations 64

Conclusions 64

Recommendations 67

REFERENCES
71

APPENDICES

Appendix A: Reaction Survey 75

Appendix B: Citation Form: The Standards for, Educational

Programs, Products, and Materials 77



LIST OF TABLES

Table : Project Teachers' Background
Information (N=11)

4

Page

16

Table 2: Stages of Concern: TxpicaT
Expressions .about an Innovation 20

Table 3: Levels of Use of the Innovation:
Typical Behaviors . A ..... 26

Table : Descriptive Statistics on Teachers'
Feelings and/or Reactions as the
Project Unfolded (N=10) 31

Table 5: .Statistics from yie Stages of Concern,
Questionnaire 37

Table 6: Comparison of SoC Questionnaire, Stage
Number 2 Items Across Schools 39

Table 7: Coding of Teachers' Evaluative Items
From Interview Tapes (N=11) 40

Table 8: ANOVA and ANCOVA Tables for the Teachers'
Responsibilty for Student Achievement

, Instrument Across Schools' 47

Table 9: PreteSt,yotttest, and Adjusted Posttest
Data from the Teachers' Responsibility
for Student Achievement Instrument
Across Schools 48

Table 10: Levels, of Use of the Innovation Ratings (N=11) 49

Table 11: Stallings Staff Development Program Teaching
Variables (N=45) Listed by Two Major
Grouping Schemes 52

Table 12: Statistics from the Pre- and Post-Observations
of Correct Implementations of All Teaching
Behaviors Across SChools I o . 54

Table 13: Statistics from Pre- and Post-Observations
of Correct Implementations of Recommended
Teaching Behaviors Within Schools 56

'



LIST OF TABLES (continued)

Page

Table 14: Teaching Behaviors Change Index Values
for Demonstration Project Teachers 59

, LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 1: Graphic of Evaluation Design and
Instruments 14

Figure 2: Graph Depicting Teachers''Peelings
and/or Rea,ctions as the Project -

Activities Unfolded 33

19

Figure 3: Chart Oepicting Each Teachers' Feelings
and/or Reactions as the Project
Activities Unfolded t 34

Figure 4: Profiles of Teachers' Stages of
Concerns Regarding the Project 35



.ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The cooperation of many persons was essential to the completion of this

evaluation. The author is indebted to the Putnam County teachers involved
in the demonstration project for trusting me with information and reactions

which will lead to the refinement of the staff development program.

Special acknowledgement is due the ad hoc management team fgt.- the demon-

stration project. A special thanks is due Joseph C. Basile, II, for his
leadership in completing the project. To Debra K. Sullivan, a special thanks
is extended for exemplary orientation to task and interest in utilization of

the evaluation findings. Finally, a very special thanks is due Kenneth R.
Higginbotham for opening his schOols to the innovation and this inspectiob.
His interest in the collection and reporting of objective data for decision-

making is a model for other,public school administrators.

A sincere note of appreciation is given to Joe E. Shively for his assis-
tance in the statistical analyses and his critical review of the draft copy

of this report. .0

An expression of gratitude is extended to Kim Cowley whose ability to

decipher my steadily deteriorating hand lettering is exceeded only by her°

facility with the word Orocessing equipment.

M. L. M.
11/7/81

vi



CHAPTER I

Executive Summary,

Background

The central purpose of this study was to evaluate the implementation of

the Stallings Classroom Management Staff Development *onstration Project

in Putnam County Schools, West Virginia, during school .0ar 1980-1981. The

Stallings Classroom Management Staff Development Pro9ram\is a product of over

ten years of research and development in the area of teacher effectiveness

and teacher training research. The purpose of thel)rogra is to increase

student achievement in basic skills through the utiiizatioi of research-

based, 'systematic change in teachers' classroom behaviors, specially as

'these teaching behaviors relate to the management of classr om instruction

fime and the organization of classroom activities. The demonstration

Project was implemented at two of the four high schools in PUtnam County.

Both schools' language arts faculties were involved (N=11). \\

Evaluation Objectives

Four major evaluation objectives were agreed upon by the Sup rintendent

of Schoolsand the evaluator-. The four objectives were: (1) to onduct a

process and product evaluation of the implementation of the Stall4ngs Class-

room Management Staff DevelopMent Demonstration Project in Putnam County,

West Virginia; (2) to utilize techniques and to aqpinister a set of\instru-

ments_j_p_the_evaluat;ion and-asses_s_their utility/results for future evalua: .

tions in the county; (3) to make data-based recommendations regardin future

implementation of the project and communicate same to the Superintend nt;

and (4) to share the results of'the,evaluation with educators at.all lvels.

Evaluation Methods
N.

This evaluation of the Stalings staff development program in Putnam

County Schools utilized both process and product evaluOtion methods. Procets

evaluation focused on project teachers' expressed reactions/feelings as the

demonstration project unfolded, teachers' concerns about the innovation, and

evaluative comments made by the involved teachers during aped interview& at

the conclusion of the project. Product evaluation focuse on the pre-post-

test changes in teachers' perceived responsibility for student,achievement,

in the classroom, ratings on the project teachers' Levels of Use of the

innovation, and the demonstration project teachers' pre-posttest intervention'

observation thanges in "correct implementation" (as defined by the program)

of specific classroom teaching behaviors. Alsoj selected administrators were

interviewed at the conclusion of the demOnstration project to determine their

reaction to'the project.

Process Evaluation/Results

On a scOle of "+8" to "-3,," the teachers' expregsed reactions/feelings

moved upwart1 from on initial +0.5 through -0.1 and ended up at +1.6. The

lowest reogtion/feeling score was for the point injtime just after'theJirst
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teacher training workshop in which they received their individual teacher

behavior profile charts. For both schools' teachers.combined, the most

intense concern was Informational at the 88th percentile. Across the

,

schools, only Stage Two--Personal--produced a significant difference with

that difference being in two specific items. A total of 685 evaluative

comments were gleaned from the eleven teaChers',interview tapes. Of those,

00 were coded as positive aomments and 195 were coded as negative.

Product Evaluation Results

There was a significant difference in the positive direction for the
teachers! expressed responsibility for student achfevement before and after

the staff development demonstration project. Pos.t-project Levels of Use

ratings showed the group to include eight innovation users ahd three non-

users. A total of 19,885 teach6.-fbcused interactions were coded from the

pre- and post-observations. It was determined that the teachers-' pre-post-
observations of correct implementations (as defines' by the program) of

specific teaching behaviors changed significantly in the positive direction.

The mean number of pre-observation correct implementations of recommended

eaching behav-iors (N=45) was 21.73 while the post-observation' mean was

0.82, an increase of nine correct implementations. A new measure, the

T.aching Behaviors Change Index (TBCI) was conce.Ned by this evaluation. Ten

o the eleven teachers' TBCI values were.positive. Generally, the two high

ool.principals, the teacher trainer, and the Superintendent of Schools

ed positive reactions to.the demonstration project during interviews.

eacher trainer provided seven specific recommendations for improvement

e pragram's processes:- -------.

sc

voi
The
in t

Recomm ndations

Res,lts of this evaluation show that the Stallings Classroom Management

Staff Development Project implemented in Putnam County Schools in 1980-1981

cess. Nothing was discovered in the evaluation of the demonstra-
ct to discourage its continued use and, resources permitting, its

Some recommendations for slight refinement in the program
1) expand the classroom observations to five class periods per -

ead these five class observations over a two-week time period,

istribute the teacher behavior profile charts until the second

ing workshop, and (4) expand the number of workshops to six to

e previous recommendation. It was recommended that'a planned
d information program about the staff develOpment project be

plemented including vprogram/project logo, an informational
ess meetings,-newspaper articles, and other activities. It

that Putnam County Schools seek self-sufficiency with the

raining a,local "apprentice" and purchasing the optical
analyses programs. It was recommended: (1) to monitor
taff development program and including a coMparison group

ip design,.(2) to develop-4a criterion-referented achievement
ntinue to report and display the Teaching Behavior
and (4) to communicate the results of this evaluation
all levels through various meansfr.

was a su
tion proi
expansion.
include:
set, (2) sp
(3) db not
teacher trai
accommodate t
and coordinat
designed and
brochure, aWare
was recommended
program through

.

scanning and data
continuously the
of teachers the

data base, (3) to
Change Index yalues
to other educators a



CHAPTER II

Introduction

Purpose

The purpose of this investigation was to conduct an evaluation of the

3

Stallings Classroom Management Staff Development Demonstration Project imple-

mented in the Putnam County Schools, West Virginia during the 1980-81 school

year. Requested by the Superintendent of Schools, the underlying assuMption

of the, evaluation was that the administrator§ and teachers of the demonstra-

tion project could,profit from objective analyses of the project's implemen-

tationjn their schools. Administrators could revise, adjust, or terminate

the project based on data from an evaluation of its trial installation,

rather than rely on intuition. It was felt that teachers could profit from

an outside party's assessment of both the:processesthey went throbgh and

the products of their efforts.

Objectives

Four main evaluatiOn objectives were agreed upon by the Superintendent

of Schools and the evaluator. Agreement'on these. objectives was reached

early and then they formed the basis for the design and conduct of the evalu-

0

ation. The first objective was to conduct a process and product evaluation

.
of the implementation of the Stallings Classroom Managment Staff Development

Demonstration Project in Putnam Cbunty, West Virginia. The second objective

was to utilize techniques and to administer a set of instruments in the

evaluation and assess their utility/results for future evaluations of similar

programs in the county. The evaluation's third objective was to make data-

'based recommendations regarding future implementation of the project and
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communicate same to the Sup intendent. The fourth objective of the study

was to share the results of the evaluation with other educators.

Background of the Stallings Classroom
Management Staff Development Program

The Stallings Classrqom Management Staff Development Program for teachers

is-the result of continuing research and.development conducted by Jane A.

Stalling. Much of the research was conducted under various programs and

grants received by Stallings and her associates during a ten-year period at

SRI International, Menlo Park, California. The work on disseminating,

expanding, and refining the staff development program continues under

Stallings' direction at the Teaching and Learning Institute, a nonprofit
-

corporation centered in Mountain View, California.

The framework and background for the Stalling0Classroom Management Staff

Development Program rests in the teacher effectiveness research of the late

1960's and the 1970's. Stallings played a continuing role in this strand of

educational research. The whole era of the process-proguct studies (class-

room processeseducational products) was organized into several stages--

although the stages were not finely defined in time and/or pre-established 44g...00m0.4

categories. In the first stage, several major correlational studies were

conducted to describe and examine closely actual classroom practices and to

relate these documented practices upon student achievement outcomes in the

basic tkill areas (Stallings and Kaskowitz, 1974; Berliner and TikTff,

1979; McDonald and Elias, 1976; Brophy and Evertson, 1976; Soar and Soar,

1972; and Good and Grouws, 1977). These studies were conducted at the

elementary school level. This stage of teacher effectiveness research

produc'ed dependable knowledge of the relationships between teachers''

,

behaviors and student outcomes as measured by standardized achievement
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instruments. The direct instruction model and the concept of stucients' time-

on-task are the most widely known outcomes of these early studies (Rosen-

shine, 1979).

The second stage in' the teacher effectiveness line of research which

serves as the basis for the Stallings staff development program was the

application of the design, methodologies, and techniques of the first stage

to secondary-level classrooms. Here, the results were similar to the elemen-

tary level'studies regarding the direct instruction model (Stallings and

others, 1978; Anderson, Evertson, and,Brophy, 1979). In some of these

studies, methodological improvements were realized. The time-on-task concept

was refined to include.further operational concepts and definitions.

StallIngs (1980) refined-the time-on-task activities by dividing them into

interactive instructional activities and noninteractive instructional acti-
1?

vities.

In the third stage a series of field studies or quasi-experiments were

conducted by the same sets of conceptu'ally similar but OPerationally separate

teams of researchers. The common purpoSe of these studies was to test the

applicability of the previous esearch results as major components in

teachers' inservice training. enerally, these studies (1) produced statis,-

tically significant changes in k teaching behaviors, and (2) favored the

treatment teachers over the comparison teachers in producing student learning

gains on standardized achievement tests (Stallings, Needels, and Stayrook,

1979; Anderson, Evertson, and Brophy, 1979; Crawford and others, 1978; and

Good and Brouws, 1977). Results from these field studies or quasi-experi-

ments reinforced the previous research in'identifying correlations between

classroom processes such as specific teaching behaviors and student
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achievement outcomes. Thus, more evidence of linkages between classroom

teaching behaviors and student achievement was gained.

We are now in the fourth stage in teacher effectiveness research. How-

ever, by stating that the research is in the fourth stage now is not to ay

that the other stages have been completed--there are no fine lines separating

the various stages and teacher effects research may never be complete. This

fourth stage may be thought of ,As the dissemination stage. The purpose at

this stage.is to make the results, of tested aspects of teacher effectiveness

reSearCh available to educational practitioners so thatthey might utilize
4

the results of educational research in improving instructional practices in

schools. For example, teacher effectiveness researchers at The University

of Texas R & D Center for Teacher Education, Austin, texas, have disseminated

their work on classroom organization and management. They have published a

series of research reports (1981), a teacher training videotape, and a

teacher training manual at the elementary level (Evertson, Emmer, Clements,

'Sanford, Worsham, and Williams, 1981). Further; they have responded to

requests from the field by conducting numerous ,dissemination workshops/

seminars across the country (Sanford, Clements, and Emmer, 1981).

Stallings took a slightly different route to disseminating her Class-

room Management Staff Development Program. In 1979 she submitted to the

Joint DisseMination Review Panel (JDRP) to have the program validated based

upon the rigorouS criteria established by the JDRP (Stallings, 1979)._ At

that time the program was labeled "The Process of Teaching Basic Readings

Skills in Secondary Schools." The submission was approved by JDRP. As a

function of JDRP approval, the program became eligible for National Diffu-

sion Network (NDN) funds to become a developer/demonstrator (D/D) project.

Being JDRI1 approved; the Stallings program was listed in the catalog of

4.
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approved projects called Educational Programs That Work (1980). Interested

educational practitioners contact the program developers and the D/D can

provide more awareness materials and/or inperson presentations.

TO facilitate actual replications of the program in other settings,

Stallings designed an "apprenticeship system." Stallings and her associates

trained carefully selected candidates in both the classroom observation

system and the teacher training system. These "apprentices" then returned

to their home agencies to install the model. The apprentice's work was

monitored by Stallings through taperecorded sessions, written reports on

the teacher training sessions, and other means. After the system had been

in place for one year and judged satisfactory, the apprentice was ,"approved"
Y.+

and eligible to train other, new apprenticesAn other agencies. Thus, the

Stallings system expands with carefully selected and approved teacher

trainers. A description and assessment of the implementation of the.

Stallings Classroom Management Staff Development Program in 0 urban school

system is provided by GhorY and'Cash (1981).

Deicription of the Stallings Classroom
Management Staff Development Program

The Stallings Classroom Management Staff Development Program iS a product

of over ten years of research and development in.the 'area of teacher effec-

tiveness and teacher training research. A rather comprehensive'chronology of

events in this-continuing research, up until 197'7, was Provided in Learning

to Look: A Handbook on Classroom Observation and Teaching Models (Stallings,

1977). More recent references have been cited earlier in thAs report.

The central purpose of*the Stallings tlassroom Management Staff Develop-
,

,ment Program is to increase student achievement in basic skills through the

utilization of research-based, systematic change in teachers'-classroom



behaviors, especially as thlese teathing behaviors relate to the management of

tlassroom instructioni time and the organization of classroom activities:

Stallings (1981) provides a capsule description of the two key Oements

,

in her classroom managemen6taff deVelbpment Orogram:

Every staff development model tontains a curriculum arid a

delivery system. Curriculum means the Content and delivery
means where, when, how, and number of participants. A

good content with po& delivery, or vice versa, is not
likely to be effective in bringing aboutthange in teacher
behavior.

The.goal of the Teaching and Learning Institute's training
program is to help teachers learn to manage their classroom

time effectively. The curriculum is based upon research

findings. The delivery system is.personalized instruction
and interactive %mall group problem solving (page 6).

Each element shall be discussed in turn.

, -The.content of. the Stallings Classroom Management Staff Development, Pro-

gram is derived from research funded.over a period,of years by the National

Institute of Education (NIE). 'The research-based content of the Stallings

program involves two essential processes. The first process is the system-

atic collection of classroom data through the use of a multi-component, loW-

inference observation system. The Secondary Observation Instrument (SOI) is

the heart of the data collection system (Stallings and Needels, 1981). The

SOI provides a convenient method for recoi-ding objective data oq the interac-

tions within classrooms. These interactions are teacher-based primarily'but

do include student grouping patterns and teacher aide activities.'

The Identification and ClassrOom'Information tomponent is the first part

of the SOI. It is coded only once during atlass period. This component .

records identification information pedessary for optical scanning and data

processing. Information on the teacher, grade level, class size, observer

information, and the observation date are recorded.
1
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The Classroom Snapshot is the second component of the SOI. The Classroom

Snapshot is a one page form which records the mental picture of the total

classroom with all its students and adults, what they are doing, and with what

materials at one point in time. It is analagous to a PPolaroid picture" only

in data coding terms. The Snapshot, as:it is-commonly called, is completed

five tiMes during each classroom observation (class period) session. The Snap-
/.

shotfrecords every person's whereabOuts and involvement at that one instant.

The third component of the SOI is the Five-Minute Interaction (FMI). The

.FMI records the verbal interactions and activities as they transpire in the

, 'Classroom during the timeframTof this part.of the observation. FMI data are

coded into the four coldmns of who, to whom, what, and how. In the FMI part

of the SOI, the teacher is the focus of the coding,. Coded for five minutes

following the completion of each Snapshot, the five FMIs yield approximately

300 verbal interactions for each observation session. When assembled and

combined in a regular pattern, the component parts of the SOI form a booklet.

In the Stallings Classroom Management Staff Development Program, class-

room observations are conducted for three consecutive days in the same class

period--selected ahead of time by the teacher as the "target" class. Thus,

in addition to the identification data, a total of 15 Classroom Snapshots and

approximately 900 verbal interactions are recorded per each class.

Data analysis is the next step. The completed SOI data collection book-

lets are mailed to a firm in Minnesota for optical scanning. A magnetic data

tape is produced holding the SOIs' raw data. These computer tapes are

forwarded to the Teaching and Learning Institute where the data analyses are

performed. Under Stallings' direction, a series of data analyses programs

were developed which records, analyzes, aggregates, and displays the SOI

data. The results are computer-generated "profiles" of teacher behaviors.
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One teacher profile is geared to the Snapshot variables while the second is

geared to the FMI variables. The teacher behavior profile charts produced

at this stage include the naming of 45 teaching variables such as: adult to

individual student, student reading aloud, adult praise/sOpport, total

practice drill, total silent reading, and all sociAl comments. The computer-

genenated teacher profile charts graphically depict the relative position of

the subject teacher in comparison to the mean of the total group observed

and simple recommendations of "More" or "Less" are made. These "More" and

"Less" recommehdations to the teacher are based on research findings

regarding student achievement outcomes derived from researc4001ding four

levels of student achievement gaifl/no-gain as measured by a norm-referenced

instrument. These teacher profiles and recommendations for teacher behavior

changes are the content of the teacher training workshops which will be

explained in the following paragraphs.

The delivery system in the Stallings Classroom Management Staff Develop-

ment Program is "personalized instruction and interactive, small group

problem-solving" (Stallings, 1981). Groups of teachers attend a serle5 of

worlishops after the initial observations have been completed, data analyzed,

and teacher profiles generated. Workshop sessions are conducted one week

apart. The workshop sessio e interrelated but each one has its own topic

and content.' The workshop session are process-oriented in that the small

group of teachers (usually 5-7) are encouraged to offer, discuss, try, and

provide feedback regarding new teaching behaviors, techniques, and instruc-

tional activities. Workshop materials, including a packet developed by the

Teaching and Learning Institute and additional materials selected by the

teacher trainer, are prepared ahead of time, but the teacher trainer primar-

ily acts as group facilitator. The focus of the wor

I

shops is to present



recommendations for teacher behaviors based on educational research findings;

to identify, locate, and discuss these various teacher behaviors among the .

\

group members;, to lp teacherS to implement teaching changes in their class-

room; and to provide feedback to individuals and the small group.

In addition to more complete descriptions of the Stallings Classroom

Management Staff Development Program contained fn the references cited

previously, there is a companion volume to this report which describes the

program in greater detail (Sullivan, Basile, and Higginbotham). The

companion narrative report descr)bes the implementation of the Stallings

tiassroom Management Staff Development Program in the Putnam County Schools,

West Virginia.
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CHAPTER III

Evaluation Procedures

The central purpose of this study was to evaluate the implementation of

the StallingsClassroom Management Staff Development Demonstration Project

in Putnam County Schools, West Virginia. The previous chapter presented the

backgroUnd and the description of the Stallings Classroom Management Staff

.Development Program in brief. The purpose of this chapter is to present the

data collection procedures of the evaluation effort.

The first objective of the demonstration project was to "Install, moni-

tor, evaluate, and reconceptualize a demonstration site in Putnam County for

the Stallings 'Classroom Management Staff Development Model" (project recorq).

This evaluation addresses directly the "evaluate" part of the objective and,

further, the recommendations Provide input for the reconceptualization por-

tion of the objective.

Evaluation Design

This evaluation effort fits into the-"decision-making" category of major

models of evaluation as explicated by Worthen and Sanders (1973). The major

proponent and the classic reference on this model is Stufflebeam and'others

(1971). In this model the evaluation is structured by the information needs

of the decision-maker. In this case, the decision-maker was the Superinten--

dent of Putnam County Schools, West Virginia. therefore, the evaluator met

with the Superintendent to develop a plan to supply information which would

help him take decisions about the project.

The Putnam County demonstration project of the Stallings Classroom

*Management Staff Development Program was just that--a one-time demonstration'

project. it w8s decided that the primary focus of the evaluation was to
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study the effects of the implementation on the teachers involved. The secon-

dary focus was the,demonstration sites' building prfncipals and the project's

teacher trainer (labeled the Stallings apprentice in previous sections, but

switched now to the more accuate and descriptiye term)., Discussions between

the Superintendent of Schools and the evaluator determined that the most

important infoimation need rested in the area of the impact of their involve-

ment in the project on the "subject!' teachers both in terms of the, processes

theywent through and results of their involvement. In this sense, then, the

evaluation was divided into a process evaluation and a product evaluation.

Figure 1 is a graphic,of the evaluation design and its instruments. Note,

though, that these two deignations of process and product evaluation differ

from the traditional use of these terms, in evaluation literature. To reca-

pitulate, within this evaluation report, process evaluation Shall mean

assessing teachers' involvement in the demonstration project's vailous acti-

vities while product evaluation will assess the impact of these actiOties

upon the involved teachers.

Sample'

The demonstration project was implemented at two of.the four high schools

in Putnam County. The selected schools' language arts educatidn faculties

were asked to paeticipate in the demonstration project as one element in

their continuing professional development. The language arts education

faculty at one high school numbered four teachers while the other school's

language arts education faculty numbered seventeachers. These 11 teachers

were the subjects f6r this evaluation's data collection. Giventhe small

number of demonstration project teachers (necessarily due to the delivery

system of the program), it was decided to collect data from all teachers.
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\ enough, *four teachers (36%) were completing the first'year at their schooF:-1 ,

''---' - rocess Evaluation tsInstrumen

,

-

,

.

..

Two- instruments were employed specificilly to collectrprocess evaluation
- ,

da a while one InstruMent served to collect both process_ an4 prOduct data.

, 15

Also, additional perceptions-type d ta were collected from the two school

principals, the project's teacher tr,iner, and the Superintendent of Schools.z

Table 1 presents the deMonstratio project teachers background informa-

tion. Project teachers included nine males and two males. Their agesC
ranged from the 20-29 age categgry to th .50-59 age category although nearly

64 percent were in the 30-39 category, T e total number of years of teaching

experience ranged from 2 to J3 years with our teachers (36%) having either

four or five years of experience. The numbey of years the teachers had taught

at their present schools ranged from one to nine although, interestingly

Each shall be described in turn.

aion Survoy.'-AelasureMblii of the,teachers' reattions to the demon-

stratiOn pi-oject's various activities from start to finish were elicited by

the loc lly-developed ReactiOn Survey. This Reaction Survey was administered

at the cohclusion of the project. The Reaction Survey was.a simple one-page

self-report form with the 12 spaces to be filled in with statements from the

teachers. Each space included an important event phrase as a stimulus i\tem.

Teachers were asked to respond to the stimulus items by writing in their

reactions and/or feelings at that particular time. A copy of the Reaction'

Survey appears in Appendix A. In essence, the Reaction Survey was an instru-

ment soliciting postAproject reactions/feelings from participants about the

. major events in the sequence of project activities. The advantage of this

technique'was that the teachers had time to put all the vartous events and

their reactions into a total perspective after the project was completed.
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Table 1

Project Teathersi. BaCkground information N=11)

Item ,Nurnber Percent

Sex:

Male 2 18.2

Female 9 81.8

--TT-- 100.0

Age Categow.,

20-29,

30-39
40-49
50-59

Total Years Teaching:a

2

7

1

1

--TT--

1 0

2 1

3 1

4 2

5 2

6 0

7 0

8, 1

9 1

10 1

11 1

12 0

13 1ri
Number Years at
Present School:b

llei2

63.6
9.1

,9.1

100.0

0

9.1
§.1

18.-2

18.2
0

0

9.1

9.1

9.1

9.1,

0

9.1"

1001

1 4 36.4

2 2 18.2

. 3, 2

9

1111L.

9.1
8 18.2

717g7Tr

aMean = 6.73

bMean = 3.50 ,

cDoes not equal 100 due to rounding
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The teachers' Reaction Survey was developed by the evaluator in coopera-

tion with the teacher trainer. A check of the demonstration project's

calendar and events produced the "first cut" of significant events in the

implementation of the project. This initial list was checked by the teacher

trainer for accuracy. Consensus was reached between the two individuals on

the final list of events used as stimulus items. Thus, the Reaction Survey

possessed a degree of face validity (Issac and Michael, 1971). The utility

of the Reaction Survey as a device.to gather reactions, over a,period of .

time, to a project's major events had been determined previously by Meehan.,

and Basile (in press). Scoring the Reaction Survey consisted of_the evalu-

ator reading carefully the various prose descriptions for each teacher's

.
instrument, mentally "feeling" the global range of reactions, then rereading

each individual section and assigning a point value to it. The point values

ranged from a "+3" or "Very Positive," through "0" denoting a neutral value,

to a "-3" denoting a "Very Negative" reaction. The evaluator's assignment

of point values to prose statements was checked by an independent evaluator.

There was high initial ipterrater agreement between these two persons on most

items Then they discussed each area of nonagreement until consensus was

reached on each section of each teacher's Reaction Survey. The result was

100% tnterrater agreement. However, po other reliability checks were com-

pleted and readers should interpret the resultant data with this caution in

mind.
z

Stages of Concern Questionnaire. The Concerns-Based Adoption Model

(CBAM). is a conceptual framework for describing, assessing, and facilitating

change in schools and colleges,. The foundation document in the CBAM frame-

,

work is by Hall, Wallace, and Dossett (1973). Based on the earlier work of

Frances Fuller (1969), the CBAM is a research-based system for studying
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teacher changes in terms of their concerns and behaviors, as they are

involved in an educational innovation. Fuller proposed three phases of

concern: self, task and impact.

Stages ofConcern (SoC) is one dimension of the CBAM (Hall, George, and

Rutherford, 1979). These authors devoted a section of ,their report to iden-

tifying and describing, teachers' "concerns" (pages 4-5). One paragraph

pdhticularly conveys the concept of concerns:

The composite representation of the feelings, preoccupation,
thought, and cqnsideration given to a particular task is
talled concern. ...the mental activity composed of ques-
tioning, analyzing, and reanalyzing, considering-alterna-
ative actions and reactions, and anticipating consequences
is concern. n aroused state of personal feelings and thought
about a demandkas it is perceived is cOncern (page 5).

These writers also stated that it is the person's perceptions that stimu-
,

late concerns--"not necessarily the reality of the situation" (page 5).

Research conducted at the Research and Development Center for Teacher

Iducation at The University of Texas at Austin over the past eight years has

identified, assessed', confirMed, and documented the micerns dimension of the

CBAM. CBAM researchers have monitored teachers' concerns in cross sectional

and/or longitudinal studies of 11 different educational process and product

innovations. Their research has confirmed that there are usually differen-

tial degrees of arousal or concern with regard to the innovation. Indivi-

duals.regard certain demands of the innovation as moreimportantothan others

at a given time. Thus, "the degree of arousal (intensity) of the different

types of concerns will vary" (Hall, George, and Rutherford, 1977, page 5).
ca

Additionally, these researchers state that "there appears to be a predictable

pattern to the movement of intensity of concern across types" (page 5):

The CBAM researchers have identified seven different stages of concern

about innovations under study. They confirmed, after many studies,.that
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"there is developMental movemeht through these stages" (kall, George, and

Rutherford, 1977, page 6). "Their research shows that certain tyPes of

.teachers' concerns 'twill be more intense, then less-intense, before arousal

of other types will occur" (page 6). Thus, these Writers summarize:

Concerns about innovations appear to be developmental in,
that earlier concerns must firstbe resolved (lowered in
intensiby) before later concerns emerge (increase in inten-

. sity). The research suggests that this deVelopmental
pattern holds for most proceSs and product innovations
(page 6).

Hall, George, and Rutherford stated that teachers' 'concerns are highly .

complex and that their resolution is not simple. PoiseSsing'moi-e knowledge

of, time with, or experiences with an Innovation does not guaantee that the

teachers' concerns will be, reduced or resolved-. They Maintain\that "the

process of the arousal and resolution of concerns is highly personal and

requires ti'Me as well as timely intervention of botti,cognitive and affective

natures" (page 6). They report, though, that their research shows teachers'

: concerns regarding an eduCational innovation increased in intensity in the

later stages. This.suggests that given additional "time, successful

experiende, and the acquisition of new knowledge and skill,M.teachers'

cOncerns will develop toward the stages related to impact concerns (page 6).

Table 2 presents the seven identified and verified Stages of Conce;11

about an innovation. This table, prOVided by the CBAM project, presents the

sfage number, the name of each stage, and typical teacher expressions of

concern about the innovation for each staged. Relating'these seven stages

back to Fuller's work, stages zero, one, and two relate to teachers' concerns

about self; stage three relates to concerns of task; and stages four, five,

and six,relate to concerns about impact of the innovation.,

c
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Table 2

Stages of Concern: Typical Expressions
of Concern about the Innovation*

NuMber Name of

of Stage Stage
Typical Expressions of Concern Per Stage,

0

4

Awareness , I am not concerned about it (the inno-
vation).

Informational I would like to know, morerabou't it.

Personal How will using it affect me? ,

Management I seem to be spending all my time in
getting material 'ready.

Consequence HOw is my use affecting kids?

Collaboration I am concerned about relating what I am
doing with what other instructors are
doing.

Refocusing I have some ideas about something that
would work even better.

*Source: Procedures for Adopting Educational InnovatiOns Program,
Re§earch and Development Center for Teacher Education,

The University of Texas at Austin.

(
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The instrument used to measure the seven previously-identified Stages of

'Concern was the Stages of,Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ; Hall, George, and

Rutherford, 1979). This instrument is a 35-item paper and pencil device

'developed over a period of two and one half years at Vie Research and

Development Center for Teacher Education. Each of the 35 stimuluS items

solicits a resp nse on a seven point Likert scale. Teachers' responses along

the Likert sca e indicate.their degree of concern about the stimulus item.

Test-retest study results produced stave score correlations ranging from .65

,to .86. ,
Alpha coefficient reljabilities ranged from .64 to .83 with six of

the coefficients being above .70. CBAM researchers conducted a series of

validity studies which provided additional evidence that the SoCQ does, in

fact, measure the hypothesized stagesof concern.

Each teacher involved in the study completed the SoCQ instrument at the,

conclusion of a taped interview (described next). The SoCQ can be scored by

a computer program or manually and given the rather small number of teachers

the manual method of scoring was chosen. Extra steps were addedlto help

assUre acCurate scoring and interpretation. First, each teachers' SoCQ was

scored manually three.se0arate times by the evaluator with a minimum of two

weeks lapse between rescoring sessioAs. Second, SoC profiles were produced

with codes rather than identifying names on them. Third, the evaluator

sought and obtained analyses of the SoC profiles from two of the original

developers of the SoCQ. These analyses were solicited in order to confirm

the evaluator's,interpretation,of the SoCQ results.

Teachers' Interviews. As part of the product evaluation, a series of

structured interviews was held v:Pfli the project teachers. The details of tfie
A

focused nature of these interviews will be 'discussed later. The interviews

ranged in time from 12 minutes up to 48 minutes with the averagq1being 29



22

minutes long. Each cassette tape was reanalyzed a minimum of three times by

one rater with a minimum of one week time delay betWeen the listenings. 'The

reason for the time delay was to allow recall of the tapes' content to become.

unfamiliar (in a cognitive sense) to the evaluator. In this way, each

listening session produced "fresh? data which was compared to the'previous

listening for category coding +eements.

In addition tO being used for product evaluation data collection, the'

tape recorded interviews with the project teachers were reanalyzed in order

to collecl' praCesS'eValuation data. During the,focUsed interviews, it was

discovered that the teachers made nOmerous evaluative!comments about the

Stallings ClasSroom Management Staff Development Demonstration Project and

their involvement in it. Although this was one focusarea for the. struc-

tured portion of the interviews, what actually happened was that.project

teachers expanded on the tOpic given the opportunity, and much more data

became available for analysis. After the first reanalysiS of the interviews

was performed, the results were tabulated in the,form af data counts per a

preliminary Setl'of evaluative comment categories: Further, they were

,categorized by,school and as positive or negative.,,The,Preliminary. results

were shared with the teacher trainer. The teacher trainer's recommendations

were for specific new coding categories and a tally of the mumber of teachers

who provideddata for each major category. and its subcategories,. The coding

scheme was reVised based on the teacher trainer's suggestiOns. Then, the

interview tapes were reanalyzed at least two more times before the data

collection was considered completed. The result was a table of eight major

,

coding categories and a total of 36 subcategories (see Table 7, page 40).
,

Through the interactions with the teicher trainer, the,interview tape codihg

scheme for evaluative comments possesses high usability. The reanalysis of
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the'teachers interview tapes,produced a coding scheme which seemed to repre-
,

sent the underlying categories. No other types of validity for the coding-

sOheme were obtained or reported. An inStrument is said to be reliable when

it measures what it purports to measure consistently. A de9ree of intrarater

reliability was achieved in the reassessment of the tapes several times by

the single,rater with periods of delay in between. One hundred percent

agreement was reached for the second and third codings of the tapes. How-

ever, no other formal reliability coefficients were computed.

ProductEvaluation Inttrumeas

As was the case with prOcess evaluation instruments, two instruments!

were utilized solely for the product evaluation while one instrument

collected tothTroduct and#ocess evaluation data. Al,,so, interview

schedules were used for prodqct evaluation data. Each 'product evaluattön

instrument shall be discussed in turn.

Responsibility for Student Achievement Questionnaire. The Responsibility

Ifot StudentAchievement Questionnaire (RSAQ) issan instrument designed to

, measyre teachers" perceptions of their responsjbility for student,achieve-,

ment in their classes (Stallings, Needels, and Stayrook, 1979). The RSAQ is

,

(1:

30-item papen and pencil'device with a unique stjmulus and response format.

Each stimulus item is usually an uncomple/ed declarative statement. For
,

.

xample, item number two's stem is "When your class is having trouble under-

standing something you have taught, it is usually 6ecause.z." There are

0,

responses for each stem. To complete the example, the responses for item

number tWo are:- "(a) because you did not explain it very clearly," and

"(b) because your students are just slow in understanding difficult state=

ments." The teacher is instructed to insert a weight, in percentage terms,
. .
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to each of the two choices according to his/her prefe ences. Again following

the example, a teacher may respond 85% to response'"a" nd 15% to response

"b". In every case, both weights assigned to'the nespon s must add up to

100%.

Scoring the RSA0 produces multiOle scores. Positive or gative direc-

tim is assigned to either response option from the teacher's p nspective

(esponsibility). Scoring the items and adding them results in two scores.

The two scores relative to the teacher's responsibility for student achieveL

ment are,_first, the "teacher positive responsibility" and, second, its

residual, the "teacher negative responsibility." for this evaluation, only

the "teacher positive responsibility" was utilized; although thel9ther score

was computed and is available for later analysis. The RSAQ has proved useful

in past projects ,(Stallings, Needels,, an'd Stayrook, 1979). Face;validity

for this instrument's use in this particular evaluation was dete'rmined by

1

the teacher trainer and the Superintendent of Schools; Mete two indivi-

duals inspected each Item on the instrument and its"responses in terms of

.
their applicability in the ,present situation. Both parties agreed that the

items and responses on the RSAQ were applicable to,the local scho91s, thet

classrooms, teachers, students, and events/activities. No formal reliabili-

ties were computed but the hand scoring of the RSAQ was double-checked by

another evaluator. This instrument was administered on a pre-posttest basis.

Levels ofJ1se Ratings. The Levels of Use is the second dimension of the

CBAM research described earlier. Whereas the Stages of Contern diensiom"

measures the feelings, attitudes, and coricerns about teachers' involement

in an innovation, the Levels of Use dimension describes what individuals

actually do with an irihovation. Eight operationally defined positions -

regarding teachers' levels of use have been identified from extensive
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research (Loucks,.Newlove, and Hall, 1975). These various levels represent

a continuum from non-use, through mechanical use, refinement, to renewal.

Further, seven critical decision points separate the levels and are part of

the system. Table 3 presents the Levels of Use, their designations, and

behavioral indices of each level.

The eight Levels of Use, as depicted in Table 3, are subdivided further

into seven categories of user descriptors prodUcing a 56 cell matrix. These

seven categories are knowledge, acquiring inforMation, sharing, assessing,

planning, status reporting, and performing. CBAM research has verified that

teachers at different Levels of Use of an innovation can demonstrate differ-

ent behaviors within each category. In summary, the Levels of Use, their.

categories, and the seven deciiion points have been assembled into a Levels

of Use chart (Hall, Loucks, Rutherford, and Newlove, 1975).

The Levels of Use ratings research and development procedures were con-

ducted over a two year, longitudinal study. Levels of Use interviews were

tape recorded and subsequently rated by teams of two CBAM staff meMbers.

Resulting interrater reliabilifies of the ratings ranged from .87 to .96

(Loucks, 1977). Interrater reliebility on the overall Levels of'Use ratings

was .96, with 73% agreement between the two raters (Loucks, 1977). Validity

of the Levels of Use ratings was established using an ethnographic methodo-

logy. A correlation coefficient between the interview ratings and a full

day of observation of a sample of teachers at all levels of use was .98.

Teacher behaviors related to Levels of Use of the demonstration project

were measured by the Levels of Use Ratings. The data source for these Levels

of Use Ratings was the fOcused interviews developed and tested by CBAM

researchers (Loucks, Newlove, and H611, 1975). The purpose of the focused

interviews was to solicit sufficient information from teachers involved in
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Table 3

Levels of Use of the Innovation: Typical Behaviors*

Designation Aame of Level Behavioral Indices of Level

O. Non-Use No action is being taken with respect
to the in5ovation:

Orientattbn The user:is seeking out information
about the innovation.

I I Preparation

III . Mechanical Use

I V-A Routine

IV-B ReffneMent

VI

Integration

;The user is preparing to use the inno-
vation.

The'uSer is using the innovation in a
poorly coordinated manner and is making
user-oriented changes.

The user is making few or no changes
and has'an established pattern of use.

v

Theuser is-making, changes to increase

outcomes.

The user is makinvdeliberate efforts
'to cdordfnate with others ln using

the,innoVation.

Renewal The user is seeking more effective
alternatives to the established use
of the innovation.

*Source: PrOcedures for Adopting Educational Innovations Program,

Research and Development Center for Teacher Education,
The University of Texas at-Austin
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the innovation in order to place them at a Lemel of Use with respect to the

target innovation. Trained Levels of Use interviewers use a branching format

based'on the-decision points and they probe the categories for specific,

behavioral indicators of'the ihterviewee's involvement with the innovation.

The length of the focused interviews varies according to several factors and

the interviere may think the event is a casual conversation; however',

because of the training.process and the fact that the Levels of Use chart is

memorized, the original target is never out of focus.

The evaluator was trained in tjELevels of Use interviewing procedures.

This training included obtaining satisfactory interrater reliabilities with .

the CBAM staff-ratings of common interview tapes. The result of this

training and satisfactory interraier reliabilities wascertification of this

evaluator as a "licensed" Levels of Use interviewer. Also, recall from

previous sections that these tape recorded interviews were utilized for the
0

collection cf process Rvaluation data through reanalYsis of the tapes.

For this evaluation a demonstration project "user" was operationally

,

:defined as a teach-er who.had internalized a minimum of two'variables on the

-teacher profile chart,which should'have been considered in lesson planning.

and performed in subseguent Classroom teaching.

Secondary dhservation InstrUMent. Descriptions of the three part Secon-%

dary, Ob§ervation Instrument (SOI)yere provided in previous chapters. The

SOI is a low-inference category observation syStem developed over a period

of ten years by 'Jane Stallings7and Margaret Needels under a grant from NIE,'

Putnam County deMbnstration project coders were trained in'the SOI obser-

Vation system by Stallings 'and the teacher trainer. This coder training was

conducted onsite in Putnam Count 'in an intensive seven day period in january

l981.- During the finarcoder training session, the trainees were evaluated.

,

r,
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This'evaluation of SOI coders included: (1) a written examination covering

the coding categories, (2) interrater reliability checks, an,coi (3) intrarater

reliability checks. Each SOI coder passed the w'ritten examination at or
4

above the pre-established,criterion score, Interratee reliabilities were

based on the.coding of videotapes of classroom scenes and'oral vignettes.

Intrarater reliability,checks were c nducted using coder-partners observing C

%....

a practice classroom situation. In both cases, the resulting reliabilities

for the six coders ranged from .81 to\.91.

,

Teacher profiles resulting from the.Snapshot and the FMI components of

the SOI contained the recommendations of "Mote" or "Less" for each of the 45-
,

\-- .

aggregated variables based on research findings. These pre-intervention vs. -
---

post-intervention comparisons of*the "Mores".and "Lesses" produced trie number

of "correct implementations" of teaching behavior changes per Ach demonstra-

. 4.t,

,
.

tionlproject teacher. These "correct implementations" resulting from the

intensive observations served as One unit of data for assessing implementa-
.

tion impact,

Administrators' Interviews. As a final of both process and

product evaluation, selected peoject personnel,were interviewed. Although

interview sche ules were developed ahead pf tim , the interviews were casual

and open-ended enough as to provide qualitative ata frpm the interviewees.

Those demonttration project-related personnel inoluded the two building

principals, the teacher trainer, and the Superinti7dent of Schools. A

common core of auestions was asked of each interviewee in ordRr to elicit

related responses for later analysis.

9

3 Li
f



Data Collection and Analysis

Data collection procedures were rather straightforward. Some of the data

collection and analysis'procedures were discussed in the prvious sktions'
\fg,'

for each instrument. Basically, to avoid duplication of.efforts and possible

perceptions of "oyer involvement" of outside personnel, the teache trainer

agreed ta administer several instruments in naturally-occurring project

events-such as'the first and fifth small group sessions and the final'meeting

of the total voup. Additionally, the evaluator was introduced to the

building principals and the'project teachers by the teacher trainer. Fol-
.

lowina the introductions , the evaluator conducted the Levels of Use inter-

views,and indtvidually administered the SoCQ.. The evaluator arranged the

, interviews with the principals, the teacher trainer, and the superintendent.
,

As discussed earlier, the evaluator and the teacher trainer cooperated to
,

make the interview tape reanalysis efforts more valuabse-io the total evalua-
,

tion's usefulness in terms of providing information for decision-making.
,

,

Given the small number' of project teachers (NM),-most of the data
,

.
.

anaTySes, were performed manually. Extra precautions were implemented/because

of these compPtation methods. TheSe extra pukcedpres included double and

triple checks 0 the computations by the evaluator. Then, another experi-
,

ented evaluator ecked theeyaluation procedures, thedata manipulations,
*

and the resultant data displays. One part of the data.analysis--those
o

involving the correct implementations of teaching behaviors-f-was performed ,

by a computer consultant using the'Statistical Anllysis System package and a

custom written program. Actual computer analysis was performed on an IBM

360-90 computer.
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CHAPTER IV

Process Evaluation Results

30

The previous chapter described the evaluation design, the data collection

instruments, and the data collection and analysis procedures of the evalua-

tion of the Stallings ClaSsroom Managemenf Staff Development'Demonstration

Project in Putnam County Schools. Process evaluationtwas defined as the

assessments of the prOcesses and 'activities experienced by project partici-

pants and, not the objectives,,renorts, schedues, etc. typically included in

a traditional evaluation of project processes. This chapter will present

the process evaluation results via data displays and narratives 6rouped by

the data collection instruments.

Reaction Survey

Results of theltadministration of the Reaction Survey are-presented in

Tahle 4. Data displayed in Table 4 shows that the demonstration projeCt
.N

teachers' feelings and/or reactions changed as the project activities

unfblded. It should be noted that one teacher did not complete the reaction

survey: On the scale of "+3" to. "-3';-it can be observed that the teachers'

initial feelings were collectively, at the +0.5 position. As the project

actly,ities unfolded, teachers' feelings and/or reactions moved Jip and down

slightly until the second half of the project where their feelings/reactions

moved up and reached the highest point value of +.1.6.at the end. A paired

t-test of the differen-ce beiween the event number one scores and the event

numher twelvp scores produced nonsignificant results. The lowest mean score

of the group was for event'number five, After the First Teacher Training

Session. This is ttle session where the computer-generated teacher behavior

profile charts were disseminated. These teacher profile charts contained
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Table 4

Descriptive Statistics on Teachers' Feelings and/or
Reactions as the Project Unfolded (N=10)

1

Number DeScription of Event Meana Standard
Deviation

.4

1 Before th awareness session , +0.5

2' After the awareness Session +0.3 1.16

3 Before .the first set of observations -0.1 1.20

4 After the first set of observations +0.3 1.25

5, After the first teacher training session -.0.2 1.40

6 After the third teacher training session +0.4 1.51

7 After the final teacher training session +0.7 1.42

8 Before' the second set of observations +0.9 1.45

9 After the second set of observations +0.9 1.52

10 Before receiving final protile +0.7 1.83

11 After receiving final profile +1.4 1.71
a

.

12 Today: 6/8/81 +1.6 1.58

aScoring was from +3 to -3.
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the recommendations of "More" or "Less" for changes in teaching behaviors in'

tho classrooms.

FigureS 2 and 3 present ifiersame data from the Reaction Survey but

displayed Much differently. Ftgure 2 is a grath depicting the teachers'

feelings And/or reactions bs the project unfolded. ,Each teacher's response

position on the scale for each everif. is denoted by a solid circle. Further,

the group's mean sdore is plotted on the chart with a line. Thus,'the move-

ment of the group's feelings/reactions, as reflected by their prose responses,

can be seen easily. Tho'lowest point of their feelings/reactions is shown in

the chart as is the slow rise to a final value of a litt,le past the midpoint

,

between +1 and +2. Figure 3, on.the haul, is a chart depicting each

. 4 .

teacher's feelings and/or reactions as the project activities unfolded. .Here

each individual teacher's responses to the $iimulus items are,depicted by a

different type of line. Thus, each jndividual teacher's self-xeported

feelings and/or reactions to the project as-it-unfolded are displayed. This

type of display protects the anonymity of the teachers, yet Still presents

an accurate display of individual responses.

Stages of Concern

ResultS\of the end-of-project administration of the SoCQ are presented

three different ways from the most global analysis of.data to an item

display. Figure 4 displayi three Stages of Concerh profiles: for each of

the two project schools and both schools combined. Displaying the SoC data

by the two schools was completed for the superintendent's convenience. The

relative intensity of the teachers' concerns are denoted in percentiles on

the vertical axis. The seven Stages of Concern are denoted on the horizontal

axis.
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Analysis of the three Stages of Concern profiles are warranted. For both
It

schools' teachers combined, the most intense concern was Informational at the

88th percentile. This indicates an interest in more information about the

project.- The concern is not so much for details as it is for general infor-

mation about the innovation. The second most intense concern was Personal at

the 84th, percentile. This indicates high arousal of ego-centric, Personal

feelings and Altitudes about the 'project. Concern here is abobt the'statiis,

reward, and effects of the demonstration projeCt on the teacher. Notmuch

lower (80th percentile) was the third most intense concern of Cgllaboration.
A

This indicates interest regarding collaborating with other teachers relative.

to the project. Interestingly, the least intense stage was the Management

concerns"at School B.

Table 5 displays the statistics from the administration of the SoCQ.

Shown are means, standard deviations, and percentiles for each school and

both schools combined for each stage and the total SoC0 score. Also, the

t-values and significance levels for each SoCQ stage and the total SoCQ4 ,

score across schools are presented. Data in Table 5, show-only stage number

two--Personal--produced a significant t-value. Inspecting the percentile

columns shows teachers in Srhool B had the most intense concerns at Stage

Two. Recall that Stage Two concerns deal with the self in relation to the

innovation. Here the individual teacher is uncertain about the demands of

the innovatlon, his or her adequacy to meet those demands, and his or her

role in the innovation. This includes analysis of his or her role in rela-

tion to the reward structure of the organization, decision-making, and con-
.

sideration of potential conflicts with existing structures or personal

commitment (Hall, George, and Rutherford, 1979).



\\Table 5

Statispcs from the Stages"of Concern Questionnaire

Number
of Stage

Name ,of

Stage

Both Schools N.11). School A (N=7) School a (N=4) .t-yalue

(across
schools

Sig.

Level
Wean $0 %L* Mean SD , %L* Mean- SO %L*

0 Awareness R.18 5.67 77 11.43 5.71 84 5.25 3.10 53 2:10 NS

1 Informational 23.09 3.99 84 23.71 4.99 88 22.00 0.82 80 0.67 Ng

2 Personal 23.73 7.94 83 20.00 6.83 72 30.25 5.25 94 2.5.9

3 , Management 14.91 10.02 56 19.14 7.82 73. 7.50 9.88 27 2.18 NS

4 Consequence 29.91 5.13 16 28.57 5.88 71 32.35 2.63 . 86 1.17 NS

5 Collaboration 28.00 6.62 BO 26.86 8.11 76 30.00 2.45 88 0.28 NS

6' Refocusing 20.45 7.35 65 .22.71 7.20 77 16.50 6.61 47 1.42 NS

TOTAL.SCORE. 149.27 18.57 86 152.42 19.64 89 143.85 17.71 83 0.73 NS

*Denotes percentile.

**t.05(9) = 2.26

5
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Table 6 presents the Comparisons'of SoCO, Stage Two (Personal) items

across the two schools. The five items making up-Stage Two are presented

together with their means,-,standard deviations, t-values, and significance

levels. Data in 'Table 6 shows that SoCQ items 7 and 33 produced significant

t-values. In both cases, the School B teachfrs' concerns were significantly

'higher than School A teachers' concerns. School B teachers expressed signi-

ficantly higher concern score means on ttlese two SOCQ items:

7. I would like to know the effect of reorganization
on my professional status.

/ 33. I would like to know hbw my role;will change when
I am using the innovation.

Both Of these Stage ,TWo items are related in that they deal with the position
-

of the individual in the organization. These items mention either profes-

sionl or role change. Inspection of 7able 6 shows the faculty of

Schobl B to be significantly more concerned about the effect of the demon-
,

,stration project on their professional statiA and rol with4n the organization.

Teahers'.Evaluative Comments

'Table 7 displays the results of the codingOf The teachers',interview

tapes for assessment and evaluation comments regarding their participation

in the demonstration project. Data are presented in eight major categories
. I

and 36 subcategories derived from several listenings and discussions of

usefulness with the teacher trainer. Teacherst- evaluative comments are

presented in Table 7 by the school, whether they were primarily positive or

negative, the number of teachers indicating, and the number of separate

mentions per each subcategory response.

A. total of 685 evaluative comments were gleaned from the eleven teachers'

interview tapes. School A faculty provided a total of 562 of those comments



Table 6

Comparison of SoC Questionnaire, ,Stage
Number 2 Items Across Schools

,39

SoC
Item SoC Statement*
No.

re

7. "I would like to know
the effect of reorgan-
ization on my profes-
sional status."

13. "I would like to know
who will make deci-'
sions ln.the new
system."

17. "I would like to know
how my teaching or .

administrption is
supposed to change."

28. "I would like to have
more information on
time and energy commit-
ments renuired by this
innovation."

33. "I would like to know
.how my role will
change when I am using

the innovation."

School A (N=7) School B 61=4)
t- Sig.

Mean SD Mean SD Value Level

0

2.43 1.99 6:25 0.50 3.71

-

3.71 2.69 4.25 2.75 0.51 NS

3.86 2.61 6.50 1:00 1.32 NS

5.43 2.30 3.25 2.63 -1.45 NS

4.57 1.81 6.75 0.50 2...32 .05**

*Copyright, 1974, Procedures for Adopting Educational Innovations/CBAM

Project, Research and Development Center for Teacher Education, The

UniVersity of Texas at Austin.

**t.05(9) = 2.26

t.01(9) 3.25



Table 7

Coding of Teachers' Evaluative Items from Interview of Tapes (N.11)l
.

,

Teachers' Assessment Information: Categories an .

..

Subcategories

-

.

School A (N=7) School IP(N=4) .

.

Positive
.

Negative Positive Negative

No. of
Teachers
Indicating

Mo. of
Separate '
Mentions

()a

No. o&
Teachers
Indicating

No. of
Separate
Mentions

voa

No. of
Teachers.
'Indicating

No. of
Separate

. Mentions

C?

.

No. of
Teachers
Indicating,

; No. of

Separate
Mentions

(1)41

A.

.

1

- -

.

6

7
2

. 7'

4
6

r.

5

4

6

3

. 2

2

.3.

3

5

6

5

5

(,)

-0. r. ',

10 (2.7)

' 9 (2.4)
10 (2.7)
3 (0.8)

30 (8.1)

2g (6.7)
29.(7.8)

22 (5.9)
24 (6.5)
10 (2.7)
7 (1.9)

3

1

6
1

3

5

3
7,

1

3

6

1

4

,

4
i .

2

3,;.

.

18 (9.4)

.

1 (0.5)

.

19 (9.9)
1 (0.5)

10 (5.2)
17 (8.9)
5 (2.6)'

16 (.4)
1 (0.5)

v.2'1

2

3

4

3

4

.

2

2

2.

.

-

1

2

4 '

I

2

3 (2.5)
6 (5.0)

.

20*(164)

1? (10.1)
9 (7.6)

....

6 (5.0)/
5 (4.2)
2 (1.7)

..

.

,

2

(A

,

.

1

,

-----/

.Vorkshops
.

I. Workshop leader as a person .

2. Workshop leader's content knowledge
3. Norkshopleader's strategies
4: Atmosphere in vorkshop
S. Content of workshops, including activities
. related to variables
f.. Handouts and resources:

(a) Immediate usefulness/applicability
(b) Future usefulness/applicability

7. Teacher Behaviot Profile Charts:
(a) Dittribution at first workshop
(b) interpretation of
(c) Usefulness of
(d) Attitudes toward

8. Future implementation of processes
SUBTOTAL

B. Timing

179 (48.2)

3 (0.8)

88 (46.1)

21 (11.0)
17 (8.9)

63 (52.9)

r

--b-776)

0 0.0

,

3 (75.0)

,

1. Meekly scheduling of workshops
2. Project start date in reiation to school year.

, SUBTOTAL

C. Coders and toding
I

3 (0.8)

12'(3.2)
9-'(2.4)
19 (5.1)

38 (19.9)

A

1 (0.5)

20 (10.5)

3 (75.0)

,

,

I. Observer/coder selection prOcess
2. Presence of coders in classroom_
3. Coding/observation process

SUBTOTAL

. Sharing Information, etc. .-

40 (10.7)

16 (4.3)
7 (1.9)
16 (4.3)
8 (2.2)
21 (5.1)..

21 (IP:6)
.

.

4 (2.1)

2 (1.0)

3 (46),

:i(i-.)).0

,

3 (2.5)
5 (4.21
18 (15.1)

1 (0.8)

5 (4.2)

0 (0.0)

.

.

-Wff7))

..

I. .Opportunity to meet as a subject arCa faculty
2. Sharing during workshops .

.3. Sharing informally at school
4. Desire for common lunch or prep.
5. Buklding.41R1,401. support,s,rem.a, .-- -..,-.

. - -
SURTOTRI.

-

6R (18.4), 9 (4.7)

..

32 (26.5)



Table 7 (continued)

Teachers' Assessment Information: Categorio$ and

Subcategories

School A (NL7) School A (N=4)

Positive Negative Positive Negative

No. of
Teachers
Indicating
ot,

-

No. of
Separate
Mentions

(%)"

No. of
Teachers
Indicating

No. of
Separate
Mentions

(*Oa

No. of '
Teachers '

Indicating

No. of
Separate
Mentions

Vila

No. of
Teachers
Indicating

No. of
Separate
Mentionsma

.E.

--.

Financial Aspect
f

1.. Amount of money spent 3 4 (2.1)

2. Source of money spent 3 6 (3.1)'

3. Returns on money spent.
.

. 1 1 (0.3) 3 6 (3.1)

.:.

%
SUBTOTAL 1 (0.3)

.

16 (8.3) 71-77-) 0 (0.0)

F. Information Seeking *
1. About the overall 'project 3 5 (1.3) 3 4 (2.1) 3 2 (1.7)

2. About the coding system 1 1 (0.3) ..

3. About the teacher profile charts 1 1 (0.3)

4. About the project-related references 1 2 (0.5) 2 2 (1.7)

* SUBTOTAL - 9 (2.4) ' 4 (2.1) .
4 (3.4) 0 (0.0)

G. Miscellaneous

I. Principal's support 2 2 (0.5) 4
1 1 (25.0)

2. Students' reactions to new behaviors 6 24 (6.5) 4 6 (5.0)

1. Parents' comments to teachers , 2 3 (2.5)

4. Hiring of substitute for classes 2 2 (0.5)

5. Traveling to workshop site .
1 1 (0.5)

.

.

6. Desire for supplementary teaching materials 2 13 (3.5) .

7. Volunteer teachers in program 1 1 (0:3)

SUBTOTAL 42 (11.3) 1 (0.5) --F7sT 1 (25.0)

H. Overall Impressions/Reactions 6 29 (7:8) 3 14 (7.3) 3 11 (9.2)

SUBTOTAL 29 (7.8) 14 (7.3) 11 (9.2) 0 (0.0)

\
/

.,'

TOTAL 371(99.9)6 191 (99.9P 118(99.8)b 4 (100)

(% of total Pos. 6 Neg. statement4) (66.0) (34.0) (96.7) (3.3)

.

a
Reported a percentiges within this column only.

b
Does not equal 100 due to rounding.

5 ki
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with 371 (66%) coded as positive and 191 (34%) coded as negative Comments..

In contrast, School B faculty provided a total of 123.evaluative comments

with 119 (97%) coded as positive and a mere 4 (3%) coded as negatiVe. The

'chi-square value for the total comments was significant at the .001 level

rx
2

(T) = 45.313. There was a significant relationship between school

faculty and the number of positive or negative comments provided in the

taped interviewt. School A made significantly more negative comments.

The classroom management staff development teacher training workshops was

the coded category for many of the taped evaluative comments. For School A.

teachers, 179 (48%) of their positive,comments were coded into this category.

and 88 (48%) of their negative comments were coded into this category. For

School B teachers, 63 (53%) of their Positive comments were coded into this

category and none of their,total of four'negttive comments was coded into

the category.

Within the workshops category, the suhcategories present interesting

data. The workshop leader as a person and her content knowledge received all

positive commentt; however, three teachers in School A made 18 negative

comments about the,workshop leader's strategies. Recall' these strategies

- were mandated tpthe model itself and were not part of the leader's responsi-

btlity to change. The content of the workshops received many more positive

comments than negative ones. The workshops'.handouts and resources received

mixed reactions. Six of the School A teachers made 25 positive comments

about their immediate usefulness/applicability but six teachers from the

same school made 19 negative comments. Regarding future usefulness/applica-

bility, five School A teachers made 29 positive comments and only a single

teacher made a single negative comment.
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Within the workshop, the teacher behavior profile charts elicited enough

comments to warrant further subdivisions. Ten negative comment-were Coded I,

from three teachers for the subcategory of the teacher behavior profile ch,prt

being distributed at the first workshop. Four School A teachers made 22 (6%)

positive comments regarding the interpretation of the profile charts, five

,School A teachers made 17(9%) negative corilments, and two School B teachens

made 6 (5%) 'positive comments about the interpretation of the teacher behav-

ior profile charts. The usefulness of the profile charts was the subject of

'24 (7%) of School A teachers' positive comments from six teachers and only 5

(3%) of their negative comments. In terms of teachers' attitudes toward

their profile charts, three School A teacbers made 1

but Seven S ol A teachers made 16 (8%) negative commen,tse

Timing of e demonstration project was the second categ y of coded

comments. A total of 21 (1)%) of School A teachers' commentj were coded

as negative regarding the weekly Scheduling of the teacher training work-
A

ositive comments

e

shops. The project startpdate in relation to the schOol year (it started

1 e as reported in thenarrative report) 6enerated many negative comments

and few positive comments. A total of six different School A teachers made

17'(0) negative comments while two of the four School B teachers made three

(7S%) neciative comments. Only two teachers '(School A) made a total of three

(1%) positive,comments.

The demonstratiq project's coders and coding process was the third cate-

gory of teaohers' evaluative comments. School A teachers supplied all the

assessment/evaluation comments in this category; School B teachers made none.

For the whole category just as many positive as negative comments in percen-

tage terms were produced (11%). The teachers had all positive comments about

the observer/coder selection process. Presence of the coders in the
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classrooms generated nine (2%) positive comments and only a single negative

comment. The coding/observing process, produced 19 (5%) positive comments

and 20 (11%) negative,assessment/evalUative comments. t.iost of these 20

negative comments reflected a fack of knowledge about the coding process.

Sharing information related to the demonstration project and its compo-

nents was the fourth category of evaluative comments. The opportunity to

meet as a subject area faculty received all positive comments (N=16) from

School A teachers. \\/sharing during the.workshops received seven (2%) positive

and four (2%) negative comments from School A teachers. Sharing informally

at school produced 16 (4%) positive and only 2 (1%) negative comments from

School A teachers. Contrastingly, all four School.B teachers made 18 (15%)

positive comments related to Oaring informAlly at school. The desire to

have a common lunch or preparation period was voiced eight (2%) times by six

of the seven School A teachers. The building of a mutual support system

generated 21 (6%) positive comments from, six School A teachers and just th

(2%) negative comments while half the School B teachers provided five (4%)

negative comments. Taken as a whole, the sharing information Category

produced 21 (27%) of the School B positive comments.

The financial aspect of the demonstration project produced very diflerent

results from the two schools' teachers. School B teachers did not make any

positive or negative comments about this topic. A few School A teachers

made numerous negative comments about the financial aspect including the

amount of money spent (2%),-the source of the money spent (3%), and the ,

returns on the poney spent (3%). In each case, all the negative comments

were made by three of the seven School A teachers.



seeking was the fifth category oftaped evaluative comments

roject. Overall this category produced very few comments from
,

hool faculties.

The miscellaneous category contained a "mixed bag" of subcategories.

Most of the comments were positive and from the teachers in School A. Inter-

estingly, six of the seven Schodl A teachers commented positively (N=24, 6%) .

on students' reattions to the teachers' new behaviors. All four School B

teaches'made positive comments (N=6, 5%) on students' reactions to the t

teachers' new behaviors.

Overall impressions and/or reactions was the last category of interview-

produced assessment or evaluative comments. Six of the SChool A faculty made

29 (8%) positive comments and three made 14 (7%) negative comments. Three of

45

ihe four School B faculty made 11 (9%) positive comments and no neget,ive

statements.



Citation Fortn"
The Sander& for Evaluation. of Educational Programs, Projects, and Materials guided the development of this (check one):

niquest for evaluation plan/design/proposal
evaluation plan/design/proposal

.. evaluation c.ntract
-41S.Z:2131319u:.aallb

4 er

To interpret the informs ion provided on this form, the reader needs to refer to the fall text of the etandards as they appear in
Joint Committie on Sta ards for Educational Evaluation, Stendards for Eseluetions of Educational Programs, Projects, and
Materials. New York: McGraw-Hill, 1980.

78

The

Desa

Al
A2

A3

A4

A5
A6
A7

AB

B1

B2

B3

: Cl
C2

C3

ca

C5

CS

C7

CS

D1

D2

03
04
D5

06
07
DB

09
010
D11

4enobrds ware consulted and used as

.

iptor .

Audience identification

indicated in the table below

The Standard was.
deemed applicable
and to the extent
feasible was taken
into account

XXXX

(check as aPpropriate):

The Standard was
deemed applicable
but could not be
taken into account

The Standard was
not deemed appli
cable

Exception was
taken to the
Standard

Evaluator Credibility ' . XXXX
.

Information ScoiDe and Selection X X X X

Valuational Interpreigtion XXXX

Report. Clarity - XXXX

Report Dissemination X X X X

Report Timeliness XXXi
Evaluation ITpact X X X X

Practical Priedures XXXX ,

i-
Political Viability

. .
XXXX

-
Cost Effectiveness. X X X X-

Formal Obligation , X XX X

Conflict of Interest XXXX ,

Full and Frank Disclosure X X XX

Public's Right to Know : X X X X

Rights of Human Subjects XXXX

Human Interactions XXXX

Balanced Reporting X X X X
. .

Fiscal Responsibility X X X X I
Object Identification X X X X ,

Context Analysis X XX X

.,

i
Described Purposes and PrOcedures XXXX

Definsibie Information Sources XXXX ,

Valid Measurement XXXX

Reliable Measurement XXXX ,

-4

Systematic Data Cohtrol XXXX

Analysis of Quantitative Information X X X X

Analysis of Qualitative Information XXXX '
Justified Conclusions XXXX

Objective Reporting X X X X

Nam: Merrill L. Meehan

L-Lel.

(tyind)
1111,,,

Illimmffx 1164.. _

faignaturs

Date:
November 27, 1981 '

. Position or Title: Educattonal R & 0 Specialist

Aperwy: Appalachta Educational Laboratory

Address: Post Office Box 1348 Charleston West Vir.inia 25325

?WE ion to Decurnent: Evaluator and author of document
(y., author of document, evaluation team leader, external auditor, internalauditor)

*The Publisher giwg permission to photocopy this form.



46

CHAPtER V

Product Evaluation Results

The previous chapter presented the process evaluation results. This

chapter will-present the demonstration project's product evaluation results. ,

Data displays and narrative copy will be used to present the product evalua-

tion results.

Teachers' ResponsibilitY for Student Achievement

Table,8.displays the pretest ANOVA and the posttest ANCOVA tables from

the analyses of the Responsibility for Student Achievement Questionnaire

(RSAQ). The pretest RSAQ results evealed a significant'F-ratio (F (1, 8) =

8.15, p < .05) across the two schoo s' faculties. This necessitated the use

of the Analysis of Covariance (ANCO ) statistical technique. with the pretest

RSAQ used as theicovariate. With the pretest RSAQ score as the covariate,

the posttest RASQ scores still produc a,significant F-ratio (F (1, 7) =

5.60, p < .05).

Table 9 presents the pretest, postt st, and adjusted posttest data from

the teachers' RSAQ administhtion. Data in Table 9 show that the mean RSAQ

score.for,both School A. and Schoo,18,inc eased.' Thit difference in adjusted,

posttest RSAQ mean scores, based,on prete t scores, wascrgnificant at the

.05 level.

Levels of Use Ratings

Results of the Levels of Use about the innovation ratings from the focused

interviews conducted at the conclusion of the project are presented in Table

10. Here it is shown that overall there were: two teachers at the Non-Use

level, one teacher at the Orientatation level, three teachers at the Mechanical
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Table 8

ANOVA add ANCOVA Tables for ,the Teachers' Responsibjlity
for Student Achievement Instrument Across 'Schools

Source Sum of

Squares
,df Mean

Squares
F-Ratio , Sig.

Level

Pretest ANOVA

Treatment 558.2 1 558.2 8.15 .058

Error 548.2 8 68.5

Total 1,106.0 9

Posttet ANCOVA

Total 358.0 8

Error 199.0 7 28.4)

Treatment 159.0 , 1 / 159.0 . 5.60 .05b

g
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Table 9

Pretest,, Posttest, and Adjusted Posttest Data from the Teachers',

Responsibility for Student Achievement Instrument Across Schools

Statistic
Pretest Posttest Adjusted Posttest

School A School B School A School B School A School B

6 4 6 4

7 52.5 67.7 52.2 74.3 57.1 69.4

SD 8.7 8.0 5.9 9.1

Range 42.0-63.7 58.7-68.6 43.7-60.3 62.7-84.0

F-Ratio . 8.15 NA 5.60
,

Sig. Level .05 NA .05

et,



Table 10

Levels of Use14the Innovation Ratings (N=11)

49

Desig-
nation

f4ame oflevel

*or

Both Schools
(N=11)

School A
('N=7)

School B
(N=4)

No. %a :No. %a No. %

0
,
Non-Use 2 18.2 2 28.6 0 0.0

1 Orientation 1 ) 9.1 1 14.3 0, "0.0

II 0 0.0 0 0.0v, 0 0.0
P

,Preparation
7.

. ..4
,........-.,

III Mechanical Use 3 27.3 2 , 28.6 1 25.0

IV-A Routine 5 45.5 2 28.6 3 75.0

IV-B Refinement 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

v Integration
\.0.\ 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

VI Renewal 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0'

aDoes not total 100 due to rounding.

NOTE: The dotted line separates innovation users from non-users: above the

dotted lines are non-user categories, below the dotted line are users.
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Use level, and five teachens'at the Routine level. Levels of Use ratings

across the two schools produced differentiated.results. There were no non-

users from School B: the three non-users were all from SChobl A. Also,

School B had three hers' at the Routine level (IV) while School A had

two. When the non-user categories and the user categories were collapsed

1

then compared across schools School A had more non-users than did School B.

Changes in Teachers' Classroom BeaviOrs

Demonstration project teachers classroom be aviors were observed using

the Secondary Observation Instrument (SOP. ,Clas ms re- ..served three

class periods before the teacher training workshops and three class periods

1

after the teacher training workshops. The e teacher training workshops were

'the interventions attempting to help teacher change some of their specific

,classroom behaviors in'ways suggested by research results. Technieally,

these observations should be labeled "pre-iniervention observation" and
,

"post-intervention observation." However, for the reader's convenience, they

will be labeled with the shortened terms of "prrobservation" and "post-

observation." A total of 19,855 teacher-focused FMI interactions-were coded

from the project teachers' pre- and post-observations. These classroom

'obseration verbal inte

post-observation sets.

ctions averaged 903 per eaCh teacher's pre- and

his averages out to 301 verbal interactions, exactly

one more than expected b the SOI system. Thebumber of coded interactions

per three day observation sets (pi-e- and pot-observations) ranged from a

low of 699 to a high of 1,132 specific interactions, Additionally, 3-30S01--Th

Snapshots were completed whicp detailed classroom activities by percent of

time involvement. .
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A total of over 140 specific variables are produced by the SOI's FMI corn-
,/

lijonent. More than 15 Snapshot variables are coded. After data analyses, the

FMI verbal interactions are aggregated into 30-35 variables, for the teacher

behavior profile chart.' Also, the Snapshot yields 14 variables for its own

teacher profile chart.. These two SOI-produced teacheri profile charts are the

basis for the content of the teacher-training workshops.

The demonstration project utilized 45'FMI and Snapshot variables as

targets for analysis, discussion, and change. Stallings (1980). groupe0 the or

45 variables into three major classification types: (a) interactive instruc-
.

tion variables (N=28),. (b) non-interactive,instruction variables (N=8), and

(c) off-task variables (N=9). As a result of working With the 45 variables

:in the P-utnam County teacher training workshops in the demonstration project,

the teacher trainer.sought to organize the'variables,into a complimentary

grouping scheme, MirOugh several meetings, the teacher trainer and the

evaluator developed another grouping scheme consisting of three categories.

There was 100 percent agreement between the,two'persons regarding this group-
.

ing. The three groups were: '(a) ingtruction variables (N=20), (b), classroom

management variables (N=17), and (c) feedback and discipline variables (N=8).
IL

The division of the 45_SOI variables into the two major grouping schemes

appears in Table 11. Thesetwo major grouping schemes and their subdivisions

helped to or§anize the data analyses regarding the impact of the project on

changing teachers' classroom behaviors.

The unit 0 measure for studying the changes in teacher's,classraom

behaviors.reduires an explanation. Recall that the FMI and Snapshot pre- and

4t,

post-observations yielded teacher behavior profile charts displaying results

orsets of classroom observations. These two profile charts--one for the 31

FMI variables and one'for.the 14 Snapshot varlables--display the individual's'
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Stallings Staff Development'PrOgram Teaching Variables

(N=45) Listed by Two Major Grouping Schemes
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.

Variables Grouped by Three Classification Types
.

Variables Grouped by Three Categories

Interactive Instruction Variables (N28) Instruction Variables (2420) .

F5 Aduit to Individual Student
E6 Adult to Groups
F7 Adult to Class
F8 Student Direct Question/Reading
F17 Adult Direct Question/Reading
F25 Student Response/Reading
F43 Student Reading Aloud
F45 Adult Instructing Group .

F48 Adult Instructing Groups/Reading
F49 Adult Instruceing,Everyone/Reading 4"

F61 Adult Acknowledgement/Reading
F71 Adult Praise/Support
F94 All Interactions/Reading
F95 All Interactions/Task
F99 All Interactions/Positive
F108 Student Comments Assignments
F120 All Interactions/Class Assignment
F136 AdultVDifferent Stpdent Starts Interaction
F137 Different Student/Adult Starts Interaction
F138 All Instruction
F139 All Supportive Corrections
F1,41 Making Assignments
S4 Total Reading Aloud -

S5 Total Making Assignments
S6 Total Instruction,
$7 Total Discussion
S8 'Total Practice Drill
Sll Total non-Math or Reading Instruction

,

.
.

F8 Student Direct Question/Reading
F17 Adult Direct Question/Reading
F25 Student Response/Reading
F43 Student Reading Aloud
F45 Adult instructing Reading
F48 Adult Instructing Groups/Rea,áing
F49 Adult Instructing Everydhe/Reading ,

F50 'Machine Instructing
F94 All Interactions/Reading
F95 All Interactions/Task
F108 Student Comments Assignment
F138 All Instruction
S3 Total Silent Reading .

S4 Total Reading Aloud
S6 :Total Instruction
S7 Total Discussion
S8 Total Practice Drill
S9 Total Written Assignmspts
S10 Total Test Taking .

Sll Total non-Math or Reading Instruction

Classroom Management Variables (N-17)

F5 Adult to IndividUal'Student ,

F6 Adult to Groups
F7 Adult to Class ,

F56 All Social Comments
F91 All. Adult Movement
F120 All Interactions/Claes Assignment
F122 Adult Manage glass/No Student
F135 Adult with Outside Intruder
F136 Adult/Different Student Starts Interaction
F137 Different StudentlAdult Starts Interaction
F141 Making Assignments
-F142 All Intrusions
S2 Teacher Class Manage/No Students
S5 Total Making Assignments -

S12 Total Social Intervention
S13 Total Student Uninvolved
S15 Total Classroom Management

Non-Interactive Instruction Variables (N8) '

F50 Machine Instruction
F91 All Aduit Movement
F122 Adult Manage Class/No Student
S2 Teacher Class Manage/No Sludents
S3 Total Silent Reading
S9 Total Wrltten Assignments
S10 Total Test Taking
S15 Total Classroom Management

Off-Task Variables (N9)
Feedback and Discipline Variables (N-8)

,

F56 All Social Comments
F96 All Interactions/Behavior
F102 All Interactions/Negative
F135 Adult with Outside Intruder
F140 All Correctives

.

F142 All Intrusions
S12 Total Social interaction
S13 Total Student Unitvolved .

S14 Total Discipline

F61 .Adult Acknowledgement/Reading' .

F71 Aduit Praise/Support
F96 All Interactions/Behavior
F99 All Interactions/Positive
F102.All Interactions/Negative
F139 All Supportive Corrections
F140 All Correctives
S14 Total Discipline

__. -

Note: F FHI variables '
S Snapshot variables



53

position relative to the norms for teachers' behavior from the baseline

research project. Based on classroom teaching behaviors known to impact on

student achievement,outcomes at three levels of gain,s, three types Of retom-

.mendations were made directly on the profile,charts. These recommendations

were for "More,",:"LeSs," or "00 regarding changing the teaching behaviors

during the time span before the post-observations. There was a column for

these recommendations on each profile chart. FOr the purposes of this

analysis, the "01(1,' recommendations on the pre-intervention profiles were
1

counted as "correct implementations" of teaching behaviors. Si,milarly, the

post-obsetvation FMI and Snapshot profiles contained the same ecommendations

of "More," "Less," or "Ok." Here the °correct implementations" on the pro-

file charts were denoted by asterisks. Thus, there was a possibility of 45

"correct implementations" of teaching behaviors at both pre- and post-obser-

Vation times.

Table 12 presents the pre- and post-observations of the correct implemen-

A

tations of,all 45 teaching behaviors across both high schools. Here it is

shown that the mean 'number of. correct 4Mplementatiens of pre-observations

teaching behaviors for School A teachers was 22.00, while the mean nupber of

correct implementations of teaching behaviors for School B teachers was

,21.25." There was no significant difference between the mean number of

Correct implementations of teaching behaviorS across the two schools'

teachers. Table 12 also shows that the mean number of correct implementa-
.

tions of post-observation teaching behaviors for School A was 30.71, while

the mean.number of correct implementations of teachin§ behaviors for School

B was 31.00. :There was no significant difference between the mean number of

correct implementations of teaching behaviors across the two schools'

teacher's at post-observation.
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Statistics from the Pre- and Post-Observations of Correct
Implementations, 'of ail Teaching Behaviors AcroSs Schools

4

School A , School B

. Timing (N=7) (N=4) t- Sig.

Mean SO Mean SD . Value Level,

,

Pre-Observation , 22.00 4.86 21:25 6.65 0.22
a

NS
.,

Post-Observation 30.71 3.86 3100 5.60 , 0.10 'AS

.0"

6
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Statistics from the pre- and post-observations of recommended behaviors

by teachers within the two project schools are displayed in Table 13. Taking

both- schools' teachers together, the-mean number of correct implementations

of recommended teaching behaviors for all variables (N=45) was 21.73 while

the post-observation correct implementations mean was 30.82, an increase of

nine correct -implementations. The increase between pre-observation correct
Q/

implementaiions and the post-observation correct implementations Las signifi-

cant at the .01 level. When the 45 teaching behavior variables were divided

into the three Stallings classification types and the pre- and'post-observa-

tions compared within the two schools' faculties, it can be seen that signi-

ficant differences were observed at the .05 level for the group of 28 inter-

action instructional variables and .at the .01 level for the nine off-task .

behaviors. There was no significant difference in the pre-post-observations

,of correct implementations of recommended teaching behaviors in the eight

non-interaction insiructional behaviors. When the 45 teacher variables were

,
compared by,the three project-determined categories, it can be seen that tne

CI7 classroom management variables produced a significant'(.001 level) diffe-

ence between the pre- and post-observations of correct implementations of

recommended teaching behaviors. The mean number of correct implementations

increased from 7.82 at pre-observation time to 12.91 at post-observation time.

Table 13 also displays the pre-post-observations of correct implementa-

tions ofo-ecommended teaching behaviors for all 45 variables by each school's

faculty. Here it is shown that the mean number of correct implementations for

School A teachers increased from 22.00 to 30.71 which was significant at the
.

.05 level. Table 13 also shows that the mean number4of correct implementations

for School B teachers increased from 21.25 to 31.00. However, due to the small

N even this large increase was not significant (t.05(3) = 3.18).
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Table 13

.Statistics from Pre- and Post-Observations of Correct Implementations

of Recommended Teaching Behaviors Within Schools

Group
Pre-Obs.

Mean, SO

Post-Obs.

Mean SD

t- Sig.

Value Level

Both High S hools
(N=11) *

All Teaching Yari-
ahles (45) 21.73 5.26

Variables Types (Stallings rouping)

Interaction Instruc-
tion Variables (28) 11.82 4.26

Non-Interaction
Instructidnal
Variables (8) 4.09 1.14

Off-Task.Varia-
bles (9) .1:)19 1.64

Variable Categories (Project Grouping)

Instruction (20) 9.91 3.27

Classroom Manage-
ment (17) 7.82 1.94

Feedback and Disci-
pline (8) 4.27 1.62

School A (N=7)

All TeachIng Varia-
bles (45) 22.00 4.86

School.B (N=4)

All Teaching Varia-
bles (45). 21..25 6.65 -

30.82 4.29 3.99 .01

16.36 3.47 2.62 .05

4.82 1.17 1.99 NS

7.73 0.90 3.63 ..01

12.64 2.34 2.11 NS

12.91 1.45 6.15 :001

5.27 1.85 1.82 NS

30.71 3.86 3.15 .05

31.00 5.60 1.97 NS
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Teaching Behaviors Change Index

The Stallings Classroom Management Staff.Development Pr.oject provides a

unique opportunity to study teachers' classroom behavior changes. Because

pre- and post-observations of classroom behaviors are invo.lved; because

Osearch-based recommendations of changes in specific classroom teaching

57

behaviors,are made; and because the project teachers received ideas, suppOrt,

and resourdgs to help in the behavior change process,lhe Stellings staff.

development O'r'ogram proOdes a unique opportu ity to describe and assess'the

actual ambunt of teaching behavior changes.

The Teaching Behaviors Change Index is an original measure conceived and

reported for the first time in this report. The Teaching Behaviors Change

Index (TBCI) is an interval level figure expressing the amount of change in

specific teaching behaviors before and after ttacher training workshops.

Literally, TBCI is the number of correct implementations of specific teaching

behaviors after the teacher training workshops minus the number of correct

implementations of specific teaching behaviors before the teacher training

workshops divided by the number of variables (teaching behaviors) observed. .

The formula for the TBCI is:

where:

N N
A - B

I
V

I = Teaching Behaviors Change Index

NA = Number of correct implementations of teaching behaviors
after teacher training workshops

NB = Number of correct implementations,of teaching behaviors
before teacher traiping workshops

V = Number of teaching behaviors (variables) studied
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Examples of the TBCI are:

, NA
-

NB
_ 45 - 0

1 ---v--- 7 +1.00

NA
-

NB
_ 38 -

.

17

V
+0.47

N N
A - 10

77-477-- -

NA
-

NB
22 - 45

V 45
0.51

NB

I 1.00
V t,.45

Possible TBCI values range from -1.00 to +1.00. This continuuM of TBCI

values should be viewed as a range of values from low (least desirable) to

high (most desirable). In this manner, then, the TBCI values are not similar

to correlation values where a.perfect negative correlation may be desirable.

it is, however, too soon to assign descriptors to any of the various obtained

TBCI valuet.

Tahle 14 displays the Teaching Behaviors Change Index'values for the

eleven Putnam County demonstration project teachers. The TBCI values ranged

from a high of +0.49 to a low of -0.07. The mean TBCI value was +0.21 'with

a standard deviation of 0.17.

One particular TBCI value in Table 14 derits further discussion. The

demonstration project teachers were instructed specifically not to change or

alter their teaching schedules during pre- and post-intervention observa-

tions. As a consequence of adhering to this request, one teacher in the

project was observed at post-intervention time in a series of prearranged
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Table 14

Teaching Behaviors Change Index Values
for Demonstration Project Teachers

, Teacher Designation
Teaching Behaviors
Change Index Value*

Teacher A 35 19 +0.36

Teacher B 27 30 -0.07

Teacher C 26 16 +0.22

Teacher D 38 19 +0.42

) Teacher E 28 26 +0.04

Teacher F 33 28 +0.11

Teacher G k 19 +0.24

Teacher H 38 16 +0.49

Teacher I ,25 20

Teacher J 32 18 +0.31

Teacher K 31 27 +0.09

*Possible values rangeJrom -1.00 to +1.00: See text for the formula and

its explanation.
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instructional activities which did not involve interactive instruction--

although they did involve instruction. Thus, by following the project's

instructions regarding lesson planning, his/her classroom behaviors were

observed during three days of planned primarily noninteractive instruction.

Since the noninteraCtive instructionl activities concluded on the third

observation day, there was no chance to include more typical instructional

activities at post-observation time. He/she knew about and realized the

probable,outcomes in terms pf Oost-observation results regarding the low

number of correct implementations. As expected, this person is the only

teacher who obtained a negative,TBCI value. This fact had a negative effect

upon the teacher and it was expressed openly during thetaped interview.

This'teacher was positive about the overall project but was influenced

negatively at the very end by post-observation scheduling procedures. The

teacher wanted to show changes in behaviors, felt he/she could demonstrate

changes, but was thwarted by the scheduling of the post-observations in rela-

tion to his or her lesson plans.

Principals', Teacher Trainers'', and
Superintendent's Reactions

Both principals of the demonstration schools were interviewed the -

completion of the project in order to obtain their reactions. The princi-

pals offered several responses when asked to name any positive features of

the demonstration project. Both principals said that the opportunity for

teachers to discover exactly what their teachingbehaviors were by objective

coders was a positive feature. The selection of observers from the substi-

tute teacher list was another positive feature they mentioned. One principal

opined that his involved teachers "gained in self-security and self-confi-

dence." In response to the question of the effects of their involvement on
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the teacher, each principal replied differently. One principal stated that

the teachers were more "close knit" as a'group now: a good outcome. 'The

other high school principa4-felt that the project teachers were more aware

now of their strong and weak points in teaching and, thus, had a good chance

to become better teachers. ,.Asked about possible side effects of the demon-'

stration project, one principal felt that the aspect'of "outside" persons

from other educational agenple.p.perving and interacting with his or het

staff was a positive side effedt. Both principals said they had no problems

in implementing the staff development project. Both principals said they

felt that the project had the strong support of their supervisors (the -

central office staff). Asked if they would like more detailed information

' ahout the project, both principals 'replied in the affirmative. When asked

if they were in favor of the continuation of th classroom management staff

development projedt next year, both princ pals replied yes, but'with a condi-

tion. One principal's condition was that the, other parts of the comprehen-

sive instructional improvement program (HigginbOtham, 1981) should begin and

the other principal felt that the same leader (teacher trainer) should manage

the project.

Using basically the 'same interview schedule, the teacher trainer was

interviewed by the evaluator. Asked to state any positive features of the .

demonstration project, the teacher trainer named three: (1) "building

cohesiveness, comaraderie among teachers within schools," (2) "broadening of

teachers' perceptions of themselves personally and professionally," and (3)

"ekpanding teachers' knowledge about classroom and instructional management

and their relationship to student achievement." Asked to state what the

effect of the project had been on the teachers, the teacher trainer responded

that the project "definitely has opened some eyes and some minds." The
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teacher trainer:stated that the projeCt ha. impacted both other teachers and

students. Other teachers heard aboutthe demon tration project and became

'interested in it. Some of the project teachers to'dNthe teacher trainer

4

that their students noticed difference in their teach' ,and that they

"enjoyed the 'new' teachers." Regarding the possible contin tion of the

project, the teacher trafner was very enthusiastic, saying:

I!d like to expand:the sessions tokwork with new (and more)

teachers, yet also have the opportunity to have some,
follow-up, informal Sessions with last year's group 6f

teachers as,well as collect follow-up [observational] data

on them.

The teacher trainer was very candicrwith opinions of areas where the

propct which could be improved. The teacher triiner made seven specific

recommendations for improvement:

1. Use volunteer teachers in the future.

2. Schedule the teacher training workshops every other

week instead of weekly.

3. Make prOvisions for the teacher trainer to have more

contact with' the project tekhers in their classrooms.

4. Distribute the teacher profile charts at thesecond

workshop.
0

5. Expand the data,collection process from three to five

days.

6. Eventually expand the project to include teachers from

other disciplines and grade levels.

7. Secure the optical scanning and the profile chart

computer programs.

The Superintendent of Putnam County Schools was interviewed at the con-

clusion of the project using nearly the same interview questions. Asked

about the possible positive aspects of the demonstration, the Superintendent

offered two responses. Fi.rst,.the SuPerintendent said that the project

"...brought to Putnam County teachers a validated, systematic4approach of
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classroom observations by which teachers can analyze their teaching behaviors

and interactions with students." Second, the project seemed to have fostered .

a:.generally favorable attitude aMong many teachers and had spurred.comment's

toward school and classroom management. ,Asked to comment on the e4ects on

the project teachers, the Superintendent replied that he felt that there was

a "greater refalization and/or renewal of the vitally important role that

teachers have in the educational process." Side effects of the project

iriclude inquiries from other teachers ibout the project's processes and !

expansion plans which could involve more teachers. 'Regarding support from

superiors, the Superindentent pointed to the fact that the project is an

important part of a comprehensive'instructional improvement program (Higgin-

botham, l98l), which has the official endorsement of the Putnam County Board

of Education. Two concerns' were expressed when asked about any problems in

the implementation'of the project. First, the Superintendent mentioned the

difficulty of finding time in his work schedule to devote to'the project

(although there was no lack of interest). Second, the Superintendent had

heard some expressions of concern &bout the way administrators will vie4 the

process--as professional growth or as teacher evaluation. The Superintendent

felt strongly that the project should continue and that it should be adjusted/

refined with information "that will enable the process to be tailored to the

needs of Putnam County Schools, its admin,istrators, teachers, and especially,

its students."
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CHAPTER VI

Conclusions and RecommeAdations

Process evaluation results were presented in chapter four. Product eval-
2

uation results were presented in chapter five. This chapter will present the

conclusions and recommendations from the evaluation'of the Stallings Class-
j.

room Management Staff Development Demon'stration Project in Putnam County,

West Virgina.

ConclusiOns

This evaluation study was designed and conducted to assess fhe implemen-

tation of a specific'staff development demonstration project. Based on the

data collected and reported in,the previous chapters, certain conclusions can

be drawn. These conclusions shall be presented in this section.

Overall, results of this evaluation show that the Stallings Classroom

Management Staff Development Demonstration Project implemented in Putnam

County Schools in 1980-1981 was a success. Findings from five out of six

data Collection instruments/techniques lead to the conclusion of the project

being a Success. The demonstrition ,project teachers' reactions/feelings

advanced from a point just above neutral to a point one fUil point higher,

(on a six.point continuum) at the conclusion of the project. During taped

interviews, project teachers made two and one half times as many positive

evaluative commen'ts about the project as negative evaluative comments. There.

was a significant increase in the project teachers' expressions of positive,

responS'ibility for student achievement, taking into account pretest scores.

Leyels of Use ratings confirmed that there were eight innovation users and

just three nOn-users, among the eleven teachers. Finally, data analysis

showed a significant increase in the number of correct implementations of
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2 2 4 7,

teacher behaviors change (as defined by the program) froepre-intervention

obserVation time to post-interventiovbservation time,

ach data collection.procedure provides specific findings to the overall

conclusion. First, the demonstration project teachers' reactions/feelings

regarding the project events moved,upward at the events unfolded. Starting

one half point above neutral (on a "+3" to "-3" continuum), the teachers'

reactions/feelings mean score dipped to Flow point just after they received

the teacher behavior prbfile charts,-then moved'upward to, the value of +1.6.

This movement on this instrument is an indication of project success.

Second, the demonstration project teachers expressed high concerns abou

the project at its conclusion. The intensity level.of these concerns was

high; although not unexpe d for a brand neW innovation 'regarding their

.teaching practices: Combin g the concern scores from the two demonstratiok

site f.kulties yielded the moseintense concern as Informational. The

teachers desfred more information about the innovation. There.was a signifi-
/.

cant difference across school faculties regarding the Personal stage with..

T 'one school facul being particularly concerned about their professional

status or r e change in the organization in relation to the innovation.

T rd, in" evaluating the project after-it concluded, participating

teachers overwhelmingly judged it yositively according to their evaluation/

assessment comments. .Analysisoof.685 individual evaluation/assessment

comments revealed two and one half times as many positive comments in

comparison to negatiie comments% Of all the evaluative comments, just about

one half.pertained to the teacher training workshops and there were more'

favorable comments than negative,ories On this.topic. :The remaining

elfaluative Comments wert aiVided among seVen other catesor

.

/'

, J-

.. 0 4,
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Fourth, the.demonstration project teachers' self-epressed positive

responsibility for student achievement scores increased significantly from

prestest to postteqt administrations of the instrument. In the absence of a

control or comparison group design it is not possible to.conclude that the

project activities caused the increase in perce1qT1tespoWsibility for

student achievement; however, the pretest-posttest increase is a fact, even

taking into account the significant differences in pretest scores across the

,

two chools' faculttes.

.
Fifth, there was a high number of innovation users Vr this demonstration

.project. Thg Levels of Use Ratings showed that there were eight (73%) users

"and just three (27%) non-users.of the innovation. Given at: (1) the

teachers did not volunteer theniselves to be articip5r(ts in the project,,

4 (2) the complexity of the innovatjon, (3) the timing of the project in the

school year, and (4) the content of the,project (changing teachers' class-

room behaviors) the nOmber of users.was high.

Sixth, the staff development 'project had,a significant impact on changing

teachers' behaviors. The mean number of correct implementations (as defined

by th6 program) of recommended teaching behaviors increased from 22 at pre-

Observation. time.to 31 at-post-observation time. This.pre-post difference
t,
'.

was significant.' Fmrthe; r:the 45 teaching behavior variables can be broken

down into Wcal groupings and the location,of the significant differences'

can be pinpointed further.

Finally, the ieaching Behaviors Change Index is aniviginal,interval

level measure of the...participating teachers' ctianges,in classroom behaviors.

--,--Btsed-on-systemattc,-objeettve.ob$ervations at pre- and post-int nerventio

,
'

periods and'on specific, research-based recomMendations-for changes' in

teaching behaviors, the Teaching Behaviors Change Ingex is a measure which
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communicates the level of performance for teachers involved in this particu-

lar staff development program. It can lie used as a commu tion and compar-

ison measure across several implementations of this staff development program

in one'locale, but further, it can serve to describe and assess implement.;-

tions of this staff development programacross several different project

installation sites. Most imporiant, over time andwith the c.ollection of

valid 'and reliable background and environmental variables relating to

teachers' jobs, the Teaching'Behaviors Change Index can be used, as the

dependent variable in studies to discover what independgnt variables impact

on it. Thus, the knowledge base of changing teachers'sclassroom behaviors

may be increased greatly.

Recommendations

In view of the.findings and:conclusions of this evaluation study and

based on nearly a year's work with the demOnstrati6n project, certain recom-
.,

mendations are offered to the adminisctrator in charge and to other readers.

6everal recommendations dea) with continuation of the Stallings Classroom

Management Staff Development Program. If Putnam county Schools' administra

tors are look,ing for an o'bjective, researh-based staff development program

that can demonstrate positive changes in classroom teaching behaviors by

1, Putnam County teachers, then they 'lave found ,it.in the Stallings program.

Assuming no other constraints, there was nothi4 discovered in the evaluation

of the demonstration project to discourage its.contived use and, resources

permitting, itt expansion. Some refinements in the model to make it more

relevant to Putnam County teachers are'suggested on the follOwing page, but

these are considered slight adjustments and not major modifications.

17:
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Several specific recommendations deal with the processes of the Stallings

program. It is recommended that the classroom observers/coders continue to

be selected from the putnam County Substitute Teacher List by a committee of

Putnam County teachers and administrators. It iS recommended strongly that

4he clasiroom observations be expanded'to five class periods per observation

set (Fall, Winter, Spring). Also, it is recommended strongly that these five

classroom observations be spread over a two week time period to allow for

individual instructional scheduling possibilities. Next, it is recommended

just as strongly that the teacher behavior profilet charts not be distributed

and discussed until the second'teacher training workshop-. Concomitantly, it

is recommended that the total number of t acher training works,hops be

expanded to six and that the first one sh uld deal with and Prepare the

teachers for the receipt of their teacher behavior profile charts.' All other

aspects of the teacher training workshp can remain the same as implemented

in the demonstration projec , based on t4is evaluation.

Informational needs is another area for recommendations. There i an

intense concern for more information about the classrommanagement staff

developmenroject by Putnam County teachers and administrators. It is

recommended that a planned and coordinated information program be designed

and implemented. It is recommended, for example, that if volunteer teachers

will be involved in the-next phase, &teacher recruitment brochure or flyer

be prepared which will cdmmunicate basic information about the staff develop-

ment project. It is recommended that this brochure or flyer be followed with

personal awareness sessions for new project teacher recruits including the

Superintendent, the teacher trainer, an observer/coder, and a particUating

teacher from the first year's installation. But the informational needs

shouldn't end at this stage. 'It is recommended that many more mechanisms
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for "getting the word out" be put in place. These could include: (1) a,

distinctive, attractive, and colorful logo identifying the program and/or

project;s (2) insertsto the school system's newspaper; (3) special bulletins'

to teachers; and (4) memos or letters to teacher and principals reinfgrcing

the intent to continue with the thrust begun in the 1980-1981 scheol' year.

. Other informational possibilities should be studied.

Independence and self-sufficiency are the targets for other recommenda,

tions. If Putnam County Schools continues the classroom management staff

development program, then several important steps leading to their self-

,

sufficiency with the system are recommended. A Putnam County "apprentice"

in the Stallings system should be identified and trained by the Stallings-,

trained apprentice as soon as possible. Without a locally-supported.

Stallings "apprentice," the domino effect may never begin in Putnam County

Schools and the school system will be dependent always on an outside agency

for the teacher trainer. The observation syftem's optic'al scanning program

should be purchased to net-only reduce data processing costs, but more

importantly, to speed-up the turnaround time between observations and the

production of the teacher behavior profile charts. Similarly, the computer

program(s) which transform trre raw data into the teacher behavior profile

charts should be purchased, if possible, from the Teaching and Learning

Institute. These steps identified above will ensure a large measure of

independence and self-Sufficiency by the Putnam County Schools and, in ihe

long run, save considerable amodnts of money for the school system.

Finally, several recommenbations for research,,developmenti and evalua-

tion are offered. A natural recommendation would be to monitor continuously

the implementation of the Stallings staff development program in Putnam

County Schools. At a minimum, a design similar to the one used in this
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report may be used, although the incl sion of a comparison (non-project)

grouvbfteachers would increase t nternal and external validity'of the

, _evaluation results. Improvement ins,trumentatiOn should be attempted in

future evaluations. The original group of eleven demonstration projects

teachers Should be studied over time including, if possible, continued

observation of their classrooms and '4-;-efreiher" training workshops to assess

possible long term effects of their, involvement in the'demonstration project.

Putnam County Schools, with outside 'ass.istance as necessary and appropriate,

'should begin to develop its own datd base for the teacher behavior profile

charts' recommendStions of classroom behavior changes. This could include,

for example, a change to criterion,referenced measures of student -achieve-

ment outcomes. Over time, various crite ion-referenced data bases could be

built into the system to accommodate va ious.content areas. Continued use.

of the Teaching Behaviors Change Inde is encouraged. Communication of this

V_
measure between and among others using the Stallings staff developMent

program is recommended. The first goalof this network of index users could

be the initial asstgnment of descriptors to various attained values 'of the

index. This could assist in the development of a common metric for

describing and assessing the actual amount of teaching behavior changes.

Assocjated with the previous recommendation would be exploratory study of

the Teaching Behaviors Change Index as the dependent variable in staff

development/teacher effects research. .Last, results of this evaluation

,study should be communicated to other educational personnel through this

report., the executi'Ve 1.immary,' articles, research papers, and/or presen-

.

tations at local, stateoreglnal.,0 and naticirial meeti-ggs and-donfert'en-cei.
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Putnam County Classroom Management/Teacher Effectiveness
Demonstration Project

Reaction Survey
, June 8, 1981

Directions: "In prose form, please provide us with yrr reactions/feelings
as this demonstration project unfolded. You may wan to use the following
-outline to organize your narrative.

1. Before the teacher awa?eness Meeting with Ken Higginbotham, Joe Basile,
Debra Sullivan:

2. 'After the teacher awarens meeting:

3. Before the first set of observations:

.4. After'the first set of observations:
,

. After the first teacher,training session:

6. After the third teacher training setsion:

7. After the final teacher training session:

8. Before the second set of observations:

9. After the second set of observations:

10. Before receiving your final profile:,

-11. After receiving your final profile:

12. Today: (6/8/81):
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